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COHESION AND COHERENCE IN CHINESE ESL WRITING 

by 

Hong Zhu 

(ABSTRACT ) 

Cohesion and coherence are important features for 

effective writing. Studies in contrastive rhetoric and text 

linguistics suggest that cohesion and coherence may vary 

across languages and cultures. This study examined cohesion 

and coherence features of Chinese ESL writings, explored the 

similarities and the differences between Chinese and 

YEnglish, and investigated the role of language transfer and 

vinterference in Chinese ESL writings. 

Four Chinese graduate students each composed two 

expository essays in English and two in Chinese and their 

writing sessions were videotaped. Essays were scrutinized 

for cohesion and coherence features, and along with 

transcripts, interviews and observations, they were examined 

for evidence of transfers and interferences. 

Findings indicate that the Chinese language depends 

4.more on lexical ties and similarities of structures whereas 

-English employs more connectors. References in Chinese 

often take the form of lexical repetition and sometimes zero 

anaphora while English uses more pronouns and deictics. In 

addition, more ellipses are utilized in Chinese. Coherence 

features show that Chinese essays are more implicit and



general while English writings emphasize explicitness with 

thesis statements and topic sentences. Chinese writings are 

writer-centered, and demand more of the reader to make sense 

of the text. 

interferences and transfers were identified. Students 

were unable to use a variety of connectors that English 

offers in their own writings and often connections were 

missing and sometimes misleading. They occasionally failed 

to mark sentence boundaries; their essays often lacked a 

clearly defined thesis; and topic sentences were rarely 

used. The discussion was general, implicit, and writer- 

centered.
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CHAPTER | 

Introduction and Purpose 

Writing is a difficult task for both ESL (English as a 

Second Language) students and native speakers. To write in 

a language in which they are not fully competent creates 

more problems for ESL students than for native speakers. In 

university settings, ESL students are often required to 

write prose acceptable to native speakers of English for a 

variety of scholastic purposes, ranging from taking notes on 

materials they read to the writing of theses and 

dissertations (Arapoff, 1989). To a large degree the 

academic success of these students is judged on the basis of 

what they write in papers and tests, regardiess of their 

abilities in the spoken language or what they know in the 

content area. ‘Thus the need to write effectively is evident 

to all ESL students who want to succeed in American 

universities. 

For ESL teachers of writing, providing their students 

with effective writing skills is a real concern (Connor, “: 

7 

‘ 

a 

1984). To many ESL’ instructors their Students’ writing C/"~ re 
{ 

oe yy 
strikes them as "foreign" despite the correct grammar. ( ws 

i, ) 
Although these students are able to construct well-formed 

| .



sentences, they are unabie to produce texts that meet "the 

logical and cultural expectations" of native speakers of 
—e 

  

English (Kaplan, 1970, p. 26). The reason for this must be 

found at a level or levels beyond sentences. As Harris 

A» UC1964) points out, “Language does not occur in stray words 

or sentences, but in connected discourse" (p. 35). 

Accordingly, writing effectively requires that ESL students 

have the ability to relate and organize ideas in paragraphs 

and in essay patterns (carr, 1967). Moreover, they must 

organize them ina way that is familiar to professors as 

acceptable American academic prose (Reid, 1984). 

A Cohesion and coherence have been studied by linguists 

and researchers as a key to “the understanding of effective 

writing (e. g. Connor, 1984; Hailiday & Hasan, 1976; Johns, 

1986). Until recently, however, coherence has been equated 
eee NO oe ee — 

with cohesion features identified by Halliday and Hasan 
QE ee 

(1976), namely, their five categories of linguistic ties 

which link sentences together. Today distinctions are 

increasingly being made between cohesive ties that connect 

sentences and structures that create discourse level or 

global coherence (Bamberg, 1984). While /cohesion refers to 

the overt links or ties between sentences that help form a 

text (Enkvist, 1990), coherence is defined as the ordering 

and interlinking of propositions or assertions within a text



by use of appropriate information structure (Johns, 1986). 

Cohesion is often a necessary condition to hold a text 

together, but it is not a sufficient one. In written 
  

communication, it is coherence that contributes to the a 

overall discourse theme (Grabe, 1985). 

For a text to be coherent, linguists and researchers 
ee 

verre. 

(Bamberg, 1984; Shakir, 1991; van Dijk, 1980) have fe 6. s 

identified features beyond sentence boundaries and in 

we game 

addition to the role of cohesive connectives: topic © «i 

  

development, relevance of ideas to the rhetorical function 

of the writing task, organization, focus, and so on. Thus 

in order to study ESL writing, both cohesion and coherence 

features need to be addressed. 

: Studies in contrastive rhetoric and contrastive 

pragmatics (Enkvist, 1990; Kaplan, 1966, 1972, 1976) have 

also shown that different cultures and languages have 

different rhetorical preferences. As most ESL students are 

educated in their own countries, differences in rhetoricai 

preferences often mean a clash between what they have 

learned in their native languages and cultures and what is 

expected of them from native speakers of English. For them 

coherence may mean a different way of presenting their 

logical arguments. Thus when these students write in 

English, they can be influenced by their native languages. 

wegfrves 7



The errors they make in the process of learning Engiish car. 

be a result of interference from what they have learned in 

their native languages. Such an issue must be taken into 

consideration in the process of examining ESL writing. 

The present study was designed to examine features of 

cohesion and coherence in Chinese ESL learners’ writings. 

Cohesion, in this study, corresponds to the traditiona] 

features identified by Halliday and Hasan C1976), while 

coherence refers to global features, “such as topic 
ee eee 7 mma seme + co 

development, focus, context, organization, and the orders of 0 Ww 

propositions, “that, help create text. Features of cohesion 

  

and coherence in Chinese ESL learners’ English writings were 

identified and compared with their writings in their native 

language, Chinese, in order to determine the potential 

transfer. from one language to another. Halliday and Hasan's 
N. 
Tra Eo 

(1976) theory © was used to analyze cohesion in their 

writings, and Lieber’ s/ ) (1980), Functional units were used to 
ma _ oe 

ee 

examine relationships among, ‘successive propositions. 

Furthermore, the composing processes of these writers 

were observed in order to determine the strategies that were 

used to examine students’ considerations for coherence 

Features such as topic development and organization, and to 

explore the potential interferences of the native language 

on target language in terms of cohesion and coherence. 
Ce



Specifically, the research questions in the following 

section guided the present study. 

Research Questions 

The following research questions were asked in the 

present study: 

(1) What are the cohesion features of Chinese ESL 
writings in English and in Chinese? 

(2) What are the coherence features of Chinese ESL 

“writings in English and in Chinese? 

(3) What are the similarities and differences between 
cohesion and coherence features in English and in 
Chinese? w 

oy . 
“Ns Tt 

(4) Is there evidence of language transfers and 
interferences from Chinese to English and vice 
versa in the areas of cohesion and coherence? 

Ree 
ean, 

Definitions, Assumptions, Limitations and Delimitations 

Definitions of Terms 

For this study, tne foliowing terms were defined: 

First language (i.1) refers to a iearner's native 

lJanguage or mother tongue, which, in this study, is Chinese. 

Second language (L2), or foreign language, refers to 

the language that is learned or acquired through training, 

which, in this study, is English.



Text refers to the actual writing produced. 

Cohesion refers to overt grammatically and lexically 

describabie links on the textual surface (Enkvist, 1990; 

Halliday and Hasan, 1976). 

Coherence consists of the ordering and inter linking of ie 

propositions within a text by use of appropriate information Lo 

structure (Johns, 1986). [t also refers to the underlying an 

relations that hold between assertions or propositions 
os wee eee te Same tenets 

  

(Grabe, 1985). A detailed discussion of cohesion and 

coherence appears later in the chapter. 

Strategy, in this study, refers to decisions writers 

make or methods writers use at di*ferent stages of writing 

in order to create text. 

Language switch refers to the interchangeable use of L1 

and L2 when one is thinking while composing in either L1 or 

L2. Recourse to L1 often happens when one encounters 

difficulties in L2; thus language switch can be defined as a 

strategy for L2 learners when they are composing in L2. 

Language transfer is the jearning of. structures in the _ 

target language by virtue of their similarities to the 

corresponding forms in the native language. lt can be 

positive or negative.



Language interference refers to the impeding of 

learning because of the dissimilarities of corresponding 

structures in two different languages. 

Stimulated-recall involves interviews with writers 

based on replays of videotapes. ina stimulated-recal] 

session, videotapes of writers at work are replayed for the 

writers foilowing a taping session, and the writers are then 

asked to comment on what they were thinking at specific 

moments (Per!, 1984). 

Expository writing is a type of writing in which the 

primary function is to inform or to instruct the reader. 

Assumptions 

Two assumptions were made in the study. First, the 

physical presence of the researcher and videotaping 

equipment would not interfere with the writing process to 

the degree that the results would be invalidated. Second, 

, the researcher assumed that writers would be able to recall] 

certain aspects of mental processes by observing themselves 

and then commenting on them when questioned by the 

researcher and that what they told the researcher was an 

accurate reflection of their thinking.



Limitations 

Two limitations were inherent in the use of stimuiated- 

recali procedures. First, stimulated-recall brought into 

the writing environment a video camera which could have 

influenced students’ writing to some degree. Second, 

stimulated-recal!l procedures reiied on students’ memories to 

recall mental processes. Even with the aid of a video 

camera, certain mental processes would escape from the 

subjects’ short-term memories and thus were not available 

for recall. 

Delimitations 

For the purpose of this study, the following 

delimitations were set: 

(1) The language being studied was limited to Mandarin 

Chinese as there are considerable differences among dialects 

of Chinese. Thus the subjects being studied were also 

limited to those from mainland China who speak Mandarin 

Chinese. This criterion was set in order to avoid regional 

differences that could lead to distinct linguistic 

differences as only writings in Mandarin Chinese were 

compared to those in English. 

(2) The sample size of the study was small due to the 

complexities involved in the writing process and the large



amount of data from the stimulated-recall. A small sample 

also allowed an in-depth analysis of individual writers’ 

work. 

(3) This research was not intended to be a comparative 

study of English and Chinese. The scope of the study was 

limited to inferences that could be derived from data 

provided by the subjects. The researcher has also limited 

the study descriptive case studies that were exploratory in 
a eet ee mae et 

nature. 

Analytical Framework 

Cohesion and Coherence 

Linguists and researchers (Bamberg, 1984; Connor, 1984; 

Enkvist, 1990; Halliday & Hasan, 1976; Johns, 1986; Shakir, 
eet Paco seine eann nemrcreen tPA é 

1991) have made a distinction between cohesion and 
ie pe ee ce cena 

coherence. Such a distinction is also necessary for the 

current study. Cohesion refers to the “overt links on the 

textual surface” (Enkvist, 1990, p. 14), and it is one 

aspect of the notion of textuality in a text (Connor, 1984, 

p. 302). 

Halliday and Hasan (1976) define text as a semantic 

unit, whose parts are linked together by explicit cohesive | 

ties. Cohesion is expressed through grammatical and lexical



items that make text hang together. Take the following 

sentence for example: 

Wash and core six cooking apples. Put them into a 
fireproof dish. 

The sentences form a text by means of reference; that is, 

“them” refers back to “six cooking apples" in the first 

sentence. The two sentences are linked together by these 

explicit cohesive ties, and the propositions also make sense _ 

to the reader. ee 
ae 

paca eminent nas ae 

  

However, as argued by textual analysts. AEnkvist, 1990; 

_yan Dijk, 1980); sthe presence of "local” cohesion markers in 

a ‘text does not necessarily lead to a “globally” _coherent 
easement Saran cage 

text. For example: 
mmeemamrceweranere 

My car is biack. Black English was a controversial 
subject in the seventies. At seventy most people 
have retired. To re-tire means “to put new tires 
on vehicle." Some vehicles such as hovercraft 
have no wheels. Wheeis go round. 

(Enkvist, 1990, p. 12) 

Although the text contains overt cohesive ties by means of 

lexical repetitions as in “black” and "Black," and 

and linked in the parts of ‘the discourse ‘and. i the” 

ee 

foe oe . , : . Cee ~~ ‘ 
‘seventies and “seventy,” the text is not coherent. As 

mR 

cohesive ties fail to Vink the text together, it is 

necessary to study the ways contextual meanings are related 
OT a, 3 ew 

relationships among the different ideas ain a text 

(Widdowson, 1978). 

10



yO ere 

a . 
we - 

aa 

a 

“Coherence | has been defined by linguists and researchers 
Mo _— a a 4 

fie erent ways. “According to Charolles (1978), coherence “QL 
_ 2 

is achieved by the continuity of thought or meaning, the —/) |. ahd 

\ 
\ 

\ 

s Sh 
poy Lo . 

development of ideas previously expressed, and the internal ~~ LA 
of 

consistency of the discourse (see-Omaggio, 1986). Van Dijk Lon 
ee 

  

(1980) explains that in a coherent text, certain speech acts 
oo oe 

are /homogeneous) and belong together. When accounting for 

communication, Grice (1975) states that there is a general 

agreement of co-operation between a speaker and a hearer. 

His Co-operative Principle includes a maxim of being 

relevant, meaning that if the listener recognizes the 

intention of the speaker to be relevant, such an assumption 

will guide the listener in interpreting the speaker's 

utterances. Sperber and Wilson (1986) expand on Grice's 

theory and conclude that for communication- to be successful, 

meaning must be understood as a multidimensional concept: 

from the linguistic meaning» of a sentence“to a contextual ly 2) 
eee 

interpreted message, involving intentionality, mutual | 
ae fo 

cognitive environment, and the Co-operative Principle. 
New ne 

Although linguists define coherence differently, it is 

a general consensus that cohesion is a necessary condition . 
ee newton 

for a text to be considered coherent, but not a “ gufficient. 

one. Lindeberg (19854) studied ESL writings of advanced > 

students and found that the difference between what are



’ eX 

considered ''good" and "bad" essays -does not lie in the 

number of cohesive ties used, but rather in the WayS a. 

propositions are linked into arguments... Essays with 

unsupported claims | receive lower grades than those essays 
A RE REN ER it he oe se - .- + sate we Coa 

that have supportive arguments. in these cases, it was tne 
Me 

logical argumentation associated with the argumentative 

essay type that led the readers to the appropriate text 

  

world. “Other. qualities have been identified by researchers 
Se enercmren 

(Bamberg, 1984; Connor, & Lauer, 1985; Shakir, 1991) as 

contributing to the qualities of good writing. These 

qualities include interconnect iv ity of sentences, topic yo 
cnet one ee \. ; 

development, relevance of ideas to the rneser scat function Ne gr? 
cent otek ee ae ry meant osc Zz oe . wen / 

veo 

. PN en 
of the writing task, closure, context, and so on. —_ 

tare 

In the present study, features ‘of both cohesion and 

coherence of Chinese ESL writings were examined. As 

cohesion is determined by lexically and grammatically overt 

intersentential relationships, the researcher examined the 

role of cohesive connectives and lexical items used in the 

realization of the function of the text. In addition, the yh?! 
ene ee, vanes a f oo -_ . 

researcher explored the strategies by whitch topics wer - 
Oe weer arene ~ a nent aml 

ace 2 Rayer 

developed and the manner in which assertions were wade) and 
ne ae toa 

Se cere 

supported) To examine cohesive connectives, Haliiday and 

Hasan’s (1976) taxonomy was used; to explore the coherence 

12



Ge 
é 

features, essays were analyzed in terms of functional roles 

developed by Lieber (1980). 

Analysis of Cohesion 

To analyze cohesion, the taxonomy developed by Halliday 

and Hasan (1976) was used. The researcher believed that 

Halliday and Hasan offered the most comprehensive account of 

cohesion and their taxonomy was also appropriate to analyze 

ESL writings. 

According to Halliday and Hasan (1976), cohesion is a 

set of possibilities that exist in language for making 

sentences understood as connected discourse. In other 

words, cohesion helps create text. lt expresses the 

continuity that exists between one part of the text and 

another, and the continuity enables the reader to supply ali 

the missing pieces (p. 299). Halliday and Hasan identified 

five major types of cohesive ties that help form text: 

reference, substitution, ellipsis, conjunction, and lexical 

cohesion, each of which has subclasses and sub-subclasses. 

The five types are summarized below: 

(1) Reference. Reference concerns any specific 

information that is signalled for retrieval (p. 31). It can 

be anaphoric, referring to the preceding text, or 

cataphoric, referring to the following text. The three 

13



major types of reference are personal (!, him, hers, etc.), 

deictics (this, those, here, etc.), and comparative 

(similarly, likewise, better, more, etc.). For example: 

Doctor Foster went to Gloucester in a shower of 
rain. He stepped in a puddle right up to his 
middle and never went there again. 

In this text, "he" is a personal anaphora pronoun of the 

referent "Doctor Foster,” and "there" is a deictic anaphora 

element of "Gloucester." Reference here provides cohesion 

for the text to make sense for the reader. 

(2) Substitution. Substitution is the replacement of a 

noun, a verb, or a clause by that of another (p. 88). It 

differs from reference in that substitution is a relation in 

wording rather than in the meaning. For example, in: 

My axe is too blunt. i must get a sharper one. 

"one" substitutes for "axe." In substitution, the 

substitute helps recover the actual word or phrase being 

used, whereas in reference, the reference signals that the 

meaning is recoverable. in this case, “one" does not refer 

to the same item signalled by "my axe" (not reference) but 

rather to the same class of items by “axe.” Halliday and 

Hasan also point out that the classification of cohesive 

relations should not be seen as a rigid one, and there are 

instances when cohesive ties could be interpreted as 

14



belonging to different types. Major types of substitution 

involve the use of "one," "do," and “so.” 

(3) Ellipsis. Ellipsis is the omission of an item or 

substitution by zero (p. 143). In nominal ellipsis as in 

“Some say one thing, others say another," the noun "thing" 

is omitted in the second half of the sentence. In verbal 

ellipsis as in “i'm staying at home this weekend. | haven't 

for some time," the verb “stayed” is omitted. Finally, in 

clausal ellipsis as in “| kept quiet because Mary gets very 

embarrassed if anyone mentions John's name. | don't know 

why,’ the phrase “Mary gets very embarrassed" is omitted 

after “why.” 

(4) Conjunction. Conjunction differs from reference, 

substitution, or ellipsis quite significantly, because 

conjunctions provide cohesion not by means of words 

themselves, but by virtue of their specific meanings. In 

other words, they are not primarily devices for reaching out 

into the preceding texts as seen in reference, substitution, 

or ellipsis, they express certain meanings which “presuppose 

the presence of other components in the discourse” (p. 226). 

The major types of conjunctive relations identified by 

Halliday and Hasan are: 
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A. additive, by using conjunctions like "and," “nor,” 

or" and words like "furthermore," "for instance,’ 

etc.; 

B. adversative, as expressed by words like "yet," 

"though," “in fact,” "instead," "however," etc.; 

C. causal, as connected by words like "“therefore,' 

“because, “as a result,” "“consequently,' and 

“otherwise”; 

D. and temporal, which is expressed by words such as 

“then,” “next,” “at the same time," “meanwhile,” 

“finally,” “in short,” etc. 

(5) Lexical cohesion. Lexical cohesion refers to the 

cohesive effect achieved by the selection of vocabulary (p. 

274). Types of lexical cohesion include reiteration of the 

same word, a synonym, a superordinate and general word, and 

collocation. In the following example: 

Why does this little boy wriggle all the time? 
Girls don't wriggle. 

cohesion is achieved through the association of lexical 

items that regularly co-occur: "boys" and “girls.” They are 

related to the same semantic field, which, in this case, is 

kinship terms. 

The five types of cohesive ties discussed above were 

used to analyze Chinese ESL writings in the current 

research. Although Halliday and Hasan's taxonomy was being 
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adopted, the unit of analysis and the focus of the present 

study differed from Halliday and Hasan. The unit of 

analysis in this study was a functional unit (F-unit) as 

discussed in the following section, and not a sentence as in 

Halliday and Hasan. The reason for using functional unit as 

the unit of analysis was also discussed in the following 

section. Further, the focus of the present study was the 

quality and quantity of cohesive ties, and not the distance 

between each tie as discussed by Halliday and Hasan. 

Analysis of Coherence 

As cohesive ties do not necessarily lead to a well- 

formed text, it is important that the strategies by which 

the ideas are developed and the manner in which assertions 

are made be analyzed for coherence as well. To analyze such 

strategies, the functional units and functional roles 

developed by Lieber (1980) were adopted. 

Functional units are structures in discourse that serve 

certain_linguistic functions. Their use is justified when 

the purpose is to examine how successive propositions or 

assertions are connected into discourse and how topics are 

being developed. Functional units instead of sentences are 

used for analysis because several authors (e.g. Kaplan, 

1972; Pitkin, 1969) have pointed out the inadequacies of



using the sentence as the unit of analysis. As students’ 

sentence structures and punctuations are often erratic, it 

is important to segment discourse not by spatial] joints such 

as periods, semicolons, but by meaningful junctures (Pitkin, 

1969, p. 139). Functional units provide a tool for such 

segmentation. They take into consideration the rhetorical 

functions of language and treat language as units of 

discourse. Functional units also break down sentence 

boundaries and can account for run-on sentences that 

frequently occur in ESL writings. 

Functional roles are the linguistic functions that each 

unit plays in discourse. Analysis of functional roles is 

important because sequences of functional roles which form 

coherence patterns might be seen as characteristic of good 

writing and poor writing, respectively (Lindeberg, 1985b). 

in addition, the depth of the development of ideas, which is 

thought to be a characteristic of good writing (Caplan, & 

Keech, 1980), may also be examined through functional roles. 

Furthermore, functional roles allow the text to be examined 

at a broader level, which cohesive ties do not. It also 

needs to be pointed out, however, that as this research 

instrument has been used only by a few researchers (Chelala, 

1981; Lindeberg, 1985b), the use of it in the current study 

is exploratory. 
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The criteria to separate F-units from non-F-units were 

set based on Lieber's analysis of the linguistic theory of 

rank-shifting and the transformational concept of the root 
Ye L — oom a ” : 

sentence. The following structures were considered as jie 

different F-units: 

(1) Nonrestrict ive relative clauses. 

  

  

e.g. Hamid, who) studied at’ the AL| before coming to 
Poly, was" placed into HU103. oe 

(2) Nonrestrictive appositives. ble 

e.g. Garvin's, just around the gorner, ‘1s a pleasant . Ye 
place to go for Sunday~brunch. pe 

Lew pe j 

(3) Nonrestrictive comparative clauses or modifiers, ( 

e.g. Sam always wears red socks, Jj 

  

  

ath oN - a 
ath r than travel by air, I'd prefer a week ona 

\- : | ee ce . ’ ye 

(4) Subordinate adverbial clauses and clause equivalents, t | 
with the exception of temporal and locative clauses. 

eet 

e.g. John is going out for dinner because \his wife is 
cooking Japanese food. Y 

en ene 

(5) Absolute constructions related to adverbial clauses or 

nonrestrictive relatives. 
ov 

e.g. Ih ing) Sunn he decided to play golf. 
NL 4 

(6) Clauses joined by coordinating | conjunctions. 

e.g. John broiled the steak, , (and ob made the salad. 

(7) Coordinated sentences with the second verb being 
omitted. / / of 

/ 

e.g. Nick preparéd the steak, and Tony iC deseort. 
NU 

(8) Clauses containing conjoined verbal structures. 

19



(9) 

5 

e.g. He finished his work and left immediately. 

Conjoined nonverbal elements within a clause. 

e.g. She is highly qualified and therefore suitable for 
the position. KL 

(Lieber, 1980, p. 57-96) 

The following structures were not considered as F-units by 
Lieber: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

Nominal clauses and BE complements. 

e.g. John thought that Mary would come to the party. 

Everyone was pleased to see him. 

Restrictive relative clauses. 

e.g. The house where he grew. Up is being torn down. 

Noun Phrase (NP) comp lements. pe 

A if 
e.g. We are not impressed by the notion that every DY 

sentence has a deep structure. oe 

Clauses of comparison, result, and manner. at 

e.g. John is as tall as Bill (is). 

His speech was so long that many people fel] 

asleep. 

She treats me as if | were a child. 

Temporal and locative clauses, together with their 
reduced equivalents. in 

if = _ 

Wy r - 
e.g. John left when Harry arrived. 

John left his beer on the table. 

(Lieber, 1980, p. 57-96) 
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To analyze a text for coherence, the text was divided 

into different functional units (F-units) as defined above, 

uy 

and each unit was assigned one of the following functional > 
/ a , af : J a S39 a 

roles: assert, analyze, cause, compare, conclude, contrast, 
a f Pe et 

thew eS 7 J, 
defihe, evaluate, exemplify, narrate, qualify, question, 

[> je 1% 
restate, result, and support (Lieber, 1980, p. 310-312). A) 

non-functional unit derived by Lindeberg (1985b) was added 

for this study. 

Organization of the Study 

This study consists of nine chapters. The first 

chapter states the purpose of the study, including 

definition of terms, assumptions, limitations, 

delimitations, and delineates the analytical framework of 

the study. Chapter two reviews the literature of theories 

on cohesion and coherence and of related research on 

writing, especially on ESL writing. The third chapter 

describes the methods of research, including the rationale, 

and data collection procedures. Chapters four through seven 

are narrative descriptions of the four case studies. The 

eighth chapter discusses the results and findings, and the 

ninth chapter suggests directions for future research and 
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implications for the classroom teachers. The essays written 

by the subjects in Chinese can be found in the appendices. 
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CHAPTER 1 

Review of Literature 

Since studies on coherence began appearing in the 

journals in the mid-sixties (Graves, 1984), cohesion and 

coherence have been studied by many researchers (Carrell, 

1982; Connor, 1984; Enkvist, 1990; Halliday and Hasan, 1976; 

Johns, 1986; Lautamatti, 1987). Linguists, writers, and 

researchers, in their effort to define coherence, show 

different theoretical and research perspectives. Winterowd 

(1970), for example, views coherence as "the internal set of 

consistent relationships in any stretch of discourse” (p. 

301). Similarly, McCagg (1990) defines coherence as a 4 

semantic property of textuality which is established by 

means of a text's proposition (p. 113). Others, however, 

explain coherence in terms of a reader's schema, frame, and 

script (e.g. Carrell, 1984). Still others, describes 

coherence as the interaction between readers and texts. 

Phelps (1985), for example, defines coherence as the 

“overarching ‘process'" whereby writers and readers 

construct meaning together (p. 14). Brown and Yule (1983) 

also view coherence as connected to people's interpretation 

of linguistics messages (p. 224). These different views of 
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coherence have emerged under three major orientations: text- 

based coherence, reader-based coherence, and interactional 

coherence. This chapter reviews these three orientations 

and related research on cohesion and coherence in writing. 

Text-Based Coherence 

Becker's Tagmemic Approach 

Coherence essentially deals with prose beyond 

sentences. it explains what makes a text a text and why 

readers can make sense out of a piece of prose. Becker's 

(1965) tagmemic approach appeared in the mid-sixties as the 

first essay and a cornerstone work on coherence (Graves, 

1984). His theory explains how tagmemics are used to 

describe paragraphs. In his theory, the central concept in 

the process of partitioning patterns in a paragraph is the 

tagmeme, which is defined as "the class of grammatical forms 

that function in a particular grammatical relationship" (p. 

165). The tagmemes are spots and slots in a paragraph where 

substitution is possible. 

Using his tagmemic theory, Becker discusses two 

patterns of expository paragraphs. The first expository 

paragraph pattern has three functional slots, which are 

labelled TRI: topic, restriction, and illustration. In the 
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T slot, the topic is stated; in the R slot, the topic is 

explained; and in the | slot, the topic is illustrated and 

described. The second major pattern of expository 

paragraphs has two slots, which are labelled P (problem) and 

S (solution). The P slot is the statement of a problem and 

the S slot offers the solution or cause of P. Becker calls 

these two patterns as “kernel paragraph patterns" (p. 168). 

According to Becker, lexical markers are formal markers of 

paragraph tagmemes. Words like "but," “then,” and so on 

mark the semantic concord of the paragraph. 

Becker's tagmemic approach was influenced by Harris’ 

(1963) and Pike's (1964) discourse analysis, and his 

approach, in turn, has influenced other researchers. 

Maftoon (1978), for example, analyzed the rhetorical 

organization of American English and Persian expository 

paragraphs, by employing Becker's profile of paragraphs. 

Becker's tagmemic approach pioneered the analysis of text 

from a functional approach. 

The Pr e Schoo 

The functional linguistics of the Prague school took 

shape in the late twenties and lasted until the late fifties 

(Vachek, 1966). Although the school has been mainly 

identified with the concept of phoneme and the development 
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of the phonological theory (Fried, 1972), its functional 

perspective and structural point of view on language have 

greatly influenced other theorists and researchers over the 

study of spoken and written language. 

According to the Prague School of thought, language is 

not a self-contained whole. Its main function is to react 

to and refer to reality. Any language item, whether a word, 

a phrase, or a sentence, exists because it serves some 

purpose and has some function (Vachek, 1966). As Havranek 

(1964) points out, the use of linguistic devices is “in the 

concrete art of speech determined by the purpose of the 

utterance" (p. 3), and he terms the function of language as 

“communicative” (p. 4). The regard for meaning has been 

considered one of the characteristic features of the Prague 

linguistic approach (Vachek, 1972). 

The Prague School's insight into the nature of language 

has led to the functional analysis of the spoken and written 

language and to the functional sentence perspective which 

aims to explain coherence in writing. Mathesius laid the 

foundation for "functional analysis of the utterance" 

(Vachek, 1966, p. 18). Mathesius analyzes sentences not 

into formal grammatical elements such as subject and 

predicate, but into two functional elements: theme and rheme 

(Vachek, 1966). Theme refers to facts already known from 
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the preceding context or to facts taken for grati') J, and 

rheme contains the essential information transmitted by the 

given sentence utterance (Vachek, 1972). For example, in 

the sentence: 

John is busy. 

"John" is the theme of the sentence, and "is busy” is the 

rheme. Mathesius' approach to sentence analysis from the 

viewpoint of the speaker's communicative needs gave rise to 

e 

the analogous concepts such as “topic” and “comment,” "old" 

and "new" information, and functional sentence perspective, 

which were used almost twenty years later by linguistics in 

the U.S (Vachek, 1966). 

The functional view of language has provided insight 

for understanding human system of language and the use of 

language. While ESL students may not have grasped the 

system of the target language, what they can come up with 

essentially reveals their communicative competence and the 

linguistic functions of the prose. In this respect, many 

studies that come after the Prague School also offer 

detailed analysis of sentence functions. 

Functional Perspective 

Functional perspective was influenced by the theory of 

the Prague linguistic circle. it began with Functional 
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Sentence Perspective (FSP) which describes how units of 

information are distributed in a sentence and how sentences 

of information are related in a discourse (Kopple, 1984). 

From Functional Sentence Perspectivists' point of view, a 

sentence conveys its message by means of two major parts: 

the topic and the comment, each performing certain semantic 

and communicative functions. Grammatically, the topic 

usually includes the subject and its modifiers and the 

comment usually includes the verb and object. For instance, 

in the sentence: 

John is rich. 

“John” is the topic, and "is rich" is the comment. According 

to van Dijk( 1977), in written discourse, the continuity is 

achieved by expressing this relationship between topic and 

comment or old and new information in sequences like [(a, 

b), (b, c), (cc, d), ...]J; or [(a, b), (a, c), (a, d), ...]. 

Thus, coherence is achieved based on the interpretation of 

each individual sentence relative to the interpretation of 

other sentences (p. 93). Since this type of coherence is 

based on the organization of the propositional content of 

the discourse, it has also been called propositional 

coherence (Lautamatti, 1990). 

In accordance with this perspective, devices of 

cohesion developed by Halliday and Hasan (1976) have been 
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very helpful in describing how information in discourse is 

being connected. Many of the cohesive devices described by 

Halliday and Hasan are anaphoric; that is, old information 

is being referred to, substituted for, repeated, or omitted 

in the new sentence. For instance, when personals, 

deictics, or comparatives are used to connect old 

“nformation, cohesion between the two sentences is often 

achieved. Similarly, lexical cohesion is achieved by the 

reiteration or collocation of the same word, a synonym, or 

superordinate. 

However, research studies have shown that measures of 

cohesive ties are not always correlated with coherence and 

repetition can sometimes frustrate coherence. Lybbert and 

Cummings (1969) studied the relationship between repetition 

and coherence and found that the insensitive sort of 

complete repetition often impedes coherence. They argue 

that coherence requires a close fitting of parts that are 

mutually dependent with regard to their ability to form the 

whole (p. 35). On a similar ground, Tierney and Mosenthal 

(1983) explored the relationship between Halliday and 

Hasan's (1976) system for analyzing cohesion and 

instructors’ ranking of textual coherence. They found that 

there appears to be no causal relationship between 

proportional measures of cohesive ties and coherence 

29



rankings. For a text to hold for coherence, they maintain 

that an overall structure should permeate the text as a 

function of the argument of the text and the relationships 

between terms of argument should be signalled by a variety 

of means, cohesive ties being only one (p. 227). 

The effort to look for the overall structure that forms 

textual coherence has followed the tradition of Becker and 

the Praque School. Linguists and text analysts went beyond 

sentential links and examined text at a more global level. 

They traced the functions of speech acts as to how they 

contribute to the discourse as a whole. Winterowd (1970), 

for example, argues that the following seven relationships, 

either expressed or implied, are perceived as coherent in 

any stretch of discourse: (1) coordinate, (2) obversative, 

(3) causative, (4) conclusive, (5) alternative, (6) 

inclusive, and (7) sequential. Similarly, Fahnestock (1983) 

perceives semantic relations between clauses in terms of 

seven continuative/discontinuative pairs: restatement-- 

replacement, example--exception, premise--concession, 

conclusion--denied implication, similarity--contrast, 

addition--alteration, and sequence-anomalous sequence. ina 

similar effort, Lieber (1980) determines that there are 

fifteen main functional roles that language plays in 

expository writing. As the present study deals primarily 
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with expository writing and with not only cohesion but also 

coherence features such as the development of ideas and 

organization patterns of the text, Lieber's taxonomy has 

been adopted. 

Studies of cohesion and coherence have not been limited 

to text analysis. As writing ultimately involves the 

reader, researchers have also looked at cohesion and 

coherence from other perspectives. 

Reader-Based Coherence 

Schema Theory 

In text-based coherence, coherence is seen as a feature 

of the text, achieved either by means of cohesive ties or by 

the underlying semantic relationship among propositions in 

the text. Others, however, have attempted to explain 

coherence from the reader's point of view. Schema theory is 

one such example. 

The term "schema" has been variously defined as the 

“higher-level complex knowledge structure" (van Dijk, 1981, 

p. 141), a plan or general point of view with all the 

details left out (Hulse, Egeth, & Deese, 1980) and abstract 

knowledge structure already stored in the memory (Anderson 

and Pearson, 1984). According to schema theory, a reader's 
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understanding of a text depends on whether the reader- 

selected schemata or expectations are consistent with the 

text (Carrell, 1983). These expectations are founded in the 

reader's prior knowledge, both the content to be introduced 

and the form it takes (Carrell, 1983). Readers perceive 

coherence when consistency exists between their expectations 

and the text. On the other hand, if they happen to use an 

inappropriate schema, they may interpret the text as 

incoherent. 

For schema theorists, the coherence of a text comes 

first, and cohesion is a "linguistic consequence" (Fulcher, 

1989, p. 149). As Fulcher (1989) argues, it is only because 

of such schemata that we know what cohesion is when we read: 

we assume coherence, and so make sense of cohesion (p. 149). 

However, Carrell (1982) states that 

schema theory maintains that processing a text is 
an interactive process between the text and the 
prior background knowledge or memory schemata of 
the listener or reader (p. 482). 

When interpreting a text, a reader goes through two 

processes: top-down processing when the reader activates 

schemata and tries to understand the text using prior 

knowledge, and bottom up processing when the reader derives 

meaning of the text from sentences (Rumelhart, 1977). 
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Schema theory lends direct support to the role of 

transfer in language learning. When a language learner 

fails to have schema for a certain type of discourse, he/she 

will not produce a text that meets the reader's 

expectations. Similar results would yield if he/she 

transfers other schema when producing the text. For ESL 

students, different cultural backgrounds can result in 

different schemata for the description of witnessed event 

(Tannen, 1980). 

Studies also suggest that transfers of schema can 

facilitate learning. Freedle and Hale (1979) investigated 

the way to transfer the comprehension schema for narratives 

in order to expand children's comprehension and recall of 

expository and descriptive prose and found that by 

transferring competence from one genre to another by way of 

schema assimilation and accommodation, children's ability to 

comprehend the new genre would improve. 

Frame 
Another reader-based view on discourse can be found in 

frame theory, which is associated with Minsky's study of 

artificial intelligence. Minsky (1979) proposes that a 

frame is a data structure for representing stereotyped 

situations. He states that when one encounters a new 
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situation, one selects from memory a st’ :cture called a 

frame, which is a remembered framework to be adapted to fit 

reality by changing details as necessary. Frame differs 

from schema in that frame provides a way of understanding 

discourse as a process of fitting what one is told into the 

framework of what one already knows (Charniak, 1979), while 

schema represents the organized background knowledge which 

leads the reader to expect or predict aspects of the 

discourse (Brown and Yule, 1983). 

According to frame theory, a reader understands 

connected discourse by placing new information from 

successively read sentences into some conceptual framework. 

The reader goes through two steps: (1) linking by locating a 

prior concept in the framework to place new knowledge, and 

(2) mapping the new information in a sentence into that 

context (Rosenberg, 1980). 

Script 

The concept of script bears similar cognitive 

ramifications as schema and frame. Like schema and frame, 

script also represents some organized conceptual structures 

of world knowledge and plays a role in the production and 

understanding of meaningful discourse (van Dijk, 1981). 

Unlike schema and frame, script is mainly connected with 
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event sequences and is associated with the work of Schank 

and Abelson (1975, 1977). 

Schank and Abelson's (1975) concept of script is best 

illustrated by their example of the restaurant script. They 

exemplify the existence of script in knowledge structure by 

presenting the followins text: 

John went into the restaurant. He ordered 
hamburger and a coke. He asked the waitress for 
the check and left. 

The fact that the writer could use "the" to refer to the 

waitress and check as if they had been previously mentioned 

indicates the existence of a script which "has implicitly 

introduced them by virtue of its own introduction” (p. 4). 

Such a script includes a reader's knowledge about a 

restaurant, which has a sequence events of ordering, eating, 

paying, etc. Thus script provides yet another way of 

understanding discourse coherence. 

interactional Coherence 

Discussions of coherence, however, are not limited to 

written communication. While much of the written discourse 

depends on cohesive ties to be coherent, other types of 

discourse, though having no overt links, are still coherent 

because they are based on meaningful communicative acts. 
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Lautamatti (1990) refers to this type of coherence as 

"interactional coherence.’ In terms of discourse 

pragmatics, this type of coherence is a property ascribed to 

a discourse “when the decoder judges that it successfully 

executes the encoder's intentions and that it meets the 

decoder's expectations of what the discourse should be, 

given his perceptions of the context, goals, and intentions 

underlying the language event” (Williams, 1985, p. 474). In 

other words, theorists of this approach view coherence as an 

interaction between the writer and the reader, and between 

the speaker and the listener. 

Such an account has been made by Grice (1975), who 

observes that in communication there is a general agreement 

of co-operation between a speaker and a listener that he 

calls Co-operative Principle. Under the Co-operative 

Principle, the following maxims must be obeyed in order for 

the communication to be successful: 

Quantity 
(1) Make your contribution as informative as is 

required (for the current purpose of 
exchange). 

(2) Oo not make your contribution more 
informative than is required. 

Quality 
(1) Do not say what you believe to be false. 
(2) Do not say that for which you lack adequate 

evidence. 

Relation 
Be relevant. 
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Manner 
(1) Avoid obscurity. 
(2) Avoid ambiguity. 
(3) Be brief. 
(4) Be orderly. 

Grice’'s view relates to the type of discourse being 

analyzed. In conversations, turn-taking allows irrelevant 

and potentially incoherent utterances to be reshaped by 

either party, thereby aiding the coherence of the exchange. 

In writing, however, the decoder's ability to impose 

coherence is limited, and coherence must arise, to a greater 

degree, from the text (Williams, 1985). 

In written communication, as Phelps (1985) explains, 

coherence can also be seen as an interaction between the 

writer and the reader, with the written text as "the 

mediating symbol” (p. 21). In this interaction, the 

writer's intention emerges through the course of a writing 

process and reveals in a text while the realization depends 

on the reader's cognitive activities. Viewing coherence 

from this perspective, composing and writing are no longer 

distinct processes and coherence becomes "the experience of 

meaningfulness correlated with successful integration during 

reading, which the reader projects back onto the text as a 

quality of wholeness in its meanings” (p. 21). Coherence 

then is examined through the relationship between readers 

and texts. 
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Related Research 

Research on coherence in writing has proliferated in 

recent years, and the majority of research studies are text- 

based and quantitative in nature. Connor (1984), for 

example, examined cohesion and coherence in ESL learners’ 

writing as compared with the writing of native English 

speakers using Halliday and Hasan's (1976) cohesion theory. 

The results of her study show that to be cohesive, an ESL 

essay does not need to be coherent. Furthermore, general 

cohesion density is not found to be a discriminating factor 

between native speakers and ESL writers. 

J Lindeberg (1985a) studied the patterns of cohesion and 

rhetorical structure that distinguish good from weak English 

essay writing. The sample consists of ten Swedish college 

essays written as part of the final exam in a first-year 

English course. The results support the hypothesis that , 

/ 
cohesive tightness, measured by the proportion of cohesive, 

| 
ties, is a sign of good quality writing. The good essays 

contain a greater proportion of specification and 

generalization ties, suggesting that weaker writers have 

more difficulty in moving from one level of generality to 

another. Good essays also contain fewer instances of two 

types of lexical ties, repetition and ellipsis, and cohesive 

38



relations signalling the specific logic of reasoning differ 

in the good and weak essays. While the sample used is too 

small to allow detection of specific error patterns in 

sentence connectors, the findings do suggest that coherence 

should be studied from the perspective of levels of 

generalization and the functional relations between units. 

The relationship between writing quality and coherence 

of English writers has also been explored by others. Witte 

and Faigley (1981) examined essays using Halliday and 

Hasan's taxonomy and found that high-rated essays are much 

more dense in cohesion than the low-rated essays. Their 

results were substantiated by McCulley (1985), who found 

that the lexical cohesive features of synonym, hyponym, and 

collocation are important elements of writing quality and 

general coherence in manuscripts of the same length. 

However, they all agree that coherence consists of more 

factors than those identified by Halliday and Hasan. Witte 

and Faigley (1981) point out that writing quality depends on 

the "fit" of a particular text to its context (p. 199). 

McCulley (1985), on the other hand, emphasizes that semantic 

features make more contributions to coherence than lexical 

features. 

Cognitive style, as it is related to decontextualizing 

ability, has been used in studying discourse coherence. 
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Williams (1985) hypothesized that field independent subjects 

would produce discourse that would be judged more coherent 

than the discourse of field dependent subjects and his 

results support his hypothesis. The reason is that field 

dependent subjects often fail to identify topics and without 

feedback from a contextual audience, they also often fail to 

recognize that their intentions are not realized in their 

writings. 

ESL researchers have also attempted to examine cohesion 

and coherence across languages. Choi (1988), for example, 

examined text structure of argumentative writing in English 

by Korean speakers as compared with native speakers’ writing 

in Korean and native speaker's writing in English. Analysis 

showed English essays had a clear structural pattern that 

the Korean essays lacked. In the same vein, Norment (1982) 

investigated the differences and similarities in the 

relationship between the organization of written English 

produced by native Chinese, English, and Spanish speaking 

adult college students when they wrote in the narrative and 

expository modes. Specifically, the study explored the 

kinds of cohesive devices that operated in the English text 

and determined the presence of these devices in the 

subjects’ writing. Results indicate that (1) there was a 

distinct organizational structure in the writing samples of



all students, (2) the organizational structure was produced 

across modes, (3) the frequency and percentage of use of 

cohesive devices were distinct for each language group. 

/ studies further indicate that speakers of different 

languages also have their own ways to write unified prose, 

thus leading to various ways to achieve coherence. Derrick- 

Mescua and Gmuca (1985) conducted a study of the concepts of 

unity in expository prose and of sentence structure as 

understood by Arabic, Malay, and Spanish speakers to 

discover why some students grasp some concepts more readily 

than others. interviews, surveys, and analysis of written 

compositions reveal that the reason lies in ways these 

concepts are understood in other languages. Arabic speakers 

have difficulty grasping the role of the thesis as the 

organizing principle in English prose because the purpose of 

Arabic prose is to elaborate on an accepted viewpoint. Also 

for Arabic speakers, a sentence consists of a number of 

independent clauses. Malay's academic requirements view 

highly of tightly organized essays and straightforward 

sentences and the tradition of politeness toward teachers 

which required students to write well-organized essays. 

Thus, Malay'’s writing conforms more closely to American 

standards of unity. Like Americans, Latins write to defend 

a point of view, and they include a range of arguments. 

41



However, like Arabic speakers, they write serial sentences. 

These findings offer more effective explanations of unity in 

writing in other languages. ,” 

Few studies have béén done on Chinese ESL writings in - 

terms of cohesion in written discourse. Tsao (1982), by 

following Halliday and Hasan's framework, examined Chinese 

cohesive features. He found that Chinese is more tolerant 

of deletion than English. He also noted that while English 

speakers have more concern with logic, Chinese have more 

concern with freeing themselves of redundancy. Citing 

Karlgren (1962), Tsao agreed that Chinese writers have an 

extraordinary fondness for using quotation and allusion. 

/ the Chinese writing style has also been examined in 

several studies. Matalene (1985), drawing on her experience 

as a teacher in China, maintains that 

For the Chinese writer, style means manipulating 
one's memory bank of phrases, arrangement means 
filling the forms, and invention means doing it 
the way it has been done. Each of these three 

arts of rhetoric depends profoundly on the fourth, 
memory. (p. 794) 

She claims that Chinese discourse depends upon appeals to 

history, to tradition, and to authority, and not to the 

Western notion of logic, that is, arguing from premises to 

conclusions (p. 800)._ 

Others share similar perceptions. Tinberg (1986), as 

an ESL teacher in China, claims that when Chinese students 
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imitate models of writing, no cheating is intended; instead 

they are "paying homage to the authority of a text, a time- 

honored tradition” (p. 49). He further holds that Chinese 

ESL students pay particular attention to reading and are 

fond of memorizing texts. Also an ESL teacher, Gregg (1988) 

calls the style of Chinese exposition as characterized by 

“nonper joratively, imitative, inculcative, and indirect 

expressive elements" (p. 7); and often student essays are 

marked by flatly dogmatic statements and the frequent 

recourse to figurative language, fictionalized anecdote and 

proverbs, which sound “foreign” to native readers (p. 14). 

These studies, together with other studies on ESL 

writings, point to the fact that different languages. have 

different rhetorical conventions. Consequently, producing 

coherent texts that meet the expectations of English readers 

may not be an easy task for ESL students. Teachers need to 

become aware of the rhetorical differences in order to help 

their students learn to write. 

Research further indicates that although studies are 

proliferating in the field of contrastive rhetoric and text 

linguistics, a lot more work is needed as so much is still 

unknown. |The current study is a response to the need and 

hopes to shed some light on the current understanding of



Chinese ESL writings, and by inference, to ESL writers in 

general.



CHAPTER 111 

Methodology 

This chapter describes the methodology that was 

employed for the study and the rationale behind the steps 

that were taken. The chapter also discusses procedures for 

collecting and analyzing data. 

The major objectives of this study were: (1) to 

describe the cohesion and coherence features of Chinese ESL 

students‘ expository writings in English and Chinese and the 

relationship between cohesion and coherence; (2) to examine 

the similarities and differences among the writers across 

the two languages and subjects; and (3) to determine the 

strategies that were used by subjects to achieve coherence 

and the role of language switch, transfer and interference 

in terms of cohesion and coherence. 

In order to achieve these objectives, a volunteer 

sample of four Chinese ESL graduate students was selected as 

subjects. Each subject participated in six sessions for 

data collection--two interviews and four writing and 
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stimulated-recall sessions. An initial interview was 

conducted to obtain information about the subjects’ 

educational background and their writing experiences. Then 

four writing and stimulated-recall sessions were held on 

four expository writings. During these four sessions, the 

subjects were asked to write four compositions, two in 

English and two in Chinese, and the sessions were 

videotaped. Immediately after each writing, the subjects 

watched the video with the researcher and recalled their 

composing processes. Then a final interview was held to 

gather the subjects’ views on coherence in writing and the 

role of language transfer in their own composing processes. 

All interviews were audio-taped. 

To analyze the data, the essays written by each subject 

were coded using Lieber'’s (1980) functional units--that is, 

the writing was divided into functional units (F-units) and 

each unit was assigned a functional role. In addition, the 

cohesive ties between each functional unit were analyzed 

using Halliday and Hasan'‘s (1976) cohesion taxonomy. 

Stimulated-recalls and interviews were transcribed into 

typed manuscripts. All data thus prepared were examined in 

order to answer the research questions posed. The rationale 

behind each step will be discussed in detail in the 

following sections. 
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Rationale for a Case Study 

Case study, as a method of research, emphasizes the 

context of research. It examines the social unit as a 

whole, and “probes deeply and analyzes interactions between 

the factors that explain present status or that influence 

change or growth" (Best & Kahn, 1986, p. 93). Case studies 

have long been used by social scientists as a mode of 

inquiry, but their introduction into writing research is 

relatively recent. Emig (1971) pioneered the use of case 

studies for composition in her work The Composing Processes 

of Twelfth Graders. 

Beginning with Emig, many researchers have advocated 

and successfully used case study as a tool for inquiry about 

writing. Zamel (1983), for example, did six case studies of 

advanced ESL students and found that these ESL writers 

explore and clarify ideas and attend to language-related 

concerns primarily after their ideas have been delineated. 

Perl (1978), Sommers (1978), Raimes (1985), Arndt (1987), 

and Jones and Tetroe (1987), among others, have also used 

case studies to explore the writing processes of ESL 

students. The value of these studies lies in the depth of 

understanding that might not have been gained otherwise. 

Case study methodology is justified when the purpose of the 
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research is to give a rich account of the complexity of the 

writing process, “a complexity that controlled experiments 

generally cannot capture" (Lauer & Asher, 1988, p. 45). 

The case study methodology is used in the present 

research because of the complexities that are involved in 

writing. Writing is a dynamic process that involves the 

interplay of idea generating, planning, translating, 

reviewing, etc. (Flower & Hayes, 1981). For each 

individual, the experience will be different. While 

experimental research and surveys cannot reflect what 

actually occurs when ESL students write, the case study 

offers a tool for in-depth analysis and allows room to 

explain individual differences that exist among writers. It 

allows the subjects to talk about a certain amount of 

subconscious composing process at a level of awareness. 

Further, Emig (1982) asserts that the study of human 

activity can be enhanced by recognizing the setting, the 

environment, and the essential subjective reality in which 

both the experimenter and the subject exist. Similarly, 

Brodkey (1987) describes writers as “socially 

circumstanced"; that is, they bring to their writing a set 

of expectations about its value; this notion suggests that 

the study of writing ought to examine situations in which 

people are asked or expected to write (p. 82-83). As Yin 
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(1984) points out, case study is the preferred method when 

the investigator has little control over the events being 

studied. Thus case study is deemed necessary and important 

for this research study. 

Stimulated-Recal] ] 

Justification 

To date, researchers of writing have relied mainly on 

three techniques to observe the composing process: post-hoc 

interviews (Odell and Goswami, 1981; Sommers, 1978), 

composing-aloud protocols (Hosenfeld, 1979; Perl 1978; 

Raimes, 1985; Swart, Flower & Reid, 1984; Witte, 1987), and 

stimulated-recall (Matsuhashi, 1979; Rose, 1981). In post- 

hoc interviews, the researcher, after having observed a 

composing session, questions the writers about their writing 

behaviors, such as pauses, making changes on the paper, etc. 

In composing-aloud sessions, writers are asked to say aloud 

whatever comes across their minds while composing. The 

subjects’ verbalizations are audio-taped and later analyzed. 

In conducting stimulated-recall sessions, videotapes of 

writers at work are replayed for the writers following a 

taping session and the researcher asks the subjects to 

comment on their writing processes such as planning, 
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organizing, and revising, and whatever they were conscious 

of during the process. 

While each method of observation has its advantages and 

disadvantages, the researcher feels that stimulated-recal ] 

is most appropriate for the purpose of this study. Though 

post-hoc interviews have the advantage of being unobtrusive, 

they rely too heavily on the writers’ memory (Rose, 1981). 

Composing-aloud protocols may provide a more detailed 

account of the composing process than the other two methods, 

but they are often incomplete and obtrusive. For ESL 

writers, writing in a second language by itself is a very 

difficult task. Having to compose aloud at the same time is 

an additional constraint that might inhibit their normal 

writing processes. Stimulated-recall, on the other hand, is 

less obtrusive than composing-aloud. In addition, the 

replay of videotape can help writers remember moments which 

they might have otherwise forgotten in post-hoc interviews. 

Bloom (1954), who has tested the validity and reliability of 

stimulated-recall, believes that “a subject may be enabled 

to relive an original situation with great vividness and 

accuracy" (p. 25). Moreover, “this type of investigation 

can be carried on in such a way as to have only minimal 

effect on the nature of the original situation" (p. 25). 
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Like any other research method, stimulated-recall has 

its limitations as well. First, though not as obtrusive as 

composing-aloud, stimulated-recall does bring a video camera 

into the writing environment, thus making it less natural. 

Second, like post-hoc interviews, stimulated-recall also 

relies on the writers’ memories. Even with the aid of a 

video camera, subjects will] not be able to recall every 

conscious thought at that time since there is much that 

escapes from their short-term memories. 

However, the limitations of stimulated-recall are 

outweighed by the advantages. Though not as unobtrusive as 

post-hoc interviews, the video camera can help subjects 

recall certain mental activities better and more accurately 

than in post-hoc interviews. Though the accounts of writing 

processes from stimulated-recall] might not be as detailed as 

composing aloud protocols, stimulated-recall adds fewer 

constraints on the subjects; consequently, the situation of 

the writing task is closer to a natural writing setting than 

that in the composing-aloud framework. Furthermore, 

stimulated-recall allows the researcher to probe the writing 

processes and thus uncover strategies and transfers of 

individual writers without interfering with the flow of the 

written language (Rose, 1981). 
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Subjects 

Selection. Four subjects were chosen to participate in 

the study. The following criteria were set in order to 

select subjects: 

(1) Linguistically, the subjects must be native 

speakers of Mandarin Chinese who are studying at an American 

university since the objective of the study is to examine 

Chinese students’ ESL writings. 

(2) Geographically, the subjects must be from mainland 

China as opposed to those from Hong Kong or Taiwan in order 

to avoid potential differences caused by political, 

economic, and cultural values of the three regions. 

(3) Academically, the subjects must be enrolled in 

graduate school with a TOEFL score of 570 or higher to 

ensure that they have an adequate mastery of English to 

perform the task assigned. Their academic major can be any 

except English to avoid massive training in English. The 

subjects should also be in this country for less than one 

year. 

The site for the recruitment of the subjects was set at 

a major research institution in the southeast of the United 

States where there is an accessible population of 

approximately two hundred and fifty Chinese ESL students 

from mainland China who are undertaking graduate studies. 
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Recruitment. To recruit subjects, a letter was sent 

through the ESL program of the university to all Chinese 

students from mainland China who were then enrolled as the 

first year graduate students. The letter explained the 

purpose of the study in broad terms, and a consent form was 

enclosed for students to sign if they were willing to 

participate. The students were instructed to send the 

consent form to the ESL director via campus mail or to the 

researcher directly if they decided to volunteer. 

From the seventy letters sent, nine students responded 

to the letter. The researcher then met with them 

individually to see if they met the criteria set for the 

selection of the subjects, to establish a rapport, and to 

get to know their English and Chinese background as well as 

demographic information. The basic procedures of the study 

were explained to them so that they could decide if they 

still wanted to participate. The study was described to them 

as follows: 

| am conducting a research study on Chinese ESL 
writing. Your participation in this research wil] 
consist of submitting some of the writings you 
have done on your own, a couple of interviews, and 
four writing sessions, which should run for about 
one to two hours each. While you are writing, a 
video camera will tape your writing as you write. 
Afterwards, you and | will watch the tapes and 
talk about your writings. You don't need to 
prepare anything for the writing sessions. |! will 
provide the topic, the pen and paper. However, 
you may bring things that you would normally use 

in writing such as dictionaries, or a thesaurus. 
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The researcher was careful not to explain the purpose of the 

study to them in order to assure the internal validity. 

Then among the nine volunteers, four subjects with low TOEFL 

scores were chosen and the recruitment ended. 

The Writing Environment 

Setting. The place for the writing sessions was at the 

discretion of the subjects; that is, it could be their home, 

their office, or a room in a library or classroom where they 

felt comfortable. They chose primarily two places to do the 

work--their office or the library. 

Before writing took place, the researcher set up a 

video-camera that was focused on the paper and the hand from 

the left side of the subject, and placed out of the 

subjects’ direct sight. The researcher then gave the 

subject instructions to start. Once the subject started 

writing, the researcher did not interrupt the subject during 

the writing session unless the subject chose to ask the 

researcher questions. 

Time. For the current study, the time limit for each 

writing session was set at sixty minutes. First of all, the 

typical environment under which many ESL students experience 

difficulty contains time constraints. In a school setting, 
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it is not uncommon for students to have to complete an 

assignment within a limited time. Secondly, the sixty-minute 

limit is fairly common in composing process research, the 

reason being that “more generous boundaries would yield an 

unwieldy amount of data" (Rose, 1981, p. 67). Such 

restrictions should reflect what students would normally be 

able to accomplish. 

Topics. As university-level ESL students usually have 

to write in technical style, the researcher decided that the 

subjects would write on academic subjects. More generally, 

expository writing is the label given to this type of 

writing in which students communicate their thoughts to 

their instructors (Grady, 1971). The writing topics for the 

current study modeled tests given to university ESL students 

at this particular research institution. The following four 

topics were given: 

Topic 1. Write a composition delineating a recent 
social, economic, or political change in 
China and its implications for the society. 

Topic 2. Write a composition on some phenomenon 
(process, object, principle, etc.) in your 
area of study. 

Topic 3. Write a composition on a concept in your area 
of study and explain it to an outside 
audience. 

Topic 4. Write a composition on a social, economic, or 
political problem that you see exists in the 
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U.S. today and describe possible solutions to 
the problem. 

The subjects wrote on the topics in the order given, using 

Chinese and English alternatively; that is, writing topic 

one in Chinese, topic two in English, topic three in Chinese 

again, and topic four in English again. 

The researcher designed these topics with several 

considerations in mind. First of all, since expository 

writing was being explored, the writing topics should 

explore ideas and elicit opinions. Secondly, as the purpose 

of the study was also to examine the potential influence of 

Chinese on their English involving the notion of language 

transfer specifically in terms of coherence, the topics were 

designed so that similar topics were written on in different 

languages, thus making them comparable. in this case, 

topics one and four were similar, and so were topics two and 

three. Finally, among the four topics, the researcher 

believed that topic one was easier than the others since it 

asked Chinese students to write in Chinese about China, and 

therefore was placed first in order to reduce their 

anxieties. Since topic four was very similar to topic one, 

it was placed last so that the subjects would not as easily 

emulate the way they wrote on topic one. Although topic two 

and topic three were similar in that they explored concepts, 
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their respective contents would be different so that 

emulation was not a concern, and as a result, they were 

placed in the middle. 

In addition to a writing topic, the subjects were 

given the following instructions before a writing session 

began: 

Please write this essay as you normally would on a 
school assignment. Also feel free to do whatever 
you normally would do when writing (e.g. looking 
up words in the dictionary, etc.). Keep in mind 
that you have about an hour to write. 

When these instructions and the topic were given, the 

researcher then started the video camera and instructed the 

subject to begin. 

onductin i = 

A stimulated-recall session was held right after each 

writing session, and the place to conduct the stimulate- 

recall was at the discretion of the subjects. As they chose 

to write in either their office or the library, the 

stimulated-recall sessions also took place at these two 

places. In the stimulated-recall session, the researcher 

and the subject sat side by side, with the subject's written 

paper in front of them so that they both could refer to it 

when watching the tape. 
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Before the researcher started the tape, she explained 

stimulated-recall procedures to the subject as follows: 

We are going to watch the tape to see what you 
were doing a moment ago. As you know, | am not 

only interested in what you wrote, but also in why 
you wrote the way you did, so |'1ll ask you some 
questions about what you were thinking while you 
wrote certain things. i may even stop the tape so 
that we can examine closely some of your 
behaviors. AS you watch the tape, try to recal| 
as much as you can what you were thinking or doing 
and tell me as accurately as you can what was 
going through your mind at that moment. Feel free 
to stop the tape, too, if you have any comments on 
what you were doing. In order not to divide my 
attention by taking notes, |'11 audio-tape our 
conversation. 

As the purpose of the study was to investigate cohesion 

and coherence in writing and the possible influence of one 

language on the usage of another, the researcher paid 

particular attention to cohesive ties, to transitions, and 

to places where one thought moved to another. However, in 

order to protect the internal validity of the procedure, the 

researcher also asked distractor questions that did not 

pertain to cohesion and coherence so that the subjects would 

not become overly self-conscious about using cohesive ties 

in subsequent writing tasks. The researcher discussed 

cohesion and coherence with the subjects in an interview 

after the four writing tasks had been completed. 

To conduct the stimulated-recall, the researcher used 

the following questions as a guide. The blanks were used to 
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fill with words, phrases, sentences, or descriptions of 

behavior. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

(10) 

(11) 

(12) 

(13) 

(14) 

Obviously 

Tell me what you thought when you read the 
topic. 

What were you thinking before you wrote ? 

What were you thinking when you wrote ? 

How did you come up with ? 
  

How did you organize your paper? Why? 

Were you thinking in Chinese or English then? 

Which language did you use? 

Tell me about the language you use. 

Why did you use ? 
  

Did you consciously search for ? 

is this the way you normally write? 

What other considerations were there when you 
wrote ? 

Why were you pausing here? 

Anything else (after each answer)? 

the questions and responses were not as clear-cut 

as the questions indicated since the subjects were 

encouraged to comment freely on their writing behaviors and 

composing processes. Their comments in turn led the 

researcher to further questioning. The whole stimulated- 

recall session was audio-taped, and later transcribed and 

analyzed. 
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Interviews 

Two interviews were conducted in addition to writing 

and stimulated-recall sessions, one at the beginning of the 

research and the other after the stimulated-recalls had been 

completed. Interviews were another step to establish the 

validity for the current study. In the interviews the 

observations made by the researcher could be compared with 

those of the participants. Evidence derived from the data 

collected could also be verified with the subjects. The 

three sources including the researcher, the subjects and the 

data give more credibility to the research. As Goetz and 

LeCompte (1984) point out, triangulation can caution the 

researcher from accepting too readily the initial 

impressions, and it helps correct biases when the researcher 

is the only observer of the phenomenon under investigation 

(p. 11). 

The purpose of the initial interview was to account for 

the subjects’ English and Chinese education background, 

including demographic information, and their writing 

experiences. in Chinese and in English. All questions 

pertained to experiences both in English and in Chinese, 

although, for the sake of convenience, the language was not 
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mentioned in the questions listed below. Specifically, the 

following questions were asked: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

(10) 

(11) 

(12) 

Tell me about your education in China and in the 
U.S. 

Tell me about your experience learning English. 

Tell me the kinds of writing experiences you have 
had. 

How often do you write? 

How do you usually write? 

What kinds of writing do you do? 

Tell me about any teacher, or event, or comments 
that have influenced your writing. 

Recall some of the things you were taught about 
writing. 

What do you like to write about? What don't you 
like to write about? 

What are some of the things you do or consider 
when you write? 

What English courses have you taken? 

Anything else? 

During the initial interview, the researcher was only 

interested in gathering certain facts on the subjects. 

Background information regarding age, year of study, major, 

and TOEFL scores was also obtained. More probing questions 

were asked in the final interview after the writing samples 

had been collected. 
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The final interview aimed to find out about the 

subjects’ views on cohesion and coherence in writing, and 

how they perceived themselves as ESL writers. In addition 

to soliciting their views on writing, the researcher also 

cross-examined the subjects on some of the observations on 

their writings. Specifically the following questions were 

used to guide the interviews: 

(1) Describe your perceptions of writing in English. 
Describe your perceptions of writing in Chinese. 
Do you see any differences between writing in 
Chinese and writing in English? How would you 
describe the differences? 

(2) Describe some characteristics that you think 
constitute a good piece of writing in Chinese and 
in English. Do you consider yourself a good 
writer in Chinese? in English? 

(3) Describe what is bad writing to you. Name some 
characteristics. 

(4) What are your considerations when given a writing 
topic? What do you think of the four essays you 
wrote? How did you organize them? 

(5) What were you taught about coherence in writing? 
What does it mean to you? 

(6) Generally in these assignments, what did you do 
when you encountered difficulties in writing? Did 
you use Chinese to aid your writing in English? 
How? 

During the final interview, subjects were also invited 

to comment on the essays they had finished writing and the 

sessions were also audio-taped. 
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Data Col ion 

Stimulated-recalls and interviews were the means by 

which data were collected. Time-wise, data were gathered 

through six sessions in which the subjects and the 

researcher met individually. Each session ran from about 

half an hour to two-and-a-half hours and there was 

approximately one week 

shows the schedules for data collection. 

Table 1. Data Collection Schedules 

S# 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

in between each session. Table 1 

Tasks Time 

initial Interviews 1 hour 

Writing--Topic #1 (Chinese); 1 hour; 
Stimulated-reca] | 1 hour 

Writing--Topic #2 (English); 1 hour; 
Stimulated-recal } 1 hour 

Writing--Topic #3 (Chinese); 1 hour; 

Stimulated-recal ] 1 hour 

Writing--Topic #4 (English); 1 hour; 
Stimulated-recal | 1 hour 

In-depth interviews 1 hour 

The purpose of session one was for an 

to establish rapport with the subjects, to 

the stimulated-recal! procedures, 
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information about the subjects, such as their previous 

English education and their writing experiences in Chinese 

and English. In order to protect the internal validity of 

the study, the researcher was careful not to reveal the 

purpose of the study to the subjects. Each subject was also 

asked not to discuss the experimentation with anyone until 

the researcher said so. The session ran for about one hour, 

and the interviews were audio-taped. 

Sessions two, three, four, and five were used to gather 

data using stimulated-recall procedures. in each session, 

the subjects were asked to compose an essay on the topic 

given using the designated language. The writing sessions 

were videotaped. The researcher was present during the 

writing sessions but did not interrupt the subjects as they 

wrote. Immediately after each writing session, the subject 

and researcher watched the videotape together and the 

subject was asked to recall the composing process following 

the researcher's questioning. They were also encouraged to 

comment on anything that they remembered. Although subjects 

sometimes had trouble recalling certain mental processes, 

the information they could come up with had proven to be 

useful. The recall session was audio-taped. Table 2 

summarizes the four writing sessions. 
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Table 2. Summary of the Writing Sessions 

Writing Topics Language Interview 
Method 

Topic #1--Oelineate a recent Chinese Stimulated 
social, economic, or political -recal] 
change in China and its 
implications for the society. 

Topic #2--Write on some English Stimulated 
phenomenon in your area of -recall 
study. 

Topic #3--Write on a concept in Chinese Stimulated 
your area of study. -recal | 

Topic #4--Describe a social, English Stimulated 
economic, or political problem -recal | 
in the U.S. today and possible 
solutions to the problem. 

The purpose of session six was for the researcher to 

determine the subjects’ conscious perceptions and 

reflections on their own writing. It was used for an open- 

ended in-depth interview with the subjects to find out about 

their views on writing, and how they perceived themselves as 

ESL writers. As the stimulated-recalls had been completed 

by then, the researcher informed the subjects of the 

specific nature of this study. Therefore, during this 

session, the researcher also asked the subjects to explain 

their views on coherence in writing and how they took it 

into consideration in their own writings. The role of 

language switch, transfer, and interference in their 
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writings was also further explored in this session. The 

interview took about an hour. Like all other sessions, the 

interviews were audio-taped. 

Validity and Reliability 

Validity refers to the fact that a data-gathering 

instrument measures what it is supposed to measure (Best & 

Kahn, 1986). Stimulated-recall has been used by many 

researchers (e.g. Rose, 1981). Bloom (1954) tested the 

validity and reliability of the method and believed that it 

is a valid tool for research. Halliday and Hasan'‘s cohesion 

taxonomy has been utilized by many researchers (Connor, 

1984; McCulley, 1985; Peyton, Staton, Richardson, & Wolfram, 

1990; Tierney & Mosenthal, 1983), and so have Lieber's 

functional units (Chelala, 1981; Lindeberg, 1985b). Both 

instruments have been proven to be valid tools in analyzing 

writing. in addition, the researcher took extra caution to 

protect the internal validity of the study as discussed 

throughout the chapter. 

To establish internal consistency and to counter 

excessive subjectivity and coder-drifting when coding the 

essays, inter-coder reliability was tested. Inter-coder 

reliability was determined by having two people 
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independently code a random sample of the essays. One 

expert in linguistics was invited to code the essays, as 

both Halliday and Hasan's taxonomy and Lieber's functional 

units dealt primarily with linguistic functions. The coding 

was compared with that of the researcher. The percentage of 

agreement between the researcher and the expert was 83%. 

Translation Rationale 

In order to analyze the essays written in Chinese, the 

essays were translated into English by the researcher and 

the translations were verified by a Chinese doctoral student 

in sociology who had excellent control of both Chinese and 

English. The researcher followed the following principles 

in the translation. 

First of all, the translations were done in a way so 

that they were as close to the Chinese original as possible. 

However, they were not word-for-word translations, but 

followed English grammar rules and were read as English 

would have been written; that is, features that the Chinese 

language was lacking, such as tense indicators, singular and 

plural forms, have been added without any notation. 

Sometimes word orders were also changed so that they made 

sense in English. 
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On the other hand, however, when the changes had a 

bearing on the cohesion and coherence of the text, they were 

noted in the translations. Specifically, definite articles 

that had anaphoric or cataphoric references were marked as 

they contributed to reference ties. Restrictive clause 

markers, such as “which” and "that," were also marked for 

the same reason. Punctuation changes were also noted 

because they defined sentence boundaries. 

The notations were done in the following manner: 

parentheses were used to enclose any item that the writer 

originally used in the text either with a bracket or 

parenthesis; brackets were used to indicate an item that 

was added into the English translation by the translator so 

that it followed English grammar, and often the item did not 

exist in the Chinese original; and curly brackets were 

utilized to note any item that needed to be taken out from 

the English version but that existed in the Chinese 

original. 

Measuring Coherence 

In order to measure coherence, Bamberg's (1984) 4-point 

coherence scale was adopted. Each essay was scored by two 

raters. Essays written originally in Chinese were evaluated 
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by two Chinese speakers who majored in Chinese and were 

sophisticated with the language. Essays written in English 

were rated by two English writing teachers who had 

experiences with ESL writers. 

Raters were instructed to grade the essays based on the 

criteria outline in Bamberg's scale. They were allowed to 

give a plus grade so that the grades were more 

distinguishable, but they were asked to justify their 

grades. They were further asked to comment on the features 

in the essays that, according to them, impeded coherence of 

the essay. 

The score for each essay used in the research was the 

combined score of the two raters. Adding the two scores 

together helped further differentiate the scores. As each 

essay had a possible score of 1-4, a possible combined score 

was 2-8. 

Bamberg's (1984) coherence scale was developed based on 

the work of van Dijk (1977, 1980) and Halliday and Hasan 

(1976). It assesses coherence holistically, rating the 

entire essay and not individual parts, and it assesses 

coherence in terms of a list of features that create both 

global and local coherence. The validity of the scale has 

been discussed by Bamberg (1984) and the instrument has been 

proven highly reliable. Samberg (1984) obtained an overall 

69



reliability of .85. Connor and Farmer (1984) used the 

Bamberg's scale and found an interrater reliability of .93. 

For the current study, interrater reliability was also 

tested and was .9387. 

Analysis of Data 

After the data were gathered, the essays and notes were 

numbered in the order in which they were collected, and the 

audio-taped interviews and stimulated-recalls were 

transcribed into typed manuscripts. In order to study the 

cohesion and coherence features of the essays, the 

researcher first typed the subjects‘ essays into double- 

spaced texts, and coded each text using Lieber'’s functional 

units and functional roles and Halliday and Hasan's cohesion 

taxonomy. 

To code the written text, the different functional 

units were first separated with a slash since functional 

units were the units of analysis. Each functional unit was 

numbered on the upper left-hand side above each unit. Then 

each unit was analyzed based on Halliday and Hasan's 

cohesive ties and Lieber's functional roles. in order to 

test the procedures and the instruments for data collection, 
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a pilot study had been done. The following is an example of 

how data was analyzed: 

' Steel-concrete structure, / ? which means the 
main parts or skeleton of a building are made of steel- 
concrete, / ‘') is largely adopted across the world. / 

3 The main-construction materials are more cheap / 4 

and the building have a better integrity and earthquake 
proofing. / > But the construction needs a lot of 

manpower and many skill workers. / ®© The building is 

also very heavy, / ' so this kind of structure pattern 

is mainly applied in multi-story buildings. 

(Data from a pilot study) 

Table 3. Analysis of Data--An Example 

F-Unit Cohesion Type Presupposed Functional 
Ties Items Roles 

1 assert 

2 which ref. s-c structure define 

3 more ref. (than other contrast 
materials) 

4 and conj. U3 contrast 

better ref. (than other 
buildings) 

5 but conj. U3-4 evaluate 

6. the building § lex. the building evaluate 

(U4) 

also conj. U5 

7 so conj. U6 conclude 

this ref. U6 
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In Table 3, the first column was the division of functional 

units based on Lieber's criteria; the three columns in the 

middle were analyses of cohesive ties outlined in Halliday 

and Hasan's work; and the last column was the functional 

role of each unit. The data thus coded were ready for 

further analysis. 

The researcher then watched video-tapes again to note 

in the essays behaviors in the composing processes, 

especially pauses. Any pause that was five seconds or 

longer was counted as one pause. Then the essays, the coded 

data and the composing processes, and the transcribed 

stimulated-recalls and interviews were examined according to 

each of the research questions asked: 

(1) What are the cohesion features of Chinese ESL 

writings in English and in Chinese? 

(2) What are the coherence features of Chinese ESL 
writings in English and in Chinese? 

(3) What are the similarities and differences between 
cohesion and coherence features in English and in 

Chinese? 

(4) Is there evidence of language transfers and 
interferences from Chinese to English and vice 
versa in the areas of cohesion and coherence? 

To answer the first research question on cohesive 

features, the researcher focused on the cohesive ties coded. 

Since the number of subjects involved was small, tests of 

statistical significance were inappropriate. However, 
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tallies were made of the different types of cohesive ties 

and of the number of ties within each type and percentages 

were also calculated. The results were compared across 

languages and across subjects. 

As the use of cohesive ties did not always lead to 

textual coherence, the progression of the development of 

arguments within each essay was treated separately. In 

order to examine the relationship between successive 

propositions, the functional roles of each functional unit 

were analyzed. The purpose was to discover the logical 

thinking behind each exposition and to determine if patterns 

existed. 

Then comparisons of the similarities and differences 

were done across the two languages and the four subjects in 

order to determine the potential interferences and transfers 

and the interaction of the two languages. 

Answers to research question number four were revealed 

from stimulated-recalls and from interviews. The subjects’ 

written texts also provided evidence for language transfers 

and interferences; however, the role of language switch was 

mostly revealed from a subject's own report. 

Even though the analyses of the data for each research 

question were discussed separately, they were all connected; 

consequently, each provided some illuminating information 

73



for the others. Essays, videos and transcripts were al] 

part of the whole artifact that, together, were taken into 

consideration to answer each research question posed. 

Organization of Case Studies 

Chapters four, five, six, and seven are four case 

studies, which comprise the core of this study. Each 

chapter is divided into three parts: writing profile, 

writing analysis, and conclusion. 

Writing Profile focuses on the writer's educational 

background, personal experiences related to learning and 

writing in English, and perception of writing, such as the 

differences between writing in English and Chinese and 

coherence in writing. This session provides information as 

to why subjects write the way they do. 

Writing Analysis examines each essay individually in 

terms of cohesion and coherence, and the role of language 

switch, transfer, and interference. A profile of the 

composing process for each essay is also delineated so that 

the considerations over each writing assignment are more 

clearly seen. 

Conclusion brings together patterns that can be 

identified across the four topics within each writer with 
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regard to cohesion and coherence, and the role of language 

switch, transfer, and interference. It also addresses the 

uniqueness of each individual as a writer. 
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Chapter IV 

Jing 

Writing Profile 

Personal Dat ati 1 d 

Jing, 25, came to a major research university in the 

southeast of the U. S. in August, 1991, majoring in 

engineering science mechanics. He entered a Chinese 

university in 1984, majoring in biological engineering and 

mechanics. He studied five years as an undergraduate. In 

1989, he became a graduate student of the same Chinese 

university with the same major, and graduated in June 1991. 

Experience with Learning English 

Jing, like most young people in China who want to go 

abroad, has studied English extensively and intensively. 

His formal English education started in 1979 when he was in 

high school and included a total of eight-and-a-half years, 

ending with half a year in graduate school. All his English 

classes were a combination of all skills. When Jing was in 

high school, he learned English for the practical purpose of 

taking exams to get into college. During the last year of 
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high school Jing worked diligently and got 89 out of 100 in 

English in the National Unified College Entrance Exam. 

Also like most Chinese who have succeeded in English 

language learning, Jing was a self-taught man--he learned 

English on his own and by his own means. When he was in 

college, his father introduced him to an English professor 

of a well-known university in China, and he was tutored by 

the professor continuously for about six years. 

Jing read extensively, and among his readings, the 

majority were textbooks. He studied New Concept English, a 

four volume textbook that has been very popular in China. 

He went through a set of texts used by a major university, 

which have twenty volumes and include both intensive and 

extensive reading materials. The intensive reading 

materials were selected from American publications and were 

accompanied by varied exercises. He worked on Ihe World of 

English, a bimonthly magazine that carries selected readings 

from recent publications in England and America with Chinese 

translations. According to Jing, reading this magazine 

helped him greatly with translations from English into 

Chinese. He learned from English for Today, especially 

usages of collocations. He also read magazines such as 

Time, Newsweek, and Reader's Digest, but Jing did not read 
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many novels, because, in his words, “novels don't help much 

with exams." 

To improve his listening comprehension ability, Jing 

listened to the tapes of every volume of the books he used. 

In his spare time, he attended a taped lecture class 

produced by a native English speaker, which taught grammar 

and English collocations, for a year. After Jing decided to 

come to the U.S., he went to a language lab every morning to 

listen to English tapes; he also started learning American 

pronunciation, and regularly listened to Voice of America 

(VOA). Jing remembers that his teacher from junior high 

school influenced him greatly, because she had beautiful 

pronunciation, she emphasized phrases, and the students 

memorized a lot. 

Jing's English was also improved by practicing it. He 

worked as an interpreter at his father's request on numerous 

occasions, and did translation work for his professors, who 

wanted to have their Chinese writings published in English. 

The second year in graduate school, Jing also taught 

academic English, because he wanted to improve his English. 

Jing's hard work paid off. His TOEFL score is 617, 

which will classify him as an advanced ESL student. He is 

also quite comfortable with his English language ability 

right now. 
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Experience wit iting: Chines nglish 

Experience with writing in Chinese. Jing describes his 

Chinese writing as “not very good" now, but before he went 

to graduate school, he thought his Chinese writing was 

pretty good. He wrote considerably when he was in high 

school. While in college, he wrote mostly letters, in 

addition to two research papers. Since he began graduate 

school in China, he has never really written anything in 

Chinese except his thesis. When he was in graduate school, 

besides going to classes, the rest of the time he was 

studying for the TOEFL and GRE. He remembers very clearly 

that his professor once asked him to write a reading report. 

He had done the reading, but he could not write, and he did 

not know why. Now he only uses Chinese to write letters and 

even his letters are short. He thought he should feel 

comfortable writing in Chinese, but he is not. 

Further inquiry shows that Jing was never well-trained 

in Chinese. When he was in high school, Jing did not study 

hard and did not want to be trained. It was when he was in 

college studying English grammar that he began to understand 

Chinese subjects, verbs, and objects. He learned Chinese 

grammar through English grammar. 

When describing the way he writes in Chinese, Jing says 

that Chinese writing comes out naturally for him, and he 
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basically writes anything that comes to his mind. On the 

other hand, he also describes his Chinese writing as 

“stiff." According to him, he has read too many official 

documents, such as reports and summaries, and even wrote 

some of those himself in college so he might have been 

unconsciously influenced by those writings. 

Experience with writing in English. Although Jing has 

spent a considerable amount of time studying English, he has 

limited experience with English writing, and any knowledge 

he had, he said, he mainly learned on his own. In New 

Concept English, for example, there is some instruction on 

how to write letters. In addition Jing also learned from 

the professor who tutored him. They analyzed articles and 

Jing wrote a few. Jing also remembers having read the book 

iti wi Pur e. 

Jing's only formal instruction on writing came when he 

was in graduate school, but, according to Jing, the class 

was focused on sentence-making and "filling in the blanks.” 

Even though it was supposed to be a writing class, the 

professor only commented on writing occasionally. Jing's 

first experience writing in English came during the summer 

of the first year in graduate school when he needed to write 

letters of application and a resume in order to go abroad. 
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He learned from this experience that English and Chinese 

readers have different expectations. As he recalls, he sent 

his writings to his American professor to read, but was told 

that they were written "the Chinese way." Specifically, 

Jing, in the personal statement, had talked about his 

purpose and his’ future plans with great detail, and was 

told by the professor that he did not have to use "serving 

the people or serving the country" as a purpose. Jing 

became aware of cultural differences in writing at the time. 

Jing's writing ability was tested when he took the 

English Proficiency Test, Band VI, a test used by many 

universities to determine students’ English proficiency 

level, and his score ranked #1 in his university. Writing 

was part of the test. He recalls that the topic was about 

air pollution in a city. He was supposed to comment on it 

and offer his point of view. He used a three-part 

structure: the first part with his own point of view, stated 

directly at the beginning; the second part to prove or 

validate his view by using examples, and to show counter- 

examples, such as why other people might think otherwise, 

and counter-argue their views; and in the third part, to 

repeat what he said at the beginning. Jing said he learned 

this structure from his American professor and from the book 
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Writing with a Purpose. He was confident that he did well 

in writing. 

Although Jing did not write much in English except 

letters, he did not find writing in English hard. His 

writing experience came from the need to correspond with 

American professors. 

Jing describes his English writing as plain, and 

relatively monotonous. According to Jing, his English 

writing has been influenced mainly by the readings he has 

done. He reads extensively English textbooks, and oratory 

speeches by American presidents, which he remembers vividly, 

but he has not read English poetry or Shakespeare because 

they are too hard. As English is his second language, Jing 

feels that he is at a stage of learning from others. He 

says that spontaneity does not exist. When he writes an 

essay or divides paragraphs, he often tries to match them 

with what he has learned before and see if he writes the way 

English is written. In other words, he writes by 

“imitation.” 

Percepti f Wr 

Differences between writing in English and in Chinese.   

Interestingly enough, Jing believes that the biggest 

difference between writing in English and writing in Chinese 
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is that English expresses more meaning within a sentence 

than Chinese does. He thinks that one can express two or 

three meanings in one sentence in English but not in 

Chinese. For example, in English, he says one could use 

attributive clauses or participial phrases to express 

meaning beyond the main clause; in Chinese one would have to 

say it in two or three sentences to express the same 

meaning. In other words, English allows more subordination 

and sentential embedding, which Chinese lacks. Jing 

remembers that anytime they read something in class that has 

compound or complex sentences in Chinese, they would have to 

memorize them, because it was rare to encounter them. Thus 

he thinks that the Chinese language conveys less meaning 

than the English language. He sees this as the difference 

between the pictographic writing and alphabetic writing, 

because in alphabetic writing, a word has a rich variety of 

meanings, which is unlikely with Chinese. 

In terms of his own writing, Jing feels that when he 

writes in English, he can continue writing, but he has to 

make a conscious effort to expand in order to make it an 

article. But with Chinese, he does not go through the 

process of having to expand on it. As Chinese is his native 

language, he is able to express what he wants to say with 
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ease. Furthermore, when he writes in English, he experiences 

some language transfers. 

Judgements about writing: Good writing and bad writing. 

Jing feels that a good article, first of all, should have 

content and a complete structure, and it should also be 

well-connected with a logical argument and adequate support. 

One should not only mention the pros but also criticize the 

cons. The vocabulary should be rich. 

Jing also emphasizes an awareness of the audience in 

writing. He thinks that a good essay should make a point 

clear, using a language that can be understood by the 

majority. in his words, “it should present no problem for a 

person of high school level to understand.” One should not 

write too technically; otherwise the writer will not have 

any reader. One only writes technically for professional 

journals. He credits his awareness of the audience in 

writing as having given taiks to and written for younger 

students when he was in school. He learned to think from 

another person's point of view. 

A good piece of Chinese writing carries the same 

characteristics as a good piece of English writing, 

according to Jing. Chinese is rich in vocabulary, 

especially in adjectives and adverbs, while English is rich 
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in verbs and prepositions. The key in writing in English 

lies in using prepositions and phrases, and in Chinese in 

using adjectives and adverbs. English has opportunities for 

good usage in participial phrases and prepositions, and 

varies greatly in sentence structures, and emotional changes 

can be cast through linguistic devices. 

Bad writing, according to Jing, only has a point but 

offers no support. It repeatedly says its conclusions but 

has no content. Jing admits that he has not read enough 

English writings to know much about what a bad piece of 

English writing is. 

Coherence in writing. Jing supposes the word 

“coherence” to mean "related" and "connected." Applied in 

writing, his understanding is that the meanings should be 

connected from paragraph to paragraph to form a whole, but 

the structure may vary. 

Amazingly, Jing did not know the word "coherence" to 

begin with, but derived the meaning from its affixes and 

other related words. As he explains, “co" means “two 

together," “-ence" shows that it is a noun, and "-her” 

reminds him of “adhesive,” which means "connected," so he 

thought "coherence" must be in some way related to 

"connected." 
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Jing believes that the three common ways to achieve 

coherence are to connect by using a cause-effect 

relationship, a comparison and contrast relationship, and a 

parallel relationship. 

Perceiv writin le. In his own writing, Jing 

considers three things prior to writing: what he can say 

about the topic; who he writes for; and where he should end. 

Then he also thinks about paragraphs and structures. 

When he had difficulties in writing in high school, 

Jing said he would browse newspapers and magazines to see if 

there were similar descriptions and imitate documents. He 

also read books of selected essays written by high school 

students. Thus his main resort when not able to write was 

to read other articles. 

In terms of language use when writing in English, Jing 

thinks about the whole structure and what to write about at 

the beginning in Chinese. Once he starts writing he will 

use English directly. But when he gets stuck on an English 

word because of its spelling, for instance, he will think in 

Chinese to see if there are other words with similar 

meanings. 
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Writing Analysis 

Analysis of Essay #1 

This essay was written originally in Chinese on the 

following: “Write a composition delineating a recent social, 

economic, or political change in China and its implications 

for the society.” 

Intellectuals’ Political Status Improving, 
Economic Status Declining 

' In recent years, when summarizing [the] changes since 

the reform and open-door [policy]{,} people will inevitably 
mention this jingle: / ? “Number Ones (workers) stepped 

aside, / * Number Twos (peasants) divided the land, / 4 

Number Nines (intellectuals) ascended heaven, / > [and] No- 

Numbers [scums] made big money"{,}[.] / © In it [the line] 

“Number Nines ascended heaven" reflects [the] ostensible 
change of intellectuals’ political status in recent times. / 
1 Indeed, in recent times, many intellectuals have joined 

the Party, / ® have been promoted to leadership positions, / 

$ [the] proportion of intellectuals elected as model workers 

has increased greatly, / '° newspapers, [and] radios have 

always talked about [the] important functions of 
intellectuals, / " [and] some government approved documents 

have also raised intellectuals’ status to a much higher 
position. / 

'2 But in terms of economic income, intellectuals’ 

status not only didn't improve, / '? but declined. / '* 

Generally speaking, before [the] reform, an intellectual's 
salary was between 50-60 yuan, / '® [and] a senior 
intellectual's salary was between 200-300 yuan; / '* at that 

time an average worker's salary was 30-40 yuan, / '’ [and] a 

senior technician's salary might reach 70 yuan. / '® But 

after the reform, along with [the] adjustment of price and 
salary, / '® an intellectual's salary reached about 100 

yuan, / ?° [and] a senior intellectual's salary was 200 
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yuan; / 21 however an ordinary worker's salary on the 

average could reach 300-400 yuan{,}[.] / 72 If they also 

sought a job in a town [or] county enterprise in their spare 
time, / 73 [their] income would be more enviable. / 

24 Thus, in terms of living standards, [the] living 

standard of [the] intellectuals who depended on a salary to 
make a living declined. / 25 [This] has created [the problem 

that] in recent years{,} some higher education institutions 
have lacked teachers, / 2© [and] students at school became 

bored with learning. / ?? Teachers and students all were 

not focused on improving professional expertise, / 7% but 

tried by all means to find a good work unit with relatively 
higher pay. / 

® | entered college in 1984, / 3° [and] when [1] just 
entered college, in [the] lab | worked, teachers and 
students would work till midnight. / ?' But by 1989, in few 

labs, would anyone work in the evening, / 3% [and] during 

the day these labs almost became offices, / 37 because 

teachers would only come to [the] labs when they had 
administrative duties to take care of{;} / 3* [and] 
students[,] choosing [the] time when the teachers were going 
[there], / 33 went to [the] labs / 3® only to make an 

appearance [to teachers]. / 
37 This kind of phenomenon{,} in China is a common 

phenomenon{,}[.] / 3% Continuing like this, / 3% Chinese 
intellectuals will experience a "fault" that appeared during 
the Cultural Revolution{,}[:] / *° the younger generation 

doesn't want to undertake work in science and technology, / 
41 [and] scientists and technicians lack heirs. / 

Cohesion. Jing produced 434 words in 48 minutes during 

the first writing session, averaging 9 words a minute. An 

analysis of the cohesive ties shows that lexical cohesion, 

which is 63%, dominates the writing, references and 

conjunctions are secondary, which are 13% and 16% 
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respectively, and substitutions and ellipses are minimal, 

which are 5% and 3% respectively. 

Lexical cohesion is achieved by using words that refer 

to the same item, or by using synonyms, superordinates, 

collocations, or contrast phrases. in Jing's writing, key 

words such as "intellectuals," “salary,” "status," and 

“yuan” were repeatedly used. However, as the purpose of the 

essay is to discuss the economic status of intellectuals, 

frequently using these words does not leave the reader with 

the impression of being repetitive. Jing also used pairs of 

opposites, such as "before the reform" and “after the 

reform,” “in the evening” and “during the day," and "in 

1984" and "by 1989," to show the comparison and contrast of 

the changes that have taken place. In addition, he used 

superordinates such as "younger generation" to cover 

"students" and synonyms such as "scientists and technicians" 

to refer to “intellectuals.” 

Cohesion is also achieved by using conjunctions. Jing 

used "but" to show the transition between paragraph one and 

two, and “thus"“ at the beginning of paragraph three to 

summarize what has been said earlier in the essay. "But" is 

also frequently used. Stimulated-recall shows that Jing did 

not specifically search for any of the connectors. According 

to Jing, they just came out naturally.



As Chinese grammar allows parallel structures to stand 

side by side without the connector "and" in between them, a 

Chinese or English reader will not normally see it between 

two parallel sentences. In Jing's essay, the parallel 

connection among sentences is achieved by using commas and 

semi-colons, and by employing their parallel and contrastive 

meanings. In the English translation of the text, "and" is 

needed in many occasions to connect the last clause or 

phrase of two or more clauses or phrases, while in Chinese 

writing, it is often not necessary. This partially explains 

why one does not see as many connectors in Chinese. 

Furthermore, the essay has very few subordinated clauses as 

one would see in an English essay. 

Due to the lack of conjunctions or connectors, a 

sentence written in Chinese may often strike an English 

reader as too long. In F-units 7-11, five examples were 

listed in one sentence in order to show the improved status 

of intellectuals. And in F-units 18-23, five clauses were 

used to compare an intellectual's salary with a worker's 

salary after the reform. In Chinese, the first case made 

perfect use of parallel structures and the second case used 

semicolon to show the contrast. To an English reader, these 

sentences were simply too long. 
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Reference use in this essay is limited to pronominals 

like “it" and "they" and nominals and deictics such as 

“this" and “that.” The use of substitution and ellipsis is 

minimal. In both cases when ellipses were used, the 

preceding text provided the link for the following text. 

Analysis of cohesive ties shows that the cohesion 

breaks down in Unit 29, where a tie cannot be found to 

connect to the previous text, although the reader could 

infer that as the writer is a university student, his 

experience is connected to his understanding of the 

intellectuals. Despite the lack of an ostensible tie, in 

terms of the meaning of the whole paragraph, the coherence 

does not break down. 

ere . The Chinese evaluators’ combined score for 

Jing's essay is 7 out of 8, indicating that it is a highly 

coherent essay. An analysis of the progression of the text 

in terms of functional units shows that the essay is clearly 

developed. Jing starts the essay with a jingle to introduce 

the topic and then makes an assertion regarding his position 

on the changes that have taken place in China--that 

intellectuals’ political status is improving. The assertion 

is followed by five F-units to support the assertion.



Then in the second paragraph, Jing moves to the second 

part of his argument--that the intellectuals’ economic 

status is declining, with a connector "but." During the 

interview, Jing said that coherence is best achieved by 

comparison and contrast and by using parallel relationships. 

His comment is very appropriate for this essay. Jing 

supports his argument by comparing the salary between 

intellectuals and workers and before and after the reform 

which took place in the early 80s. Parallel structures are 

used to make the comparisons. 

Moving to the next paragraph, Jing starts with “thus” 

to summarize the consequences of such a change in 

intellectuals’ economic status. Again a major assertion is 

followed by a series of results that come with it. 

Paragraph four, however, leaves the reader with 

ambivalent feelings. One Chinese evaluator sees it as a 

specific example to show the changes that the writer 

witnessed, which further enhances the thesis of the essay, 

while the other views it as a digression not closely focused 

on the topic. In terms of the functional roles, this 

paragraph switches to a narrative mode which might explain 

why one evaluator does not think that the paragraph is in 

the right place. 
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There seems to be a jump between paragraph three and 

paragraph four. What is needed, however, is a subordinate 

clause such as “when | entered the university in 1984" (F- 

unit 29) as an English reader would expect. In Chinese, a 

reader would also expect a phrase, such as "looking from my 

own personal experience," to make the connection. Thus 

coherence breaks down here. When asked about what he was 

thinking when he made the transition to talking about his 

personal experience, Jing said that he had lived in the 

university for seven years and he felt it was beneficial to 

talk about his own personal experience. He did not have 

this part in mind while he was planning during the 

prewriting stage. 

For the most part, Jing planned holistically. He 

mapped out the whole essay in his mind when he started 

writing, but he also could construct the steps in the 

development as he wrote. However, to make the prose 

effective, a person must be able to decide not only if the 

text is appropriate for the discourse frame, but also what 

transitional phrases or cohesive devices to use. So far Jing 

has done the former, but not the latter. The content of the 

paragraph supports the consequences of the change, but some 

kind of transition is needed in order for it to be 

considered fully coherent. 
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In the conclusion, Jing again starts with an assertion, 

and, after qualifying his statements, he ends the essay by 

raising the consequences to a higher level. 

in ° . When Jing got the topic, he 

spent eight minutes during prewriting. Stimulated-recalls 

show that he closely examined the topic and planned mentally 

as opposed to writing an outline with pen on paper. He 

realized that the given topic was broad and that he needed 

to narrow it down to something more specific. He also 

thought that with this topic it was easy to get into 

complaining and that some issues were very sensitive. He 

knew he needed to get down to something narrower and not too 

sensitive. 

Although Jing did not write an outline, his mental 

planning was very specific. He came up with the topic on 

intellectuals early on because he was very familiar with it, 

and, according to Jing, it was the most-talked-about topic 

before he left China. He knew what he wanted to emphasize 

and what his conclusion would be before he started writing-- 

the fact that there will not be many people who will be 

doing research in the future. During his planning, Jing 

thought about how to connect the main ideas together, and 

about what he wanted to say in each paragraph in vague and 
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general terms. Since the topic asked for a description of 

changes, Jing knew he should state the changes first, then 

write about the implications, and in between he would talk 

about his experiences and his own opinions. To Jing, the 

writing was like a deduction and the conclusion came out 

naturally. Jing thought about where he could end before he 

started writing. Jing's holistic and methodical style shows 

through his planning. 

During the writing, Jing paused 25 times, averaging 19 

seconds per pause. According to Jing, he was thinking about 

wording, for the most part, as he paused. His writing shows 

that he made eight changes, six of which were related to 

changes in wording, while two were slips of the pen. Once 

Jing started writing, the process went quite smoothly. 

Jing was very conscious about what he was doing. He 

thought about the structure at the beginning and, by the 

fifth paragraph, he noticed that he had brought in unrelated 

materials when he wrote about importing foreign products. 

According to him, the structure broke down, so he crossed 

out that section. 

While writing this essay, Jing felt that he wrote a lot 

slower than he used to in Chinese, because he had not 

written anything for a long time. In his words, "| am at a 

stage when | don't write well in English and | don't write 
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well in Chinese." Jing thought that this essay did not 

reveal what he used to be able to do in Chinese. When he 

wrote in Chinese, he had a structure: explaining the reasons 

and the effects, and then analyzing in detail. Now Jing 

found that his writing was too simple. In his words, “it's 

like carrying on a conversation." He recalled that in high 

school his argumentative essays had an argument, support, 

and a conclusion. However, he thought this essay lacked 

support and careful analysis. Jing also cautioned that if 

he got into detail, he might have to analyze the social 

system, which he would not want to do. 

Analysis of Essay #2 

This essay was written in English on the following: 

"Write a composition on some phenomenon (process, object, 

principle, etc.) in your area of study." 

Computer Virus 

' Computers are more and more applied extensively in 

our world. / 2? In recent years, expecially when computers 

come to the age of computer networks, a serious problem 
arises. / 3? This is the computer virus. / 4 Computer virus 

is a kind of instruction which can damage the function of 
computer software / ° and can infect other softwares. / 

© in deed, computer virus is created by the person who 

feels funny to infect other softwares and who must bury a 
virus inside a software / ' to protect the software from 

being duplicated. / ® The instructions of computer virus can 

duplicate themselves / * by rewritting other instructions in 

the same software or other uninfected softwares. / '© It can 
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be spread very quickly through computer networks. / '' Even 
individual PCs can be infected when you copy a document or 
run a infected software./ 

'2 Now the software that can detect and eliminate 

computer virus is available. / '3 These kinds of computer 

software can tell you what kind of computer is inside the 
computer software / '*4 and do it away from the computer. / 
'S But the infected software is not usable. / '® Before you 
use a document, / '' it is better to check whether there is 

a virus in it or not, particularly for the software in the 
Floppy disk which is used in different computers. / 

Cohesion. Ouring the second writing session, Jing 

produced 207 words, using 31 minutes of the whole hour, 

averaging 6.7 words a minute. Among the cohesive ties used, 

lexical cohesion constitutes 31%, conjunction 31%, reference 

33%, ellipsis 6%, and substitution 0%. Compared to topic #1 

written in Chinese, this essay uses fewer lexical cohesions 

and more conjunctions and references. Again substitutions 

and ellipses are minimal. 

In terms of lexical cohesion, except for one lexical 

cohesion which is achieved by using synonyms (e.g. infected 

vs. spread), the rest of the cohesive ties are repetitions 

of the same words. Unlike lexical ties in essay #1, the 

lexical cohesive ties in this essay are less diversified. 

The use of conjunctions includes connectors like "and" and 

"but" and adverbs such as "in deed" [sic], “even,” and 

now. 
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Jing's use of references is characterized by some 

inconsistencies. "These" in F-unit 13 is plural, while its 

antecedent is “singular,” indicating that Jing has not fully 

acquired the relationship between a reference and its 

antecedent. Another disagreement occurs when “it" in F-unit 

14 refers to "computer" when it should be “virus,” but in 

this case the inconsistency could be a careless error. In 

this essay no cohesion is achieved by using substitution. 

Coherence. This essay receives a coherence score of 

4+. The structure of this essay is similar to that of essay 

#1. Jing starts the essay with a general statement, then 

moves on to the topic on “computer virus,” and then defines 

the term in simple language. The second paragraph starts 

with a major assertion on the causes of a computer virus, 

followed by an analysis of the consequences if the virus 

were to spread. In the final paragraph Jing points out 

current solutions to avoid and eliminate the problem and 

ends the essay with a piece of advice to the reader. The 

essay, though short, is very clear and to the point. The 

coherence in terms of development never breaks down. 

Language switch, transfer, and interference. When asked 

about his language use, Jing said he used Chinese first to 
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mentally plan the whole essay. All his thinking during the 

planning was in Chinese. Once he started writing, he used 

English. But every time he stopped between different 

paragraphs, he went back to Chinese again. When he worked 

on the grammar, he also used Chinese. 

The conscious aspects of the thinking process are only 

partially captured. With regard to language use, sometimes 

the line is not easily drawn. With the phrase "individual 

computers," Jing said he was thinking about the best term to 

refer to those computers not connected through networks and 

he had the Chinese word “bu lian wang" (meaning "not 

connected to networks”) in his mind. As a result, he came 

up with "individual computers" to refer to computers not 

connected to networks. He thought the word “individual"™ was 

concise. Jing recalled that he was searching for an English 

equivalent word as he was thinking in Chinese. 

The composing process. When Jing got the topic, he 

spent only 1.5 minutes in prewriting. Jing thought that the 

given topic was not easy, so he decided to choose an easy 

one himself. He thought about several possibilities at the 

beginning, and anytime he had a topic, he went through the 

whole piece to see if he could continue. As Jing put it, 

“to explain a phenomenon, a process, or a principle is quite 
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easy, but to write a complete essay is not." So Jing would 

see if he could continue before writing anything, but if he 

could not say much about it, he would not write on the 

topic. He also thought that he should write on a topic that 

was not too technical, but was still interesting. He 

thought about terms in physiology, and all kinds of 

diseases, but there were many words he did not know in 

English, and then he came up with the current topic on 

computer virus, which he thinks is a popular concept. Jing 

decided to write about the computer virus because he had 

experience with it and was familiar with how to get rid of 

the virus. In his planning, Jing said he wanted to define 

the term at the beginning, and then write about where 

computer viruses happened, and the ways to check and get rid 

of them. Jing's planning again shows his organized and 

methodical way of composing. 

During the writing, Jing paused 38 times, averaging 23 

seconds per pause. Unlike writing essay #1 when he paused 

between sentence boundaries and between paragraphs, Jing 

paused frequently in the middle of sentences or before 

particular words. During the pauses, he frequently 

contemplated the language. For example, in F-unit 1, Jing 

paused 40 seconds for the word “extensively,” trying to 

decide if the word was appropriate. With this word, he said 
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he knew the word "extensive" and he was wondering if he 

should change to another word, such as “widely.” Before 

writing “a serious problem arises," Jing paused for 33 

seconds, trying to see if the main clause collocated with 

the subordinate clause, a consideration concerning the 

sentence structure. 

Jing was very particular about word use and grammar. 

In F-unit 4, Jing changed “software” to "instruction," 

because "instruction" seemed more appropriate than 

“software." In F-unit 6, Jing spent time deciding whether 

to use “code” or “virus.” In F-unit 8, he hesitated when he 

wrote the word "duplicate." Before writing "Before you use 

a document,” Jing paused 33 seconds and then decided that 

putting it at the beginning of the sentence would give it 

more emphasis in terms of structure. Jing also tried to 

avoid repetition. When writing F-unit 17, he first wrote 

“especially” and then changed it to “particularly” because 

as he noted he had used “especially' earlier in the text. 

As Jing explains, when he writes in English, he is often 

afraid of making grammar mistakes, so he thinks about 

grammar intermittently when he writes. 

Jing spent 3 minutes editing and revising the essay. 

His changes include adding F-unit 15, adding a definite 

article "the" in F-unit 3, and adding the word "software" in 
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F-unit 13. In his revision or editing process, Jing said he 

was mainly concerned with grammar and sentence structure. 

Jing also considered audience as he wrote this essay. 

In his words, "A writing like this is not for professional 

people.” it is like an article one would read from a 

popular science newspaper. In this essay Jing used simple 

language, avoided technical terms, and described the term in 

a way that is easily understood, an indication of his 

consideration for the audience. 

Analysis of Essay #3 

This essay was written originally in Chinese on the 

following: “Write a composition on a concept in your area of 

study and explain it to an outside audience.” 

The CT Machine 

' In recent years, large hospitals in every major city 

one after another have added a huge piece of medical 
equipment called a CT Machine. / ? Because this type of 

equipment generally costs tens of thousands, even millions 
of dollars, / 3 {so,} except for the concerned doctors[, ] 

nurses and patients, generally others are not allowed to 
visit, / * [and] this adds to its mystery. / 

5 CT, [whose] English full-name is Computerized 

Tomography,/ © translated into Chinese is "ji suan ji fu zhu 

cheng xiang." / * This kind of equipment is relatively 

large, / * [the] machine's operational system and [the] 

machine itself are separated, / * [and] a thick glass board 

containing lead is used to separate [the] middle{,} / 19 to 

prevent an operator from being harmed by radiation. / '' tn 

[the] machine [there] is a source of radiation{,} / '? used 
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to focus on [the] part to be diagnosed, / '* [and] after 
radiation goes through [the] body, / '* a receiver will 

receive [it] at [the] other end. / '5 Due to [the] function 

of [the] human body, / '© after [the] radiation goes through 

[the] human body / '? [the] energy level will change{,}[.] / 

18 This radiation[,] / '% after going through [the] 

receiver[,] / °'®) become electronic signals, / 2° [and] 
after a series of treatments by [the] computer, / ?' will 
form a sectional graph of [the] part of the body{,}[.] / 2? 
This kind of graph will appear on [the] computer's 
monitor{,} for doctors to study, to diagnose, / ?? [and] 

[it] may also produce a picture{,} to be filed with [the] 
patient's medical record. / ?* Every part of [the] human 

body{,} can be taken sectional pictures of by it./ 
> The appearance of [the] CT machine{,} makes [it] 

possible for doctors to "see" [the] internal organs of [the] 
human body, / ?© [thus] improving [the] diagnosis of 

diseases. / 

Cohesion. Jing produced 227 words in 22 minutes, 

averaging 10 words a minute. Among the cohesive ties, 49% 

are lexical, 15% references, 20% conjunctions, 17% ellipses, 

and 0% substitution. Similar to essay #1, lexical cohesion 

dominates the ties, and references and conjunctions are 

distributed evenly. Seventeen percent ellipses are used, 

which is noticeably more than the other essays. 

Like essay #1, lexical cohesion is achieved by 

repetitions of the same words, such as "radiation," by 

collocations, such as “patients" and “doctors,” and by 

synonyms like "machine" and “equipment.” References include 
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pronominals “it" and "its" and demonstrative "this." 
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The use of conjunctions differs from essay #2 in 

several ways. First of all, in Chinese writings, conjunction 

“and" is often not needed as discussed earlier in the 

chapter. Second, some conjunctions which are normally not 

used together in English are used together in Chinese. In 

F-units 2 and 3, conjunctions "because" and “so” are used 

together to show a cause-effect relationship. 

More ellipses are used in this essay than in the 

previous ones. All the items omitted can be retrieved from 

the previous text. By looking at the translations, one may 

notice that while in English some of the ellipses are not 

appropriate, in Chinese they are grammatically acceptable. 

Unlike English when a subject has to be spelled out with a 

noun or pronoun, a subject in Chinese is expressed more 

often with a noun or the omission of the noun when the text 

allows the reader to infer the subject. This may explain 

why there are more lexical ties and ellipses and fewer 

references in Chinese as pronouns are references by nature. 

This is also evidence that Chinese writing lays more burden 

on the reader to make connections of the text. 

Coherence. Jing's essay #3 received the highest 

coherent score among the Chinese writings: a perfect 8. 

Both Chinese raters agreed that the essay is clear and 
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concise, and that the writing can be easily understood. An 

analysis of the functional units adds further evidence as to 

why the essay received such a high score. 

Jing starts the essay with a general assertion by 

merely mentioning the concept. Then he further introduces 

the concept by using a cause-effect relationship to arouse 

the reader's interest. Paragraph two starts with a 

definition of the concept, followed by a series of analyses 

of the concept without digression of any kind. The 

conclusion points out the significance of "CT Machine." The 

essay is short but is to the point. 

The composing process. In Jing's opinion, the essay 

reflects what he normally would do with this type of essay. 

He explains the concept in a very simple way so that 

everyone can understand it. And he limits the discussion to 

the topic and keeps to the point. 

It took Jing only 3 minutes of planning to get started. 

According to him, explaining concepts is something he does 

often. He only needed to come up with an appropriate one to 

start. When he got the topic he first thought about all 

kinds of equipment that he commonly encountered in his work. 

Among them, he first thought about ultrasound, and then the 

CT machine. He decided to write about the CT machine 
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because it is relatively new and not many people know what 

it is. Before Jing started writing, he asked if he could 

use English letters. According to him, although there is an 

equivalent Chinese for "Computerized Tomography," nobody 

really knows what it means if one says it in Chinese. 

Everybody calls it "CT Ji” ("Ji" means "machine" in 

Chinese). Thus Jing decided to use English letters in the 

Chinese writing. 

Jing also had specific considerations for the 

structure. When he first decided on the topic, he thought 

he could finish it in one paragraph. But on second thought, 

he decided that since this was an essay, no matter how 

short, there needed to be a structure. So he decided to 

start with a general introduction, “something intuitive, 

something outside the concept," and then in the middle, he 

would introduce the relatively technical aspect of the 

concept. Jing also took caution not to get too specific, 

because the essay would get too long. Finally the third 

paragraph concludes with the significance of the CT machine. 

During the process of writing, Jing paused 19 times, 

averaging 21 seconds per pause. One of his major 

preoccupations during the pauses was the wording. Jing 

paused 25 seconds trying to decide whether to say "big 

hospitals in big cities" or "big hospitals in major cities” 
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when he wrote F-unit 1. In Jing's opinion, the previous 

phrase did not sound as nice as the second one. In F-unit 

3, he added “concerned” before the words "doctors and 

nurses" because the modified phrase was more precise. In F- 

unit 4, Jing crossed out "further”™ before the word "adds," 

because, in Jing's opinion, the word indicated a sense of 

comparison which did not exist in his text. Other 

considerations included content with regard to the audience. 

After writing "After a series of treatments by the 

computer," Jing was thinking if he needed to explain the 

treatments, but he decided not to, because he was writing to 

“outsiders.” Writing to an outside audience, according to 

Jing, is like a salesman trying to sell a product--telling 

the buyer the use of the product without going into the 

technical details. 

Jing took 2.5 minutes to edit and revise the essay. He 

made two changes, one by adding F-unit 7 to the essay, and 

the other an editorial change. Other editorial changes were 

done during the composing process. For example, he changed 

the word “signal” to “radiation” in F-unit 18 in order to 

distinguish it form "electric signals” used later in the 

unit, a matter of diction. Other changes included 

correcting characters. Jing lamented that he already 

started forgetting how to write certain characters. 
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A of Essa 4 

This essay was written in English on the following: 

“Write a composition on a social, economic, or political 

problem that you see exists in the U.S. today and describe 

possible solutions to the problem." 

The Private Car 

' When | arrived at the United States, / * | was 

surprised to see so many cars running on the street and 
highway. / 3? Especially during rush hours, the car runs one 

after another on the road. / * If you are careful enough, / 

5 you may notice that there is usually one person in the car 

which could carry four persons. / © The rest three seats are 

empty. / 
T Almost every American family has two or three cars. / 

® So many cars running on the road contribute a lot to the 

air pollusion / * and cause great consuming of oil. / 

10 Now, the majority of American people live in the 
suburb. / '!' They need the car to go to the metropolitian 

area to work and come back home after working hours. / '? 

And, the American people own their private house which are 
nearly isolated to the others. / '? it is very convient to 

have their own car. / '* it seems not possible for the 

public transportation system to set a bus station at every 

house. / 
'S with the development of technology, the cars that 

are driven by hydrogen, well protected atomic energy or 
other forms of clean energy must be commercially available. 
/ ‘© This can save the oil which is limited on earth / !7 

and cause less air pollution then before. / 

Cohesion. Jing produced 207 words in 36 minutes, 

averaging 5.6 words a minute, the least productive work of 

the four in terms of the number of words produced. Among 

108 
ctor



the cohesive ties used, 37% are lexical, 34% references, 17% 

conjunctions, 9% ellipses, and 3% substitutions. The 

lexical ties includes repetitions of the same words, like 

“the car,’ referents of the same items, such as "American 

family" and “American people," and word collocations, such 

as “the metropolitan areas" and "the suburb." References 

ee ve ee oe Lhd 

include pronominals like "I, you, "they, their," and 

"it" and nominal "this." Conjunctive ties include 

_ conjunctions “and" and “if,” and adverb “especially.” The 

cohesive ties are very simple and straightforward. 

Cc ce. This essay receives a coherence score of 4. 

Unlike other essays, Jing started this essay in a narrative 

mode by relating what he saw when he first came to this 

country. Then with a change of point of view, he addressed 

the audience as to what they might also see as a problem. 

Moving to the second paragraph, Jing made an assertion about 

the problem with people driving so many cars on the road, 

without going into any analysis. Then in paragraph three, 

Jing made two cause-effect statements as to why the problem 

exists and concluded with an assertion that public 

transportation is not a solution to the problem. The last 

paragraph merely mentions what could be a potential solution 
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to the current problem of pollution and the consumption of 

oil. 

The essay by its movement is clear, but the development 

or analysis is lacking. The essay has a frame of a complete 

essay with beginning, problem, cause-effect, and solution, 

but none of them is sufficient for the reader to see the 

reasoning behind. In terms of functional units, the essay 

made many assertions without evidence. In sum, the essay 

lacks development. 

Regarding making transitions between paragraphs, Jing 

said he is rarely premeditative. But this essay lacks 

ostensible cohesive ties from one paragraph to the next. 

Language switch, transfer. and interference. Before he 

started writing, Jing used Chinese to think about the 

issues. Then once he started writing he thought in both 

Chinese and English, but he could not retrieve the sequence. 

With the word "private car," although Jing believed 

that he did not think in Chinese for this particular word, 

the recall indicates that the word is a transfer from 

Chinese. He used “private car" because in China all the 

cars belong to the state; "private" can show that it belongs 

to the individual. In Chinese the word car is automatically 

modified as in “si ren xiao qi che," meaning "“privately- 

110



owned car" or "gong gong qi che" meaning “public 

automobile.” 

The composing process. Jing spent a total of 36 

minutes writing this essay, including 10 minutes planning 

and 2 minutes revising. During the planning period, Jing 

thought about different possibilities, such as education, 

politics and so on, but he found it hard to identify the 

problems. Anything he saw as a problem might be a result of 

different social systems, so he did not see any as an 

appropriate essay topic. Then all of a sudden, Jing said he 

thought about owning cars. He could find several problems 

with it, but in the essay he only wrote about problems with 

pollution and oil-consumption. In terms of solutions, Jing 

thought about improving public transportation system, but 

it did not seem feasible in the U.S. because Americans live 

in separate houses. According to Jing, he thought about 

many possible solutions but changed in his mind and finally 

negated them all. The problem could not be easily solved, so 

he merely projected as to what could be done. 

In terms of the structure of the essay, Jing planned 

that he would start with a description of what he saw in the 

streets when he first came to the U.S., then about its 

effects with some analysis, and towards the end propose



solutions. The three-part structure again characterizes his 

planning. Before he even started writing, Jing looked up 

two words in the dictionary: “pollution” and “consume” for 

spelling, indicating that Jing was very specific about what 

he was going to write in his planning. 

As Jing wrote, he paused 19 times, averaging 24 seconds 

per pause. The longest pauses were between paragraphs when 

he was thinking about content--what to write in the 

following paragraphs. Other pauses were for concerns about 

expression and wording. For example, Jing paused 16 seconds 

before he added "the" before the word "car" in F-unit 3. He 

also paused 7 seconds thinking about how to express the 

meaning that a four-passenger-car often carries only one 

person. When writing in English, sentence structure was 

again a major concern of his. In F-unit 14, he paused 41 

seconds wondering if he should say “it seems not possible" 

or "it's impossible.“ He was not sure of the structure. 

Another concern for him when writing in English was to be 

able to express himself clearly. In F-unit 15, he paused 12 

seconds before the word "hydrogen" trying to determine if 

the word “well protected” is ambiguous. 

Jing was honest about what he was doing. After 

finishing paragraph one, he said he went blank for a while 

so he had to reread it in order to continue. Jing normally 
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would not reread what he wrote until he finished writing the 

whole essay. He also reported that he never got nervous 

when writing or taking exams. In his words, there was 

nothing to worry about. When he got stuck with a particular 

word, he would start at the beginning of the sentence and 

rephrase it in another way, trying to avoid the same word. 

But Jing admits that this piece of writing did not go very 

smoothly for him because he made many changes in his mind 

about what to say, especially regarding solutions. 

Word choice was another component Jing worked on while 

writing. He thought a little before he wrote “commercially 

available” in F-unit 15. He wanted to say "produced," or 

"invented," but they did not seem as appropriate. He also 

thought about whether to say “save oil" or "conserve oil” 

knowing that there is a difference. According to Jing, his 

consciousness of word choice had to do with reading New 

Concept English, which emphasized word usage. 

Jing spent two minutes editing the essay, checking for 

grammar, and to see if the sentences were orderly and 

connected. He made one change by adding the word "clean" in 

F-unit 15. 
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Conclusion 

Cohesion. Jing's use of cohesive ties in the four 

essays is summarized in the following table. 

Table 4. Cohesive Ties in Jing's Essays 

Language Chinese Chinese English English 

Essay 1 3 2 4 

Lexical 63% (47) 49% (20) 31% (11) 37% (13) 

‘Conjunction 16% (12) 20% (8) 31% (11) 17% (6) 

Reference 13% (10) 15% (6) 33% (12) 34% (12) 

Ellipsis 3% (2) 17% (7) 6% (2) 9% (3) 

Substitution 5% (4) 0% (0) 0% (0) 3% (1) 

Total Ns 75 41 36 35 

Among the writings, essays #1 and #3, written in Chinese, 

employ more lexical cohesion than English essays #2 and #4. 

Essays #2 and #4, on the other hand, have more conjunctions 

and anaphors. 

The quantitative difference among the different types 

of ties used seems to lie within the differences between the 

two languages. As mentioned earlier, in Chinese grammar, 

when a series of clauses are used to form one sentence, the 

conjunction. "“and" is often not needed, whereas in English 

grammar, such a conjunction is often required for the last. | 
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word, phrase, or clause. This partially explains why there 

are Fewer conjunctions used in Chinese writing. 

Furthermore, Chinese language has a preference for 

coordination to subordination, as evidenced in Jing'’s essays 

#1 and #3, which sound very loosely connected to an English 

reader with their strings of coordinated clauses. Sometimes 

no conjunction of any kind is needed to form complex or 

compound sentences. To an English reader, it means that 

Chinese writing is often more implicit and the reader often 

has to make connections of the implied relationships. In F- 

units 25-26 (essay #3), for example, the sentence shows a 

cause-effect relationship, yet no cause-effect connector was 

used. The reader has to make his/her own connection. In 

this sense, cohesion in Chinese is less demanding. 

The use of ellipsis and substitution as a cohesive 

device is minimal in both Jing's Chinese and English 

writings. However, his Chinese writings, on the average, 

have more ellipses than those in his English essays. 

Partial explanation comes from the fact that in Chinese 

writing when a subject can be inferred from the previous 

text, it is often not necessary to repeat it over whereas in 

English sometimes a pronoun reference is mandatory. 

Jing’'s use of cohesive ties is logical, except for 

three inconsistencies between references and their 
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antecedents in essay #2. Jing says he was never consciously 

searching for cohesive ties. 

Coherence. In all four essays, Jing follows his 

classical English “three-part" structure: a general 

introduction, an analysis in the middle, and a conclusion. 

Jing remembers having learned the structure from a book and 

an American professor. The format has become a panacea in 

his writing and he follows it whole-heartedly. 

Although the four essays are very similar in terms of 

length and structure, the qualities of the development are 

not the same. in the Chinese essays, Jing was able to 

develop his assertions to a certain degree, while in the 

English essays, some statements were left unsupported. 

During the interviews, Jing commented that when he writes in 

Chinese, he can continue without much difficulty, but when 

he writes in English, he has to make a conscious effort to 

expand. Fluency in Chinese saves him from having to search 

for words to fill in the page, but writing in English does 

not come easily. After all, knowing the grammar and being 

able to write are two different things. Despite his effort 

and his almost error-free prose, he still displays his 

inability to develop the content. 
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In terms of coherence, it is also interesting to note 

that in essays #1 and #4, which are comparable topics, Jing 

used the narrative mode and brought in personal experiences, 

an unusual move in expository writing. 

Language switch, transfer, and interference. When 

writing the Chinese essays, Jing did not experience any 

language transfers, although he used an English word CT 

(abbreviation for “computerized tomography") in his Chinese 

essay. According to Jing, all the Chinese people say the 

word in English and the Chinese word for CT machine has lost 

its attraction. in this case, CT has almost become a 

borrowed word in the Chinese language. 

When writing English essays, as Jing recalls, he always 

did his planning in Chinese. Once he started writing, 

though, he used English to continue the planning. However, 

when the text got too difficult to handle in English, he 

went back to Chinese again. Chinese served as a tool when 

he got stuck in writing. 

Jing's command of English grammar is excellent. As he 

acknowledged, he once used English grammar to aid his 

Chinese grammar learning, so this knowledge of English might 

have influenced his meta-knowledge of Chinese. His Chinese 

writing does not show much superiority over the English 
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writing as one would expect. The transfer seems minimal. 

But evidence does indicate that Jing used Chinese to "aid" 

his English writing as in the case of “individual computers’ 

or "the private car." 

The composing process. In the four writing sessions, 

Jing's average production of words and time spent composing 

are shown in the following table. 

Table 5. Summary of Jing's Writing Sessions 

Essays #1 #3 #2 #4 

Language Chi. Chi. Eng. Eng. 

Planning (min. ) 8 2 1.5 10 

Total time (min. ) 48 22 31 36 

Total words 434 227 207 207 

words/min. 9 10 6.7 5.6 

Jing produced more words in Chinese than in English both in 

terms of the total and in terms of words per minute. 

Jing planned longer for essays #1 and #4, with 8 and 10 

minutes respectively, while he only planned 1.5 and 3 

minutes for essays #2 and #3. According to Jing, topic #1 

and #4 were more difficult, requiring the writer to sort 

through a variety of choices and make his/her own choice. 
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Topic #4 is even more difficult because of his unfamiliarity 

with the culture. 

While writing in English, Jing also paused longer, 

averaging 23 and 24 seconds per pause respectively for 

essays #2 and #4, while his Chinese writing averaged 19 and 

21 seconds for essays #1 and #3. Ouring the pauses, Jing 

constantly thought about diction when writing in Chinese. 

When writing in English, his concerns were diction, grammar 

and sentence structure. Interestingly enough, Jing did not 

mention language as a barrier to writing in English. 

Admitted or not, Jing's essays written in English did suffer 

from insufficient development to a certain degree. 

Jing revised little as he wrote. The corrections he 

made were mainly word choices. Only on one occasion did he 

add a sentence to add more meaning to the text. The 

revision process towards the end of the session also 

involved editing for grammar and sentence structure. 

As a writer. Among the subjects participating in the 

study, Jing had the least trouble or anxiety undertaking the 

writing tasks. He seemed to be casual and anxiety-free when 

he wrote. During his writing, a few characteristics were 

shown: 
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1. Jing was a careful and methodical planner. He 

always knew what he was doing and planned mentally and 

carefully prior to writing. He usually mapped out the whole 

piece, including the conclusion, before he put his pen down 

on paper. 

2. Jing was very consistent in what he was doing 

throughout the four writing sessions: his careful planning; 

his concern for grammar and diction as he wrote; his classic 

three-part structure; and his consideration for the 

audience. 

3. For Jing, cohesion and coherence were achieved in 

terms of meaning, the connection between ideas. He was 

never taught about the cohesive devices and never 

consciously sought for ostensible connectors. 
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Chapter V 

  

Min 

Writing Profile 

Personal Da an ducati 1 n 

Min, 34, came to the U.S. in August, 1991, majoring in 

soil science and plant nutrition. She graduated from a 

university of agriculture in China with a bachelor's degree 

and a master's degree. However, Min never got her high 

school diploma. Her early years in school were spent 

writing Da Zi Bao--a political product of the "Cultural 

Revolution" used to criticize one another. Because Min's 

father was a target of the revolution, Min had to transfer 

from one school] to another in order to be accepted. As a 

result her early years of education were characterized by 

turbulence and instability. However, as Min reported, she 

had always been a good student when she was in school. 

E r c ith i h 

Min's formal English education consists of a total of 

five years: two years in high school, two years in college, 

and one year in graduate school. Although five years seemed 
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long, at each stage her English class started with the 

basics, so Min never got very far in learning the language. 

Min remembered having to memorize texts a lot in those 

classes. When Min took the National Unified College 

Entrance Exam in 1978, the English score still did not count 

towards the total score for admission. Therefore Min never 

worked as hard on English as many others did. 

Min studied English on her own when she decided to 

apply for graduate school and when she decided to study 

abroad. During this time, she read journals like English 

Learning, and books of simplified stories. But she did not 

have any experience with writing in English. 

in spite of having a TOEFL score of 580, Min felt that 

her English proficiency was limited when she came to the 

U.S. She felt the constraints in the classroom when she 

could not even take notes. She just read textbooks to 

survive in the different classes. 

Experience with Writing: Chinese and English 

Ex i riting in i - When Min was in 

high school, she reported that her Chinese writing was good. 

She said her Chinese composition was ranked first in her 

class. Teachers often used her essays as models to show to 

other students. However, the genre was limited to narrative 
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and descriptive writing. Min never liked writing exposition 

or argumentation. 

Min's experience with writing in Chinese was limited. 

While in college she did not write anything in Chinese 

except her thesis. 

Experience with writing in English. Min did not write 

much in English either. As far as she could remember, she 

only wrote an abstract for her thesis in English for an 

international thesis competition, with the help of her 

husband. She noted that the abstract was corrected a great 

deal and it did not look like hers anymore when it was 

published. In addition, Min also wrote some friendly and 

business letters in English. 

Min did not have any training in English writing until 

she took a technical writing course after she came to the 

U.S. But according to Min, she learned how to paraphrase 

more than anything else from the class. 

  

Min didn't perceive any difference between writing in 

English and writing in Chinese in terms of style or 

organization. With regard to her own writing, she admits 
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that with any given topic, if she could express herself 

seven or eight out of a scale of 10 in Chinese, she could 

express only half of that in English. Thus she tries to 

avoid writing in English if the topic is hard. 

Judgements about writing: Good writi nd bad writing. 

A good piece of Chinese writing, according to Min, is 

relatively concise, and expresses its intended meaning. 

With regard to a piece of English writing, Min frankly 

admits that she can not tell if it is good or bad. A bad 

piece of writing, as Min understands it, is one that is long 

and without a point. it will not leave any impression upon 

the reader. 

Coherence writing. Min did not know the English ~~ 

word “coherence,” nor did she recall having learned anything 

about it after she was told in Chinese what it meant. 

ive iti - Min knows well what she likes 

and dislikes in writing. She thinks that her weakest area 

in writing is exposition and argumentation, but she likes 

writing narratives. 

Generally, writing in English is hard for Min. In 

order to write any kind of paper, Min says she feels the 
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need to do some reading first, collect materials, and then 

“piece the materials together and summarize them." Min does 

not have specific techniques that she follows when writing 

in English; she allows her thoughts to lead her without much 

pre-planning or meditation on structure. 

Naturally, Min says that when she writes in English, 

she is much slower than she is in Chinese, and sometimes she 

translates from Chinese into English. With respect to 

academic writing, she always tries to find what is easy for 

her and do it the easiest way. When asked about her 

considerations for content, planning, and organization as 

she writes, Min replies: 

| don't think about them. | only want to continue 
and finish the essay. | don't organize. | just 
write any way | want to. 

When encountering difficulties in writing, Min says 

with English, she will avoid them, but with Chinese, she 

will put the writing aside, and may come back to the topic 

later on. 

Writing Analysis 

An sis of 1 

This essay was written originally in Chinese on the 

following: “Write a composition delineating a recent social, 
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economic, or political change in China and its implications 

for the society.” 

' In [the] last ten years, China's politics, economy 

and ideology have changed significantly. / 2? This kind of 

change started in [the] early 80s, since [the] higher level 
officials changed{,}[.] / 3 First of all {from} [the] reform 

of agriculture{,} liberated peasants, / * [and] made [the] 

peasants from [the] bondage of the People's Commune under 
public ownership{,} walk into an individual economy of free 
development{,}[.] / *° Vast rural areas found their way to an 

unprecedented prosperity, / © [and] people put together 

surplus labor force, / 7 [and] established town and county 

enterprises. / * [The] improved condition of peasants’ 

material life{,} inevitably led them to pursue [the] 
enjoyment of spiritual life{,}[.] / * High-grade electronic 

appliances were common-place in peasants’ homes, / !'° [and] 

building new houses was nothing surprising. / '’ But this 

kind of development also was quite unbalanced. / '? [The] 

coastal areas far exceeded [the] inland areas. / '? In [the] 
coastal areas of Jiang Zhe, Guangdong[,] etc., [the] speed 
of development astonished people, / '* but [the] inland 

areas of Gan, Shan, Sichuan, Hunan and other past old 
“Revolutionary” regions still could hardly make ends meet / 
'S or make a living. / 

'© Compared with [the] successful reform in [the] 

countryside, / '? [the] city's reform was eclipsed. / '® 
[The] profits of large and medium-sized enterprises were on 

the decline. / '® [The] small enterprises on the other hand 

were gradually [beginning to] stand out{,}[.] / 2° This was 

not [the] expected result of [the] reform, / ?' [but] [the] 

result of [the] combined influences of many social factors. 
/ #2 Unequal competition in industry{,} made [the] past 
backbone enterprises gradually lose [their] advantage / 23 

because of [the] changes in [the] composition of workers, / 
24 [and] also because [the] policies of a command economy 

interfered with [the] laws of economic development, / 25 

[and] made [it] neither a market economy{,} nor a planned 
economy{,}[.] / ?* Thus big ups and downs in [the] economy 

often occurred. / 2?’ After [the] open-door policy, [the] 

speed of development in [the] coastal cities was indeed 
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worth admiring, especially in Guangdong, Zhuhai, [and] 
Shenzhen{,}[.] / 7% Along with [the] prosperity of material 

life, people's ideology also has changed significantly{,}[.] 
/ 7% Demanding democracy [and] freedom, [and] longing for 

democracy [and] freedom are seeds buried in people's hearts 
{that are] ready to sprout anytime. / °° This not only is 

[the] cry from people in [the] city, / 3?! but also is [the] 

demand of [the] vast majority of peasants. / 3% [The] 

present is no longer [the] age [when] one person's order is 
cheered by tens of thousands of people{,}[.] / 33 [Indeed] 

this is also [the] root of China's hope. / 

Cohesion. Min produced 317 words in 28 minutes during 

an hour writing session, averaging 10.9 words a minute. 

Among the cohesive ties, 53% are lexical, 25% conjunctions, 

12% references, 10% ellipses, and 0% substitution. 

Here in this essay, however, the tallies of cohesive 

ties are misleading. A close analysis reveals that a number 

of the ties only provide.a guise of cohesion, because what 

they tie together is not always linked logically. For 

example, in F-units 8-10, "high-grade electronic appliances" 

and "building new houses" seem to cohere with "material 

life." However, after reading F-unit 8, a reader would 

expect the writer to talk about the pursuit of spiritual 

life, but instead Min wrote about the improvement of 

material life, which logically should appear before F-unit 

8. 

Similar problems occur in several other places where 

the ties used give a false appearance of cohesion but do not 
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lead to a coherent text. In F-units 27-28, although the 

connector “along with" is used, “the prosperity of material 

life" is simply not what one would expect from F-unit 27 

because what goes before F-unit 27 does not deal with 

material life. Thus the use of a connector does not add to 

the continuity of the content. 

In a sense, Min's use of cohesive ties is misleadirg, 

for she follows lexical associations in which one idea leads 

to another and the use of ties only provides coherence on a 

general level and disguises the loose connections of the 

development of the text. In the first three units, for 

example, Min talks about the changes in China, and then 

mentions "this kind of change," and finally starts with 

“first of all" to enumerate the changes, which all seem to 

be connected. However, a closer reading shows that the 

connections are by lexical associations only; Min never 

clearly defines the change and frames a thesis that is 

supported by logical reasoning. 

Even though the essay is written in the writer's native 

language Chinese, deducing the characteristics of Chinese 

writing from this piece is also misleading, for this piece 

is flawed in Chinese in several ways. In F-unit 3, a 

subject is lacking, and F-unit 4 is not well-framed in 

Chinese, just as it is not in English. Although Chinese 
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grammar allows several independent clauses to form one 

sentence without an ostensible connector of any kind, these 

independent clauses usually need to express meanings on the 

same level. In F-units 2-7, Min expressed several levels of 

meaning in one sentence, a practice which is deemed 

ungrammatical in Chinese. 

Further analysis of the coherence of the text and the 

composing process shows that Min wrote this essay with a 

negative attitude--a dislike for discussing political 

issues, on the one hand, and on the other hand, a lack of 

training in writing. 

Coherence. This essay receives a coherence score of 3, 

the lowest in all the samples written in Chinese. Although 

Min provided a number of cohesive ties to enable the reader 

to follow her discussion, she failed to produce a 

competently structured coherent text, as the essay lacks a 

unified thesis and a clear discourse frame, and, at points, 

follows a lexically associational strategy by relating one 

idea to another. 

An analysis of F-units also indicates that the essay is 

flawed developmentally. Min starts the essay with a general 

assertion on the political, economic, and ideological 

changes in China, which would lead the reader to expect a 
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discussion of these changes. However, Min moves to discuss 

the changes in agriculture, in the countryside, and from 

countryside, to a discussion of the city, the different- 

sized enterprises, the competition, the economy, and the 

speed of development. Among these discussions, she also 

compares material life with spiritual life and mentions the 

change in ideology. She also compares the changes in the 

inland areas as opposed to the coastal areas. The 

development of the essay is at a vague level. 

After reading the essay, one still wonders what her 

point is of the discussion. indeed, Min never made her 

point clearly. To make matter worse, her discussion is not 

followed by examples, which would have strengthened the 

essay. Min never crafted a thesis or framed her analysis. 

She selected her discussion by association--agriculture 

leading to countryside, countryside leading to the city, and 

material life leading to spiritual life. The movement seems 

very much haphazard and random because Min lacked direction 

in her discourse. 

T Cc osi - A look at Min's composing 

process shows that Min did not contemplate the topic and 

her argument clearly and carefully, nor did she follow a 

structural plan in the development. She followed her 
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thought and changed directions as she wrote. Her style of 

writing, coupled with the lack of training in writing, led 

her to produce a piece that lacks a thesis, a frame, and a 

clear direction. 

Min started writing in less than a minute after given 

the topic. She wrote an outline with three points: 

ideology, economic construction, and social consequences. 

But Min never followed it, because, as she admitted, she 

realized that they were all too broad. When asked why she 

did not plan much, Min said that when the topic was too 

hard, she did not have the confidence to develop the 

concepts in her mind. However, stimulated-recalls of her 

other composing processes show that Min lacks deliberate 

planning strategies. 

Min realized her writing “might not be a good piece of 

writing” and she laid the blame on the topic: 

The topic is too hard for me.... Because it is 
related to politics, ! was afraid to write too 

much, you know. If you have a topic that is less 
related to politics, | may feel freer to write. | 
am not interested in politics in the first place; 
when the topic is related to politics, | just 
don't want to write more. 

After being reminded that the topic also allows social 

changes such as divorce, child education, and dating, Min 

admitted that she never thought in this direction. So for 

Min, writing this essay was an unpleasant task. 
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As with other subjects, sensitivity to politics 

partially explains her reluctance to get into details in her 

writing. During the stimulated-recall session, Min had 

plenty to talk about on the topic and was very issue- 

oriented, but she refused to write about what she really 

thought. Min also said that if asked to write on this topic 

in China, she would be more “revolutionary” and “more afraid 

to write." 

While composing, Min paused very little, only 11 times, 

averaging 9 seconds per pause. She paused when she did not 

know what to write. She also wrote very fast, as if being 

rushed. She did not really want to write on the topic, but 

she had an assignment to complete, so she followed her 

thought and filled the page. When she thought it was long 

enough, she decided to quit. With regard to considerations 

of the structure, the beginning, and ending, Min reported 

that she did not think about them. As she put it: "I wrote 

anything | wanted to say." Thus, although the essay is 

developed to a certain degree, it is not marked by a clearly 

defined thesis and framework. 

Min only spent 40 seconds rereading the last couple of 

sentences when she stopped writing, and added one character 

and corrected an error. She did not revise the essay, 
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because, according to her, there was not anything to revise 

and the essay was “empty in the first place." 

Analysis of Essay #2 

This essay was written in English on the following: 

“Write a composition on some phenomenon (process, object, 

principle, etc.) in your area of study.” 

The Contructed Wetland for Wastewater Treatment 

' Wastewater can classfied many special kinds, such 

human being's dayly wates, farm livestork mutures, and a 
lots of factories geting out wastewater. / 2 Diferent 

wastewaters have different characteristic properties. / 3 

For example, dying factories wastewaters have much more big 
molecular organic chemical, such as bezene and it 
substitutes which are very difficult to degradate and 
detrimental. / * Some are suspected to cause cancers. / ° On 

the contrary, The wine factories's wasterwaters are full of 
some molecular weight organic materials. such as 6-C 
surgars, 5-C surgars, and bacteria which can ferment. / 

However, Huamn wastewaters are full of nitrogen, phosphous, 
very high level of BOD,, / ? and have varies kind of 

pathorge which can cause diseases. / ® All above mentioned 

wastewaters are treated by plant at the first and the second 
stages which mainly deal with for large stuff, large 
carbonhydrates, bacteria, viars by fitrilation, ferment and 
addition chemicals. / 

8 After the two treatments the wastewater still cann't 

charge to river or pool, / '® because there still have too 

much nitrogen (NH,-N, NOs-N NO,-N), phosphous and some 

pathlogan which can not be killed with chemicals, / '! 

however, the most problem is so high level BoD,. which would 

cause water pollotion, kill aquatic life in the water, such 
as fishes, shells, plants at al. / '? The wet land used to 

wastewater treatment has a long history, / '? but just 

recent year people pay attention to its importance, / '4 

many researchers focus on its removal polluents capacities, 
removal mechanics and system desigment, cost effects. / '5 

6 
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This is third stage wasterwater treatment. / '© After 
treatment the BoD, can decrease from 95% to 40%, / ''’ Total 

nitrogen removal range from 32-90%, / '® and total P removal 
from 70-99%. / '® The treatment remal capacities depend on 
different system design. / 7° in the system aquatic plant, 

uptake nitroge, P, and other nutrients, / ?' The biamass 

also can feed livestorks. / 7% The aquatic plant root also 

can get out 0,, / 7? change NH,-N to NO,-N, / 74 NO,-N by 
denitrization became N,, / 2° N, would became vapar, / #° get 
out through *. together with water steam. / 2? On other 

hand, P can pricipite in sediment. except uptation. / 2° as 

a resuts, the system move most of polluents. / 7% It is 
worthy to mention that there don't need much cost to oparate 
system. / °° There are promising future of wetland 

utilization in wastewater treatment. / 

Note: (Added by the researcher ) 
*}f— B: Chinese for “evaporation.” 

Cohesion. During this session, Min produced 398 words 

in 47 minutes, averaging 8.5 words a minute. Among the 

cohesive ties, 31% are lexical, 31% conjunctions, 29% 

references, 9% ellipses, and 0% substitutio:rs. Compared 

with essay #1 written in Chinese, this one has fewer lexical 

ties and more references and conjunctions. 

Like in essay #1, here a tally ofthe cohesive ties 

does not tell the whole story. Some of the cohesive ties 

used, although they seem to connect the text together, 

actually fail to capture the relationships being.-expressed. 

"On the contrary" (F-unit 5), for example, is a mistaken 

identity for "on the other hand." “Also” (F-units 21 and 

22) also fails to express the relationships expected from 
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the connector, for it implies a relationship of addition, 

which the text does not provide. 

Min realized the need for a reader to follow her text, 

so she provided words to connect the text. At the beginning 

of paragraph two, Min reported that she used “after the two 

treatments" to summarize the previous text and to introduce 

the following text. However, sometimes Min used them 

without consciously understanding their intended meanings. 

When asked what kind of relationship “however" shows, Min 

said: 

| don't know. “However"™ is used everywhere. 
Sometimes it shows transition and sometimes it is 
for emphasis....! can never tell the difference 
between “however” and "therefore." 

Even though she was unable to verbalize the differences 

among these connectors, she intuitively did, for she was 

able to use it correctly in the essay. 

Coherense. Min's essay received a combined score of 2 

for the essay, a very low score on coherence. Analysis of 

functional roles shows that the essay lacks a clear pattern 

of organization and development. During the stimulated- 

recalls, Min admitted that she did not think about 

paragraphs when she wrote. She usually does not think about 

it until it is time to revise, which she does not do very 

often. In this case, she just wrote sentence by sentence 
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non-stop and then handed it in. She never had a whole 

structure in her mind. As a result her division of 

paragraphs seems random. She also had assertions such as F- 

units 12 and 29 that called for explanations but were left 

unsupported. 

Furthermore, her lack of command of the English grammar 

also heavily weighed against her. There are so many syntax, 

vocabulary, word form, and vocabulary errors that they made 

the essay hard to follow and consequently also impeded 

coherence. 

Language switch, transfer, and interference. When 

asked which language she used when she wrote this essay, Min 

said that it was a combination of both English and Chinese, 

and that it was not simply a matter of either one or the 

other. She quantified the mixture as using Chinese 70% of 

the time. She could not pinpoint the whole process, but she 

was sure she definitely used more Chinese. She was also 

positive that when she was stuck with complicated English 

words, she would use Chinese. For example, she dropped the 

word "min yong" (Chinese for "civil use”) because she could 

not come up with the word "civil" in English. She wrote 

“evaporation” in Chinese characters because she did not 

remember the English word. 
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In addition to the obvious language switches, other 

influences are more subtle and less obvious. Min sometimes 

omitted conjunction “and” for the last clause in a series of 

statements as in F-unit 14, and F-units 22-26. Such 

omission is legitimate in Chinese but not allowable in 

English. Whereas in Chinese the lack of the conjunction 

indicates the parallel nature of the clauses, in English it 

indicates a lack of grammatical competence. 

The composing process. Like the first essay, it took 

Min only seconds to start writing. She picked the topic 

that came to her mind first. When asked about whether she 

had considerations for organization, Min said she just 

thought she would talk about wastewater first, then its 

different kinds, and thirdly how to treat wetland. Unlike 

writing the other essays when Min simply said she did not 

think about anything, this time her answer indicates a sense 

of general planning. Unlike writing the first essay when 

Min just let her thought lead her, for this one, she had a 

general picture of what she wanted to say. 

As Min wrote, she struggled with vocabulary and 

expression. Min said she only chose words she knew. If she 

did not know the words, she just would not write about them 

or use simple terms that she could think of. For example, 
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when she wrote about the classification of wastewater, she 

knew there were many kinds, but as she did not have the 

vocabulary for them, she simply used two words--"special 

kinds"--to cover a specific list of the different kinds. 

Here specificity is being sacrificed for expression. 

Sometimes she would pick up a word that she thought 

expresses her meaning. For instance, when she was not able 

to say “the disposal of wastewater," she used “geting out 

wastewater" (F-unit 1), which is less formal and accurate. 

Other times she would cross out a word because she could not 

spell it or she would write 0, instead of oxygen because the 

former is easier. She would even use Chinese characters in 

the English writing, not because the researcher is Chinese, 

as she claimed, but because she wanted the reader to know 

she knew what she wanted to say, only that she did not have 

the vocabulary. Min said she would even use Chinese 

characters when she took English exams because she did not 

want her professor to think that she did not know anything 

about what was being asked. 

During the composing session, Min paused 22 times, 

averaging 10.2 seconds per pause. Compared with essay #1, 

Min paused twice as many times and the pauses were also 

longer, as Min struggled to write in English. During the 

pauses, Min said, what she considered most often was what 
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she could do when she was stuck with a word. Vocabulary 

seemed to be a big problem for Min. Yet even though Min 

lacked vocabulary, she was quite careful with word choice. 

In F-unit 8, she changed "treat" to "deal with" because she 

had used "treat" several times. Occasionally she would 

pause for a grammatical concern such as word order. 

Min did not revise the essay. She handed it in as soon 

as she finished writing, a behavior consistent with essay 

#1. Min admitted that she never revised much with this kind 

of writing. As when she took exams, she would try to finish 

the task as fast as she could and then hand it in 

immediately. 

Min was not very confident about her English writing. 

She felt that her English writing was poor. In her words, 

“it is like high school English level,” because she was 

unable to express complicated relationships. Min considered 

vocabulary selection and spelling the most difficult aspects 

for her when she wrote in English. The writing and the 

stimulated-recalls indicate that her awareness of 

grammatical problems was very limited. 
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Analysis of Essay #3 

This essay was written originally in Chinese on the 

following: "Write a composition on a concept in your area of 

study and explain it to an outside audience." 

Soil's Cation Exchange Capacity 

' A soil's cation exchange capacity[,] abbreviated 

as{,} CEC[,] refers to [the] amount of cation absorbed by a 
soil's colloidal surface [that] may be exchanged or 
substituted by other cations, / ? [and] using [the] 

milligram equivalent of cations exchanged over every 100 
gram of soil to express it's meg/100g / ? or using [the] 

number of cmols of cations exchanged over every thousand 

gram of soil to express it's cmol/kg. / 
4 [The] amount of a soil's cation exchange capacity{,} 

is able to reflect [the] degree of a soil's capability to 
absorb [and] maintain nutrients. / > [The] larger [the] 

exchange capacity, [the] greater [the] capability to absorb 
[and] maintain cation, / © [the] more [the] effective 

nutrients are provided, / ’ [the] more fertile [the] land, / 

§ [the] higher [the] potential yields of agricultural 

products, / *® [the] higher [the] benefits of [the] 

fertilizers, / '®© [and] [the] less [the] loss of nutrients / 

'' due to [the] rinse of rain or irrigation. / '? Thus, 
[the] amount of a soil's cation exchange capacity is closely 
related to agricultural production. / 

'3 Many factors influence a soil's cation exchange 

capacity. / '4 Mainly [the] nature of the soil and [the] 

behavior of human beings are two major influencing factors, 
/ ‘* and [the] former is in [the] leading position of [the] 

influencing factors. / '© In terms of [the] nature of a 

soil, a soil's mineral types, a soil's clay content, a 
soil's organic content and a soil's ph value are [the] main 
inf luences{,}[.] / '? For example, [the] mineral type of a 

soil dominated by kaolinite (1:1 type of mineral) has a low 
CEC between 3-15 meq/100g soil, / '® but [the] mineral type 

of a soil dominated by montmorillonite (2:1 type of mineral) 
can reach a high of 80-150 meq/100g soil, / '% and [the] 

soil's organic matter can reach 400 meq/100g soil. / ?° 
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Generally speaking, [the] higher [the] soil's clay content 
or [the] soil's organic matter, [the] larger [the] amount of 
ph value or [the] soil's CEC. / *7' Human being's influence 

is mainly realized by [the] influence on [the] soil's 
organic content and [the] soil's ph value, such as by adding 
organic matter, applying lime, and applying fertilizer([, ] 
etc. / 72 It is worth noting{,} [that] [the] CEC becomes 

higher as [the] ph value becomes higher, / 7? but [the] 

optimum ph range is near neutral{,}{;] / 74 that is to say 

for [the] same type of soil [the] higher CEC is not 
necessarily better. / #5 CEC is only one influencing factor 

to reach a high yield. / 
26 A soil's cation exchange capacity not only 

influences agriculture production, / 7? but also produces 
significant influence on agricultural environment{,}[.] / 78 
\f [the] soil's CEC is very low, / 2% [the] applied 

fertilizer such as MH,-N{,} is easier to lose, / 30 [and 

this] adds to environmental threats daily{,}[.] / 3! People 

right now are working towards utilizing [the] CEC / 3% to 
reach [the] aim of improving yields [and] return and [at the 
same time] reducing pollution. / 

co ion. Min wrote 432 words using 34 minutes of an 

hour, averaging 12.7 words a minute. This is the most 

productive writing of the four in terms of the total number 

of words produced and words written per minute. Among the 

cohesive ties used, 52% are lexical, 24% references, 21% 

conjunctions, 3% ellipses, and 0% substitution. 

Lexical cohesion was achieved mainly by repeating the 

same lexical items such as "cation exchange capacity,” 

"influence," and "factors," or by using synonyms or words 

that refer to the same item, such as “ph range" and "ph 
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value,” "organic content” and “organic matter,” and 

“pollution” and "environmental threats." 

Among the references, there are pronominal “it" and 

demonstratives "that" and "there." In addition, several 

comparatives are used under the pattern “the more, the 

better." In F-units 5-11, Min arranged six comparisons 

together, a pattern which is very unusual to an English 

reader. But in Chinese writing, such a pattern is not 

uncommon or unacceptable. 

Min was able to effectively use conjunctions to make 

connections in the text. She used “thus” (F-unit 12) to 

summarize the content of paragraph two. In paragraph four, 

she used "not only” to bring together what she had talked 

earlier about agricultural production and used "but also" to 

introduce a new topic on environmental threat. Compared to 

essay #2 where Min failed to use conjunctions to make 

meaningful connections, this one presents a different 

picture. One can only conjecture that Min was very aware of 

making connections so that her reader could follow her, but 

her low English proficiency prohibited her from being able 

to fully express her intended meaning when writing in 

English. Thus when the cohesive ties she used in essay #2 

fail to capture their intended relationships, they are 

further..evidence of her English deficiency. 
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Coher e. Min's essay received a coherence score of 

7, the highest of the four; in fact, it outscored essay #1 

by 2.5 points and two English essays by 5 points each. 

Indeed, anyone who read Min's essays #1, #2, & #4 would be 

surprised to read this one, because this one is not only 

grammatically correct, but also clear and concise. 

Min started the essay by defining the term, using both 

effective descriptions and equivalences. She then described 

the meaning of the concept in terms of agricultural 

production to clarify to an outside audience what “cation 

exchange capacity (CEC)" means. The purpose is achieved by 

her use of a series of comparisons, ending with a concluding 

statement. Moving to paragraph three, Min analyzed the two 

factors, soil type and human intervention, that influence a 

cation's exchange capacity, and each with specific examples. 

In the last paragraph, Min brought together what she talked 

about in paragraph three and pointed out CEC's influence on 

the environment. She concluded with an assertion of how 

people are working towards reducing pollution and improving 

yields at the same time. 

indeed the essay flows well. What may bother an 

English reader, however, are the long comparative sentences. 

in the Chinese original writing, paragraph one is one 

sentence, paragraph four is one sentence, and the 
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comparisons from F-unit 5 to F-unit 11 are also one 

sentence. As acceptable Chinese writing style dictates 

sentence length more in terms of meaning than the 

grammatical subject and verb, the way Min punctuated is 

perfectly acceptable. This feature of Chinese writing may 

explain many sentence boundary problems with Chinese ESL 

writing. 

Perhaps because Min was very familiar with the subject 

matter or because the topic interested her, unlike writing 

the other essays when she expressed much frustration, Min 

never complained about this one. She exhibited some 

behaviors that were not exhibited before, like spending some 

time to think about the topic prior to writing, going back 

to read the lines as she wrote, and taking a minute to 

glance over the page once she finished. These are 

indications of her effort to make it a better piece, and, 

perhaps, of her satisfaction with it. 

The composing process. A minute and a half passed 

before Min began writing. However, when asked later what 

she was thinking, Min did not remember. She only knew that 

she thought about the topic on "cation exchange capacity" as 

soon as she read the assignment. Unlike the three other 

essays when Min started writing immediately after reading 
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the assignment, the 1.5 minutes of time lapse might be an 

indication of some mental planning in lieu of writing an 

outline down on paper. But Min claimed that she did not 

know how to plan. Further inquiry suggested that Min 

probably thought more in terms of what to write about than 

how to organize her thoughts. 

During the composing process, Min paused 23 times, 

averaging 9.7 seconds per pause. The pauses were shorter 

than those when writing in English, but longer than when 

writing essay #1. Most of the pauses were considerations 

for content. For example, after writing F-unit 1, Min 

paused 14 seconds, thinking about both types of ions: 

anions, and cations, but Min thought that writing about both 

of them would get too complicated, so she stayed with 

cations. Her principle of writing, again, was to choose 

“the easy way out. As she wrote, occasionally she would go 

back and read a couple of lines when she felt that something 

was wrong. When she was writing "a soil's clay content” in 

F-unit 20, she realized that something was missing in the 

previous text, so she paused 30 seconds rereading F-units 

17-19 and added "1:1 type of mineral” in F-unit 17 and "2:1 

type of mineral" in F-unit 19. 

Although Min claimed that she never thought about word 

choice, and diction, stimulated-recalls suggest she did 
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consider word choice occasionally. She changed “biao shi” 

(Chinese for “to show") to "fan ying" (Chinese for "to 

reflect") because the latter "is better.” 

When asked about what considerations she had as she 

wrote, Min answered, "Nothing." She kept repeating the fact 

that she did not know how to write. This is how she 

explained her style of writing: 

{ just write. When | got to a point, | thought 
“well, it's time to write about influential 
factors" and I'd do it. It's true | don't think 
about anything else. 

Perhaps because of her style of writing, watching Min 

compose was like watching someone trying to beat the clock. 

She wrote fast and non-stop. Min compared her way of 

writing to her way of taking exams--answer what is being 

asked and get it over with. 

Although there was a minute gap between when she 

finished writing and when she handed in the paper, Min 

claimed that she was not revising or editing the essay. 

First she was thinking if she should add some more, but 

since she had already concluded, she just gave up. Then she 

just looked up and down the page, and flipped through the 

pages around before she handed in the essay. According to 

Min, it was like taking exams. She never had the habit of 

making changes because if she did make some changes, they 

were usually wrong. 
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Analysis of Essay #4 

This essay was written in English on the following: 

“Write a composition on a social, economic, or political 

problem that you see exists in the U.S. today and describe 

possible solutions to the problem.’ 

Basic Education in U.S.A. 
--Mathamatics, Enducation in teenage 

' with the development of Science and Technology 

computer pay an important role in calcultion. / ? In the 

U.S.A. computer Enducation begin in pre-school. / 3? Some 

children can use computer when he or she just begin to learn 
writing, spelling and simple calcultion. / * They depend on 

computer, / * utilizing computer / © and play game with 

computer, / * the computer can do its job so perfect that 

they never try to solve problems with their brains and 
hands, / ® as a result, some children cann't calcute very 

simple math problem with mind, / ° since they can solve 

problem corretly with computer, / '® as the same, they are 
good at solving very difficult problem with computer, / !! 

but they are fail to understand why they should do. / '? 
When they are accepted in university, They have to work 
harder in this area. / '* Most of them are afraid to take 

math cause, / '* because computer cann't solve every 

problem. / 
15 The sole method to improve Amerian students's math 

level is that Elementry school and middle school must 
increase math Education. / '® this include three points. / 

'T The first, the shool have to employ high level math 

teachers, / '® who have experiences in teaching. / '*% The 
secondary the school have to change the police of Examine, / 
20 such as some problem must solve use hands. / 2! The last 

point is that the whole country set up competing system 
which every year have sevearal vias in math campainship / #2 

to encourge student's interesting. / #73 To improve American 

student's math level are not only a duty of enducation but 
also a sociality. / 
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Cohesion. Min produced 258 words using 37 minutes of 

an hour, averaging 7 words a minute. It is the slowest 

writing of the four in terms of words per minute. Among the 

cohesive ties used, 45% are lexical, 26% references, 24% 

conjunctions, 2% substitutions, and 3% ellipses. 

Lexical cohesion is mainly achieved by repeating the 

same lexical items such as “computer,” “math,” “school,” 

etc., and by synonyms like “calculate” and "solve," and 

“mind” and "brain." Although not all references and 

conjunctions are used successfully, some serve well in the 

connection of the text. For example, in F-unit 8, “as a 

result" summarizes the consequences of using the computer 

too much to solve math problems. 

In this essay, Min exhibited the same problems that she 

had when writing essay #2. She made a conscious effort to 

connect the text, but not all the connections led to a 

coherent, text. In F-unit 9, she used "since" when she meant 

to express the meaning "although," because she was not sure 

of the difference between the two. In F-unit 10, the 

antecedent for the pronoun "they" is singular when Min 

actually used the plural form. In F-unit 12, “harder” 

requires a comparative reference, which is not expressed in 

the text. 
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Other ties, though they can be understood by native 

speakers, are written in ungrammatical English. When 

enumerating the possible solutions to the problem, Min 

, 

listed them as "the first," “the secondary,” and "the last 

point.” When expressing the meaning "similarly" to show a 

parallel development, Min used “as the same," a literal 

translation of the Chinese “tong yang,” which is often used 

to connect two instances under the same circumstance. 

Although all these connectors help the reader to make sense 

of the text, they do not necessarily contribute to the 

coherence of the text as they are not readily retrievable in 

ungrammatical forms. 

Coherence. Min received a coherence score of 2, the 

same as the score she received for essay #2. There is 

little doubt that Min's lack of control of certain 

fundamental grammatical rules has cost her greatly. Both 

evaluators showed concern about the grammar of the essay. 

It is worth noting that the most problem areas that Min 

exhibited are those that the Chinese language lacks. Within 

a sentence boundary, they include plurals, articles, verb 

forms, and subject and verb agreement. Beyond the sentence 

level, Min constantly has run-on sentences, as Chinese does 

not end a sentence in terms of grammatical subjects and 
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verbs, but in terms of its expressed meaning. A Chinese 

sentence ends when a unit of meaning ends. Thus Min used 

seven functional units (F-units 4-11) to form one sentence 

in the Chinese sense of the term. To an English reader, the 

writer lacks basic mastery of the language. 

In addition, Min was only able to use correctly basic 

connectors like “and,” "but," and “because.” Attempts to 

use more complicated ones like “although,” ‘similarly,’ and 

the numerals have ended with "since," “as the same,” "the 

ve 

first,” “the secondary,” and "the last point, respectively, 

which substitutions probably work more against her rather 

than help her create a coherent text. The essay needs more 

appropriate transitions to flow better than it does. 

Similar to topic #1, which asks for a description of 

social changes and the consequences, essay #4 also has a two 

part theme--social problems and possible solutions. Min 

wrote the two essays the same way--a two-paragraph 

structure, with each paragraph addressing a different part 

of the topic. Once again, Min said several times during the 

stimulated-recalls that she wrote like the way she took the 

exams. Answering the questions being asked seemed the way 

for Min to deal with these essays, as both essays lack an 

appropriate discourse frame a reader expects from an essay. 
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Min also did not frame a thesis or follow a plan of 

development in the essay. 

Language switch, transfer, and interference. In this 

writing, Min reported that she constantly switched to 

Chinese. Only with familiar sentence forms would she think 

in English. She remembered several instances when she was 

stuck with an English expression, and she had to think in 

Chinese first and then look for an English equivalent in her 

limited vocabulary repertoire. As she was writing about the 

solutions to the problem in math education, she was thinking 

“san ge fang mian" (Chinese for “three aspects"). Then she 

looked for an exact match for "fang mian," but could not 

find one. Then the word “point”™ came to her mind, which she 

thought would work. 

Using Chinese to help her English writing is a strategy 

that Min constantly used, although she could not name each 

case. To her the two languages are all "mixed together." 

But she knew if she did not know certain words in English, 

she would use Chinese to find them. 

Traces of translation from Chinese to English are also 

evident in Min's writing. When she got down to summarizing 

the effect of computer use, she reported that she wanted to 

express the meaning that the “computer is not to be blamed 
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for the problem." She made several attempts but failed, so 

she decided to forget about the whole sentence and continue 

with the solutions. She also used "as the same" as a 

connector, a literal translation of Chinese “tong yang," 

which can be more appropriately translated as “similarly.” 

The composing process. It took Min two minutes to 

start writing. ODuring this time, Min said she narrowed down 

the topic a little. She first chose a topic which she 

thought was easy--"“basic education," and then realized that 

it was too broad, so she decided to write about math 

education. Min justified her choice this way: 

| wanted to pick out something simple. i based the 
writing on what | heard or read in the paper, | 
don't really know how American math education is. 
Basic education is too broad, so | picked out 

math. Economics, or politics,... | don't know 
anything about them. 

Min specifically remembered that the article she read said 

that America was going to be number one by the next century- 

-a situation which was quite absurd to Min--so she decided 

to write about it. As she started, she realized that the 

topic on math education was still too broad; she therefore 

went back to the title and added "Education in teenage” in 

the subtitle, focusing on early math education as opposed to 

math education at the university or adult level. 
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As she wrote, Min said she wrote down whatever she had 

in mind and she called this her “unchanging style," because 

this was the way she had always been and she did not think 

she could change either. She also made up words as she 

tried to express meaning in English. She wanted to express 

the meaning of “education before one goes to school." She 

knew the prefix “pre-," so she "invented" “pre-school,” in 

which case her generalization made perfect sense. 

As when she was writing essay #2 in English, Min felt 

that the most difficult aspect for her was not being able to 

come up with the vocabulary she needed. She expressed her 

frustration this way: 

| just couldn't come up with the vocabulary, the 
connectors and conjunctions, so | just gave up. | 
just wrote from one sentence to the next. | don't 
know if you noticed, they are not connected. | 
couldn't continue; there wasn't a sense of unity. 

1 just quit. 

Despite the frustration, Min still made the effort to 

connect. As she finished writing the first sentence and 

moved to the second one, she realized that without any 

connector, the two sentences just did not “seem right"; she 

consequently added "in the U.S.A." between "calculation" and 

"computer," which, according to her, seemed more natural. 

Her frustration also came from not having enough 

vocabulary to avoid repetition. Min understood that she 

used "solved" too many times, but she was unable to replace 
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it with another verb. She also knew she wrote too many 

simple sentences. If she failed to come up with what she 

wanted to say, she would cross it out and move on. Despite 

the frustration of not having enough vocabulary, Min still 

tried to work on word choice as she wrote. She changed 

"focus on” to "increase" in F-unit 15, because, to Min, 

“focus on" connotes that other courses would not be taught, 

and she just wanted the schools to spend more time on math. 

She also changed "problem" to "duty" in F-unit 23, because 

the latter was her intended meaning. 

While writing, Min paused 21 times, averaging 10.4 

seconds per pause, the longest pauses of the four writing 

assignments. During the pauses, Min struggled a great deal 

with vocabulary, changing words, trying different ones, and 

looking for better choices. She paused 29 seconds when 

writing F-unit 15, changing "children" to “students,” 

thinking that elementary and high school students were no 

longer "children." She also paused occasionally to reread 

what she had just written and made local revisions, 

correcting sentences and words as she went along. 

Similar to when she was writing other essays, Min did 

not pre-plan or follow a pre-meditated frame in the essay. 

When she got to F-unit 14 and could not come up with what 

she wanted to say, she decided that it was time to move on 
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to solutions as the assignment asked for. She wrote down 

that the solution included three points. When asked if she 

already had the three points in mind by then, Min replied: 

No. If there were more, |‘'d change the number. | 
thought | could at least come up with three. It's 
very convenient to change the number.... | thought 
three is enough. 

This was Min's way of writing--writing to finish a task as 

quickly as possible. 

Conclusion 

Min's use of cohesive ties in the four Cohesion. 

essays is summarized in the following table. 

Table 6. Cohesive Ties in Min's Essays 

Language Chinese Chinese English English 

Essay 1 3 2 4 

Lexical 53% (32) 52% (30) 31% (18) 45% (28) 

Conjunction 25% (15) 24% (14) 31% (18) 24% (15) 

Reference 12% (7) 21% (12) 29% (17) 26% (16) 

Ellipsis 10% (6) 3% (2) 9% (5) 3% (2) 

Substitution 0% (0) 0% (0) 0% (0) 2% (1) 

Total Ns 60 58 58 62 

In Min's writing, as discussed earlier, the counting of 

cohesive ties.does not accurately reflect the degree of 
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coherence as at least some of the ties used do not 

contribute to coherence. Min made a special effort to make 

connections by using conjunctions, especially in her English 

writings. As she claimed herself, she consciously tried to 

make texts flow, but just could not come up with the right 

words to achieve it. Her well-intended attempts often ended 

up working against her, because some words she used were not 

what she intended them to mean, as in the case of using 

“since” to mean "although" (essay #4) or some ungrammatical 

phrases like "as the same" to mean "Similarly" (essay #4). 

She also used conjunctions like “however” and "on the 

contrary" (essay #2) without fully understanding their 

implied relationships. 

On the other hand, Min's data are consistent with 

Jing's in that in the Chinese writings, more lexical ties 

were used in the connections of the text than in the English 

writings. Min also used more subordinations and more 

attributive clauses in English, while her Chinese writings 

had fewer conjunctions, a characteristic attributable to the 

Chinese language. Moreover, Min did not worry as much about 

making connections when she wrote in Chinese. Thus it is 

surprising to notice that Min tried hard to use transitional 

words when she wrote in English. A look at her background 

training might explain why. When she came to the United 
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States, Min took an ESL technical writing class, offered by 

the graduate school of her institution. Though during the 

interviews Min did not remember having learned much about 

writing from the class, the class greatly emphasized the 

connectors used in English. Her training in the class might 

have stayed with her as she wrote in English. 

Coherence. The coherence of Min's two English essays 

was undoubtedly inhibited by her lack of mastery of English 

grammar. Problems with verb forms, articles, subject and 

verb agreement, and sentence boundaries would prevent any 

reader from giving her essay a high score in coherence. 

However, these were only surface problems. A closer look at 

these two essays shows that Min lacked familiarity with 

appropriate discourse frames and had trouble focusing on her 

analysis. She never developed a thesis in either essay and 

had no organizational plan. As she indicated herself, she 

wrote essays the way she took exams--answering the question 

that was asked without doing much planning. Thus both 

essays had two paragraphs, each addressing a different 

aspect of the writing assignment. 

The first Chinese essay was written in very much the 

same way as the two English essays. Her development seemed 

to follow a lexical association sequence. Thus, although 
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the essay was grammatically correct, it was organizationally 

flawed. Like the two English essays, it lacked a focus and 

a discourse structure. 

Looking from the way Min wrote essay #1 in Chinese, one 

would suspect that Min's low coherence score in English was 

not merely caused by her lack of control of the English 

grammar. Fundamentally she lacked basic training in writing 

and an understanding of what makes a piece of writing 

coherent. 

However, Min's essay #3 seems uncharacteristically 

coherent. It is a competent essay in terms of both grammar 

and development. One can only speculate that because of 

Min's familiarity with the subject matter, she was able to 

develop the content and focus the discussion to a certain 

degree. 

angu switch, transf nd_i rference. When Min 

wrote in English, she reported that she used both English 

and Chinese. She was also certain she thought more in 

Chinese than in English. She could deal with simple 

sentences in English, but once she was stuck with a word or 

a particular phrase, she would switch to Chinese and look 

for an English equivalent for the Chinese word she had in 
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mind. That is that Min did translate from Chinese to 

English. 

The effects of language transfers and switches are two- 

fold: when the transfers match the English equivalents, 

they often help the writer achieve coherence and create a 

meaningful text; on the other hand, when the transfers fail 

to express the writer's intended meanings in English, they 

often create a text that is characterized by "Chinglish'--a 

Chinese invention for “Chinese English,” usually an 

expression that can be normally understood by Chinese 

readers but not by native speakers of English. 

In Min's case, both instances exist. The successful 

ones include “three points" (essay #4), and the unsuccessful 

ones include “as the same" (essay #4). Perhaps for ESL 

students, using language switches and transfers is an 

unavoidable phenomenon in the process of becoming fluent in 

English. 

The composing process. In the four writing sessions, 

Min‘'s average production of words and time spent writing are 

summarized in Table 7. Min produced more words per minute 

when writing in Chinese. She also produced more words in 

total in Chinese with comparable topics; that is essay #1 

had more words than essay #4, and essay #3 has more words 
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than essay #2. The results are not surprising as one would 

expect that writing in one's native language is easier than 

writing in a foreign language. 

Table 7. Summary of Min'’s Writing Sessions 

Essays #1 #3 #2 #4 

Language Chi Chi Eng. Eng. 

Planning (min. ) <1 1.5 <1 <1 

Total time (min. ) 28 34 47 37 

Total words 317 432 398 258 

words/min. 10.9 12.7 8.5 7 

Min was not a planner. During three of the four 

writing sessions, she started writing within seconds after 

she was given the topic. Only when writing essay #3 did she 

take more than a minute to think about the topic. Otherwise 

she was not pre-meditative. 

Min also paused fewer times and for shorter periods 

than the other writers. Once she started writing, she wrote 

very fast, as if being rushed. The pauses were mainly for 

word choices or phrasing in English as stimulated-recalls 

revealed. According to Min's own report, she never thought 

about organization, development, or beginning and ending 

devices when she wrote. The pauses show that she rarely 

stopped between paragraphs or between sentences; they seemed 
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random and unpredictable. All these data are further 

evidence for her lack of consideration for rhetorical] 

devices when writing. 

Min did not revise much either. Her only revisions 

were local--she revised only what she had just finished, 

going back no more than a couple of sentences. And she 

usually would not go back to reread what she had written. 

As a writer. It may be a cliche to say that the 

writing mirrors the writer, but it is all so appropriate in 

describing Min. She wrote the same way she did other 

things. She did not like planning. She refused to make 

appointments in advance when participating in this study; 

she wanted the researcher to call her when the researcher 

was ready for a new session. She rushed to get things done 

and get them done fast. According to Min, that was the way 

she had been for a long time. Min liked to use the example 

of taking exams to describe herself. if there was a two- 

hour exam, she would hand it in within an hour before 

anybody else did. And she definitely would not check her 

work before she handed the paper in. 

Several things become clear as one watched Min write: 

1. Min was not a planner and appeared rushed when 

writing. This style of writing could have detracted from 
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the quality of her writing, as careful planning is almost 

always a prerequisite to a good piece of writing. 

2. Min's organizational and developmental inadequacy in 

writing seemed to be rooted in her lack of planning, her 

lack of understanding of written discourse, and more 

fundamentally, her lack of training in both English and 

Chinese. 

Although having a TOEFL score of 580, Min never had any 

training in writing in English, except for the technical 

writing class she took in the graduate school where she 

enrolled. Her training in Chinese was also limited--Min 

never received her high school diploma. She especially 

expressed dislike for argumentative and expository type of 

writing. Min described her frustration when writing in 

English this way: 

The most difficult thing is that | can't express 
the meaning |! want to. The sentence [| come up 
with doesn't say what | want to say. | really 
can't write. | don't know what to do. It's a 

terrible feeling. 
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Chapter VI 

Ting 

Writing Profile 

Personal Data and Educationa ro 

Ting, 28, came to the U.S. in August, 1991. He 

graduated from a university in northwest China in 1984. 

After working two years as a teacher in a university, he 

then enrolled as a graduate student in one of the best 

research institutes in China. Upon graduation, he stayed in 

the institute and continued doing research until he came 

over to the U.S. 

xperience with in nglis 

Ting's English learning started in junior high school 

and lasted two years. As he recalled, he memorized many 

passages that appeared in Chinese textbooks. Every morning, 

he would get up early and recite texts and his grandmother 

would recite with him. Ting could not help quoting one as 

he went back into his old memories: "Labor Day, Labor Day, 

it's the first of May, workers and peasants united.... 

Ting's experience is not incidental; rote learning is a 
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major part of Chinese education and many Chinese students 

have had similar experiences. 

While in college, Ting studied English for three years, 

including one year in graduate school. However, as the 

students being admitted into college were of different 

levels and as some students never learned English before, 

the class started with the basics again. For Ting, who had 

learned English before, the class was not challenging but 

comfortable. As a special arrangement for those who were 

advanced in English proficiency, Ting also enrolled in an 

English class taught by a native speaker of English. The 

class covered all skill areas such as grammar, listening 

comprehension, and conversational English, and was "very 

general." 

In his spare time, Ting said he read extensively, for 

the most part, novels. He also read Reader's Digest, and 

China Daily, a Chinese newspaper in English. In addition, 

he listened to the Voice of America regularly. Ting 

achieved a TOEFL score of 573. 

Experience with Writing: Chinese and English 

Experience w i i hi . Ting's major 

writings in Chinese included a paper that was published 

while he was in college and a master's thesis. Other 
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writings were for daily needs such as writing letters. He 

kept a diary for two years. In addition, he did translation 

work from Chinese to English and English to Chinese. Most 

of the translations were requested for non-academic 

publications. 

Ting also read extensively in Chinese. Coming from an 

artistic family with several painters, Ting liked reading 

about art in addition to reading professional journals in 

his areas of study. 

Experience with writing in English. Ting learned very 

little about English writing. He remembered that while he 

was in college, a foreign professor taught an English class, 

which integrated writing. The professor would pass around a 

calculator or a comb, and ask the students to describe them. 

While with this professor, he had to keep a journal for 

about a year. Ting remembered learning how to use 

connectors from the class. 

Ting took a course on technical writing as a graduate 

student in China. He recalled that in the class students 

did true-false exercises, cloze tests, and many fill-in-the- 

blanks. 

Although Ting did little formal writing in English, he 

used English considerably while he was a graduate student in 
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China. He took notes in English, and, as required by his 

own professor, he had to write all the experimental 

procedures in English, too. He wrote an abstract in English 

on his own. He also translated a few articles and published 

them in a journal. Like every other Chinese student who 

wanted to go overseas, he wrote many letters and resumes. 

Finally, when he came to the U.S., Ting also took a 

technical writing class, but he said because of his own 

attitude, he did not spend much time on the course, and he 

believed that he learned more about how to paraphrase than 

how to write an original piece. 

Perception of Writing 

Differences between writing in English and in Chinese. 

Ting did not think there were any differences between 

Chinese and English writing in terms of organization and 

content development: it was a matter of thinking in English 

or in Chinese. Sometimes the problem in expressing himself 

was due to a lack of the right word in either language. He 

was aware of his own grammatical problems when writing in 

English, such as the misuse of articles, little variation in 

sentence structure, and too many simple sentences. 

Ting also pointed out some differences related to 

language use in general. He regarded English writing as 
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being more concise, whereas Chinese writing emphasizes 

polishing the prose by using adjectives and adverbs. When 

expressing the same meaning, English requires more function 

words, as the Chinese language does not have articles, 

aspects, and many tense indicators that English has. As a 

result, the English version of an article looks longer than 

the Chinese one. Furthermore, Ting views English as having 

more subordinate sentences and a variety of sentence 

structures and connectors that make the writing more vivid 

than equivalent expressions in Chinese. 

Judgements about writing: Good writing and bad writing. 

A good piece of writing, according to Ting, should, first of 

all, have a topic that is focused. The punctuation should 

be correct and the connections among paragraphs clear. Then 

it should give the reader a sense of completeness. With a 

good article, the reader should want to read it again after 

reading it, and the reader should get something out of it 

each time he/she reads it. 

A good piece of English writing, as Ting understands 

it, carries primarily the same characteristics as a piece of 

Chinese writing as described earlier, with the exception of 

the differences dictated by the languages themselves. As he 
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puts it, repetition of words in Chinese is not considered 

bad as it is in English. 

A bad piece of writing, according to Ting, is “empty.” 

The argument is not supported by examples, the paragraphs 

are not coherent, and the ideas are mixed together. Ting 

also considers essays that follow a predictable format as 

not good because if one writes the way others do, there is 

no uniqueness. 

Coherence in writing. When asked about the word 

“coherence,” Ting said it was “tiao li xing," meaning proper 

arrangement, orderliness, and proper organization. When 

further asked to explain his understanding of "tiao 1i 

xing,’ he said that the writing should be tight and should 

have connections between paragraphs. The essay can be 

perceived as an entity; that is, everything is connected, 

sentence by sentence, word by word, and paragraph by 

paragraph. The connection is achieved by focusing the 

discussion on the central point. 

Percei iting style. In terms of his own writing 

conventions that he used in writing essays for this 

research, Ting said that he usually followed a three-part 
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structure: beginning with an introduction, writing about the 

topic, and then ending with a conclusion. 

Ting claims to plan his material before he begins 

writing; thus thinking about the outline and revising his 

thoughts usually take a long time. He also considers 

details when he writes. He describes himself as being never 

completely satisfied with what he has written. 

Ting seems to know himself well as a writer. When 

asked about the influences on his writing, his delineation 

focused on the kind of writings he had to do when growing up 

during the “Cultural Revolution": 

When | was young | wrote too many things that said 
“the political situation in China is good."... We 
wrote too many articles that say "we must follow 
the communist party." ... Also we had to write 
what we thought after reading Mao's works. We also 
competed to see who wrote most. | think the fact 
that | don't write well had a lot to do with this 
kind of practice. It's all one format. 

Possibly because of this influence, Ting does not like empty 

articles. It is very important to him to have meaningful 

content and to be able to support it with examples. Ting 

acknowledges that he consciously tries to avoid writing 

articles that lack content, while at the same time trying to 

be more spontaneous and not following a rigid format. 

Making connections is a constant concern for Ting when 

he writes. That is what he claims to consider most in 

writing. He remembers having learned about this in college 
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when writing in English. Also he tries to avoid repetition 

both in terms of structure and words. 

Reading books or articles is a strategy Ting employs 

when he encounters difficulties in writing. Reading is like 

“an inspiration,” as he calls it. More specifically, when 

he has a topic in mind, Ting will first read some materials 

to look for examples, or other data, because according to 

Ting, one has to read in order to have these materials 

available when one writes. 

Writing Analysis 

Analysis of Essay #1 

This essay was written originally in Chinese on the 

following: "Write a composition delineating a recent social, 

economic, or political change in China and its implications 

for the society.” 

China's Reform [and] Open-Door [Policy] and Brain Drain 

' Ten years of reform and open-door have brought about 

significant influences on China's politics, economy and 
every aspect of social life. / 2 Among them [the] brain 

drain is at the present time one of [the] problems of 
general concern / 3 ([the] brain drain here includes those 

[who] go abroad to developed countries). / * Then what 

influences have reform and open-door [policies] indeed 
brought upon [the] talented people of China? / 

> First of all let's examine [the] situation with high- 

ranking talented people{,}[.] / © [The] so-called high- 
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ranking talented people refer to associate professors [or] 
higher in universities, associate researchers [or] higher in 
research institutes, [and] senior engineers [or] higher in 
factory and mining industry. / ' This section of talented 

people are currently leaders in China's socialist 
construction{,}[;] / ® their age is approximately over 45, / 

® [Land they] are China's construction's major force. / !° 

[The] brain drain among them is not obvious{,}[.] / '' These 

people play backbone functions in various working units 
inside the country{,}[.] / '% Because of factors such as 

family and children, / '3 even though they have [the] desire 

to move abroad, / '* {but} because [the] above-mentioned 

reasons prevent [them], / '5 [the] majority of them can do 

nothing about it. / 
'© mMiddle{,} [and] low ranking talented people are 

[the] main source of [the] brain drain since [the beginning 
of the] reform and open-door [policy]. / 'T This section of 

people refers to instructors [or] lower in universities, 
research assistants [or] lower in research institutes and 
graduates from colleges and universities or higher level 
students in universities and Master's{,} [and] Ph.D. 
students. / '® [The] majority of these people are relatively 

young{,}[;:] / '% a large number recently married, / 2° or 
married still without children. / 2! They are valuable 
property and [a] major force in China's modern construction. 
/ 22, A considerably large number of them have already tried 

or are trying by all means to apply for colleges [and] 
universities or research institutes in the U.S. or some 
other developed capitalist countries{,}[;] / 73 in other 

words, they are endlessly flowing to these developed 
countries and regions, / ** [and] especially in [the] 

scientific research institutes of some Chinese major cities 
[the] fad of studying abroad has increased year by year. / 
25 The author only knows [the] general situation about other 

units, / ?© but [knows] relatively clearly about the Chinese 

Academy of Science, Botany Institute the author once worked 
for. / 2? The Chinese Botany Institute in recent years has 

recruited 30 students / 78 (among them 20 Master's, [and] 10 

Ph.D. students) / ‘?") every year from various colleges 

[and] universities inside [the] country, / 27% but every year 

[the] number of people going abroad remains about ten{,}[.] 
/ ?© Considering [the fact that] in the last two years 

{because} the Chinese Academy of Science is streamlining 
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[its] staff, / 3?' [the] actual number of those [who] 
graduate from [the] institute and stay is approximately 
15/30. / 3% [It] constitutes about 50% of those recruited. / 

33 [That's] {also} to say[,] from the Botany Institute, 

every year approximately 70% of Master's or Ph.D. students 
go abroad to study[,] either self-sponsored or government- 
sponsored{,}[.] / 34 Beijing University is even more 

serious, / 3° [and] especially in [the] biology field the 

author is familiar with, approximately 90% of [the] Master's 
[and] Ph.D. students some classes recruited go abroad to 
study self-sponsored. / 3? In [the] current army of 

scientists and technicians of many work units [the] 
proportion of young people is getting smaller and smaller, / 
37 [and this] creates a gap in succession. / 38 Someone 

sighs, / 3% in ten years the Chinese Academy of Science 

might be dismantled{,}[{.] / *° [The] reason is [that] most 
of these high-ranking talented people currently in positions 
will retire, / *' and [the] recruited young people every 

year are going abroad {generation after generation.} / 
42 Then what are [the] causes [that] create this kind 

of phenomenon? / *? The author thinks [there] are economic 

reasons, / 44 [there] are social reasons, / *5 [and] [there] 

are also some individual special reasons. / ** China's 

intellectuals in general are not given attention{,}[.] / ‘4? 

Although in recent years [the] propaganda machines 
continuously trumpet [the] implementation of policies for 
intellectuals, / 4% {but} in reality [the] “implementation 

of policy” is only for [the] few [who are] in the highest 
positions or have made outstanding contributions, / *° or 

for some regarded by [the] Communist Party's leaders as 
models / 5° to be shown to other people{,}[{.] / °' [The] 

vast majority of middle-aged [and] young people (middle 
[and] low ranking intellectuals) still live a very hard 
life, / 5* [and] they generally are relatively poor{,}[.] / 

53 Married young couples can only manage a hard living, / *4 

[and] once having a child[,] / °° [they] then have no way to 
manage. / 5© In addition housing is also a major 

problem{,}[.] / 5? The City Housing Bureau rarely considers 

science and research institutions [when] assigning houses, / 
58 [so] many young people want to fight their way out of 

[the] country, / °° [because they] don't want to stay to 

suffer. / ®©° In addition, in recent years because of [the] 
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influence of [the] fad of going abroad, / *' in society{,} 

[the] focus of discussion everywhere also has changed from 
previous discussions of “so-and-so has been criticized{,}" 
to "so-and-so's son [or] daughter" has gone abroad. / ®? One 

person going abroad is a glory for [the] whole family. / §3 

A father [and/or] a mother's education of a son [and/or] a 
daughter also from a younger age starts with [the] aim of 
training [him/her] to go abroad{,}[;] / ®4 [in addition] 

girls looking for boyfriends also want to see if there is 
hope for going abroad and so on. / *°§ Individual reasons 
[for leaving the country] are quite complicated{,}[.] / ** 

[The] majority of them, / ©’ because inside [the] country 

[they] have [the] environment to work on inventions, / ‘&® 

sigh [that] life is hard [and] short{,}[.] / ®® Thus [the] 

purpose of going abroad is to really seek knowledge{,}[.] / 
69 For others / '° because [their] spouses have gone abroad 

first, / ‘§9) [they] go abroad to be reunited[,] etc. / 
Tl In recent years the Chinese government in dealing 

with [the] brain drain has generally practiced high-handed 
principles, / '? [and] policies have been issued one after 

another. / 73 [The] purpose is to control [the] current 

brain drain{,}[.] / 74 [The] leaders also generally feel 

[that] [if] this continues, China's socialist construction 
will be affected, / "> but complete blocking [it] also works 

against [the] reform and open-door [policy]. / '*® But facts 
show no matter what policy [the] government employs, [it] 

can only block a few simple-minded people. / ’’ For [the] 

majority of "smart people” nothing can block them. / 78 

[The] created side effects are huge{,}[.] / 7% Some people 

find every means to "make their way out", / ®° are afraid of 

going back and not being able to return, / ®' [and] thus 

would rather die than return. / ®2 According to statistics, 

in recent years [the] number of people going abroad is 
approximately 110,000, / ®3 but [the] returning rate is only 

several thousand. ®4 Moreover [the] majority are government- 

sponsored. / ®5 This inevitably leads to a more serious 

brain drain. / ®© The author thinks{,} [that] [the] 

government would be better-off adopting a completely open 
policy. / ®? This not only will rid [the] fear of trouble at 

home for those [who] want to return, / ®®8 but also will make 

[the] government look good. / ®* From [the] point of view of 

long-term benefits, for compatriots currently studying or 
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working abroad, / *° if [the] country can really improve 
[its] policy in treating intellectuals, / *' [and] [the] 
condition in [the] country can really get better / %* [so 

that when] people return [they] can give full play to 
[their] special skills, / °? then in the near future, 

China's brain drain will definitely improve. / 

Cohesion. During this writing session, Ting produced 

1009 words in 86 minutes, averaging 11.6 words per minute. 

In the essay, the cohesive ties are distributed as follows: 

53% lexical, 22% conjunctions, 15% references, 8% ellipses, 

and 1% substitutions. 

In the essay, several cohesive features of Chinese 

writing are evident. One of them is the ellipsis of a 

subject in a clause when the preceding text provides it. In 

F-units 7-10, for instance, the subject of F-unit 7 also 

serves as the subject for F-unit 9. in F-units 53-55, the 

subject of F-unit 53 is implied for F-unit 55. Similar 

circumstances occur in F-units 36-37 and F-units 68-70. 

Whereas such an ellipsis is legitimate in Chinese, in 

English the subject has to be repeated or the clause has to 

be coordinated or subordinated. 

Another feature is the use of double conjunctions 

within_the same sentence. To link two or more clauses 

together, certain connectors in Chinese require the 

occurrence of other connectors to make the connection. 

174



"Although" and “but" is such a pair as seen in F-units 47- 

48, or “even though" and “but” as in F-units 12-14. 

On the other hand, although cause-effect or other types 

of relationships are involved, sometimes the connectors are 

often not used when the meaning of such relationships is 

clear without the use of overt links. In F-unit 74, for 

instance, “this continues" is a condition for "China's 

socialist construction will be affected." However, the 

relationship of the clauses is not overtly signalled, and 

the reader can infer the relationship based on his/her 

knowledge of the situation and on what has been said up to 

this_point.. In F-units 57-58, a cause-effect relationship 

can also be inferred when. no overt ties are used. The lack 

of overt linking sometimes leaves an English reader an 

impression that the text-is only loosely connected, but to 

an Chinese reader, however, the linking is made by the 

reader. 

The use of parallel structure is a third feature that 

is shown in this essay. In F-units 43-45, three parallel 

clauses are used to list the reasons. While such a listing 

is highly redundant to an English reader, it does not appear 

so to a Chinese reader. F-units 63-64 are also loosely 

parallel in terms of meaning, between which no connector is 
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employed. However, an English reader would expect a 

connector of some kind. 

Coherence. The essay receives a coherence score of 7, 

indicating that it is a highly coherent essay. An analysis 

of the functional roles shows that the essay has a clear 

pattern of organization and the assertions are wel] 

supported by analyses and examples. 

Ting himself repeatedly emphasized the use of facts and 

examples to support one's arguments in writing. His own 

essay certainly testifies to his statements. A functional 

analysis shows that Ting starts each paragraph with some 

major assertions, and then uses either definitions and 

qualified statements, or an analysis and support--a pattern 

that is apparent in each paragraph. When analyzing the 

effects of the brain-drain in paragraph four, the assertion 

is then followed by cause and effect statements. The 

conclusion is a further analysis of the results of the 

brain-drain. 

In the essay, Ting also used two rhetorical questions 

to make connections between paragraphs. The first question 

occurs in F-unit 4 when the writer wants to introduce the 

main topic. However, as Ting already mentioned the brain- 

drain as an effect of the reform and open-door policy in F- 
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unit 2, the question seems more redundant than helpful. 

Instead of asking what influences the reform and open-door 

policies have brought upon the intellectuals, he might have 

wanted to ask what influences the brain-drain has brought 

upon the intellectuals, since the latter point is clearly 

his implication. The second rhetorical question is used in 

F-unit 42 when Ting wanted to bring in the causes of the 

brain-drain; its use is effective. 

What may have impeded coherence in the essay is Ting's 

redundant use of certain words and phrases. F-units 31 and 

32, for example, basically repeat the same idea. The 

repeated use of “this section of people” or “these people” 

in paragraph two sounds repetitive even in Chinese. 

The composing process. Upon reading the topic, Ting's 

first reaction was not knowing where to start. His mind was 

a "mess." As he explained, "there were too many things to 

write about. But there were few things that | could write 

on.” So, he first narrowed down the topic and decided to 

write on a topic that he was familiar with, one that he had 

materials to back up. The brain-drain, according to Ting, 

was the primary topic of discussion for the past two years 

when he was in China. 
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Ting spent 8 minutes planning, sorting out ideas, and 

trying to decide what to write about. To him, the ideas 

were the most important, and what words to use was 

secondary. Then Ting started writing an outline, as he often 

does when he writes. As he sketched out the outline, he 

reported that he also thought about approximately how many 

paragraphs he would write and what he wanted to cover in 

each paragraph. It took him another 7 minutes to write the 

outline. 

Ting constantly felt that the essay was too general. 

He added words or sentences to make it more concrete. For 

example, he added F-unit 3 to define the term as he was 

writing F-unit 4. Ting said he would have revised other 

parts had he had another chance. For other papers, Ting 

usually does his own revisions on the next day. 

Related to his concern of being too general, Ting tried 

to come up with examples and other data to back up his 

arguments. In F-unit 28, he cited some numbers associated 

with the brain-drain. According to Ting, examples "make the 

essay more vivid,” and anytime the writer has a point to 

make, it needs to be supported by examples. He chose this 

particular topic also because he had something specific to 

talk about and he did not want the essay to be empty. 
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Ting was a product of the Cultural Revolution; he 

therefore probably had written many political essays that 

did not mean much. Thus his repeated emphasis on facts and 

examples aroused the interest of the researcher. When asked 

why he emphasized facts so much, Ting had a story to tell. 

When he was in China, his professor once asked a question in 

class on plant reproduction. After three students failed to 

provide an answer, the professor called on Ting, who was, 

according to him, the best student in the class. Ting never 

read the book and did not have an answer either. However, 

as Ting described himself, he peeked into the book in front 

of him and, by looking at the picture in the book, he 

answered the question incorrectly with his own imagination. 

As he sat down, he professor said to him, “If you don't know 

something, don't pretend that you do." Until now, Ting 

said, he is still ashamed of himself. The lesson he learned 

from the class stayed with him and changed him in many ways. 

Applied in writing, he knew he needed to support his claims 

and assertions and base his writing on facts. 

Stimulated-recalls also reveal Ting's consideration for 

the audience as he constantly defined the terms he used. As 

he put it, "I wrote this for the general public, so | define 

the terms | use." In addition, he changed characters so 

that they were more accurate. 
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Ting was modest about his writings. During the 

stimulated-recalls, he continuously said that the essay was 

not good, despite the fact that it was a well-focused essay. 

His careful planning at the beginning, his emphasis on facts 

and examples, and his concern for the audience all helped 

add coherence to his essay. 

Analysis of Essay #2 

This essay was written in English on the following: 

“Write a composition on some phenomenon (process, object, 

principle, etc.) in your area of study.” 

psbA gene and herbicide-resistance 

' whithin a plant cell, there are three orgnelles 

containing the DNA which can encode the protein or other 
functional smaller moleculars, such as rRNA, tRNA et al. / ? 

These three orgnelles are nucleus, chloroplast and 
mitochondria. / 3? In the chloroplasts of higher plants, the 

ONA (cpDNA) is about 120-180 kb in lenth involving about 120 
genes. / 4 psbA gene is located in the larger single copy 

strand in the cyclic chloroplast DNA, / ° very close to the 

right repeat sequence. / © At the beginning of 1980's, x x 

{] first isolated and sequenced this gene in tobacco. / ? 

Now, the psbA genes from 12 plant species such as rice, 
soybean, corn, wheat, have been cloned. / ® The function and 

charicteristic of the gene have been elucidated. / ® This 

gene encode a 32 kd peptide which is one of the reaction 
center components of photosystem || in chloroplast. / '° 

Since the reaction center is critical in photosynthesis, / 
'! this gene should be very important to the normal 

photosynthesis process. / 
12 Recent research showed that this gene is also 

related to the herbicide-resistance, especially to ataratim- 
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resistance. / '? People analyzed the gene’s sequence from 
mutated plant / '* and compared them with the sequences from 

normal plants. / '§ They found only one specific base 

different. / '© In normal plant, number 264 base is C, / 

otherwise, in mutated plant is T. / '® The result is 

terrific, / '® because it opened a new road for the 

scientist to apply the genetic engineering technique to 
agriculture. / 

People are trying to use genetic engineering method 

to transfer the mutated psbA gene (herbicide-resistance psbA 
gene) to the normal plants / 2! in order to produce the new 

herbicide-resistance plant. / 72 Once it succeeds, / 23 it 
may increase crop production / 274 as well as improve 

environment, / 25 because nowdays large amount of expensive 

chemicals are using to kill the weeds in the field, / 2° 

some chemicals are very toxic to human beings. / 2? But 

because the transgenic plant biotechnology is a very hard 
work, / 28 some technical problems still exist. / 79 Maybe 

it will take a long time to get the real transgenic plant. / 
30 Some laboratories reported they have got the herbicide- 

resistance transgenic plants. / 3! However, no other 

laboratories can repeat their results. / 

17 

Cohesjion. Ouring this session, Ting wrote 355 words in 

71 minutes, averaging only 5 words per minute. Among the 

cohesive ties, 39% are lexical, 31% references, 25% 

conjunctions, 5% ellipses, and 0% substitutions. The 
A NA eee 

quantitative counts of cohesive ties are consistent with the 

other English essays. Compared with the essays written in 

Chinese, the English essays have relatively more anaphors 

and conjunctions, the reasons for which have been discussed 

earlier. 
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In terms of cohesive ties, some characteristics that 

can be seen in Chinese writings are observed in this essay. 

Ting’s use of connectors is limited both in terms of 

quantity and in terms of variety. Connectors such as 

“because” occur repeatedly. On the other hand, the whole 

first paragraph has only one adverbial subordinating 

conjunction "since." Other times, his well-intended 

attempts to make connections fail to convey his meaning. In 

F-unit 17, for example, Ting used “otherwise"™ when an 

“whereas” relationship is intended. 
  

Furthermore, Ting constantly depends on the repetition 

of nouns such as "psbA gene” or "this gene" to make the 

connections between sentences. In this repetition and in 

his use of connectors, Ting's English writing carries 

characteristics of his Chinese writings. 

Coherence. This essay receives a coherence score of 5. 

Compared to essay #1 which is characterized by a clear 

pattern of organization, an analysis of functional roles of 

each unit shows that this essay is not as clear as essay #1. 

Ting started the essay quite unconventionally by 

getting into an analysis right at the beginning. His way of 

beginning may strike a reader as lacking an introduction. 

Although he managed to introduce the materials fairly 
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clearly, because of the lack of ties and connectors as 

discussed earlier, the connections seem to be loose in the 

text. The reader has to see for himself/herself with regard 

to some intended relationships. 

From the content of the discussion a reader can infer 

that the writer knows the subject well. But at best, it is 

buried in a piece of prose that lacks sophistication as a 

result of linguistic immaturity. 

Language switch, transfer, and interference. Ting 

explained his language use this way: “When | write in 

English, | think in Chinese when | need a word in English. | 

translate the Chinese word into English." Although Ting 

made many language switches as he shifted between English 

and Chinese, not many transfers could be identified from the 

essay. Ting maintained that the several articles he read on 

the topic were written in English, and he had all the 

English terminology for the discussion. Thus he did not 

have to translate from Chinese to English. 

However, as Ting tried to make connections among the 

ideas, some of the usages sound very much Chinese. The 

phrase “opened a new road” was used metaphorically to 

indicate the significance of the experimental result. He 

also used the exact same phrase in Chinese in essay #3. 
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When he used “otherwise” to connect F-units 16 and 17, Ting 

said he was thinking in Chinese. The connector did not 

convey the writer's intended meaning, although it carried 

simi.ar meanings to “but" and "on the other hand" in 

Chinese. 

The composing process. Ting's first response to the 

topic was that it was easy because it was related to his 

areas of study. He thought about several possibilities, but 

decided to write about “psbA gene and herbicide-resistance” 

because he had read a few papers on the topic and discussed 

the topic with a colleague a few days before. He spent five 

minutes thinking about the topic and planning. Similar to 

when he wrote essay #1, he also wrote an outline for this 

essay. His outline had three parts: the definition of psbA 

gene; the relationship between the gene and herbicide- 

resistance; and how to use the transgenic plant to introduce 

pbsA genes into other plants. He followed the outline 

closely in the essay. 

Ting paused 68 times, averaging 19.6 seconds per pause. 

Many of the pauses were attempts to search for particular 

words. In F-unit 3, he paused 71 seconds trying to decide 

whether the word “involving” was appropriate. He wanted to 

use “containing” at first, but then noticed that he had used 
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jt earlier in the text. Ting worked on avoiding repetition 

constantly. In F-unit 3, as he was writing "in," he noticed 

that he had just used it in F-unit 1, so he changed the "in" 

in unit 1 to "whithin" [sic]. Ting reported that he also 

thought about sentence structure a great deal during the 

pauses. The written text also showed that Ting made many 

corrections related to meaning and content as he proceeded 

with the writing. Grammar was not his number one concern in 

the first writing, as Ting claimed. He just wanted to be 

able to express his meaning clearly. 

Rereading what he had written was a strategy that Ting 

used when he had trouble continuing writing. Before he 

started writing F-unit 6, he spent 30 seconds rereading what 

he had just written. He also made changes of the text in 

order to proceed. 

Stimulated-recalls show that as Ting wrote this essay 

in English, he constantly felt that he could not always 

express himself clearly. He reported that he also thought 

about the connections between sentences. But, on the other 

hand, Ting said that connections were not as important in 

scientific articles as they were in a literary piece. For 

scientific articles, he maintained, "One needs to explain 

something clearly in concise language and doesn't have to be 

too concerned about the beauty of the language." 
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Analysis of Essay #3 

This essay was written originally in Chinese on the 

following: "Write a composition on a concept in your area of 

study and explain it to an outside audience." 

Genetic Engineering 

' Genetic engineering is a new science emerging in the 

70s. / ? its theoretical foundation is using a gene as a 

hereditary unit{,}[;] / * [that] is to say[,] heredity is 

controlled by genes. / * A gene's expression is shown 

through individual forms in the end. / ° Different 

expressive forms are adjusted{,} [and] controlled by 
different genes. / 

6 Then what are genes? / ’ Whether animals or plants 

[they] are all formed by cells invisible to the naked eye. / 
® A cell is composed of a cell nucleus, mitochondria, 

microsomes[,] etc. / * A cell nucleus is an entity 

surrounded by two layers of membrane, / '© [and] with a 

cytosol in [the] middle. / '! Scattered in [the] middle of 

[the] cytosol is a chain structure of large molecules called 
DNA{,}[.] / '? DNA is composed of four small molecules 

called a base connected in [the] form of covalence, / '3 

[and] [the] different connecting sequences of [the] four 
small molecules make a large molecule. / '* A gene is a 

small section in [the] chain of DNA, / 1S [Land] is a DNA 

sequence in encoding a protein molecule. / '© Thus [the] DNA 

chain is composed of tens and thousands of gene structures. 
/ '' Different expressive forms are a result of different 

genes. / '® For example, [the] process of blooming is an 

initial response to some special genes, / '* [and] these 

genes stimulated by certain signals (internal and external ) 
from [the] organism synthesize some special protein, / 2° 

thus making [the] originally undifferentiated cell structure 
produce floral meristem, / *' and finally blossom. / 2? 

Germination{,} [and] growth of plants[,] on the other 
hand[, J are controlled by other genes. / 

73 Because different genes are produced by different 

arrangements of [the] four base molecules, / #4 using a man- 
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made method to change a gene's certain base sequence may 
lead to different forms of its encoded protein, / 75 thus 

changing [the] shape and properties of [the] organism. / ?§ 

This kind of human intervention into an organism's gene 
structure to change or endow [the] organism with a new 
expressive form is a research category of modern genetic 
engineering. / 

27 In less than twenty years, genetic engineering 

already with its high speed of development reveals its great 
vitality to people throughout the world. / 7* Its birth 
indicates [the] beginning of a new era, / 7° [and] its 

development has already opened a complete new road for 
modern medicine, agriculture, [and] national defence 
science. / 39 For example[,] in agricultural production, / 

3! to improve breeds of agricultural products, / ‘39 some 
new genes have been introduced / 3% in order for 
agricultural products to have [the] ability to resist 
herbicides, to resist diseases, [and] to improve 
agricultural product output[,] etc.; / 33 in medicine, [the] 

synthetic insulin gene is introduced into large intestine 
bacilli, / 34 using [the] rapid reproductive power of large 

intestine bacilli to humanly produce insulin{;}[{.] / 35 

Research to treat cancer and AIDS[,] etc. is also underway. 

36 [The] emergence of genetic engineering has also made 

many people worry{,}[;] / ?’ [indeed] some people worry that 

once a lab can create a "“monster"[,] human beings will face 
disaster{,}[.] / 38 [Certainly] this kind of worry is not 

without reason. / °9 If having no rules or regulations for 

control, / *®° [the] creation of a “monster" is not 

impossible. / *' But if we all strictly follow [the] already 
established rules and regulations, / *? we definitely can 

use [the] means of genetic engineering to benefit human 
beings{,}[.] / *3 Tne twenty-first century will be [the] 

century of biology, / ** [and] [1] believe that many 

currently unsolved biological problems will finally be 
solved / 45 by employing [the] methods of genetic 

engineering. / 

Cohesion. During this session, Ting wrote for 51 

minutes, producing 594 words, averaging 11.6 words per 
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minute. Among the cohesive ties, 64% are lexical, 19% 

conjunctions, 10% references, 7% ellipses, and 0% 

substitution. 

In this essay, Ting exhibited several features that 

were revealed in essay #1. One is the ellipsis of subjects, 

as seen in F-units 7-8. In this case the previous text 

provides a subject. in F-unit 44, the subject is omitted. 

In this case, although the preceding text, F-unit 43, does 

not provide one, the subject is implied as "I," the writer, 

as the verb is “believe.” 

The sentences are mainly linked by means of many 

lexical repetitions of the same words, and connectors are 

rarely used. As in essay #1, sometimes the reader has to 

make his/her own connections for the intended relationships. 

In F-units 36-38, for instance, although no ostensible 

connector is used, the relationships of the three units are 

not. parallel. Without any connector, they only seem to be 

loosely connected, especially to an English reader. 

On other occasions, the linking between sentences is 

achieved because of their parallel structures. In F-units 

30-35, "in agricultural production” runs parallel with "in 

medicine,’ and "to resist herbicide" runs parallel] with "to 

resist disease" and “to improve agricultural product 

output." Once again, unlike in English when connectors are 

188



still needed to link the last item of the listing, in 

Chinese, such a connector is not necessary. in this case, 

semi-colons help the reader view the parallel structures 

more clearly. 

Coherence. This essay receives a coherent score of 7, 

the same as the first essay. In the essay, Ting managed to 

explain a broad topic with much clarity. A close look at 

the organization of the essay reveals several features that 

may explain why the essay received such a high score. 

In the introduction, Ting started the essay with a 

general assertion on genetic engineering, and then moved to 

something more specific--genes. After making a couple of 

general statements about genes, he then began to define and 

explain genes in the second paragraph. The transition was 

made by means of a rhetorical question, a technique he also 

used in essay #1. The concept was exemplified with 

examples, thus making it more understandable to a general 

audience. He then went back to genetic engineering by 

defining its research content. 

The last two paragraphs, however, seem much more 

loosely connected to the topic and very general in their 

discussion. An analysis of functional roles shows that 

there are more assertions than any other functions. When 
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asked about his intentions for the last two paragraphs, Ting 

explained: 

An explanation [of a concept] should have two 
parts: a center and an extension....In logic, when 
you write, you should have not only a center of 
discussion, but also an extension. Extension is a 
further step to make your point clear. 

To Ting, paragraphs four and five are extensions of the 

concept “genetic engineering." 

Talking about the topic or making assertions or 

generalizations about the topic without providing support is 

probably more commonly seen in Chinese writing than in 

English writing. As Ting reasoned himself, the discussion 

was still an extension of the topic. But to an English 

reader, it was very general and only loosely linked to the 

topic. 

The essay also ends with assertions instead of logical 

conclusions, again a feature more commonly seen in Chinese 

than in English. 

The co si - Ting spent only two minutes 

thinking prior to writing after he got the topic. He 

thought about a topic on genetic engineering because with 

his background it was easy. However, once he started 

writing, Ting reported that he regretted having chosen the 

topic because it was more than a simple concept. It was a 
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field of study that was not easily explained in a couple of 

paragraphs. 

Videotapes of the composing session further testify to 

Ting's hesitation at the beginning of his writing. He 

paused for a total of almost five minutes while writing the 

first paragraph, which has only five units. A few times he 

wanted to cross out what he had written and start over with 

a narrower topic. However, because of time constraints, 

Ting said he decided to “press forward despite the 

difficulties." As he went on, he further realized that the 

topic was not easy at all since he had to explain the 

concept in a way that could be understood by novices. The 

beginning was difficult for Ting. The composing processes 

reveals Ting's frustration over choosing a broad topic. 

Unlike his writing in the first two essays, Ting did 

not write an outline for this one. However, he claimed that 

he had an outline in his mind as he wrote. As when he wrote 

the first two essays, his mental planning covered the whole 

essay. In other words, he had an overall structure of what 

he wanted to write about. Part of the planning also 

occurred while he was writing, especially during the first 

paragraph. 

During this composing session, Ting paused 64 times 

averaging 14.5 seconds per pause. Ouring the pauses 
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sometimes he would reread what he had just written in order 

to continue, a characteristic that he exhibited in earlier 

writings. He also constantly made minor corrections such as 

changing characters as he reread, sometimes because he did 

not know how to write them and other times because he wrote 

them wrong. 

When asked what he considered most often as he wrote, 

Ting answered: “The connections between sentences, and the 

connections between paragraphs.” When further asked if he 

had specific strategies to use to make the connections, Ting 

said: "Using the simplest sentence to express clearly what | 

wanted to say" and "write it in a way that is possible for a 

sentence to follow.” His answer indicated that in the way 

he understood it the connection was achieved mainly by means 

of content--the flow of ideas from one another. No specific 

technique was mentioned. 

Once he finished writing, Ting then spent two minutes 

rereading the whole essay and made two editing changes. 

Ting claimed that usually he made revisions of his writings 

one or two days after he had finished writing, because by 

then he could see more clearly what his problems were. 

192



Analysis of Essay #4 

This essay was written in English on the following: 

"Write a composition on a social, economic, or political 

problem that you see exists in the U.S. today and describe 

possible solutions to the problem.’ 

' Nowdays, in the united states, more and more young 

people are hoping to continue their high education in the 
university by studying business and medical science after 
finishing their high school study. / * It has been causing 

the problem that in some program, the competition is very 
strong, / 3 however, in most other programs, such as 

biology, mathematics, the enrollement is being harder and 
harder. / 

4 The main reasons for the phenominum are not only the 

economical but some social prolems as well. / * If a person 

in the united states can finish their Master's or Ph.D 

degree in the two programs mentioned, / © they might have 

more opportunity to seek a job with much better payment than 
the person in the biology area. / 7? Analying the 

international student ratio from every programs 
respectively, / ® you can find that the international 

students in both business and medical programs are very few. 
/ * On the other hand, in biology program about half of the 

students are from all over the world. / '® According to a 

recently published magaine, / '' about 2/3 of the biological 

Ph.D students are foreigners / '? because it's reletively 
easier to get the financial support for the international 

students than the other hotter fields. / 
3 The problem is not very easy to be overcome. / '4 

But the goverment can try to stimulate the young people to 
study some sophisticated programs / '*5 by improving the 

payment, / '© giving more chance for them to get the job. / 

'T More efficient method is to encourage the young students 

in the middle school to apply the cool programs. / '8 In 

fact, absorbing the international students is one the best 
ways to make up the lack of the students in these areas. / 
19 In addition to increasing the students in the field, / 2° 
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most of the international students are the best ones in 

their country. / 2?' It is really a very good way to use 

these resourses by a little payment, / 7% and it is benifit 

for both the foreign students and united states. / 

Cohesion. Ting spent 68 minutes writing the essay, 

producing 323 words, averaging 4.8 words per minute, the 

least productive piece of the four essays. Among the 

cohesive ties, 38% are lexical, 33% references, 23% 

corijunctions, 4% substitutions, and 1% ellipses. 

In terms of cohesive ties, Ting exhibited the same kind 

of problems that Min had in her writings. Here the tallies 

of cohesive ties do not reveal the whole picture. Many 

inconsistencies occur as Ting tried to link the sentences 

together. In F-unit 5, "their" has an antecedent of "a 

person." In F-unit 6, “they” also had an antecedent of "a 

person." 

In addition, the connectors being used do not always 

represent their intended meanings. Ting made conscious 

effort to use connectors. However, his understanding of 

what they represent was not always accurate. With respect 

to “however” in F-unit 3, he explained the usage of the word 

this way: 

When there are two complete views about something, 
and you just finish one and want to talk about 
another, then you use “however” to make the 
transition. 
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To him, “but" is used to connect two unrelated subjects, 

while “on the other hand" is used to link two related 

subjects. "Due to" can only introduce one cause. However, 

despite some of his misunderstandings, he was able to use 

these connectors at key places. 

Lack of subordination and restrictive clauses is 

another feature of this essay that is consistent with Ting's 

writing in essay #2. Throughout the whole essay, he used 

only two subordinate clauses, one of condition and the other 

of cause, both types of which are also commonly used in 

Chinese. In the essay, no restrictive clause is employed. 

Coherence. The essay received a coherence score of 2+, 

the lowest of the four essays. Compared to essays #1 and 

#3, which are sophisticated and well-argued Chinese prose, 

this essay lacks much sophistication and flaws both 

grammatically and developmentally. 

Ting's trouble with English grammar has cost him a 

great deal. In addition to problems in word forms such as 

“nowdays,” "high education,” and “to be overcome," he also 

had trouble with tense, singular and plural agreement, and 

articles, aspects of which the Chinese language is lacking. 

In F-units 2-3, he has a run-on sentence, which is 

grammatically legitimate in Chinese. 
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However, more serious problems lie in the development 

of the argument. An analysis of functional roles shows that 

Ting never defined the problem that he wanted to discuss. 

Probably more related to his lack of vocabulary, he was 

unable to target the problem of “subject favoritism,” and 

the reader could only infer from the discussion that 

Americans do not want to study biology and mathematics. 

Furthermore, the essay has many unsupported assertions. In 

F-unit 4, he claimed that the reasons are not only 

economical but social as well. The assertion demands that 

the writer talk about social reasons, but the social causes 

never follow. The essay starts with assertions and ends 

with assertions, a pattern that is consistent with Ting's 

other essays. The beginning is a general statement, and the 

ending is not a logical conclusion. 

wi r fer nd_in ference. The role 

of language transfer is more prominent in this essay than in 

any other essays that have been discussed so far. Ting used 

several words that are translations from Chinese. For 

example, he used "hotter fields,” a literal translation of 

“re men,” to refer to popular subjects, and “cool programs,” 

a literal translation of “leng men" to refer to the less 

studied subjects. 
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In addition, a few sentence structures also follow the 

order of the Chinese language. Instead of saying “there are 

very few international students in both business and medical 

programs,’ he wrote the sentence in a way that Chinese is 

written--"“the international students in both business and 

medical programs are very few." Similarly, the sentence 

“the problem is not very easy to be overcome” is more 

Chinese than English. 

Other possible influences include sentence boundary 

problems such as run-on sentences that have been discussed 

earlier, or the lack of conjunctions in parallel phrases as 

in F-units 15-16. 

As Ting explained, when writing in English, the process 

was not a translation from Chinese to English. He usually 

tried to think in English. However, when he failed to find 

an English word his vocabulary repertoire, he would use 

Chinese to think and then try to look for an English 

equivalent. The result is that in some cases these words 

become lexical items that carry English forms but with 

meanings that native speakers of English have trouble 

relating to. 

The composing process. To begin with, Ting realized 

that the topic was a difficult one to write about. As he 

197



explained, he knew what he wanted to say but he did not have 

the vocabulary to say it. Specifically, he had thought 

about writing about the economic competition between Japan 

and the U.S., but decided that it was too difficult a topic. 

Then he thought about "pian ke,” a phenomenon that could be 

translated as "subject favoritism." He also asked the 

researcher how to say the word in English. When he was told 

that he might have to explain it in his own language, he did 

not use the term. He spent four minutes thinking, narrowing 

down the topic and outlining it in his mind prior to 

writing. As when he wrote essay #3, he did not write his 

outline down. For this essay only Ting also missed the 

title because, as he explained, he did not know how to write 

“pian ke" in English. 

While writing this essay, Ting paused 64 times, 

averaging 27.6 seconds per pause. This was the longest 

average pause of all the subjects. The pauses were 

indications of a constant struggle with the language as he 

tried to express himself. He was concerned about grammar 

also. In F-unit 6, for example, instead of writing "a 

person,’ he first wrote “those"™ and then he realized that 

“those” did not match with "a person" he used in F-unit 5. 

So he made the change. The majority of the pauses, however, 

were times when he read the previous lines in order to 

198



continue. The reading served as an inspiration or catalyst 

when he had trouble continuing writing. As he read, 

sometimes he would go back to make some changes. In F-unit 

8, for instance, as he was writing ‘two programs," he asked 

himself what those two programs were and then noticed that 

he never mentioned the two programs, so he went back to F- 

unit 1 and added "by studying business and medical science." 

Ting also expressed the need to read some materials in 

order to write. He said he wished that he had read 

something the night before on the topic. For him, the 

reading would help the writing flow. Writing this essay, 

Ting admitted, was the most painful one of the four. He 

wanted to produce a good essay that “has some essence" and 

that “isn't empty." To do so, he would need data and 

statistics and reading often would provide such materials. 

Some of the corrections Ting made of the essay were 

based on his understandings of the language. In F-unit 11, 

he changed "are from abroad" to "are foreigners" because the 

latter had fewer words. He explained the change this way: 

“When | write in English, | have this idea that first you 

shouldn't repeat, second the shorter the phrase the better.” 

To avoid repetition, he used "stimulate" (F-unit 14) to 

match the meaning “encourage” (F-unit 17), and he used 

“sophisticated programs" (F-unit 14) to refer to what he 

199



called “cool programs." He also changed “opportunity” to 

“chance” (F-unit 16) because he had used “opportunity” 

before. Not being repetitive was a conscious goal for Ting. 

onc] ion 

Cohesion. The use of cohesive ties in the four essays 

is summarized in the following table. 

Table 8. Cohesive Ties in Ting's Essays 

Language Chinese Chinese English English 

Essay 1 3 2 4 

Lexical 53% (106) 64% (57) 39% (24) 38% (20) 

Conjunction | 22% (45) 19% (17) 25% (15) 23% (12) 

Reference 15% (31) 10% (9) 31% (19) 33% (17) 

Ellipsis 8% (17) 7% (6) 5% (3) 2% (1) 

Substitution 1% (2) 0% (0) 0% (0) 4% (2) 

Total Ns 201 89 61 92 

From Table 8, it can be seen that in the Chinese essays, 

lexical ties are consistently more than those in the English 

essays, and the English essays have more anaphoric 

references than the Chinese essays. The use of conjunctions 

is about the same in English and in Chinese. The use of 

substitution and ellipsis is minimal in both languages. 
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In his English essays, Ting revealed similar problems 

that Min exhibited in her writings in his use of cohesive 

ties. That is, not all the ties used lead to coherent 

texts. He showed inconsistencies in the use of pronouns and 

their antecedents, and he also had misconceptions of what 

specific connectors meant although he was able to use them 

for connections. 

His Chinese writings, however, are marked by a lack of 

connectors, a feature more attributable to the language 

itself. Many sentences are loosely connected, the 

relationships between which have to be inferred by the 

reader. On the other hand, double connectors such as 

“although...but” are used together within the same sentence 

as seen in essays #1 and #3. This is also a characteristic 

of the Chinese language. 

In addition, ellipses of subjects occur when the 

preceding texts provide one. Parallel structures also allow 

the omission of certain conjunctions. 

Coherence. Ting's Chinese essays receive much higher 

coherent scores than his English essays, a 7 for both 

Chinese essays, and a 5 and 2+ for the two English essays, 

respectively. Indeed his Chinese essays are much more 

sophisticated than his English essays. 
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In the Chinese writings Ting was able to express 

complicated ideas with much clarity and ease. Although it 

was expected that one would write better in one's native 

language, Ting's Chinese writings were far better than his 

English essays, not only in terms of fluency but also in 

terms of the control over the structure and organization. 

The two Chinese essays had a clear organization and 

development. Assertions were frequently supported by 

examples and facts. However, as discussed earlier, there 

were assertions which would seem too general to an English 

reader. 

Because of Ting's lack of mastery of the English 

language, his English writings lacked the sophistication 

that was displayed in his Chinese writings. Grammatical 

problems related to word forms, articles, tenses, and 

agreements no doubt impeded the coherence of the essay. 

Moreover, Ting was unable to express complicated 

relationships in English. Many assertions were left 

unsupported and undeveloped. The essays also lacked a clear 

pattern of organization. The beginnings and endings were 

generalizations. 

Language switc transf and interfer e. Ting 

experienced both transfers and switches as he wrote. in his 
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thinking process, he sometimes used English and sometimes 

used Chinese. Although he obviously could not capture each 

moment, he reflected that he thought about the overal] 

structure in Chinese, but not with specific sentences while 

writing in English. Ting said he tried to think in English, 

but could not. As he put it: "After all, our mind has been 

trained in Chinese. It's impossible to think entirely in 

English.” 

When he was unable to continue because of a particular 

word, he would translate it into an equivalent Chinese. 

Thus his English essays had lexical items that carry English 

forms but Chinese meanings, as in "hotter field" and "cool 

programs" (essay #4), and phrases like “open a new road" 

(essay #2). 

Influences at the sentence level are more subtle and 

less obvious. One has to make inferences from what is being 

written and make the comparison. in essay #4, Ting had 

sentences that would require a "there + be" or "it + be" 

structure, which Chinese language lacks, but he followed the 

Chinese word order and wrote them the way they would have 

been read in Chinese as in "the international students in 

both business and medical programs are very few" and "the 

problem is not easy to be overcome" (essay #4). 
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The composing process. The time used during the 

composing process and words produced are summarized in the 

following table. 

Table 9. Summary of Ting's Writing Sessions 

Essays #1 #3 #2 #4 

Language Chi. Chi. Eng. Eng. 

Planning (min. ) 8 2 5 4 

Total time (min. ) 86 51 71 68 

Total words 1009 594 355 323 

words/min. 11.7 11.6 5 4.8 

As seen from the table, Ting produced many more words in 

Chinese than in English. His speed of writing in Chinese 

was more than twice as fast as his speed when writing in 

English. 

Ting'’s planning time depended more on the level of 

difficulty of the topic. Essays #2 and #3 were easier than 

essays #1 and #4. Thus he spent more time thinking about 

the latter two. Writing the first paragraph was always the 

most painful stage of the whole process because, as Ting 

reported, he had to write the first paragraph and organize 

the rest of the essay at the same time. Once he finished 

the first paragraph, the rest of the writing seemed easy. 
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During the process of writing, Ting also paused 

frequently. He was more concerned about content than 

structure or word choice. He often talked about making 

connections in the essay. To Ting, making connections was 

more a concern for the flow of ideas than using specific 

connectors. During the pauses, he would reread what he had 

just written. He used reading as a strategy to continue. 

As he reread, he would also make some corrections of the 

previous texts. Reading was a catalyst for Ting to 

continue. 

Ting's revision or editing occurred while he was 

writing. As he constantly went back to read what he had 

written, he would make corrections accordingly. One of the 

major corrections was diction. As Ting has learned that in 

English one should avoid repetition and be concise, he often 

changed words so that they were not repeated. 

As a writer. Ting took writing seriously. He 

approached each writing assignment with great care and tried 

to do the best job he could. On the one hand, his Chinese 

writings were so much more sophisticated than his English 

writings that they seemed to be written by two different 

people. On the other hand, they were so much alike in that 

they revealed similar characteristics consistently. Like 
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his Chinese writings, his English writings began with 

generalizations and ended with generalizations. 

Linguistically, his English writings lacked subordinations 

and restrictive clauses as did the Chinese essays. His 

English writings revealed sophisticated thoughts that were 

buried in a prose that was characterized by linguistic 

inadequacies. 

As a writer, Ting knew what was important in writing. 

He repeatedly emphasized the importance of content, of using 

examples to back up assertions, and of not writing “empty 

prose." With the English writings, however, he knew his 

limitations: 

| felt that when | write in English, no matter how 
long | have studied English, | am a beginner. As a 
beginner,...the first step is to be understood. | 
might have to use two or three sentences to 
express something while other people use one. The 
focus is to express myself. Polishing the prose, 
that's a job for the future. 

Ting indeed has focused on meaning in his writings. 

However, in order for native speakers of English to really 

appreciate his thinking and ideas, he may have to work on 

his prose more earnestly now. 
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Chapter VII 

Li 

Writing Profile 

Personal Dat nd Educational Backgroun 

Li, 29, came to the United States on August 28, 1991, 

and enrolled as a graduate student of chemistry. He grew up 

in the northeast of China and in 1980 he was admitted into a 

major university in Tianjin. Upon graduation, he was 

assigned to work in an institute of chemical industry. He 

worked there for six years before he became a graduate 

student of the same university that he graduated from as an 

undergraduate. However, in order to go abroad, Li quit 

school a year later without getting his graduate degree. 

xperience wi in ngl 

Li's formal English training included a total of nine 

years, with four years in high school, four years in 

college, and one year in graduate school. Similar to what 

many Chinese students have experienced, these studies were 

not cumulative. They were interrupted by the change of 
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schools and by the practical needs of taking exams and 

getting high TOEFL scores. 

Li characterized his early English learning as limited 

because the teachers’ proficiency levels were low. In 

addition, the textbooks and the vocabulary were full of 

political jargon. Li also remembered that the classes spent 

a lot of time reading and memorizing texts. Every morning 

they would go outside and stand in the school yard reciting 

passages from books. 

During the year Li took the National Unified College 

Entrance Exams in 1980, English counted only 30% towards the 

final score, but Li did not give up on English. As he 

reported, he spent 20 to 30 minutes every morning reading 

English and got 20 points out of 30. In college, Li's 

English learning started all over again as the English 

levels of the students were not the same. Feeling not 

interested, he progressed slowly in formal training. He 

only found materials to read occasionally. However, when Li 

was ready to take the graduate entrance exam, he picked up 

his English study again, focusing on grammar and reading. 

When Li decided to go abroad to undertake graduate 

studies, he began working on listening comprehension by 

listening to programs such as Voice of America and English 
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on Sunday from Chinese radio. At the same time, he 

continued working on grammar and reading. 

In spite of nine years of experience learning English 

at school and continuous study on his own, Li said that once 

he came over to the United States, he felt that his English 

level was far from being adequate to meet the demands of the 

study, even though he had a TOEFL score of 597. Sometimes 

when he was teaching a lab class in the U.S. after he came 

over and a student asked a question, he could not understand 

and he had to ask the student to repeat the question a few 

times. 

Experience with Writing: Chinese and English 
  

Experience with writing in Chinese. The Chinese 

curriculum did not place a heavy demand of writing on the 

students. In addition to compositions written as a high 

school student in the Chinese language classes, Li only 

remembered having to a write a thesis in Chinese in college. 

In thesis writing, as Li recalls, one had to read materials 

and follow a certain format. Thus writing was not hard. 

Although Li did not write much in Chinese, he read 

quite extensively in Chinese, such as novels, and he also 

read many textbooks intensively. In addition, he also read 

Chinese magazines like Reader's Digest. 
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Experience with writing in English. Li characterized 

his experiences with writing in English as his weakest area 

among all the skills. He was never trained formally in 

writing. His writing was limited to doing exercises 

outlined in textbooks, such as arranging sentences to form a 

paragraph or completing a passage by following a lead. His 

real writing included letters and resumes and some 

translations from Chinese to English and English to Chinese. 

As when he wrote his thesis, Li did not find writing letters 

or resumes hard because they all had a format that he could 

follow. 

Upon enrolling as a graduate student in the United 

States, Li did not take any writing class either. The only 

writing he did was a paper for a conference. His graduate 

work so far has not demanded much writing: he has not had 

trouble solving problems in English in his areas of study. 

Li regrets that he never learned much about writing, 

expressing the desire to learn more should he have a chance. 

Per tion of Writin 

  

Li describes his own writing in Chinese and English this 

way: 

Mainly when writing in Chinese, there is no 
language barrier. The main consideration is for 
the content....For English, mainly language is a 
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barrier. In terms of content, language barrier is 
one; another is the difference in cultural 
background. So | feel it is difficult to write. 

Li feels that his difficulties in writing in English lie 

mainly in the lack of vocabulary and idiomatic expressions. 

Li also provides some insights regarding the 

differences between writing in English and in Chinese, the 

main difference being cultural. He feels that in scientific 

articles written in English, the descriptions are minute. 

He further explains that upon first reading, English seems 

wordy, but after careful thinking, one realizes that the 

essay says everything that needs to be said. As Li put it, 

"In English writing, you don't have to think as much; they 

tell you everything." In Chinese, on the other hand, upon 

first reading, everything seems clear, but one has to think 

for himself/herself of what the text means. Li's insight 

points to one of the major differences between Chinese 

writing and English writing that has been pointed out by 

researchers. Gregg (1988) claims in her study that Chinese 

writing is more writer-centered while English writing is 

more reader-centered. In other words, in English writing, 

the writer is more concerned about what the reader knows or 

does not know about the subject and provides mater‘als 

accordingly, whereas in Chinese writings, the writer is more 

211



concerned with his/her own expression instead of what the 

reader needs to know. 

Li further describes English writing as more detailed 

and Chinese writing as more artistic. As he explains, 

Chinese value "han xu," a characteristic that may be 

described as “being implicit" and "veiled" rather than 

describing everything in an open manner. Effective English 

writing, on the other hand, is very explicit and concrete in 

its descriptions. 

With regard to expository writing, from what he has 

read, Li has the impression that English style is natural, 

and takes a variety of forms, while Chinese follows a 

certain format, such as using rhetorical questions, 

including questioning oneself to introduce the topic. 

Furthermore, Li characterizes English expository writing as 

being more objective as it uses raw data and bases the 

argument on facts while Chinese is more subjective because 

the writer often relates to his/her own opinions or 

believes. 

Judgements about writing: Good writing and bad writing. 

When asked about the characteristics of a good piece of 

Chinese writing, Li says that different types of essays have 

different characteristics. For expository writing, the most 
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important aspect is not to digress from the topic, and of 

secondary importance is rhetoric, diction, and clarity so 

that everything serves the central topic. In addition, the 

selection of materials is important: the materials should be 

related to the main idea. 

A good piece of English writing, according to Li, 

carries the same features as a good piece of Chinese 

writing. The only difference lies in the language use. Li 

believes that one should try to be clear and concise and 

avoid repetition when writing in English. 

A bad piece of writing, according to Li, has 

digressions from the topic or contradictions. He thinks 

that the beginning should lead to the topic fast and the 

conclusion should get back to the beginning. 

Coherence in writing. Li explains the word “coherence” 

as “qian hou yi zhi"--the preceding and the following texts 

are consistent. Applied in writing, it means that there are 

natural transitions between paragraphs and that every 

paragraph is connected. He also uses several] other Chinese 

words to describe coherence, such as "lian guan xing” 

(continuity), "xian jie” (connection), and "xiang hu ying” 

(responding to one another). According to Li, Chinese 

emphasizes coherence a great deal. 
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To achieve coherence, Li argues, different types of 

writing do it differently. When describing a scenery, for 

instance, one can achieve coherence from the way of 

describing it. Specifically , when describing a mountain, 

for example, one can use spatial organization and start by 

saying what it looks like from a distance, and then what it 

looks like from close-by. As for expository writing, 

coherence can be achieved by gradually developing the depth 

of an analysis from surface to the core. In terms of 

specific format, one can start with a question, a point, 

propose the arguments and then get to the conclusion, but 

all the arguments should be related to the point. The key 

is to make one's point tenable and consistent. 

P iv writin le. Li considers several aspects 

as he writes. When given a topic, at the very beginning, Li 

plans and chooses his materials. Once he starts writing, he 

pays attention to language expressions. Li says that 

usually his beginning covers a broad area, and then he tries 

to get to the topic. When choosing materials, he makes sure 

that they are related to the topic and the conclusion should 

go back to the central point. He also looks between 

paragraphs to see if there are natural transitions. 

214



When asked to explain how the transitions are made, Li 

stated the following: 

Each paragraph has an independent meaning, but the 
paragraphs are also connected. The previous 
paragraph asks for further explanation in the 

following paragraph, but every paragraph should 
serve the central point, only that they are from 
different angles. 

From Li's explanation, it can be seen that no specific 

technique is mentioned. The transition is achieved more in 

terms of meaning of each paragraph as it relates to the main 

idea of an essay. 

In terms of writing in English, Li says that he does 

not mind writing on scientific subjects, on things that he 

has had experiences with, or topics that he has thought 

about before. Regarding language use, Li says that he tends 

to be flat and cannot express emotions very well because he 

does not have a large vocabulary. 

Li attributes his inadequacies in writing to not 

reading enough, or to the fact that he has been in the U.S. 

for only a short period of time, and thus he does not 

understand the American culture very well. His main 

obstacle in writing is with the vocabulary and sentence 

structures. 

When he encounters language difficulties writing in 

English, Li says that if he cannot use complicated language, 
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he will use the simple constructions that he knows. Li also 

understands that he may have to sacrifice the quality of the 

prose along the way, but he believes that it is possible to 

express what he wants in simple language--after all the 

purpose of writing is to be understood. 

Using Chinese to aid his English writing does not 

happen very often, Li claims, because there are not always 

equivalents between English and Chinese and sometimes 

translations do not seem natural. So Li would rather give 

up the translation and use simple English. 

Writing Analysis 

Analysis of Essay #1 

This essay was written originally in Chinese on the 

following: “Write a composition delineating a recent social, 

economic, or political change in China and its implications 

for the society.” 

' In 1976 when the "Gang of Four" was crushed[,] | was 

still in middle school{,}[.] / ? At that time [my] 
understanding of [the] tremendous political, economic and 

social change and its social implications was very shallow, 
/ 3? but | experienced personally, [and] witnessed personal ly 

[the] inspired enthusiasm and [the] liberated minds among 
people of [the] whole nation after this incident. / ‘4 Since 

October 1976, the Party and the government have followed 
[the] principle of “seeking truth from facts," / ° corrected 

[the] previous left deviation, / © [and] with a realistic 

attitude put forth a series of political, economic, [and] 
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cultural reform policies[,] / ’ and tried to put them into 
effect{,}[.] / ® Within a short period of time [the reform] 

has produced obvious achievements and social consequences, / 
$ [and] among them [what] | experienced most deeply is [the] 

success of the Party and the government's reform policy in 
our nation's countryside. / 

° During the Cultural Revolution, my father was forced 

to work in the Northeast countryside as a "May 7" 
cadre'{,}[.] / '' Before leaving[,] Dad and Mom were all] 

worried, / '? but |! was filled with many hopes and dreams 

about [the] countryside{,} / '3 [that |] wanted to go to the 

mountains / '* to pick wild berries, / '® [and] to go to the 
fields / '© to herd the horses. / 

'T But upon getting there, / '® | first noticed and 

experienced [the] poverty of [the] peasants there{,}[.] / ‘9 

Many commune members had to borrow money for the New Year, / 

20 [and] go to the mountains to hunt / 2! in order for [the] 

whole family to wear a new set of clothes. / #2 Although 

life was hard, / 23 {but} people there treated our family 

very nicely. / 24 After three years in [the] countryside[, } 

| understood [the] countryside and [the] peasants much 
better{,}[;] / 2° my heart longed that some day life there 

would get better. / 
26 after the Third Plenary Session of the Eleventh 

Congress, the Party dismantled the "One Big Two Public” 
People's Commune politically, / 2? practiced the Household 

Responsibility System economically, / *® and encouraged 

[the] vast majority of peasants to get rich through a 
diversified economy. / 7° In just a few years, [the] economy 

in [the] countryside was revived, / 3° [and] [the] vast 
majority of peasants really got material benefits. / 3! 

During this time, although | didn't have a chance to go to 
[the] countryside / 32 to experience life, / 33 {but} 

through contacts with peasants and classmates from [the] 
countryside, / *4 [|] felt deeply [the] tremendous change 
taking place there. / 35 Many peasants at the year's end not 

only had extra grain, / ** but were able to save several 

thousand yuan. / 3? They thought not only how to make a 

living, / 78 [or] how to make money, / 3% but also how to 
provide for [their] children to go to college, / *° [and] 

how to improve [their] cultural life. / 
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4! [The] political, [and] economic changes in [the] 

countryside produced significant influences upon [the] whole 
society, / 4% because our country is a big agricultural 

country, / *? [and] agriculture is [the] base of [the] whole 

national economy. / ** [The] abundance of farm and side-line 

products, [and] harvest in agriculture{,} also promoted 
[the] improvement of [the] living standard of city dwellers. 
/ *5 [The] improvements of agricultural productive forces 

liberated a large amount of [the] rural labor force, / *§ 

[and] made them turn to town [and] county enterprises and 
city industries{,}[.] / *’ [This] promoted [the] 

development of [the] production industry and service 
industry, / *® and [the] development of these industries 

further accelerated [the] development of agriculture, / ‘9 

[thus] creating a sound cycle. / 5° [The] result is that 

([the] reform and change in [the] countryside promoted [the] 
reform and change in cities, / 5' [thus] producing a 

positive influence on [the] development of [the] whole 
society. / 

52 [The] successful reform in [the] countryside has had 
an important function for [the] stability of [the] whole 
society. / °3 Peasants make up [the] absolute majority of 

our country's population, / 54 [and] if the Party and the 

government's reform policy is supported by [the] vast 
majority of peasants, / 55 [the] whole society will] not fall 

into chaos / °° because of some faults during [the] 
reform{,}[.] / 3°’ [thus] China will stay stable. / 

5@ | love China's countryside{,}[.] / °° | love [the] 
green mountains and green grass there{,}[.] / ®° ! love 

[the] kindhearted and honest people there{,}[.] / *' my 

young dreams and hopes exist there{,}[.] / °°? [I] hope 

China's countryside will continuously grow prosperous! / 

1. May» 7 cadre: Chairman Mao issued a directive on May 7 of 
° ° 196 call on the intellectuals and officials to go the 

countryside and learn from the peasants. Those who went were 
referred to as "May 7" cadres. 

Cohesion. During this writing session, Li produced 620 

words, averaging 10.7 words a minute. Among the cohesive 
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ties used, 55% are lexical, 15% conjunctions, 20% 

references, 10% ellipses, and 0% substitution. 

In terms of cohesive features, several characteristics 

are revealed in this writing. First of all, the essay is 

characterized by overly long sentences. The whole first 

paragraph has only two sentences in Chinese. Paragraph two 

and the last paragraph all have just one sentence. Mainly 

commas are used to signal the pauses between different 

clauses. Only occasionally connectors such as "but" and 

“and” are used to link the clauses. 

Associated with the overly long sentences are the. loose 

connections among the sentences. The linking of the 

sentences largely depends on the reader as few connectors 

are used. Often the linking and the meaning of two or more 

consecutive clauses lie in the reader's ability to follow 

the logical reasoning of the writer. In F-units 47-49 and 

F-units 50-51, for example, although cause-effect 

relationships are involved, the relationships are not 

overtly signalled as their respective meanings can help the 

reader infer cause-effect relationships. 

Parallel structures are another striking feature of the 

essay. F-units 4-7 are parallel structures, so are F-units 

37-40, and F-units 58-60. Consistently, these parallel 

structures do not havea cannector.to.link. the items... 
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With regard to sentence structure, subordination is 

rare. ...The most common ones are adverbial clauses of cause 

and condition. Restrictive relative clauses are almost non- 

existent in the essay. Another related characteristic is 

the use of connectors. On the one hand, the use of 

connectors_is rare, with the exception of some common ones 

like “Af,” "because," and "but." On the other hand, double 

connectors "although" and "but" are used twice in the essay. 

Ellipses of the subject also occur in the essay. In F- 

unit 8, the subject has to be inferred from the preceding 

argument. In F-unit 62, the subject can only be as the 

my 

point of view of the essay requires that is the person 

talking. 

Coherence. The essay received a coherence score of 5. 

Perhaps more than anything else, the essay’s narrative mode 

strikes a reader as odd. Although it is not completely 

unacceptable to write in a narrative mode in expository 

writing, the essay fails to provide a focused analysis 

around a well-defined thesis. 

The coherence is achieved, for the most part, by 

following a chronological order of narration. The essay 

begins with the downfall of the "Gang of Four" in 1976 when 

the reform began to take place. Then the essay moves back 
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in time to discuss the situation of the countryside during 

the "Cultural Revolution” in order to prepare for the 

comparison that would come in paragraphs four. Paragraph 

four starts with the Third Plenary Session of the Eleventh 

Congress, which took place in 1978, and discusses the 

changes in the countryside since then. Paragraph five then 

delineates the consequences that were brought about by the 

changes in the countryside. 

Using a personal narrative is already very unusual in 

this type of expository writing; conveying strong emotions 

seems to be out of place. In paragraph six when Li used a 

series of parallel sentences to express his love for the 

countryside, the paragraph lost its connection to the whole 

essay. Li justified his last paragraph this way: "It have 

strong feelings about the countryside and ! want people 

there to get rich." However, he forgot that the topic asked 

for an exposition, not personal emotions. Although Li said 

in the interview that he tried to be objective, he let his 

emotions take over, thereby losing much of his objectivity. 

An analysis of functional roles shows that narratives 

and assertions dominate the essay. Many assertions are left 

unsupported. Although in its own way, Li's narrative 

clearly describes his personal feelings about the changes in 
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the countryside; as an exposition, his assertions and 

argument need more substantiation in order to be effective. 

The composing process. When Li got the topic, he first 

realized that it was so broad that he needed to narrow it 

down. He decided to write about the countryside because he 

had been there and had strong feelings about it. Moreover, 

the reform there had been very successful. Although Li did 

not write an outline for the essay, he planned that he would 

write about the reform in the countryside and compare the 

changes before and after. Then he would write about the 

influence of the successful reform in the countryside on the 

society as a whole, and the importance of the stability in 

the countryside to the country. He also wanted to write 

about his personal experiences. It took Li five minutes to 

plan. The details came up as he wrote, according to the 

stimulated-recall. 

As Li reported, he never wrote down an outline when he 

wrote. For him, the time needed to think usually depends on 

the level of difficulty of the topic. When the topic was 

difficult, he also felt the need to read some materials to 

continue. 

Li paused 67 times, averaging 14.6 seconds per pause. 

During the pauses, he mainly thought about the content and 
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the development of ideas. By looking at the finished paper, 

one could hardly believe that it was a first draft, for few, 

if any, changes were made. There were no crossed-out words, 

and no editing of sentences. Only in two places were there 

added characters. Looking at Li compose, one was amazed to 

see the smoothness of the writing. 

Indeed, Li's major concern with the flow of the prose 

might explain the smoothness of the essay. At the 

beginning, Li reported that he thought about an introduction 

and how to make a transition to gradually change to the 

countryside and focus on the topic. Having a clear line of 

thinking was crucial to him as he wrote. As Li reported, he 

had a lot of ideas as he continued writing. He knew he 

could not cover all of them, so choosing materials that fit 

the purpose was constantly in his mind. On the other hand, 

his understanding of the topic seemed unusual. Li said that 

this was not supposed to be an essay with detailed 

descriptions; it was supposed to be general--a general 

feeling and overview. Perhaps because of his understanding 

of the topic, his essay indeed was general and loosely 

organized in many ways. 

Li said that he did not think much about language use 

as he wrote. His style was to use short and concise 

vocabulary instead of flowery and hard-to-understand 

223



language. As he was not overly concerned with language, he 

did not go back to read what he had written either. He just 

continued with his line of thought. 

Using a personal narrative is quite unusual for this 

type of writing. Stimulated-recalls may partially suggest 

the reasons behind it. As Li recalled: 

At the time | started writing | thought | wouldn't 
be able to say much before | finished, so | 
hesitated a little. But when | added my experience 
and my feelings, | had a lot to say. 

Personal experiences were easier for him to write about, 

and, in fact, transformed an otherwise brief piece of 

writing. 

Analysis of sa 2 

This essay was written in English on the following: 

“Write a composition on some phenomenon (process, object, 

principle, etc.) in your area of study." 

Jole-Garisak Experiment and Jole-Thomson Exper iment 

' In the area of thermodynamics, when we try to study 

the thermo-properties of a real system, we often begin with 
an ideal model system, / 2 then after making some adjustment 

to the ideal model system, / ? we can apply some of the 

properties obtained from the ideal system to the real 
system. / * For example, the real gas properties can be 

induced from the ideal gas properties / ° after making some 

adjustment to the ideal gas model. / 
® In the early physical chemistry research, some of the 

chemists used the above strategy to study the thermo- 
properties of areal gas, / "* and got satisfactory results. 

224



/ ® The typical examples are Jole-Garisak experiment and 

Jole-Thomson experiment. / 
S$ In J-G experiment, they tried to find the influence 

of temperature change to the internal energy and the 
enthalpy of a ideal gas system. / 

'09 First, they introduced an experimental condition 

which would make the real gas properties very close to those 
of the ideal gas. / '' Then they let the real gas expand 

under the ideal condition, / |? they got a conclusion that 

the system's internal energy and enthalpy does change with 
temperature, / '3? but does not change with the system's 

volume and pressure. / '* Since the properties of the real 

gas is very similar to those of the ideal gas under this 
experiment condition, / '® they got a very useful conclusion 

that “the internal energy and enthalpy of an ideal gas are 
only the function of the system's temperature.” / 

6 after obtaining the ideal model thermo-properties, / 

17 Jole and Thomson designed another experiment, / '® in 

which they intended to find the real gas thermo-properties 
under areal condition. / 

'S In the experiment, they made a real gas passing 

through a small hole / 7° and perform a frustrated 

expansion. / ?' This process is similar to the J-G 
experiment's but a bit different. / 22 They found that the 

real gas' expasion process is an equal enthalpy process / 23 

but the enthalpy and internal energy are the function of the 
system's temperature, pressure and volume. / 

24 From the above example we can see that one of the 

important and useful scientific research strategy is to 
begin with a simple and ideal system, / 25 then, after 

making some adjustment to the ideal system, / 2° to study 

the complicated and actual systems. / #7? If we study a 

complicated system at the very beginning, / 7° we will get 
confused with many trivial factors and phenomena / 2° and 

can not get hold of the important conclusions. / 

Cohesion. Ouring this writing session, Li produced 404 

words, averaging 7.3 words a minute. Among the ties used, 
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34% are lexical, 21% conjunctions, 38% references, 1% 

substitutions, and 6% ellipses. 

Although Li was able to use different means to connect 

sentences, his use of ties is simple and lacks variety. He 

used subordinate clauses of time and cause as in F-units 1 

and 14 and attributive clauses as in F-units 10 and 18. 

Among other connectors, only "for example," “then,” and 

“but! were also used. Although the use of language was 

simple, Li managed to clearly make his point. 

[n two places, however, Li failed to correctly mark 

sentence boundaries. In F-units 1-3 and F-units 11-13, two 

run-on sentences were created. Although Chinese sentence 

boundaries are looser, in English, they are not 

grammatically acceptable. As in Li's case, it is not 

entirely certain if the errors are a result of interference 

or of mistaken usage of "then" as a conjunction, since both 

sentences have "then" to serve as connectors. 

Coherence. The essay received a coherence score of 5+, 

a score that is higher than his first Chinese essay. Indeed 

the essay is very clear in its development of meaning. 

Although the essay is not error-free, the kinds of errors 

that Li has, such as agreement and run-on sentences, are not 

serious enough to impede understanding of the meaning, thus 
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influencing coherence only to a limited degree. 

The essay's problem lies in its organization of 

paragraphs. In terms of the connections between meanings, 

paragraphs three and four logically belong together and so 

do paragraphs five and six. Both paragraphs three and five 

are one-sentence paragraphs and can serve as topic sentences 

for paragraphs four and six, respectively. For reasons 

unclear to the researcher, the writer separated the 

assertions and made them into different paragraphs. lt is 

only conjectural to say that the writer's concern for 

clarity of meaning might have led him to believe that the 

divisions would make the meaning clearer. Or possibly, the 

constraints of writing in a language that he is unfamiliar 

with caused him to lose sight of the organization of the 

essay. 

anguage switch, tr fer, and interference. Li was 

not very clear about which language he used thinking while 

he was writing: “possibly both Chinese and English," he 

stated. He said he probably used more of Chinese to think 

prior to writing, but once he started writing, he used 

English. He was not conscious of trying to translate from 

Chinese to English. A close examination of the essay also 

reveals few signs of transfers. 
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The composing process. The topic of this essay was not 

hard for Li, but the language was, so he decided to choose a 

simple concept from his field of study. He also thought 

about other possible topics, like the experiment he was 

working on at the time, but he felt that he did not have 

adequate vocabulary to do the job well. He planned for two 

minutes before he started writing. During this time, Li 

reported that he planned to start the essay with general 

scientific methods, gradually move to the two experiments, 

and then talk about the main ideas of the two experiments, 

like the methods and the results, and the significance of 

the two experiments. Consistent with Li's planning for 

essay #1, he followed a "getting into the topic gradually” 

principle. In the last paragraph, he also thought about how 

to respond to the beginning. 

Li's main concerns while composing were to describe the 

processes logically clear and write the statements 

consistently. As he claimed, it was very important for him 

to write in away other people could understand. Li 

certainly did not mean it in terms of how a Western reader 

would understand--with the transitions clearly marked for 

the reader, since he was not aware that English is different 

from Chinese, but in terms of how a Chinese reader would 

understand--with the ideas so arranged that the reader could 
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fill in the transitions. He constantly felt the constraints 

that limited vocabulary put on him, for he had to repeat 

certain words several times, such as “ideal system,' 

"model," and "experiment." He considered the lack of 

vocabulary and idiomatic expressions the biggest obstacle 

while composing the essay. 

Li paused 51 times, averaging 20.9 seconds per pause, 

longer than when he wrote essay #1. During the pauses, in 

addition to coming up with the ideas, he also tried to make 

sure that the sentences were grammatically correct and were 

not repetitive. When asked what he considered most often as 

he wrote, he said: "First of all, whether it's grammatically 

correct; second, try to avoid word repetitions, mainly these 

two aspects. | try to use idiomatic English." Unlike essay 

#1, in which there were almost no corrections, this one was 

marked with several editing changes, most of which were 

related to spelling and grammar. The changes were all at 

the sentence level. Just as with essay #1, he did not go 

back to read what he had written. 

Li spent six minutes revising and editing the essay. 

He made three editorial changes: one to change the spelling, 

one to add a word to make it more accurate, and one to cross 

out two words. 
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It is worth noting that Li kept emphasizing his effort 

to avoid repetition, and his inability to do so. At times 

when he was not sure if a word was correct, he said he would 

rather rereat a simple word than sacrifice accuracy because 

of the possible misunderstandings that might result. He 

knew he did not have a large vocabulary and he attributed it 

to not reading enough. 

Analysis of Essay #3 

This essay was written originally in Chinese on the 

following: "Write a composition on a concept in your area of 

study and explain it to an outside audience." 

An Explanation of [the] Concept "Freedom" 

' Literally, "freedom" seems to refer to [the] kind of 

freedom of something or some movement change. / 2 As a 

matter of fact[{,] this is also a simple understanding of 
[the] scientific definition of [the] concept of "freedom." / 
3 In [the] field of physical chemistry, different research 

areas define "freedom" differently, / * but its essence 

basically follows [the] above common understanding. / 
5 in [the] fields of statistic thermodynamics and 

quantum chemistry, people often need to use a coordinate 
system / © to determine a certain micro-particle'’s or 

several micro-particles' movement changes. / 7’ In the 

Cartesian coordinate system, a particle's position in space 
at a certain time may be described / ® by using three 

mutually perpendicular rectangular coordinates (x, y, z). / 
§ [The] three coordinate variables are mutually independent, 

/ '® [and] in order to show this kind of independence, / !! 

people have introduced [the] concept of "freedom." / '* That 

is[,] every independently changing coordinate variable shows 
one kind of freedom. / '? One free-moving particle has three 
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independently moving variables{,}[{;] / '* [thus] its freedom 

is 3. / '§ With a system having a number of N particles, / 

16 Lit] will have N kinds of freedom. / 

'T If different particles in a multi-particle system 

are related, / '® [and] are not free particles, / '% then in 

addition to considering [the] movement of different 
particles, / 78 [one] also needs to consider [the] movement 

of [the] whole system. / #' For example, in a system with 

three particles, every particle has three kinds of freedom, 
/ 72 [so] [the] three particles have a total of nine kinds 

of freedom. / 73 These nine kinds of freedom include not 

only [the] whole system's replacement freedom, [the] whole 
system's rotational freedom, / 24 but also every particle's 

vibrational freedom. / 275 [The] whole system's replacement 

movement may be described / © by using three independent 

coordinate variables / 2’ (that is viewing [the] whole 

system as one free particle); / 7% [the] whole system's 

rotational movement may be described / #° by using three 

independent variables / °° (if [the] shape of [the] system 

is non-linear), / 3?' or described / 32 by using two 

independent variables / 33 (if [the] shape of [the] system 

is linear, / 34 because when [the] system rotates along a 

linear axis, / 35 [the] position doesn't change). / 3° [The] 

remaining kinds of freedom, / 3?’ that is 9 - 3 - 30r9- 

3 - 2[,] / ©°© are [the] vibrational freedom of [the] 
particles in [the] system. / 

38 From [the] above analysis[,] [one] can see{,} [that] 

a scientific definition of "freedom" should be [a function 
of] [the] number of independent variables used to describe 
[the] system's movement change. / 

Cohesion. During this writing session, Li wrote 400 

words, averaging 9.3 words a minute. Among the cohesive 

ties, 61% are lexical, 20% conjunctions, 13% references, 7% 

ellipses, and 0% substitution. 
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The cohesion of the essay is mainly achieved by using 

lexical ties. Here the lexical items are not simply 

repeated again and again, but follow 2 developmental 

strategy where the object of a preceding statement becomes 

the subject of the following sentence. The same lexical 

item is repeated. In paragraph two, for example, the first 

sentence mentions that people use coordinate systems to 

determine movement changes, and then the next sentence 

starts by mentioning a specific coordinate system--the 

Cartesian system, in this case. in the Cartesian system, as 

the writer describes, there are three coordinates. Moving 

to the next sentence, the writer begins to define the three 

coordinates. In a sense, a lexical item of a preceding 

sentence serves as a superordinate of the subject of the 

following sentence. The cohesion thus created is not only 

easy to follow but also effective. 

This essay, like several] other essays written in 

Chinese that have been discussed in this research, does not 

employ many connectors. The connectors are limited to "if" 

and "because," which are condition and cause-effect 

connectors, and "but," which is a turning/shifting 

conjunction to show contrast. Also no restrictive clause is 

emp loyed. 
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Ellipses of nouns occur several times in the essay. In 

F-unit 16, the subject can be inferred from the preceding 

text. In F-unit 20 and F-unit 38, however, the subject can 

only be inferred from the point of view of the essay. The 

subject is a generic “one” or "a person.” 

Coherence. The essay received a coherence score of 7, 

one of the highest among all the samples. An analysis of 

functional roles shows that the essay follows a clear 

pattern of organization and is structurally sound. 

Assertions are followed by analyses and examples. The essay 

starts with a popular understanding of the concept of 

“freedom'" and moves on to make a generalization that each 

discipline may define it differently. Moving to the second 

paragraph, the writer explains how the concept is defined in 

the field of thermodynamics and quantum chemistry. In the 

third paragraph, the writer explains how "freedom" is 

calculated. Based on the above analysis, the writer defines 

the concept in a scientific way in the last paragraph as a 

concluding statement. 

Although not many connectors are used, the writer is 

able to connect the text soundly by his stringent reasoning 

and clear logic. The concept is not an easy one for an 

audience without much knowledge in chemistry, but by 
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following Li's description, the average col lege-educated 

reader should be able to understand the concept clearly. 

Here coherence is achieved by arranging ideas in such a 

fashion that they are easily followed. Specifically, they 

follow a focus principle in which old information precedes 

new information. 

The composing process. Li spent four minutes planning 

the essay. His early thoughts included choosing a topic 

that was easily understood if proper explanation could be 

given. He followed a line of thought that moved from simple 

to complicated ideas. His careful planning explained why he 

had created such a coherent essay. As Li stated: 

At the beginning, | want to start with the literal 
meaning, the popular understanding,... introduce 
the concept of "freedom," and then make the 
transition from single particle system to multiple 
particle system, talk about the calculations of 
the kinds of freedom, and then conclude with a 
scientific definition of “freedom.” There were 
three parts. 

He was very clear in what he was doing. As a science major, 

he emphasized that he needed to be very careful in defining 

the concept. 

Li paused 45 times, averaging 17.1 seconds per pause. 

During the pauses, he said, for the most part, he was 

thinking about how to make the concept clear for non- 

physical chemistry majors to understand. Specifically he 
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tried to use simple language. On the other hand, Li knew 

that when he used simple terms to explain a scientific 

concept, he might have to sacrifice stringency to a certain 

degree. lt was difficult to be both simple and scientific. 

For example, he used "mutually independent” to replace the 

mathematical idea of “not related linearly,” which he 

thought was more difficult to understand. 

Unlike writing the first essay when there were almost 

no changes made, Li changed quite a few places as he tried 

to define the concept. Most of the changes were related to 

word choices and meanings at the sentence level. Attempting 

to be precise and at the same time understandable, as Li 

claimed, was almost his only concern as he wrote the essay. 

Li also spent four minutes editing and revising the 

essay. The changes included crossing out a clause and 

changing the order of one sentence, both of which were 

related to clarity of meaning. Li's careful planning, his 

focus on being precise and stringent, and his revision all 

helped add coherence to the essay. 

Ana is of Ess 

This essay was written in English on the assignment: 

"Write a composition on a social, economic, or political 
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problem that you see exists in the U.S. today and describe 

possible solutions to the problem.’ 

The AIDS in the U.S. and its Possible Solutions 

' Today the AIDS has become a worldwide desease / ? and 

uptil now there is no effective medical means to deal with 
this desease. / ? In the United States, many people get the 

desease, / * and much more people talk about AIDs / ° and 

are afraid of it. / 
6 The spreading medium of AIDs is the human biological 

liquid such as blood. / ’? And resent medical research 

reveals that the AIDs virus is very fragil, / ® it can not 

survive under normal conditions. / ® But why does the 

desease spread so widely? / '® How can people be protected 

from it? / 
't | think the spread of the AIDs in the United States 

is the results of its social problems. / 
'2 For example, some people in the U.S. become drug 

buse, / '3 they often inject the drug into their blood / !4 

and many of them share a common injector. / '® In this way, 
many of them infected the AIDs. / '© Some people have more 
than one sexual partner, / ''? and become the victums of the 

desease. / 

18 | think the spread of the AIDs can be largely 

restrained / '% if the above social problems can be 

effectively solved. / 
20 By the means of propaganda, / ?' more and more 

people have got some knowledge of the AIDs / 2% and they 

live a restrained life. / 23 This helps a lot to decrease 

the spreading speed of AIDS. / 
24 of course, the final solution to the AIDs is the 

medical discovery. / 25 1 believe that someday scientists 

will find an effective way to cure the desease, / 7° but at 

the present time, the most effective way is the protection./ 

Cohesion. During this session, Li produced 259 words, 

averaging 5.6 words a minute. Among the ties used, 36% are 

236



lexical, 21% conjunctions, 36% references, 7% ellipses, and 

0% substitution. 

Although Li was able to use different means to link the 

text, a closer look reveals that his use of the ties is 

limited in variety. Among the conjunctions, only 

coordinating conjunctions “and" and "but," and subordinating 

conjunction “if” are used. In addition, only "for example" 

and "of course” are used to serve as connectors. The essay 

is marked by simple sentence structures and compound 

sentences linked by "and." Only one adverbial subordinating 

clause occurs and no restrictive clause is employed. 

Coherence. The essay received a coherence score of 3+. 

Li reported that he thought about the organization of the 

essay at the beginning. He wanted the first paragraph to be 

a general introduction, and then he would make the 

transition to the U.S., and from the U.S. he would give some 

common knowledge about the disease and then describe how to 

prevent it. 

Li seems to have thought more in terms of content than 

structure. When it came to organizing the material into 

paragraphs, he failed to do it effectively. Analyses of the 

functional roles show that paragraph three only has an 

assertion, while paragraph four only has examples. 
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Paragraph five also has an assertion, while paragraph six is 

composed of only examples. lf connected together, paragraph 

four would serve to support paragraph three and paragraph 

six would support paragraph five. 

Between paragraphs two and three and paragraphs six and 

seven, however, Li was able to effectively make the 

connections. He used two rhetorical questions to bring the 

discussions together and to introduce what was to come in 

the following text. When asked what he had in mind when he 

wrote the questions, Li was clear on what he was doing: 

“These two sentences serve as a transition to the causes and 

solutions." As for the use of "of course" to connect 

paragraph seven, he said without it the paragraph seemed to 

end suddenly. He was not very satisfied with the phrase “of 

course," because it was too “conversational," but he could 

not come up with a better one. 

Li's essay is not marked by many grammatical errors, but 

reading it one can notice the lack of sophistication and 

inability to develop well-argued prose. His inadequacies in 

vocabulary and his simple sentence structures may have 

contributed to the low coherence score. 

Language switch, transfer, and interference. Li was 

able to recall some of the language uses when he wrote the 
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essay. When he was planning, he said he used Chinese, for 

the most part. While he was writing, he thought in English. 

But when the text required special consideration or when he 

got stuck with a particular word, he would use Chinese 

again. 

Stimulated-recalls suggested that Li resorted to 

Chinese severa! times as he struggled with the vocabulary. 

During the planning period, he thought about "saliva" as a 

means of transmission. However, as his English lexicon did 

not have the word, he avoided writing about it. Other words 

included using "liquids" to refer to "fluids,” “propaganda” 

to mean “media,” and “injector” to refer to “needle.” All 

these misused words carried meanings that had different 

denotations, and in the case of “propaganda," connotations, 

to native speakers. 

The i c - Li spent ten minutes prior to 

writing to think about the topic. This topic was the 

hardest for him. He realized that there were many 

possibilities to write about, but he said there were not 

many that he could write about, mainly due to the lack of 

vocabulary. He chose to write about AIDS because he had 

read an article on AIDS before and remembered some of the 

vocabulary. In his pre-writing period, as Li claimed, he 
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had all the content planned out and it was a matter of 

expressing it. Specifically, he wanted to start by 

emphasizing that it was a widespread disease, then talk 

about the means of transmission, analyze the causes, and 

then propose ways for prevention. 

Li paused 29 times, averaging 34 seconds per pause, 

with over half a minute per pause. During the pauses, he 

reported that he was struggling with the language, trying to 

come up with the words needed to express what he wanted to 

say. Before he started F-unit 6, for example, he paused for 

almost four minutes. He said he was trying to recall the 

phrase “sheng wu ye ti"--"“biological fluids.” He was not 

sure if it should be "biological" or "physiological." As he 

did not have the word “physilogical” in mind, he picked 

"biological" and used "liquids" to refer to "fluids," which 

had the same Chinese translations. Li said that he strove 

for “perfection” in writing, by which he meant being 

accurate. Because he frequently felt that the word he used 

was not adequate, he often got stuck sometimes. He also 

felt that the writing was too simple and flat. 

Although Li wrote for only 46 minutes, he felt that it 

was much longer. When he finished writing, one could feel 

the relief he got. Indeed, writing this essay was a 

struggle. Having finished the writing, he just did not want 
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to look at it again. He did not spend time editing or 

revising the essay when he finished it. He was clear about 

the problems writing this essay: 

| was very clear with what | wanted to say, but | 

couldn't express some of the content, so | gave it 
up, so the essay didn't seem fully developed. 

Li attributed his lack of vocabulary to having not read 

enough. 

Even though the writing was hard as he claimed, 

reading his finished product, one could hardly detect any 

signs of the struggle for there were very few corrections on 

the paper. in the essay, he only made minor changes related 

to words and grammar and did not reread anything. The only 

hints of a struggle were the long pauses. 

Conclusion 

Cohesion. The use of cohesive ties in Li's four essays 

1s summarized in Table 10. The data are consistent with the 

other writers in that more lexical ties are used in the 

Chinese writings and more references are employed in the 

English essays, the differences between which are 

attributable to the linguistic features of the two 

languages, as has been discussed throughout the chapters. 
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Table 10. Cohesive Ties in Li's Essays 

Language Chinese Chinese English English 

Essay 1 3 2 4 

Lexical 55% (74) 61% (46) 34% (23) 36% (21) 

Conjunction 15% (20) 20% (15) 21% (14) 21% (12) 

Reference 20% (27) 13% (10) 38% (26) 36% (21) 

Ellipsis 10% (13) 7% (5) 6% (4) 7% (4) 

Substitution 0% (0) 0% (0) 1% (1) 0% (0) 

Total Ns 134 76 68 58 

In terms of cohesive features, several characteristics 

are shown in this writing. In his Chinese essays, first of 

all, the sentences strike English readers as overly long 

sentences as seen especially in essay #1. Only commas and 

an occasional “and” or "but" is used to make the connection. 

Thus the sentences are very loosely linked. Often the 

reader has to infer the intended relationships between the 

sentences. 

In addition, parallel structures are often.employed and 

subordination is rare. The most common ones are adverbial 

clauses of cause and condition. Restrictive clauses are 

almost non-existent in the essays. 

Regarding the use of connectors, on the one hand, few 

connectors are used, with the exception of some common ones 
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like "if," “because” and "but." On the other hand, double 

connectors “although” and "but" are used. 

The two Chinese essays that Li wrote also depend 

heavily on lexical cohesion. Besides repeating the same 

lexical items, the third essay also uses lexical 

associations when one subordinate word serves as a link to 

the preceding sentence because of a superordinate word in 

the sentence. 

Ellipses of subject also occur in both essays. 

Sometimes the subject may be inferred from the preceding 

statement as in the case of F-unit 8 in essay #1. Other 

times, the subject is determined by the point of view of the 

essay. In F-unit 20 and F-unit 38 of essay #3, for example, 

the subject is a generic "one" or "a person.” 

Li's English essays, on the other hand, have different 

features. Although his English grammar is good, he is 

unable to use a variety of connectors to make sentential 

links. Among the conjunctions, only coordinating 

and subordinating conjunction 

"if" are used. In addition, only "for example,” "of course” 

and “then” are used to serve as connectors. The essay is 

marked with simple sentence structures and compound 

sentences linked by “and. 
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Occasionally Li also failed to correctly mark sentence 

boundaries. In F-units 1-3 and F-units 11-13 of essay #2, 

and in F-units 7-8 of essay #4, run-on sentences were 

created. 

Coherence. To discuss Li's essays, one has to look at 

them through comparable topics. With comparable topics, his 

Chinese writings are far superior to his English writings. 

Although his grammar is very good, with few errors, his 

English essays are flawed organizationally. In both English 

essays, he divided the essays into many paragraphs and left 

several one-sentence assertions to stand as separate 

paragraphs. He also let examples and analyses to stand as 

paragraphs without having introductory statements. 

Stimulated-recalls did not provide satisfactory answers to 

the causes of such divisions. As Li was so preoccupied with 

meaning, he may have lost sight of organizational problems. 

it is also worth noting that when writing essay #1, Li 

used a narrative mode, and when writing essay #4, he used 

the first person point of view, both of which seem to 

indicate his inexperience in writing or his lack of 

sophistication. 

Liwas able to do a much better job in essays #2 and 

#3, which required him to discuss concepts and phenomena in 
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his areas of study. Especially with the Chinese essay, he 

followed clear logic and stringent reasoning and produced a 

piece that was organizationally sound. 

Langu*qe switch, transfer, and interference. Language 

switches and transfers also occurred in Li's writings. When 

he was composing in English, he described his planning as 

mainly thinking in Chinese. However, once he started 

writing, he resorted to Chinese only occasionally when he 

was looking for a particular item that did not exist in his 

English vocabulary. 

The writing samples also suggest that the transfers 

occurred, for the most part, at the lexical level when Li 

used words that did not carry the meanings and/or 

implications in English that he expected. The examples 

include “restrained life" to mean "discreet life," "liquids" 

to refer to "fluids," “propaganda” to mean "media," and 

“jnjector" to refer to “needle.” 

Other influences are subtler. Li had problems with 

articles, agreements, and tenses, areas of which the Chinese 

language is lacking. He also had run-on sentences because 

Chinese sentence boundaries are more loosely defined than 

those in English. 
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The composing process. The use of time in each writing 

session and the words produced in each writing session are 

summarized in Table 11. The table shows that Li planned 

much longer with topics that he considered more difficult. 

He also produced more words per minute when writing in 

Chinese, a result which was also expected. 

Table 11. Summary of Li’s Writing Sessions 

Essays #1 #3 #2 #4 

Language Chi Chi Eng. Eng. 

Planning (min. ) 5 4 2 10 

Total time (min. ) 58 43 55 46 

Total words 620 400 404 259 

words/min. 10.7 9.3 7.3 5.6 

During the process of writing, Li paused longer than 

other writers. He had long pauses in between sentences and 

paragraphs. As he claimed himself, he was mainly concerned 

about content and meaning while writing. Although he felt 

the lack of vocabulary in writing, he would rather use 

simple words than sacrificing the clarity of meaning. it is 

ironic, however, that clarity for him is a different notion 

than for a Western reader. 

Compared to other writers, Li changed little as he 

wrote. His finished products did not look like the first 
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drafts, for they were clean and were marked with few 

changes. He also did not read back as he wrote nor did he 

revise. His revisions or editings were done towards the end 

when he had finished the whole essay. With these four 

essays, however, Li only spent time editing the first three 

essays. Possibly because the last essay was too hard, he 

refused to look at it once he finished writing. 

Interestingly enough, other subjects, such as Min, also 

exhibited similar behavior. That is, when they were pleased 

with the essays, they would spend time to reread them and do 

a little editing, but when the essays were hard for them, 

they would just hand them in without doing any editing or 

revising. 

S$ a writer. Li can hardly be classified as an 

experienced writer, although his writings are not 

characterized by many problems. However, he knows what is 

important in writing and is able to focus on the important 

issues in a particular piece, but he is unable to do it ina 

sophisticated manner. His prose is characterized by clarity 

and conciseness, at least to a Chinese reader. 

Li had little training in writing. While writing, 

especially in English, he constantly felt constraints such 

as the lack of vocabulary. He also frequently felt the 
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anxiety of not being able to express what he wanted to say. 

He attributed his inability to a lack of reading. At best, 

Li has great potential but is held back for the lack of 

linguistic sophistication. 
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CHAPTER VII 

Conclusion 

Summary of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to compare the way 

- Chinese ESL students write in English with the way they 

write in Chinese in terms of textual cohesion and coherence. 

The major objectives of this study were: (1) to describe the 

cohesion and coherence features of Chinese ESL students' 

expository writings in English and Chinese; (2) to examine 

the similarities and differences among the writers across 

the two languages and across the four topics; and (3) to 

determine the strategies employed by subjects to achieve 

coherence and the roles of language switch, transfer, and 

interference with respect to cohesion and coherence. In 

order to do this, four Chinese students wrote two topics in 

Chinese and two in English and the topics were comparable 

across the languages. Subjects were interviewed and their 

writing behaviors were videotaped. Essays, transcripts, and 

interviews were analyzed together to determine features of 

cohesion and coherence and language transfer (positive and 

negative interference). The analyses of their individual 
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experiences and writings were detailed in the four preceding 

chapters. 

This chapter presents an overview of the findings 

across the subjects and languages so that features of 

cohesion and coherence and the role of language transfer 

emerge. The focus of such analyses is to identify patterns 

that exist among the subjects and across the two languages 

and draw conclusions from .close scrutiny of individual 

essays and of the composing process of the subjects. The 

goal is to gain an understanding of the ways native rhetoric 

influences writing in a second language and to derive 

implications for the teaching of ESL writing. 

it should be noted, however, that this project is not a 

comparative study of Chinese and English, nor is it an 

attempt to be a comprehensive linguistic analysis of the 

differences between the two languages. The researcher has 

limited the scope of the discussion to the problems and 

differences that could be identified from the ESL writings 

pertinent to this research. Conclusions and inferences are 

also drawn based on the data provided by the subjects. 

!1t should also be noted that as this research involves 

only four case studies, the results cannot be claimed to 

describe the whole population of Chinese ESL writers. 

Nevertheless, inferences are made based on what could be 
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observed from the four writers with regard to the kinds of 

problems that Chinese ESL writers face due to the linguistic 

differences between the two languages and with regard to 

issues related to cohesion, coherence, and language 

transfers. The purpose of this chapter is to serve as a 

bridge between the uniqueness of each individual writer and 

the generality of their cases. 

Discussion of Results 

The discussions of results are organized in the 

following manner: Cohesion discusses features related to 

the use of conjunctions, lexical items, references, 

ellipses, and substitutions in Chinese ESL students’ English 

and Chinese writings; Coherence addresses areas in terms of 

focus, thesis development, organization, and other issues 

connected to the coherence of writing; Language Switch and 

Transfer describes the role of interference and facilitation 

due to the similarities and differences, respectively, 

between English and Chinese; The Composing Process 

delineates the strategies these writers employed as they 

wrote in English and in Chinese, especially with regard to 

considerations of cohesion and coherence; and As Writers 

outlines the idiosyncracies of each subject and the 
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characteristics common to all of them as Chinese ESL 

writers. 

Cohesion 

Based on Halliday and Hasan's (1976) paradigm, cohesion 

in English is achieved by using conjunctions, lexical ties, 

references, substitutions, and ellipses. The findings 

related to the cohesive features of Chinese and English are 

compared in Table 12, 

types of ties follows. 

Table 12. 

Ties 

Conjunction 1. 
(includes 
conjunctions, 
adverbs, and 2. 

phrases as 
connectors) 

Chinese 

Uses fewer con]. 
than English; 

Juxtaposes 

parallel clauses 
without using 
conjunctions; 

Uses two 

connectors of the 
same level in the 
same sentence 

(e.g. “although 
...but"); 

Relationships 

need not be marked 
when logical, 
semantic 

relationship is 
clear. 
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and a detailed discussion of the five 

Findings--Comparison of the Cohesive Features 
between English and Chinese 

English 

Frequently uses 
connectors; 

Has a wider 
variety of conj. 
than Chinese; 

Clauses within the 
same sentence 

depend on 
connectors to be 
linked. 

Relationships 
often depend on 
connectors to be 
explicit.



Lexical 

Reference 

Ellipsis 

Substitution 

Conjunction. 

Lexical ties often 

take the place of 

co-referential; 

Parallel structure 

relies on lexical 

similarities. 

Uses fewer ref. 

than English. 

Allows omission of 

subjects without 
functional 
substitutes. 

Not employed 
frequently in 
exposition. 

Has less demand on 

lexical ties than 

Chinese; 

Lexical repetition 
is undesirable 
among standard 
dialect users. 

Uses more ref. 

than Chinese. 

Not used as 
frequently as 
other ties in 
exposition. 

Not employed 
frequently in 
exposition. 

Among the cohesive ties used, 

conjunctions serve as the main means to make transitions 

between sentences and between paragraphs. 

particularly true 

Chinese ESL writings 

in English writing. 

This is 

The analysis of 

in this study shows that Chinese essays 

consistently utilize fewer conjunctions than English essays. 

Here a brief overview of the semantic relationships and 

sentence-linking in Chinese seems pertinent. 

In Chinese, 

sentences are divided 

parallel (juxtaposition), 

(turn-making/shifting), 

sequence (simultaneity). 
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cause-effect, 

semantic relationships between clauses and 

into the following major types: 

addition (progressive), contrast 

condition, and time 

These relationships and the



connectors used to signify the relationships are summarized 

in Table 13. 

Table 13. Semantic Relationships and Connectors in Chinese 

Relationships Chinese Connectors English Equivalents 

Parallel (No connector is 

(Juxtaposition) necessary ) 

Addition “bingqie," and/moreover 
(Progressive) “erqie” and/furthermore 

“budan...erqie” not only...but also 
“ye" also/too 

Contrast “danshi" but 
(Turn-mak ing) “keshi” yet 
(Shifting) "raner" however 

“buguo"™ nevertheless 
“suiran...danshi" “although...but" 

Cause-Effect “jiran” since 
“yinwei” because 
“yinwei...suoyi” because...so 
“yinci” therefore 
“youyu...suoyi” as..,thus 
“suoyi” thus 
“weideshi" for the purpose of 

Condition “zhiyou...cai” only if...then 
“ruguo" if 
"“ruguo...jiu" if...then 
“chufei...cai" unless...then 
“wulun,” "“bulun" no matter 
"“jishi..ye" even if...still 
“zhiyao" as long as 

Time sequence "...deshihou"” when 
(Simultaneity) "> ..yiqian"” before 

"os ..yihou" after 
“zicong" since 
“tongshi” meanwhile 
“zhidao" until 
“yi...jiu..." as soon as 
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The division among these relationships is based on 

their semantic relationships rather than their structural 
So At 

relationships. In parallel constructions, clauses are 

juxtaposed and are at the same semantic level. In additive 

or progressive relationships, however, successive assertions 

are a further development of the preceding statements. 

Contrastive relationships indicate a change or a turn-making 

in the topic of discussion. Cause-effect and condition, as 

their respective names indicate, reveal relationships of 

cause-effect and condition. Time sequence, including 

simultaneity, denotes relationships connected by time. 

Chinese sentences are linked together mainly in three 

ways: by juxtaposing parallel clauses without using 

connectors of any kind, by using two connectors. to link 

clauses, and by using one connector to tie clauses together. 

First, when clauses are juxtaposed, often no connector is 

necessary since the relationship is often parallel. Second, 

some connectors require the occurrence of another connector 

used in the same sentence. The most common pairs include 

“budan...reqie" ("not only...but also"), “ruguo...jiu" 

("if...then"), “suiran...danshi" ("“although...but"), and 

“yinwei...suoyi”™ ("because...therefore"). Third, one 

connector sometimes is used to link two clauses such as 

“zhiyao" ("as long as"), "“erqie" ("moreover"), "“keshi" or 
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“danshi" ("but"), “haishi"™ ("or"), “weile” C"in order to”), 

and "“suoyi"™ ("so" or “therefore” ). 

Unlike English, which has a wide variety of 

subordinating and coordinating conjunctions and adverbial 

phrases serving as transitions, Chinese has little variety 

in such forms. Chinese speakers tend not to use connectors 

to link sentences and phrases when the semantic relationship 

could be inferred by the reader. Oversimplifying the 

matter, DeFrancis (1984) calls English “a sentence-oriented 

language" and Chinese a "“context-oriented" one. The 

distinction implies that the connection between sentences in 

English depends on ostensible links, while in Chinese it 

depends on the meaning of the text. Li and Thompson (1981) 

further assert that the linking between certain sentences in 

Chinese need not be marked as long as the writer's intention 

is that the reader recognize that two sentences be linked. 

Thus although the equivalents of “but,” "and," “if,” and 

“therefore’" exist in Chinese, they are much less frequently 

used in Chinese than they are in English. In other words, 

the necessity to mark transitions is more demanding in 

English.than it is in Chinese. 

As observed from the Chinese essays from this research, 

few connectors are used. To achieve cohesion, sentences are 

juxtaposed, especially with parallel structures, without 
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connectors.of any kind. Take the following passage for 

example: 

| love China's countryside, |! love the green 
mountains and green grass there, | love the 
kindhearted and honest people there, my young 

dreams and hopes exist there, [and |] hope China's 
countryside will continuously grow prosperous! 

(Li's Essay #1) 

This paragraph has only one sentence, and the five clauses 

are parallel in meaning and are at the same semantic level. 

However, these parallel] structures do not have a connector 

to link the items. 

In addition, two conjunctions signalling one logical 

connection are used at the same time in Chinese, and the 

most frequent use is "“suiran...danshi"” ("“although...but"), 

which appeared several times in the essays written in 

Chinese. The connectors used are limited to “yinwei" 

("because"), "“keshi" ("but"), “suoyi"™ ("so"), and “he” 

("and"), which mainly indicate relationships of contrast, 

cause-effect, and addition. It should be noted that when 

“and” is used to connect sentences in Chinese, the latter 

clause is usually a semantic addition rather than a 

juxtaposition as it is seen in English. 

As Chinese does not enjoy the wide variety of 

connectors that English does, the Chinese writings often 

strike an English reader as loosely connected or as having 
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sentences that are too long. in Li's essay #1, for 

instance, the whole first paragraph has only two sentences 

in Chinese. Paragraph two and the last paragraph both have 

just one sentence. Mainly commas are used to signal the 

pauses between different clauses. 

Furthermore, certain semantic relationships in Chinese 

need not be signalled with connectors when such | 

relationships can be derived from the respective logical 

assertions of the clauses. Take, for instance, the sentence 

“The result is that the reform and change in the countryside 

promoted the reform and change in cities, [thus] producing a 

positive influence on the development of the whole society” 

(Li's Essay #1). Although the cause-effect relationship is 

not overtly signalled, the reader can infer it based on the 

meaning of the two constructions. In Gricean (1957, 1975) 

terms, when interpreting linguistic messages, a reader 

naturally assumes the connection, or "relevance," of the 

elements of the message whether or not overt linguistic 

connections are used and tries to arrive at the writer's 

intended meaning. In this particular example, without an 

overt link, a reader is still able to view "positive 

influence" as the result of “promoting reform." Thus the 

use of a tie is “optional.” 
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Tsao (1982) compared the use of clausal conjunctions in 

English and in Chinese and claimed that "where in English a 

clausal conjunction is necessary, it is often optional in 

Chinese, and when it is optional in English, it is often 

non-existent in Chinese" (p.103). In Chinese, the 

relationships must be marked only when there is no 

ostens*ble clue to the change of the semantic relationship. 

When tne logical relationships can be inferred without the 

ties, the use of such connectors is often optional. In 

parallel structures, the use of ties is not necessary. To 

an English reader, these features of Chinese mean that 

cohesion in Chinese writing is often more implicit and less 

demanding. The reader has to make the connection based on 

his/her understanding of the verbal context and the 

situation and on his/her world knowledge in general. 

in the English essays of these subjects, one striking 

feature is the subjects’ inability to employ a variety of 

connectors that the English. language offers. Their use is 

limited to simple conjunctions “and" and "but," adverbial 

subordinators “because” and "although," adverbial 

conjunctions like “however," and phrases like “on the other 

hand,” “in fact," and “in addition to," which (with their 

equivalents) are commonly used in both languages. 

Occasionally, the subjects, particularly Min and Ting, made 
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a conscious effort to use other connectors, but their use 

was also limited and sometimes was marked with 

misunderstandings. In F-unit 17 (essay #2), for example, 

Ting used "otherwise" when a "whereas" relationship was 

intended. Because of their inability to use a variety of 

connectors, they often were unable to express complicated 

relationships using subordinating and coordinating clauses. 

Their sophisticated thinking was buried in a prose that was 

loose and vague to an English reader. The reader often had 

to guess the connection for the intended relationships. 

Lexical. Quantitatively, the Chinese essays 

consistently employed more lexical ties to achieve cohesion 

than the English essays did. This feature is again 

attributable to the linguistic differences between the two 

languages. in Chinese, when clauses are juxtaposed and no 

connectors are used, cohesion is often achieved by means of 

parallel constructions and lexical similarities. The 

linking between sentences is achieved because of their 

parallel structures. in F-units 30-35 (Ting's essay #3), for 

example, “in agricultural production” runs parallel with “in 

medicine,” and "to resist herbicide" runs parallel with "to 

resist disease” and “to improve agricultural product 

output.” Here collocations between "agriculture" and 
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“medicine,' and between “herbicide” and "disease" share 

similar lexical identities. In this case, semi-colons also 

help the reader view the parallel structures more clearly. 

Chinese texts favor “the employment of parallel 

constructions containing similar structures with similar 

rhythmic patterns, filled by similar units with similar 

meanings’ (Okurowski, 1989, p.100). Depending on more 

lexical cohesive ties also relieves Chinese writers from 

relying heavily on conjunctions as English writers do. 

As lexical cohesion is achieved by using words that 

refer to the same item, or by using synonyms, super- 

ordinates, collocations, or contrast phrases, the ability to 

employ a wide variety of vocabulary seems important. When 

writing in Chinese, the subjects were able to use similar 

instead of identical words to achieve cohesion. In Jing's 

essays #1 and #3, for instance, he used super-ordinates such 

as “younger generation" to cover “students," synonyms such 

as "scientists and technicians" to refer to "intellectuals," 

and collocations such as "patients and doctors." 

Lexical cohesion in English, as observed from the 

writing samples, carries somewhat different characteristics. 

The subjects depended more on the repetition of the same 

lexical items instead of synonyms. Min, Ting, and Li all 

lamented about their lack of vocabulary. Li specifically 
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emphasized his inability to avoid lexical repetition when 

writing in English. 

Reference. Tallies of the cohesive ties in the essays 

written in English and in Chinese by the subjects also 

indicate that subjects utilize more references in English 

than in Chinese. In the formation of co-references in 

Chinese, referring expressions in the second or subsequent 

clauses often take the form of a similar lexical item. In 

other words, Chinese depends more on using similar lexical 

items to achieve cohesion, and thus fewer referential 

expressions are used. Additionally, pronoun references in 

Chinese texts are fewer because the language allows zero 

anaphora when the reference can be inferred from the 

preceding text or from the given context. Furthermore, when 

Chinese words "ta" ("it"--third, singular) or "tamen"” 

("they"--third, plural) are used to refer to inanimate 

objects, they rarely occur in the subject position 

(Okurowski, 1989). Cohesion is achieved by repeating the 

same or a similar lexical item or by means of ellipses. In 

the sentence "With a system having a number of N particles, 

[it] will have N kinds of freedom" (Li, Essay #3), the 

subject can be either “the system" or an ellipsis in 

Chinese. In this case, the writer chose to omit it as no 
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ambiguity is involved. For these reasons, fewer referential 

expressions are used in Chinese. 

The subjects in this study, for the most part, did not 

have trouble using pronoun references when writing in 

English. Occasionally, however, they failed to recognize 

the agreement between a pronoun and its antecedent, and thus 

inconsistencies occurred when Li used “they" to refer to “a 

person" (essay #4) or when Min used "he or she" to refer to 

"children" (essay #4). 

Ellipsis. The pattern for the use of ellipsis is not 

as clearly seen as that for the use of conjunctions, 

references, and lexical items. However, one feature stands 

out in relation to the use of ellipsis. Unlike in English, 

when a subject has to be spelled out with a noun or pronoun, 

a subject in Chinese is expressed more often with a noun or 

the omission of the noun when the text allows the reader to 

infer the subject. In the following sentence, for example, 

the subject is omitted: 

The twenty-first century will be the century of 
biology, [Land] [!] believe that many currently 
unsolved biological problems will finally be 
solved by employing the methods of genetic 
engineering. (Ting's Essay #3) 

The subject is implied as "I," the writer, as the verb is 

“believe.” 
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When the text takes a zero anaphoric form, the cohesion 

is tantamount to ellipsis, and no functional substitute is 

necessary. This may explain why there are more lexical ties 

and ellipses and fewer references in Chinese since pronouns 

are referential by nature. This is also evidence that 

Chinese writing lays more burden on the reader to make 

connections for the text. 

Substitution. Substitution refers to the replacement 

of one item by that of another. Its use is minimal in both 

the Chinese and the English essays. No apparent patterns 

could be identified in these samples. lt can be said, 

however, that the subjects did not employ much substitution 

as a means of achieving cohesion since its use ranged only 

from 0% to 5% maximum in the essays. 

The focus principle. A sentence follows the focus 

principle when old information precedes new information, or 

when new information occurs last in the sentence 

(Rutherford, 1977). In the sentences "A cell is composed of 

a cell nucleus, mitochondria, microsomes, etc. A cel] 

nucleus is an entity surrounded by two layers of membrane,” 

for example, "a cell nucleus" in the second sentence is old 

information as it is already mentioned in the preceding 
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sentence. By structuring it in the beginning of the second 

sentence, a link is established between the two sentences 

and thus cohesion is achieved. 

in these essays, the Chinese writings have almost twice 

as many sentences that follow the focus principle as those 

in the English writings. Again the difference lies in the 

linguistic dissimilarities between the two languages. Li 

and Thompson (1981) regard Mandarin Chinese as a topic- 

prominent language rather than a subject-prominent language, 

as it is with English. In other words, structures of 

sentences are best described in terms of the topic-comment 

relation rather than subject-predicate relation. Huang and 

Davis (1991) further describe the word order of Mandarin 

Chinese as having definite/given agent in preverbal position 

and indefinite/new agent in postverbal position (p. 32). 

The application of the focus principle in Chinese could 

also be seen from the previous discussion of cohesive ties. 

Chinese employs more lexical items than references because 

subjects as topics often need to be stated than referenced. 

[In addition, Chinese also allows the ellipsis of subjects in 

independent sentences when the topic of discussion can be 

identified from the preceding text. As the semantic 

relationships are often clear based on topic-comment 
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structures, the use of connectors may not be as demanding in 

Chinese as it is in English. 

Coherence 

While cohesion encompasses transitions and connections — 

that “tie” sentences together, coherence deals with features 

such as topic development, the overall structure, and the 

order of propositions of a text. Since a cohesive text does 

not necessarily imply a coherent text, it is necessary to 

study the relationships of parts of the text in relation to 

the structure of the whole. Lieber (1979) identified the 

following functional roles for each functional unit: assert, 

analyze, cause, compare, conclude, contrast, define, 

evaluate, exemplify, narrate, qualify, question, restate, 

result, and support. These categories, as well as a non- 

functional category, were used in this study as a tool to 

analyze the order of propositions of the essays. 

In order to provide some objective measure for the 

coherence of each essay, two Chinese and two English 

evaluators graded the essays using a holistic coherence 

scale developed by Bamberg (1984). The final score used in 

the discussion was the combined score of the two evaluators. 

The coherence scores of the essays are shown in the Table 

14. 
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Table 14. Coherence Scores of the Essays 

Essay 1 3 2 4 

Language Chinese Chinese English English 

Jing 7 8 4+ 4 

Min 3 T 2 2 

Ting 7 T 5 2+ 

Li 5 7 5+ 3+ 

The coherence scores show that across topics, the subjects 

did better in technical writing (topics #2 & #3) than in 

expositions of social issues (topics #1 & #4). With three 

7's and an 8, essay #3 got the highest scores among all the 

samples, while essay #4, with one 2, one 2+, one 3+, and one 

4, had the lowest scores of all the samples. it is not 

surprising that subjects also did better in Chinese across 

the topics; with similar topics, the essays written in 

Chinese received higher scores than their English 

counterparts. That is, essay #1 received higher scores than 

essay #4, and essay #3 received higher scores than essay #2. 

In addition, scores between essays #1 and #4 were further 

apart than the scores between those of essays #3 and #2, 

indicating that the subjects handled technical writing 

better than writing about social issues. 
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Analyses of the functional roles show that when the 

essays had predictable patterns of organization or when the 

orders of the propositions followed certain patterns, the 

essays received higher scores than otherwise. The patterns 

of organization took the form of an introduction with the 

topic of discussion identified, a body of discussion, 

developed to a certain degree, that focused on the topic, 

and an identifiable conclusion. The order of the 

propositions, on the other hand, took the form of one or 

more assertions followed by such functional roles as 

analysis, exemplifications, or other forms of support. For 

example, in Ting's essay #1, which received a score of 7, he 

started each paragraph with some major assertions, and then 

either definitions and qualified statements, or analyses and 

support--a pattern that was apparent in each paragraph. 

Similarly, all four essays on topic #3, which received 

scores 7 or 8, followed fundamentally the same pattern. 

In contrast, when the essays failed to observe the 

pattern, they received lower scores or were considered less 

coherent. In essay #2, for instance, Ting jumped into the 

discussion right away in the very first sentence of the 

essay. To an English or Chinese reader, this lack of an 

introduction was very abrupt. In essays #2 and #4, Li used 

several one sentence paragraphs--assertions which were not 
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followed by support within the same paragraph. In Min's 

essay #1, patterns could not be clearly identified and some 

assertions were used without support. 

Although there is no one way to write, writing 

conventions dictate tnat a reader's logical expectations of 

a piece of writing be met. In English expository writing, 

such expectations include a clearly identified thesis, 

development that is characterized by topic sentences 

followed by logical support, and a summative or return-to- 

the-beginning closure. A close examination of the essays 

written in English by these subjects shows that, with the 

exception of Min, even though the other three writers were 

aole to follow a three-part structure, the quality and the 

development of their essays were not the same as in their 

Chinese writings. Topic #4 presented more problems than any 

other topics. In these essays, the subjects did not frame a 

clearly delineated thesis. Even though the reader could 

identify the topic from the examples given, the thesis was 

not explicitly stated. With regard to support of the topic, 

the essays suffered from insufficient development. All the 

subjects at some point during the stimulated-recalls 

lamented about their inability to express what they wanted 

to say. 
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Lack of proficiency in English indeed caused many of 

the problems for these ESL writers. When their essays were 

marked with errors in tenses, agreement, articles, and word 

forms, they impeded the readability of the essay and 

prevented the evaluators from giving them a high coherent 

score; and when the writers did not have adequate vocabulary 

to express sophisticated ideas, their essays read like the 

prose of "basic writers,” which lacked refinement. The 

situation for essay #2 was better as it dealt with technical 

writing and the subjects, with the exception of Min, had 

learned the requisite vocabulary in English. Thus they had 

less trouble expressing their thoughts. Min exhibited 

considerable trouble with this topic, too, since she did not 

remember many of the technical terms in English. 

By comparison, the subjects’ Chinese essays did not 

suffer such developmental problems. However, close scrutiny 

of the essays revealed other features that might be 

associated with Chinese writers. The implicitness in 

writings could be more clearly experienced by a reader in 

essay #1. During the stimulated-recall, Min reported that 

had she been asked to write on this topic in China, she 

would have been more "“revolutionary,' which implies less 

criticism and more positive thinking. Jing cautioned that 

he did not really want to analyze the causes of the problem 
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in China because, if he did, he would have to lay the blame 

on the Communist Party, which he obviously did not want to 

do. 

indeed, a reader sometimes had to read between the 

lines in order to detect the messages conveyed. The 

conclusions of the four essays on topic #1 provided a good 

example for this kind of implicitness. Jing and Ting ended 

their essays with conditional statements of what might 

happen if certain situations in China did not change, 

without putting the blame on anyone or asserting what must 

be done to correct the situation. The tones were suggest ive 

and mild. The tone in Li's ending was even milder. After 

delineating the changes in the countryside and expressing 

his love for the countryside, he expressed his hope that 

China's countryside would continuously grow prosperous--a 

hope that one could appreciate only after knowing the real 

situation in the countryside. Even though he described the 

Situation before the reform and certain changes after the 

reform in the countryside, his optimism was somewhat 

unfounded, for he never fully contrasted the situation. Min 

probably made the strongest assertion of all. in her 

ending, she claimed that "the present is no longer the age 

when one person's order is cheered by tens of thousands of 

people, [and] this is also the root of China's hope.” Only 

271



people who knew China's situation in the 1960's could 

understand that “the age" referred to Mao's age when his 

words were followed unconditionally by the Chinese people, 

and now the Chinese people no longer follow the Party lines 

as they once did. She had made the boldest assertion 

without using the strongest language. /” 

In addition to their implicitness, the conclusions also 

had one thing in common--they were not summative nor a 

return-to-the-beginning type. They might be characterized 

by the Chinese term “shenghua," a word meaning “sublimation" 

or “raising something to a higher level." Li specifically 

mentioned that in conclusion one should go beyond the 

obvious and reach a higher level. In writing, the terms 

implied that one should be able to rise above the surface 

and see the essence of the problems being analyzed. As with 

these writers, their “shenghua" took the form of good-willed 

hopes and wishes, which could only be fully appreciated with 

much sensitivity to the political situation in China. 

As Chinese essays are more implicit, they lay more 

burden on the reader to figure out the implied messages. 

Other characteristics point to the same direction. As 

discussed earlier in the section on cohesion, Chinese does 

not depend on the variety of conjunctions to make the 

transitions; coherence is achieved by other means, mainly 
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the relatedness of the ideas themselves. Three of the four 

subjects, with the exception of Min, clearly remembered 

having learned about coherence in writing in Chinese. Their 

understanding focused on meaning relations instead of 

specific techniques. For them, cohesion and coherence were 

achieved in terms of the inter-linking between ideas to the 

exclusion of focusing on connectors or transitions at all. 

Without the overt ties, the reader has to make the links, 

thus exerting more demand on the reader. 

Other features include using rhetorical questions, as 

seen in Ting's essay #1 and Li's essay #4, and recourse to 

the narrative mode in exposition, as seen in Jing's essay #1 

and Li's essay #1. The former served as transitions between 

different paragraphs. Gregg (1988) identifies the use of 

indirect expressive modes such as rhetorical questions as a 

common feature of Chinese writing. The use of the narrative 

mode, on the other hand, served a different purpose. When 

writing essay #1, Li said that, at first, he did not think 

he had enough to say on the topic. However, once he thought 

about his personal experience, he felt that there was plenty 

he could talk about. Thus personal narration became an easy 

way to deal with a difficult task. Jing used persona! 

narrative for the purpose of showing a specific example. 

Although coherence of the essay did not break down due to 
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the use of the personal narrative paragraph (paragraph #4), 

no overt signalling was used. The reader again had to make 

the connection. 

Generally, as stated before, because of the lack of 

overt linking in Chinese essays and the implicit nature of 

the semantic linkage, Chinese writers rely more on the 

reader to fill in the transitions; the writing itself is 

therefore more "“writer-based." A reader of Chinese writing 

is expected to provide more of his or her own context for 

interpretation than he or she would for a piece of writing 

in English (Gregg, 1988). Thus coherence in Chinese depends 

more on the reader's interpretive contribution than it does 

in English. For the same reason, clarity in English means 

that a writer needs to mark the logical transitions for the 

reader, whereas in Chinese a writer needs to arrange the 

ideas so that the reader could fill in the transitions. 

Language Switch, Transfer and Interference 

Language switch refers to the interchangeable use of 

different languages when L2 students are composing mentally. 

In the theory of contrastive analysis, positive transfer 

refers to the learning of structures in the target language 

by virtue of their similarity to the corresponding forms in 

the native language, whereas interference (negative 
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transfer) refers to the impeding of learning because of the 

dissimilarity of those corresponding structures. All three 

play important roles as students compose in a second 

language. 

The effects of language switches and transfers work two 

ways: when the transfers and switches are successful, they 

help the writer solve their problems and achieve coherence 

and create a meaningful text; on the other hand, when the 

transfers and switches fail to express the writer's intended 

meaning in English, they constitute interferences and often 

create a text that is characterized by “Chinglish”--a 

Chinese invention for Chinese English, a word, a phrase, or 

a particular usage that will stimulate a response from 

Chinese readers but not shared by native speakers of English 

under many circumstances. In other words, transfer in the 

latter case results in a form that has no corresponding 

equivalent in the target language. 

The role of language switch seems to work fundamentally 

the same way across the four ESL writers. The four writers 

all reported that they planned mentally in Chinese at the 

beginning when writing in English. Once they started 

writing, their thinking was in English. However, when they 

encountered difficulties, such as getting stuck with a 

particular word, they resorted to Chinese and tried to 
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“translate” from Chinese to English. it should be pointed 

out here that as mental processes are largely inaccessible, 

the extent that the switching was used was not easily 

determined by relying on the subjects’ introspective 

accounts. Not surprisingly, the subjects experienced 

considerable difficulty recalling the processes. They 

reported that they could not recall certain considerations 

during the stimulated-recalls. 

In this study, transfers and interferences have been 

identified at lexical, sentential, and rhetorical levels. 

Table 15 summarizes the transfers and interferences that 

have a bearing on cohesion and coherence in writing. A 

detailed discussion follows it. 

Table 15. Transfers and Interferences Identified in Chinese 
ESL writings 

Levels Transfers and Interferences 

Lexical 1. Literal translations of Chinese 

vocabulary which result in 
unidiomatic expressions; 

2. Use of lexical items that have 
either different denotations 

and/or connotations in English 
from those in Chinese. 
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Sentential 1. More problems with grammatical] 
aspects that Chinese lacks, such 
as plurals, articles, verb forms, 

tenses and agreement; 

2. Lack of use and lack of variety 
in the use of connectors; thus 
lack of appropriate 
subordination; 

3. Failure to correctly mark 
sentence boundaries; 

4. Failure to follow English 
sentence structures. 

Rhetorical 1. Use of rhetorical questions as 

transitions; 

2. Use of narrative and expressive 
mode in exposition; 

3. Implicit reference to topic and 
thesis; lack of support in the 
development. 

As cohesion and coherence features differ between 

English and Chinese, characteristics of Chinese writing have 

been carried over to the English writing by the ESL writers. 

The writing samples provided textual clues for the kind of 

influences that have been identified. As students worked 

their way through the difficult task of composing, recourse 

to the native language helped them temporarily solve the 

problems they encountered in the target language. Among 

them, as expected, the most common one was to translate 

certain Chinese phrases literally into English. When the 

form and meaning matched, they expressed the writer's 
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intended meanings, as in the case of “three points” (Min's 

essay #4), which, according to Min, was a literal 

translation from Chinese. On the other hand, when form and 

meaning did not coincide, the transfers would obviously not 

express the writers’ intended meanings. The following were 

some examples: using "as the same" to mean “similarly” 

(Min's essay #4), “individual computers" to refer to PC 

(Jing's essay #2), “hotter fields” to mean "popular 

subjects" and “cool programs" (Ting's essay #4) to refer to 

the opposite of “popular programs." All these phrases had 

one thing in common--they had a Chinese equivalent word or 

expression. 

Transfers could also have a negative effect when the 

writer did not fully understand a word's connotation. In 

essay #4, Li used the word "propaganda" to mean “media.” 

Although in English the word has a negative connotation, in 

Chinese it does not. Jing also modified "car" and “house" 

with the word "private" when describing the situation in the 

U.S. He had not forgotten that in China "cars" and “houses" 

belonged to the government unless they were specified as 

“private cars" and “private houses.” Such a linguistic 

marking was redundant in the English essay. 

In addition to lexical items, interference also 

occurred with regard to grammatical aspects, especially 
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those that the Chinese language lacks. Within a sentence 

boundary, they include plurals, articles, verb forms, and 

subject and verb agreement. Beyond the sentence level, they 

include run-con sentences, as seen in Li's essay #2, and lack 

of conjunctions, such as "and," as seen in Min's essay #2. 

Since Chinese sentence boundaries are more loosely defined 

than those in English, and parallel structures do not 

require the appearance of a coordinating conjunction, one 

would expect that defining the sentential boundaries was 

hard for the subjects. 

Moreover, in the samples, a few sentence structures 

also followed the order of the Chinese language. Ting had 

sentences that would require a "there + be” or "it + be" 

structure, which is non-existent in the Chinese language, so 

he followed the Chinese word order and wrote them the way 

they would have been read in Chinese as in “the 

international students in both business and medical programs 

are very few" and "the problem is not easy to be overcome" 

(essay #4). 

Other potential transfers and interferences related to 

the use of cohesive ties, topic development, organization, 

and style have been discussed earlier in the chapter. There 

were few conjunctions or connectors used in the subjects’ 

English essays. Additionally, their use of subordinating 
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clauses was limited and restrictive clauses were rarely 

used. As Chinese utilizes more lexical cohesion than 

conjunctions, and subordination is rare, the phenomenon of 

interference could be inferred in most cases. Furthermore, 

with regard to the topic development, often these writers 

failed to frame a clearly defined thesis and the discussion 

was general, just as they did in the essays written in 

Chinese. 

The roles of language switch, transfer, and 

interference have to be seen from different perspectives. 

Language switch seems unavoidable because the subjects’ 

respective English proficiencies were limited. Language 

interferences, negative transfers, represent failed attempts 

to use the native language to aid the learning of the target 

language. They are, however, inevitable in the process of 

becoming fluent in the target language for ESL students. 

Certainly, not all errors are attributable to interference, 

i.e., interference is not the sole explanations of students’ 

difficulties in learning the target language. 

Contrary to the Contrastive Analysis Hypothesis, which 

stressed the interfering effects of the first language on 

the second language, error analysts have regarded language 

learning as a fundamental process that involves the making 

of mistakes which need to be analyzed carefully in order to 

280



understand the process of second language acquisition 

(Brown, 1980). Krashen (1982) has made a distinction 

between learning and acquisition. Learning, according to 

him, refers the conscious knowledge of the rules of grammar, 

while acquisition is the subconscious process to develop 

ability in a language. Before a second language learner 

acquires a second language, making mistakes seems to be a 

natural phenomenon when the learner moves from learning to 

acquisition. 

In keeping with the error analysis approach, Mohan and 

Lo (1985) propose that developmental factors are also 

relevant. They suggest that certain difficulties in the 

target languages are related to students’ native literacy 

and educational experience and are associated with students’ 

progress in the target language. In other words, a 

learner's problem in learning a second language may be 

associated with his/her educational experience rather than 

linguistic experience alone. 

With regard to these subjects, both interference and 

developmental factors contribute to their problems in the 

process of learning English. The role of interference has 

been discussed earlier in the section. In terms of 

educational experience, all the four subjects were educated 

under the Chinese educational system, which has emphasized a 
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great deal of grammar training and rote learning. Thus they 

felt confident with grammar, although it did not mean that 

they were able to produce correct sentences all the time. 

Min's low proficiency in English could only be understood 

when one knew that she never had a complete education in 

Chinese and that her English education was interrupted 

several times even though it lasted five years. She had 

more problems with English than other subjects in the study. 

Although it was hard to determine the exact amount of 

influence from interference and developmental factors, it 

may be seen that interference and developmental factors work 

in consort with each other: as students become more 

proficient in the target language, or develop more 

competence in the language, less interference occurs. In 

other words, interference is inversely related to 

progressive acquisition. 

The Composing Process 

Stimulated-recalls suggest that each subject approached 

the writing task somewhat differently and their differences 

in terms of the composing speed, planning, pauses, and 

revisions have been discussed in the chapters on case 

studies. Despite the idiosyncracies of each individual 

writer, certain patterns emerged across subjects and across 
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languages and topics. The composing sessions of the four 

subjects were summarized in Table 16. 

Table 16. The Composing Sessions of the Four Subjects 

A. Total Number of Words Produced: 

Essay 1 3 2 4 

Language Chinese Chinese English English 

Jing 434 227 207 207 

Min 317 432 398 258 

Ting 1009 594 355 323 

Li 620 400 404 259 

B. Average Words Per Minute: 

Essay 1 3 2 4 

Language Chinese Chinese English English 

Jing 9 10 6.7 5.6 

Min 10.9 12. 8.5 7 

Ting 11.7 11. 5 4.8 

Li 10.7 9. 7.3 5.6 

C. Time Spent Planning (Minute): 

Essay 1 3 2 4 

Language Chinese Chinese English English 

Jing 8 2 1.5 10 

Min <1 1. <1 <1 

Ting 8 2 5 4 

Li 5 4 2 10 
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The speed of composing is closely related to the 

languages in which the essays were written. lt is not 

surprising that when the essays were written in Chinese, the 

subjects’ native language, their production in terms of 

words per minute was more than their English production, and 

in Ting's case, twice as much as his English production. 

With regard to the total number of words produced, the 

Chinese essays were longer, and essay #4, which was 

considered the most difficult topic of the four by the 

subjects, was the shortest of all. 

With respect to planning, the time each one spent 

thinking about the topic and mentally drafting is associated 

with the level of difficulty of the topics. The subjects 

considered topics #2 and #3 easier than topics #1 and #4, as 

the former two were related to their areas of study. With 

the exception of Min, who only spent a minute and a half 

thinking about topic #3 and not at all (ostensibly) about 

other the topics, Jing and Li both spent less time pondering 

topics #2 and #3, but more time on topics #1, and #4, 

especially. Ting also spent more time on topic #1, but not 

on topic #4. In addition, Ting was the only one who 

consistently planned with pen and paper. He wrote an 

outline before he started the formal essay, while the other 
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three subjects planned mentally without resorting to pen and 

paper. 

As for pauses, patterns could be seen across subjects. 

When they composed in English, the pauses were longer t .« 

when they were composing in Chinese. However, the 

considerations were not the same. While writing in Chinese, 

the subjects were more concerned with expressing meaning, 

making connections among the ideas, and using the 

appropriate words, whereas in English, they also considered 

grammar and spent a considerable amount of time searching 

for particular lexical items. During the pauses, the 

subjects would also make necessary editing changes, and Ting 

also reread in order to continue. No apparent pattern could 

be identified as to where the pauses occurred. Some pauses 

were in between sentences and paragraphs, while others were 

in the middle of the sentences. Obviously they were 

connected to certain considerations of the writer at that 

particular point in time. Jing contemplated diction, for 

the most part, during the pauses, while Ting and Li were 

primarily concerned with content and the flow of the prose 

when they paused. Min, on the other hand, tried to come up 

with the vocabulary that was needed for expression. 

All the subjects revised little as they wrote. As 

there were time constraints, the subjects spent little time 
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revising their essays when they finished writing. They all 

reported that when they had to write papers for their 

classes or for other reasons, they would revise a few 

segments prior to handing them in. Of the few revisions 

they had done, the majority were, in fact, editing changes. 

In the Chinese essays, more were related to word forms and 

word choices, while in the English essays more were related 

to grammar, spelling, sentence structure, and changing words 

to avoid repetition. lt is also worth noting that Min, 

Ting, and Li reread the essays they felt pleased with after 

finishing the writing task but did not reread the essays 

that they were not satisfied with. Not incidentally, those 

essays that they were pleased with also received higher 

coherence scores. 

The composing processes revealed that all the writers 

followed a recursive process of composing. They wrote, made 

changes when they found that something was not working, and 

continued with the writing. With the exception of Min, who 

planned little prior to writing, the other writers planned 

considerably before beginning to write and the planning 

continued as they wrote. Rereading in order to continue and 

editing also occurred during the process. Not incidentally, 

spending more time pre-writing and writing and stopping more 
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frequently have been identified as characteristics 

associated with good writers (Stallard, 1974). 

Stimulated-recalls of the composing processes also shed 

light on the subjects’ considerations for cohesion and 

coherence while they were composing. When the subjects 

considered more of the organization of the essays and the 

connections of the ideas, they usually did better. Jing, 

Ting, and Li all reported that they gave much thought to the 

structures of their essays and how to connect the ideas 

together. On the other hand, Min said that she never 

thought about organization, development, or beginning and 

ending devices while she wrote. The pauses showed that she 

rarely stopped between paragraphs or between sentences, 

which was further evidence for her lack of consideration for 

rhetorical devices when writing. Indeed she received 

comparatively lower scores than the other subjects. 

Stimulated-recalls also indicated that no writer 

specifically mentioned concrete techniques to achieve 

coherence. 

As Writers 

As writers, Jing, Min, Ting, and Li all had their own 

idiosyncracies, with their distinctive writing styles 

representing their individual personalities. Jing was a 
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calculated writer and a careful and methodical planner. He 

knew what he needed to do with each topic and proceeded with 

much ease. Among the four writers, he also had the least 

difficulty undertaking the writing tasks. Certainly his 

excellent control of English grammar helped, but more 

importantly, he knew that the writer should have the reader 

in mind. He also methodically followed his highly 

acceptable three-part structure. His careful planning, his 

concern for grammar and diction, his classic three-part 

structure, and his consideration for the audience helped 

make him a better writer than the others. Jing was also the 

youngest of the group. As the youngest, his education had 

probably been least interrupted or influenced by the 

Cultural Revolution, which took place between 1966-1976. 

Thus he could have gotten a better education than the rest 

of the group. 

Unlike Jing, who knew how to approach writing, Min 

seemed impulsive and random in her writing. For one thing, 

she apparently did not premeditate when she wrote; she wrote 

as her thoughts proceeded. For another, she did not follow 

any plan or discourse frame when she wrote; hurrying to get 

the work done, she seemed to lack direction. Min did not 

simply approach writing this way for this particular 

research. She reported that her style was to do everything 
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as fast as she could; in fact, she wrote compositions the 

way she took exams--only answering what was being asked. 

The seeming lack of planning might be more apparent than 

real since she was guided by the question; she simply did 

not give as much thought prior to writing as the others did. 

Fundamentally, however, she lacked an understanding of the 

skills involved in written discourse. Min's personal 

experience suggested that she was never well trained in 

writing. Although she liked writing narrative essays, 

exposition was not her favorite. Because of the Cultural 

Revolution, she spent three years in the countryside when 

she should have been in college at the prime years of her 

life, and writing Da Zi Bao was not what she was good at. 

In many ways, Min's writing still carried the 

characteristics of “basic writers.” 

Ting's uniqueness lay in his serious approach towards 

writing. He knew that the most important thing in writing 

was content and using examples to back up assertions. He 

did not like “empty prose." Thus he took each writing 

assignment with great care and tried to do the best job he 

could. His analyses of the brain-drain in China showed much 

insight as an independent thinker, and his insight on 

“subject favoritism" was also well conceived. 

Unfortunately, Ting's linguistic background was not as 
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strong, and his writings, especially the ones written in 

English, were handicapped by his linguistic inadequacies. 

As a result, much of his sophisticated thinking was not well 

expressed in the essays. 

In a sense, Li was very much like Ting. He also took 

writing seriously and knew what was important in writing. 

Unlike Ting, however, instead of emphasizing the content, he 

emphasized being precise in wording and concise in 

expression. He had the attitude of a science major who knew 

the importance of being stringent in doing academic work and 

thus he would rather be repetitive in his prose than 

sacrifice accuracy. Like Ting, Li was not sophisticated in 

his prose, but he was clear enough to get his messages 

across. 

As much as these four writers differed, they also 

shared similarities as ESL writers, and as Chinese ESL 

writers, in particular. All of them learned English for 

years, ranging from five to ten, under the Chinese 

educational system, and, not surprisingly, Min had the 

least. But their English learning was limited to grammar, 

which they learned more than once as they transferred 

between schools. They all knew many of the rules of grammar 

by heart. As a matter of fact, none of them focused on 

grammatical concerns when they wrote in English, although 
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this does not mean that their writings were devoid of 

grammatical errors. As many second language theorists 

(Brown, 1980, & Krashen, 1982) have maintained, making 

mistakes is an essential part of the process of acquiring 

the language. What the subjects felt strongly about, 

however, was the lack of vocabulary, which constrained them 

from being able to say what they wanted to. 

While their training in grammar was extensive, their 

writing experience was very limited. When they did take a 

writing course, it was characterized by drills and 

exercises. They all remembered the experience of having to 

memorize texts, phrases, and idiomatic expressions. When 

they wrote, they also emphasized the need to read other 

writings and to imitate them. Min characterized her 

academic writing as “piecing the materials together and 

summarizing them." Ting said he usually needed to read 

materials the day before he actually sat down and wrote, 

because he could get “inspiration” from his readings. 

While writing essay #1, the subjects also showed 

extreme sensitivity to the topic--a reaction which might be 

unexpected to the reader although not to the researcher. 

Jing said he could not really analyze the essence of the 

problem under discussion because, if he did, he would have 

to criticize the Chinese Communist Party. Min professed 
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that if she had to write the same topic in China, she would 

be more positive. In China, nothing can be separated from 

politics. As the products of the Cultural Revolution, the 

younger generation has learned to say what others want to 

hear and when to say what, for voicing one's critical views 

on an issue publicly that goes against the official party 

line might jeopardize one's career or future opportunities. 

For the same reason, Chinese people have learned to "copy" 

from government-owned newspapers as the official voice. 

Along the way, many people have either lost their own voice 

or learned to disguise their true identity. Thus when they 

write, they have learned to turn their criticisms into 

suggestions of what might be a better way to deal with a 

particular situation; they have learned to disguise their 

dissatisfactions with good-willed wishes of what they hope a 

Situation would be; and they have learned to use "if's" and 

“unless'" to show their worries and concerns if the 

situations did not change. Consequently, under these 

circumstance, being implicit looked strategic and became 

inevitable. 

The subjects themselves were also acutely aware of the 

problems related to writing on topics similar to #1. In 

fact two subjects mentioned that Chinese articles were often 

“empty." One subject offered his own explanations as to why 
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Chinese writings often lacked content. He described Chinese 

people as "conservative"; “overly cautious" was probably a 

more accurate word. As he explained: 

In terms of writing, we avoid certain facts or 
content, say criticizing the Communist Party,... 
When you avoid what you really think, it's not 
real anymore, it's distorted....When you analyze 
something, you just can't say what you really 
think....1 don't think western people would do so. 

Certainly the implicitness and the heavy demand on the 

reader to interpret meaning in Chinese writings did not 

start with the Cultural Revolution or with the Communist 

rule in China. Two thousand years of literary tradition of 

feudalist China pointed in the same direction. When people 

wanted to criticize the ruling class--the emperors and the 

empresses, the way words were put to paper could mean the 

difference between life and death. Thus being able to put 

one's ideas in a concealed manner and yet still being 

understood was vital to any exposition or argumentation that 

dealt with political, social, or other sensitive issues that 

could be heard by the ruling class. 

Several scholars (Kaplan, 1966; Matalene, 1985; & 

Gregg, 1988) have pointed out the indirectness of Chinese 

writing. Perhaps this kind of indirectness does not lie in 

the form of the essay, such as not using topic sentences or 

not stating the thesis, as some have claimed, but rather in 
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the way meaning is conveyed. Actually, Chinese writing 

courses also emphasize "kai men jian shan'"--coming straight 

to the point, or “zhu ti xian ming"--having a clear thesis. 

However, the point and the thesis may not be stated in a way 

that is familiar to a western audience, as the Chinese 

literary tradition regards "ping pu zhi xu"--stating 

everything explicitly--as plain and flat and thus 

undesirable. A piece of Chinese writing, by comparison, 

leaves more room for the reader to make connections, to read 

between the lines, and to think for himself/herself about 

what is implied in the writing. Being “han xu"-~-veiled and 

reserved--has been valued as a good personality trait as 

well as a literary style. 

“Opportunity, You Also Have One'"--A Further Analysis 

As the subjects participating in this particular study 

were students and not professional writers, the researcher 

found it necessary to examine a good piece of Chinese 

writing to see if the features identified in student essays 

also occur in professional writing. For this purpose, the 

following translated exposition was taken from People's 

Daily (Overseas Edition), the most authoritative newspaper 

owned by the Chinese government news agency. An analysis of 

the cohesion and coherence features follows. 
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Opportunity, You Also Have One 

' Recently, a foreign entrepreneur[,] after having 

examined China's economic situation[,] asserted{:} / ? 

(that] opportunity[--]l also have one. / * [The] present 

time not only is a good opportunity for China's economy to 

take off, / * but also is a golden chance for overseas 

entrepreneurs to increase their investment in China, [and] 
show off their grand plans. / ° This "foreigner's" witty 

remark and insight are really worth thinking about./ 
€ Success cannot be separated from timing. / ? Today, 

before the Chinese people{,} indeed appears good opportunity 
to develop [the] economy. / ® Opportunity knocks but once. / 

$8 Grasping [the] opportunity{,} [and] developing oneself{,} 

/ '° {this} has become the common understanding of [the] 

Chinese people{,}[;] / '' moreover [it] is being carried 

out. 

'2 Foreign investors are able to see [that] China 

indeed is practicing reform [and] open-door [policy]{,}[.] / 
'3 This for them is a kind of opportunity. / '4 In it 
[there] are their experiences, / '> [and] also are their 

foresight. / '© At [the] beginning of China's reform, / !7 

although [the] investment environment was not perfect, / '/8 
{but} many overseas entrepreneurs insightfully recognized 
[the] opportunity, / '9 £899] jnstantly invested in 

enterprises in some places, / 2° [and] today they have 

indeed showed grand prospects. / #! At present, overseas 

entrepreneurs also sensitively see China's economic 
stability, political stability, [and] social stability, / ?? 

{and thus] promoting reform [and] open-door [policy] will 
inevitably lead this big country in the Orient to more 
vitality and rigor in [its] economic development and social 
progression. / 73 This for them no doubt is also a rarely 

encountered opportunity, / 74 [and thus] very naturally 

[they] will want to make use of [their] abilities in this 
potential grand market [that is] protected by law [and that 
has] a population of 1.1 billion. / 

25 According to [the] Department of Economy and Trade, 

/ 78 in [the] first quarter of this year[,] [the] newly 

ratified investment projects exceeded four thousand, / 2? 

[and] compared with [the] same period last year [it] 
increased by 90%{,}[.] / ?® Contracted projects{,} [and] 

cultivated land increased by multiples, / #9 [and] [the] 
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spectacular scene is unprecedented{,}[{.] / 39 This four 

thousand projects reveal one fact to people: / 3?! many 

overseas entrepreneurs are good at seizing and utilizing 

opportunities. / 
(People's Daily, Overseas Edition, May 5, 1992, p. 2) 

This article indeed shows corroborative evidence to the 

findings that have been discussed earlier in the chapter. 

In terms of cohesive ties, 49% are lexical, 27% references, 

17% conjunctions, 3% ellipses, and 2% substitutions. Here 

again lexical ties dominate the cohesive features, 

references and conjunctions are secondary, and the use of 

ellipses and substitutions is minimal. 

With regard to the use of conjunctions, additive 

relationships are seen in F-units 3-4 and 9-11, connected by 

“not only...but also” and "moreover." <A contrastive 

relationship is marked in F-units 17-18. These 

relationships need to be marked because without such 

linguistic linking, the writer's intended semantic 

relationship could not have been reached. In F-units 9-11, 

for example, the linguistic message is two-fold: that 

grasping the opportunity has become a common understanding 

of the Chinese people, and furthermore, it is being 

fulfilled. The latter is a further development on the basis 

of the first one. Without marking the relationship, the 

message would be that the common understanding to seize the 
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opportunity is being carried out, which shows no semantic 

progression and is of the same semantic level. Thus the use 

of a connector is obligatory in order to convey the writer's 

intended linguistic message. 

On the other hand, when the semantic relationship is 

made clear by the context, the use of connectors is often 

optional. In F-units 21-22, for instance, a reader is able 

to infer a cause-effect relationship from the expression 

“will inevitably lead,” which by itself indicates a natural 

result. Thus the use of overt linking seems redundant and 

unnecessary. 

Several sentences also follow the focus principle in 

which old information precedes new information, as seen in 

F-units 8, 9, 16, and 30. Structures which take the form of 

topic-comment are also clearly observed. The title, 

“Opportunity, You Also Have One," is such a structure. In 

addition, F-units 3, 5, 9, and 30 also take such forms. 

Both types of structure have a bearing in achieving 

cohesion. 

The coherence features of this exposition are also very 

much similar to those that have been identified in the 

student essays. Like those essays, the discussion of the 

topic in this essay stays at a general level. Contrary to 

some linguists’ beliefs (Kaplan, 1966, & Matalene, 1985) 
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that Chinese does not state a thesis directly or is slow in 

getting to the topic, this essay gets to the point in the 

very first sentence and the message seems to be clear. 

This essay, however, is consistent with the other 

Chinese essays in that it is implicit in conveying its 

messages. A reader only needs to understand the political 

and economic situation in China and the audience for this 

particular newspaper in order to see its underlying 

messages. People's Daily represents the official voice of 

the Chinese government; as an Overseas Edition, its readers 

are the vast majority of Chinese students and scholars who 

work and study abroad as the paper is delivered to them free 

of charge. Overseas businessmen or entrepreneurs are only a 

small] part of its readers. Thus the message is aimed at 

Chinese students and scholars. 

Facing the problem of a serious brain-drain and 

dissatisfaction among its people, the Chinese government 

finds a better way to get its messages across: using the 

voice of a foreign investor. The point of view is carefully 

calculated and China's “political stability” and as a 

country "protected by law" are perceived by foreign 

investors. The implicit message is clear: if a foreign 

entrepreneur could seize the opportunity to invest in China, 

you-~as a Chinese--should, too. Although using the foreign 
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investor's perspective does not warrant a more authoritative 

voice, it prevents the unpopular government from making a 

direct calling, in which case few people would even care to 

read or listen. Such is the subtlety, the implicitness of 

Chinese exposition. 

Conclusions 

The purpose of the current research was to gain an 

understanding of cohesion and coherence features of Chinese 

ESL writings in order to determine the similarities and the 

differences between Chinese and English and the extent to 

which Chinese influenced the way students wrote in English. 

The research showed that although standard writers in 

both languages emphasize cohesion and coherence in writing, 

the means of achieving them are not the same. With regard 

to cohesion features, the Chinese language has fewer 

connectors available; thus Chinese writers depend more on 

lexical ties and similarities of structures, whereas the 

English language has more coordinating and subordinating 

connectors and other transitional words. References in 

Chinese often take the form of lexical repetition and 

sometimes zero anaphora, while English uses more pronouns 
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and deictic articles. In addition, more ellipses are 

utilized in Chinese. 

Due to the lack of ostensible connectors and the use of 

zero anaphora and ellipses, cohesion in Chinese is less 

demanding on the writer's part, implying that the reader has 

to make the connections. A piece of writing in Chinese is 

therefore considered cohesive to the extent that the 

reader's expectations match the writer's intent to imply 

such connections. 

Similarly, coherence features in Chinese also put more 

demands on. the reader. Although contemporary Chinese essays 

also follow the same general format of introduction, body, 

and conclusion as used in contemporary English writing, the 

way that meaning is expressed is more implicit and general. 

Being “hanxu"--veiled and reserved--is valued in the 

literary tradition. Unlike English writing, which 

emphasizes being explicit with thesis statements and 

paragraph topic sentences, Chinese writing is more implicit 

and leaves room for the reader to make sense of the text. 

One sometimes has to read between the lines to get the 

intended messages. 

The subjects studied in this research carried certain 

characteristics of Chinese into their English writings. 

They were unable to use a variety of connectors that English 
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offers in their own writings; often connections were missing 

and sometimes the ones they used were misleading. In 

addition, the subjects sometimes failed to mark sentence 

boundaries because Chinese sentences are much looser. 

Furthermore, in terms of coherence, their essays often 

lacked a clearly defined thesis and paragraph topic 

sentences were rarely used. The discussion was general and 

implicit. The researcher finds that both interferences and 

developmental factors are relevant for such influences. 

To summarize, even though cohesion and coherence may be 

universal concepts, the approach to achieving them may vary 

from language to language. While linguistic features of 

each particular language govern how different languages vary 

with regard to the cohesive means of linking sentences, 

studies in contrastive rhetoric (e.g., Purves, 1988) have 

shown that differences exist as to what style is appropriate 

and how the discourse is to be organized. The current 

study, in the same vein, has shown how Chinese achieves 

cohesion and coherence differently from English, and how 

Chinese ESL students bring what they know from their native 

language into their writings in a second language--English. 
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CHAPTER |X 

implications 

Basic educational research like this one often serves 

two purposes: first, it helps uncover relatively unexplored 

areas in which little is known and raises the kinds of 

questions that often trigger more inquiry; second, it leads 

to pedagogical suggestions and practical applications that 

can be utilized in the classroom. As for this research, on 

the one hand, the findings may guide certain classroom 

practices concerning ESL education; on the other hand, the 

research also opens up new areas for scrutiny and raises 

more questions that need to be answered. Thus the following 

sections suggest possibilities for future research and 

implications for classroom teaching. 

Implications for Further Research 

The major objectives of this research were: (1) to 

describe the cohesion and coherence features of Chinese ESL 

students’ expository writings in English and Chinese; (2) to 

examine the similarities and differences among the writers 

across the two languages and across the writing topics; and 
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(3) to explore the roles of language switch, transfer, and 

interference in terms of cohesion and coherence. 

In the process of answering the questions posed, the 

research also raised more questions for future research. In 

terms of cohesion and coherence in ESL writing, the 

following areas need to be further explored: 

First, the current study examined Chinese writers’ 

essays in English and Chinese to describe cohesion and 

coherence features of Chinese and English. As ESL writers 

do not necessarily best represent the potentials of what the 

native language or target language can offer, it is 

necessary that writings done by professional writers of both 

languages be examined in order to further compare cohesion 

and coherence features between different languages. 

Second, as one of the purposes of comparing the 

cohesion and coherence features of ESL writings was to help 

understand interferences of the native language with respect 

to the learning of the target language, the extent to which 

interferences from languages other than Chinese have on ESL 

writers should also be studied. As the current research 

identified transfers and interferences from Chinese, it 

would be of importance to learn what kind of problems exists 

with ESL writers whose native language is not Chinese. 
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Third, the research findings of this study were based 

on four case studies. The strength of the study lies in the 

depth of analysis that was made possible by in-depth 

interviews and stimulated-recalls and by the time spent with 

the subjects which helped the researcher know them well as 

writers. A quantitative study should also be done with 

larger samples to determine the relationship between 

cohesion and coherence. 

Fourth, since the research found that there were 

differences in terms of cohesion and coherence between 

English and Chinese, an experimental study could also be 

conducted in which the experimental group has been taught 

about the differences between Chinese and English, while the 

same information has been withheld from the control group. 

Such a study could help investigate whether teaching of 

contrastive rhetoric is pedagogically sound. 

Fifth, expository writing was the text type being 

examined in the current study and the subjects had 

considerable difficulty carrying out the task of writing 

exposition. In addition, three of the four subjects voiced 

their preference for writing narrative and descriptive 

essays. Thus it might be interesting to explore other 

writing tasks to see if similar patterns regarding cohesion 

and coherence exist in other types of writings and to 
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examine the extent of the transfers and the interferences in 

other types of writings. 

Finally, the subjects under investigation were 

moderately proficient in English; their TOEFL scores were 

between 575-620, and they represented a fairly homogeneous 

group in terms of their language proficiency. A study that 

examines students across different English proficiency 

levels would also be worth undertaking. It would help 

determine the transfer and the interference factors 

regarding cohesion and coherence because one would normally 

expect advanced ESL students to experience fewer 

interferences. 

Implications for Teaching 

The research findings of this study suggest several 

important implications to teachers of writing. First of 

all, the researcher found differences between cohesion and 

coherence features between different languages. Thus in 

addition to knowing that these differences are 

linguistically and perhaps culturally determined, teachers 

should also make students aware of these differences and 

teach them the expectations of the English audience and the 

rhetorical preferences of English writers, such as the need 
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for explicitly stating the thesis, the use of paragraph 

topic sentences, and the focus on the connections between 

sentences and paragraphs. 

Secondly, as writing is fundamentally a reader-based 

activity in English, in order to teach cohesion and 

coherence features of English, ESL teachers could teach 

writing through reading. With a piece of reading material, 

a teacher could start with sentence connections to help 

students see how certain words “tie" sentences together. To 

teach coherence, the teacher could teach students how to 

partition paragraphs in order to identify their structures 

and developments. To do so, a teacher could use an overhead 

projector and let students see one sentence at atime. With 

each assertion being made in the reading, the teacher could 

question students’ expectations of what is coming so that 

they realize that a text is coherent only when viewed from a 

reader's point of view. 

As Smith (1975) points out, "Writing and reading may be 

relatively different in their component skills, but the 

manner in which these skills must be developed is remarkably 

similar" (p.193). Thus teaching reading would help students 

understand the role of a writer better. Since Chinese 

writing is more writer-based, teaching writing through 

reading would help them perceive the importance of keeping 
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the reader in mind and be responsible for making the meaning 

clear for the reader, specifically, with regard to logical- 

semantic relations like comparison, contrast, contrast of 

expectation, difference, etc. 

Next, since problems with language switches, transfers, 

and interferences have been identified in the research, 

teachers need to be sensitive to the problems in ESL 

writings that could have been caused by the interaction of 

the students’ native languages and the target language. 

Teachers could work with students to identify these problems 

through collaborative learning or through individual 

research projects. When students are made aware of the 

differences between the languages and the interferences of 

the native language, they may be able to adjust and learn 

faster. 

The research also found differences with regard to the 

use of connectors to mark logical and semantic transitions 

between English and Chinese. Chinese students might have 

more trouble grasping the concept of coordination and 

subordination. Thus it would be helpful to the students if 

exercises could be provided to help them recognize the 

structural as well as the semantic distinctions between 

coordination and subordination. 
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Finally, this research study showed that these writers 

have had little experience or training in English writing, 

but they have had extensive training in grammar. it needs 

to be affirmed that one of the best ways to teach writing is 

to ask students to write. Too often in the classroom a 

writing class is replaced by grammar drills and exercises. 

This has been the case with the students in this study. 

Teachers need to know that writing skills are best nurtured 

through the act of writing and writing skills need to be 

taught. Teachers need to walk students through the 

recursive composing process of invention, planning, writing, 

and revising, teach them the relevant features and 

techniques to achieve cohesion and coherence, and offer 

critical comments as a true reader so that students can grow 

as writers and not simply as learners of grammar. 

Concluding Statements 

Certain precautions are necessary as the current study 

was based on a volunteer sample group. Nevertheless, the 

research findings of the study cast light on Chinese ESL 

writings, and by inference, other ESL writings as well. 

Although much more research is needed before one can 

adequately address the problems facing ESL writers, a study 
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like this one is of significance in itself and as a stimulus 

to further exploration of related topics. 

Certainly such a research study would be of limited use 

unless the findings would also stimulate more research in 

ESL writing and in contrastive linguistics and inspire ESL 

teachers to apply what is available to them in the 

classroom. Such a study should also remind ESL teachers to 

be more empathetic to ESL writers, more sensitive to their 

problems and needs, and more willing to adapt their teaching 

to better serve ESL writers. It is only with this kind of 

empathy, sensitivity, and dedication to teaching can ESL 

students’ needs be best served. 
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APPENDIX A 

Essays Originally Written in Chinese 

Jing--Essay #1 

ARS FRM oe LH, BH ht Fe 

EEK AMNERGHRARUKHTE BRK EB eH — 

AMOR "BAMCAKTHBE-RDFTH EAARSEPYET 

XR FSERAMAR. RPM '"SRET RAR RAST RE-BRHMA AW 

SFRERBHRPBARAT SE FS HMS HR. - THAULK AAS AR 

SFATRHMRERARSA MEK ARG FRAEARHAAKRH HK A 

hAAM MORAL BAP SREHAURTG THREE RH Bt 

H-HBNRAFPRPAR GS F HH the Rh MR. 

TREBRKAAD ARS FOHRBARR ARM. Ri FR. 

-RHWARMRAUH DRO FHL RA 5060 rT RRA FT 

# 200-3007 2s BH - MLA A HHI, BRAK HA RT 

KAO HARE ORHOHKREOAEHMS ARS FHL RBKA LS 

lOKe GE BRARGFOHLRE 20 TPM LAM KAD & XK FB 

300-400 T MRKBHNAREUMRHM RACH SRAAEMWA RR HH. KA 

a Bo M. 

RU EER KFAHRLRERBHARSTFHEBKFE AE 

J. GRTUBEKE-HRPRRPHRKSDTAERMHFSER SF. ZB 

MAFERKRECFUFK FORE TABRDERK-BA Ri Bw 

OW RF A A fe HE TL ff. 

RHEIWAFAAKAETH BASH RAHERHKRSE$, SHAM FE 

-RELHF#ARA. MAISMOFH ROHKRRSEAARLH AMR 

EE BRESEREBLERTANDCHMA AASHRAABABK 

A-HEBSKHLENTSEAKRSPE ASN RRAE HE HB 

K ARRAHE WS ft — FP. 
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CHRRAPRECA HERAT KHER PR MAD FNS 

HRA’ CS’ REHM. FRH- KA BMWNRBHRK IT FARA 

A la # XA. 
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Jing--Essay #3 

CT #1 

HLF SERRMHNMARR ST MARA ST — HH RH ECT HM HN 

KE RETRA AF RHRE-RREL tA KBZERARTH, HUY, 

RAKE PARA BAS -RAUHASD CRM MS CH me 

& 8. 

CT, & MX & HK M Computerized Tomography, # AF MH "tt M HL WM Hb wR 

RB” SHREK RAAMSORPRRANBAR ESAS, Fh 

SHORRMRMRAURREAFRANAN HEMP A-TRH 

SB ACTHERMAHRHHAFTARCE EA- MRK SR 

HrFAKAAHK A HRERBHAS HE RENDAD SREB XS 

HAAERSTURERERE AHR -KRAE THER 

ARB KX-WHHAR URHARTUSREHRHAAFBE HEE HH 

TCM ETUARRM A FARMAN MH ABMS TR fi BR 

CHM H & B. 

CTH MH MRR ERS "SX "DAKAR. RAST RH BS HF. 

323



Min--Essay #1 

Etre PR HORM BHARBRREBRETHA SRA Bt. x 

RLM TOFKRD AVR RERSRRER ETHER BKAK UH 

ae MRT KR RRR ARRRAEARCHARKR AD EGS 

REHTHKBERTKRAMRISVARKRADKKAKRH RR AM 

SRAHBFABRAREKDSRAL. KRRWR EG HR, DR SE A ft 

NBERRHERHEZ BARRE BBKRRKREH SAM BH BT 

RERK BIL. HRHRKREAEAHANHRHH ZEHRHHT ERA 

ARH E. CHES TRESS ER. RRR RA HA HH, BK 

LARSEN "Rae SKRRAEAREREM KO. 

HKRAREH RY RHOHKERARRH KPI HRS 

ERE PEASUWMAHRELARKCHARAKAHRRA MER AS tt 

ZARSAGERHGR. CHENRF SRS KAUCENATAUA 

ARL HOOT MAERKERKRSE GHATHPRARRRTKRT 

FAR KA KRRRHRRHLFERUHMEHAKBHRKRARHR 

RHERE CHARS HREKTRENHRRMKHAKR KK 

SRMKARH PPO RERBHERARMRBRESUHRE T RA 

HEL BRR An PERE AH EMEA R OBR BS 

BROW. CHRP RBRHARHR A BAerAKRRH ARR. RE H 

RR-POPT.FBAMAFPREKR SHARP RASH KS. 
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Min--Essay #3 

+ WW TF 2% MR A H CCEC) 

+R RB TF RRA HH KR. MB FX MH HR (Cation Exchange Capacity) 

BRIiMRKRA LRH AHA ARTUR RRR 

Re AS IORtLECRHA ARS RRS RR RAK MY meq/100g R fF F 

Rt he ARH PM FD MK RR AH HM cmol/kg. 

LMA MTF RREHA)DL RCRA HLRMRHB RBA HM AMA 

A. PMFRREK RHR TH MREK. BRED HARHH 

S +LARKREKKEPHEH TREK BRERA MH, * 

SARKRARHHPRRADRMD Ah +t MART RRARHA 

DPARWEP HM KR ST HS . 

EMLt MHRA TF RHREHARKRS. EBPRLRMHHRAAR 

FAHIKREMAR MAHAN BKFESMRHEMBAK ELH 

PrUtRHOr REE TRHRH SE tM HAMR ARERR 

(Ph) EMATE UBAREANIRT MAE HT Rt Ma CEC REA F3 

15 meq/100g soil, MURR 2IBT DM AEHHT Rt MM TO RK 80-150 

meq/100g soil, ij + M&A # MR MW ay M ik 400 meq/100g soil. - BKK. +t RPK 

RARRRLMPAMRA RMR. tH ph MRH tM CECHRH 

AR. ARGERNHRERMBEERLAHAUMRA EA +t MH ph ff * 

ZRH UE MAARRHRAKRVURERERSES. CREB A + 

MO CEC LH BpPhMRHRATRA ARKEBHREAPEANE + 

Bik. bh RR ew ee + RB CEC MMMH. CECKRRKRAKA RE H 

—-+* WS it ce. 

LRH BF RMREKRBERKRMEF CHER KRP ERA 

A Em, oR + CEC RR, Bo) ER  MHON, MARR, 5 BH 

BHASMMANERKEA A CECHERE CHAMPS Mk VRP RRB 

Bt io # . 

325



Ting--Essay #1 

pe ye eR SA TARR 

+FERRF RHP ROR ARRAS ERSTA HK R 

HOEK PAPTRKRARH RB RMREOMAM BS - HARM AT 

RARBRHRERHREBRD. BRKMAAAFRARRH PR HAA HK 

TREE KR? 

BAURMKRGMRRATH AEH FARRAR H AAS HB 

KU FRR EL Tee RTA. CRP AABRAH 

HHSRERO REA HON MFRRAHEOPUEL BPR BRE 

ERAS PRG ATMRARRBS. CBPAEHBASAL ERA AF 

fH AF RREFLERRHE SM HW Aw Sy wb Ro, 

FEED HPHRAR AR. KEMNMASBRA HEA DA. 

RRA TEMA RUKRERMHRAS ARPA RHBK S 

EMU RRR HPAP REA SRR EU ERAS HERS 

ERGLtOLMPRE BRP AKZBRERER FH 4 — Bd KX 

RR RRTRERATC HNAPRRKKREROHOERHBSER 

Akt KCDHPAHA-BACARECLBARERRHARHEE-HR 

KRMOREELMRMHASCRRRAR HH. R—- TK, HM Ee 

RAF MERE RRR UO RRSMR KARR PR-BARTH AH 

PARAS CA-FRU-F FAC REAM REBAR SR, iw 

FARPRRTH FRR ADR HERE. PRREERKRBEF HRA 

SARPRRAHEIOSZARPMLt£H208 BLEW, TRH BA 

Reh ZEAL FSRAUE-FKRPRRAELERTA AR MW HE. 

Kee EP UTR AR HAAR 15/80. AAREA RH 50K. DRE 

RAMRBA HS. SPEAAAHAAMEROLARKRAKHA 

Fe LARAEARAATKARREHEWDAR AHF RKROMT 

BLtERAWMHMARBRARA SY. RSAR AHMAR fh PF 

BASMHNBHKBD PET RORARRORR FAB Bat 

PRE RA SRR ST RARAHRERMMRRADPKS EEK. fi BF 

ARO RPFAN-KM— KF i HF Db. 
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RKETARARRKMARONRSARASHORA AHS 

HRA BH -SPABRAORA PRM DRG FHRRR EMRE 
ELEX REMARK RRERKARG FRR ERE RS KH 

BH hRATHRRERHRARH TMM RH ep RS AY 

RRB AK BMAD MEASR PAE PTRRARTPEBANH 

ERE HN SRR SEM O OF RRERBERHEH UR - FB 

KRFRARAKAEH ST SEP HRBKEBER AR RRR RS 

SBRUAMANRAFRANM KT BREA AEERARER S$ 

— AZ, RLF a FoR RHR HEEL AGD SH EHP Oo ww 

Uae xxx MH TT. MRAXKXKRF RHA ST. -AWB KR Ht 

R LERARFARBEADRUORRHRARH CBRKRAEMK LES 

ERBAH RHF. FAMNMRAKRAKARAK-BAA HT EE 

ABAKFHFRMKRAMAEECRALEH AMHR HMAMDEATHREBR 

eS BAMARARAD HMR ST. RAAF. 

EFRPR RARE RATRAL BMRA RE AH RR 

-tX-*t-93HRBRZRBARAATHRA APR DE BBP x 

TH FPR HHRSERRREERASM EK SEHAN AMAA REE 

MR HRKRAKKKARRR-TRRREREDR-BPERH 

A. BARKER BABA  KKREEC HERA. BRR ME RK 

MN - BABAR KE WTH KR. RPBRMERAULHKAMAH BABA 

KE HR ELF RHRSMARAKAA+-AEG HAHA R AN 

FA. MHASRARREAR. CHBBRATHAM RMP EFS 

AA KRSEHAMERAFHEREEAC PHBE SERRTSH ADH 

R CREP RR- HBR RARHE RAZR HARRAH EAH 

Ee KRKRGARKED ERE ROR ERIAP NA wR AE 

WHARATARERE ARAM BARA REP RRARAER 

RE-RZKR BAZRAMHER PRAADRKA-— EAB HS. 
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Ting--Essay #3 

@ f L & 

QBHELERVERDXRH-OHMFR ROK RARBUSE 

ASHRAM AKEWMNHBRERHRAKBAM BAHU EH 

US KMERRRMHK KA MORRERBHRAH RAK WH. Bw 
AY. 

RAHARBAR? KKHAEDHORABDHH-TTARAES 
HARA. ANAM ANE ONS MBB 
“EBERRON - TRE PRM HEMAR GREER Po — Ke 

Hm DNA ASF Am DAKRHARMMEHAS TOKO BS 

FRM RODS FHM ORD AMA D TF. BBM BDNA 

KeELORX-DRA2RB-—7 BARS F HY DNA PW. Wii DNA & F 

HRTF LARERARH. HH CHAEwWEH- TRRERBERS 

RAMKRAAWHEN. FRAMRRERABKAHEARKHBR. 

URAC BRHROHRARHRAHHAKSRDRSRYABRRE 

SPeEHETASAGS HRP DHMMFARKRHKHAHBA KH 

RAFKRAKCNHOMNARE-RGRHKERSRBRA HER. 

WHARF EKNRE HB -BSEA XB WH. 

AAKARBARHOATMESFHKRAHWAMHKR EM BALA 
AKHERAHOKXMEPATARSAKRATRARAERH RARER A 

MTL EM HAR. CHAKHREERDAHEAS tii we ® 

RREFEBAHRHORMREARAMRKEAL AHH Xe ®. 

QRAHI+OHMEALAECBSUKRREMRRA AHA 

RREREAFMEGA CHRERER-THOHRHMAM CHR 
BARMRREX RLGBDHAESSHRTRHOREKWMKREKRLEP 

Le KREBH ERR FSAT-BSHHERKKRABDKAKRS HH 

DRED HKREBEESL PARAS RHERSAKEE 

BARABR AH RARMHKALEF RAE HM ERR SH 
PRBERESKZ Hh. 
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ZEALE MP ERRAZSABHN HL AHABL- BERRE 

SPR ERB’ SRARME RE RHHOCORAERA BHM. MRR 

-HZMERAR HEA "RRB" HPERAR DEN. BURR i] BP” 

RRTFOCRBVNHKERAR RN - CRARAALAE HM FRR GMT 

ARM 2KRREWBFHRKAABA SAM RABRAN EH SH 

RB RHXH BCAA ZEAL RFR WH KA MR. 
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Li--Essay #1 

-AeEAF "MAR KRHA HRRKREE SCI AHWR BRR 

HAMHRARKLRAEFPENHEREMARARER BRAK SBR 

N,RERARTSEHARER - BAEHRHRKRAABBRR CK FE 

+tAh CARA KASKRPRAEDRDAET UR HMA RHR UR 

RHR H RUT KWH BH CMR RHSA Hw Me, 

ERHHMHAMAr ETH SH RRA KRPRERREREM A 

RAR KRR KA RRR RD. 

Xt ReA eh RLF". CRE HSH RAK IL KA, 

2ELHEBRERK TRAGCRARHT ASH EA BR — b BB 

bekER ST”. NAS mS. 

THEATRE RAEARAABAIHAERAKRARH RA AS Ht 

ARRRAUEEAURTRBHPUESKRERE-HBAKR SF SEBR ES, 

HREM ANUTRN- KR FFEHTFRHKRAARRATHSAT 

meoP-BREREH SERRE PA TK R. 

Met RSE PeeR ERR EMR KOZ" HMARZH, 

eRyriELKeATT RPK AREA HRA KARR GUSHeBE LD 

S2H. HHL RABRRAD RM KREARAERA ST RE. Fk 

Hh RERRANZERARFALSE HHCA-BHRARRA KH 

AF ORM REBRATRPERENEARKLAFSRE-—- FP RA 

HARK MARRRT LFRR. HMopraeanr Re wh HRM 

LU see DHA M MRP REA, Ue BK EE. 

KHRR SRN RLESHEFET RADE AAR BZ -— 

CEMA RUBESTHRAEFHEH. KAHANE eK F 

wBoeRETRPARRERK FORE. RUE AHR Mh, RRL — 

AHRA FDA KCKRASAR*AULARAICLARET CARH 

ENR WEES UHRRLAE- FMRI RUNAKRR BRT -F 

RAEMH. GRAERHHRERELRETRHMKRA RH. YS 

FHEMRRFETRAHE Me. 
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KARAM RHOUMFREPTHREHM BER ARER A. RBM AO 

RRARSASGHRARRARRTOMRARRARATKREDAP. Bt 

HERA ZAA-BHRAPMARABARA PHRA BE. 

RRPRHMKAKRRBSORURK RRR HAR APRA 

f] BEA RVOEHF SAAS EPRHKARRE RRS B! 
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Li--Essay #3 

WR HE” HoH eR 

AFHER "ERR RAHRHKBREDRLAE HE. 

KXMRHASELC HAH "AHR ROOM EHMR. EHRs SF, 

RAO PAAR" SHR’ HELE AM BRERA GER 

fit Ee. 

ESUAAFARTFRLFARANEERERLERERE SF 

-RRMARTFRSETFHEBRARFHEZEARERL CHK KHER SP Rt 

HFEF ME-HANDRETURBHEPRHRER MAAR y, zd 

KRih€. REPEHRERALARRUHATRRARHHRYEAD 

BAT “ERE” -KRS. OKR-THAVRKHLHE ERA -HE 

HE -CHHBRMAHNFHROTBVRKHRERE HEA. 

FRANTPH THAR HAEANT E HE. 

WMR-TANTFRRP METAR TFRHKAK FARR FT. WR 

TSRSERSStnNTF Hews BRSRKRSKH ESD. A: -t= 

HFHR#RPBEPTRTFRASHMBHR HO PTNRFRAOHM AHR. 9 

PHAR DART RREKRH PRE HE SCKRSKKRHWA HE, @ 

ASStTtRFHRABHER. KKRERCHFHOBHTURHETMY 

KRRRKHEMDHKRBA-TAANT: CRSA MR Hz TY 

A= RUSE RURKEKRHBRATERSE OD KKB RA tM 

RURKRHBRBARH AASKRKREHRREMR AM. FRE fe 

HEV (KH SBFHBHK MI-3-3R9O-3-2HEKRP St 

RTFM ho 8 a KR. 

LKEBMSHRAU RH "ERR HR SELCHK AHR KARE 

EH Mv TE HB. 
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APPENDIX B 

‘Opportunity, You Also Have One" 

--The Chinese Text 

ose, hak—- 

Bi Af >+HBREREARHREDR RAUB RR: MACLA 

RiH-f. 45 ZH FRAPPR ARR KW HO. hh EO Kk F 

PRE#REARBSAM RE. B'S OH OOM RM DAR 

iB. 

ROMAFH EH SRKEPHAR AH RRR RRM 

eta. ARTA HARG. MEMS KRRACKREAMAPHA 

RAMS FATE ER BRR. 

HRRERARS RA THRARKKEMHBA RB XH hi KR 

bhe-AHAKPAKCNHES LBAGNHaAR BHM AR FR, 

RRARRHA TR HRD SHU KRARAHHARE- BBG 

HEAL MUSRABAAR. RK BCHKRURLCABKwBA +S F 

SRBEEAKHRAEHE RE MRABAKRBCKRERPTRKRAAHB HS 

FRRAHAHEEAMRARERMA BA. CH MNARLE— He # 

His REREAD RPEAERRMHHAT-BAODKM RAAT 

% —- BS F. 

CLRSHRE SE- FERMRERRRARATHLKAS AD 

BMEAR ARH ARB LHR AFRRHMK BREW BA TF 

FR AMANBAR- TER BSHAKSAEWRARSTMRAA AHS! 

Ay. 

--From People’s Daily (Overseas Edition), May 5, 1992, p. 2 
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APPENDIX C 

Cohesion and Coherence Analyses of the Essays 

Jing--Topic #1 

F-U Cohesion Ties 

10. 

11. 

12. 

this jingle 

whe- 

U2 

U3 

U4 

U5 

it 

Number Nines 

Indeed 

recent times 

intellectuals 

[intellectuals] 

intellectuals 

intellectuals 

intellectual's 
status 

but 

intellectual's 
status 

Tie 

Types 

ref. 

conj. 

sub. 

sub. 

sub. 

sub. 

ref. 

lex. 

con]. 

lex. 

lex. 

ell. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

conj. 

lex. 

Presupposed 

items 

U2-U5 

U1 

this jingle (U1) 

this jingle (U1) 

this jingle (U1) 

this jingle (U1) 

jingle (U2-U5) 

U4 

U6 

recent times (U6) 

intellectuals (U6) 

intellectuals (U6) 

intellectuals 

intellectuals 

intellectual's 

status 

U6-U11 

intellectual's 

status (U11) 
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Functions 

assert 

exemplify 

exemplify 

exemplify 

exemplify 

assert 

exemplify 

exemplify 

exemplify 

exemplify 

exemplify 

assert



13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

not only 

but 

descended 

reform 

intellectual 

salary 

yuan 

that time 

salary 

yuan 

senior 

salary 

yuan 

but 

after the reform 

intellectuai's 
salary 

yuan 

a senior int.'s 

salary 

yuan 

but 

worker 

yuan 

conj. 

conj. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

ref. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

conj. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

conj. 

lex. 

lex. 

U13 

U12 

improve (U12) 

the reform (U1) 

intellectual (U12) 

salary (U14) 

yuan (U14) 

before the reform 

(U14) 

salary (U15) 

yuan (U15) 

senior (U15) 

salary (U16) 

yuan (U16) 

U14-U17 

before the reform 
(U14) 

intellectual's 

salary (U14) 

yuan (U15) 

a senior int.’'s 
salary (U15) 

yuan (U15) 
\ 

U19-U20 

worker (U16) 

yuan (U16) 
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assert 

assert 

support 

support 

support 

support 

contrast 

(support) 

support 

support 

support



22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

29. 

30 

31. 

if 

they 

income 

thus 

intellectuals 

who 

declined 

salary 

[this] 

teachers 

students 

teachers and 

students 

all 

but 

pay 

? 

when 

| 

entered 

teachers and 

students 

but 

by 1989 

conj. 

ref. 

lex. 

conj. 

lex. 

ref. 

lex. 

lex. 

ref. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

ref. 

conj. 

lex. 

conj. 

ref. 

lex. 

lex. 

conj. 

lex. 

U21 qualify 

[?]worker (U21) 

salary result 

U12-U23 conclude 

intellectuals 

(U12) 

inte]lectuals 

(U24) 

declined (U12) 

salary (U14...) 

U24 result 

intellectual (U24) 

result teachers (U25) 

teachers (U25), result 
students (U27) 

teachers and 
students (U27) 

U26 result 

salary (U24) 

narrate 

U30 

| (U29) narrate 

entered (U29) 

teachers and 

students (U27) 

U29-U30 contrast 

in 1984 (U29) (narrate) 
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32. 

33. 

34. 

35. 

36. 

37. 

38. 

39. 

40. 

41. 

wor k 

in the evening 

during the day 

these 

labs 

because 

teachers 

labs 

they 

students 

the teachers 

labs 

only to 

this 

this 

intellectuals 

that 

the younger 
generation 

scientists and 

technicians 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

ref. 

lex. 

conj. 

lex. 

lex. 

ref. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

conj. 

ref. 

ref. 

lex. 

ref. 

lex. 

lex. 

work (U30) 

till midnight 

(U30) 

in the evening 

(U31) 

labs (U32) 

labs (U31) 

U32 

teachers (U30) 

labs (U32) 

teachers (U33) 

students (U30) 

teachers (U33) 

labs (U33) 

U35 

U31-U36 

U31-U36 

intellectuals 
(U24) 

"a fault” 

students (U34) 

intellectuals 

(U39) 
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narrate 

cause 

cause 

cause 

assert 

qualify 

result 

result 

result



Jing--Topic #2 

F-U Cohesion Ties 

10. 

11. 

when 

computers 

this 

computer virus 

which 

and 

[which] 

indeed 

computer virus 

who 

who 

to 

the software 

computer virus 

duplicate 

by 

software 

it 

even 

Tie 

Types 

conj. 

lex. 

ref. 

lex. 

ref. 

conj. 

ell. 

con). 

lex. 

ref. 

ell. 

conj. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

conj. 

lex. 

ref. 

conj. 

Presupposed 

Items 

U2 

computers (U1) 

problem (U2) 

computer virus 

(U3) 

instruction (U4) 

U4 

U4-U5 

computer virus 

(U4) 

the person (U6) 

the person (U6) 

U6 

a software (U6) 

computer virus 

(U6) 

duplicated (U7) 

U8 

software (U7) 

virus (U8) 

U10 
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Functions 

assert 

assert 

assert 

define 

define 

assert 

cause 

analyze 

qualify 

result 

result



12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

infected 

when 

now 

that 

computer virus 

these 

software 

what 

and 

[these kinds of 
computer ] 

it 

but 

the infected 

software 

you 

use 

it 

virus 

it 

whether 

which 

lex. 

con]. 

conj. 

ref. 

lex. 

ref. 

lex. 

ell. 

conj. 

ell. 

ref. 

conj. 

lex. 

ref. 

lex. 

ref. 

lex. 

ref. 

conj. 

ref. 

spread (U10) 

U1 

(Continue) 

the software (U12) 

(U8 ) 

software (U13) 

software (U12) 

U13 

U13 

[?] computer (U13) 

U13-U14 

a infected 

software (U11) 

you (U11) 

usable (U15) 

to check... 

computer virus 

software 

U17 

the floppy disk 
(U17) 
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(U17) 

assert 

qualify 

qualify 

qualify 

assert 

qualify 

conclude



Jing--Topic #3 

F-U Cohesion Ties 

2. because 

this 

3. sO 

except for 

4. this 

its 

5. CT 

6. “Jisuanji..." 

7. this 

8. the machine 

9. the middle 

10. [in order] to 

11. the machine 

radiation 

12. (which is) 

13. radiation 

after 

14. the other end 

15. due to 

Tie 
Types 

conj. 

ref. 

conj. 

con). 

ref. 

ref. 

lex. 

lex. 

ref. 

lex. 

ell. 

conj. 

lex. 

lex. 

ell. 

lex. 

conj. 

lex. 

conj. 

Presupposed 
ltems 

U3 

CT machine (U1) 

U2 

U3 

CT machine (U1) 

CT (U1) 

computerized 

tomography (US) 

CT (U5) 

equipment (U7) 

[of the equipment ] 

ug 

machine (U8) 

radiation (U10) 

radiation (U11) 

radiation (U11) 

U14 

the other end (of 
the machine) (U8) 

U15-U17 

340 

Functions 

assert 

cause 

result 

result 

define 

define 

analyze 

analyze 

analyze 

analyze 

analyze 

analyze 

analyze 

analyze 

analyze



16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

human body 

after 

the radiation 

(of the human 
body ) 

this radiation 

the receiver 

after 

the body 

[this radiation] 

this 

kind of graph 

computer's 

[it] 

patients 

the human body 

pictures 

it 

CT machine 

doctors 

human body 

diagnosis 

lex. 

conj. 

lex. 

ell. 

lex. 

lex. 

conj. 

Lex. 

ell. 

ref. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

ref. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

the body (U16) 

U17 

radiation (U13) 

U15 

radiation (U16) 

a receiver (U14) 

U18 

the human body 
(U14) 

graph 

graph (U21) 

the computer (U20) 

CT machine (U7) 

doctors (U22) 

the human body 

(U16) 

a picture (U23) 

CT machine (U7) 

CT machine (U7) 

doctors (U22) 

the body (U16) 

to diagnose (U22) 

341 

analyze 

analyze 

analyze 

analyze 

analyze 

analyze 

analyze 

analyze 

result



Jing--Topic #4 

F-U 

10. 

11. 

Cohesion Ties 

when 

| 

especially 

the car 

if 

you 

the car 

which 

the rest three 

seats 

[in the car] 

cars 

sO many cars 

running on the 
road 

and 

[they] 

American people 

now 

they 

the car 

Tie 

Types 

conj. 

ref. 

conj. 

lex. 

conj. 

ref. 

lex. 

ref. 

lex. 

ell. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

conj. 

ell. 

lex. 

conj. 

ref. 

lex. 

Presupposed 

|} tems 

U1 

| (U1) 

U2 

cars (U2) 

U5 

you (U4) 

the car (U3) 

the car 

four persons (U5) 

U6 

cars (U2) 

cars (U6) 

running on .. 
highway (u2) 

U8 

U8 

American family 

(UT) 

American people 
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no matter 

policy 

government 

Lit] 

block 

smart people 

block 

them 

[because of the 
policy] 

sub. 

ell. 

con]. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

the majority (U66) result 

U69 cause 

going abroad (U68) 

Communist Party's assert 

leaders (U50) 

brain-drain (U2) cause 

principles (U71) assert 

brain-drain (U73) 

government (U71) cause 

conj. 

ref. 

conj. 

lex. 

conj. 

conj. 

lex. 

lex. 

ell. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

ref. 

ell. 

brain-drain (U73) 

U74 cause 

reform...door (U1) 

U73-75 assert 

U76 

policies (U72) 

government (U71) 

(U76) 

blocking (U75) 

simp ]1e-minded assert 
people (U76) 

block (U76) 

smart people 

assert 

363



79. 

80. 

81. 

82. 

83. 

84. 

85. 

86. 

87. 

88. 

people 

“make their way 
out" 

[people] 

thus 

[they ] 

return 

going abroad 

but 

rate 

moreover 

the majority 

gov....sponsored 

this 

more serious 

brain-drain 

the author 

the government 

this 

not only 

return 

but also 

lex. 

lex. 

ell. 

conj. 

ell. 

lex. 

lex. 

conj. 

lex. 

conj. 

ref. 

lex. 

ref. 

ref. 

lex. 

ref. 

lex. 

ref. 

conj. 

lex. 

conj. 

people (U76,77) 

squeeze their way 

out (U58) 

U80 

return (U80) 

go abroad (U70) 

U82 

statistics (U82) 

U83 

# of people going 
abroad (U82) 

gov....sponsored 
(U33) 

U82-84 

(than current 
situation) 

brain-drain (U71) 

the author (U26) 

the government 
(U76) 

open policy (U86) 

U88 

return (U80) 

U87 

364 

result 

result 

result 

support 

support 

support 

result 
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89. 

90. 

91. 

92. 

93. 

[this] 

government 

studying abroad 

if 

the country 

policy 

intellectuals 

the country 

return 

[they] 

then 

China 

brain-drain 

ell. 

lex. 

lex. 

conj. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

ell. 

conj. 

lex. 

lex. 

government (U86) 

U90 

China (U1) 

policy (U86) 

intellectuals 
(U47) 

China (U1) 

return (U80) 

U90-91 

China (U1) 

brain-drain (U85) 
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result
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10. 

11. 

Cohesion Ties 

which 

there 

these 

three orgnelles 

such as 

chloroplasts 

the DNA 

chloroplast DNA 

[which is] 

this gene 

now 

psbA genes 

the 

gene 

this gene 

which 

since 

this gene 

photosynthesis 

Tie 

Types 

ref. 

ref. 

ref. 

lex. 

conj. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

ell. 

ref. 

ref. 

lex. 

ref. 

lex. 

ref. 

ref. 

conj. 

lex. 

lex. 

Presupposed 

Items 

DNA 

three orgnelles 

three orgnelles 

(U1) 

three orgnelles 

(U1) 

U1 

chloroplast (U2) 

the DNA (U1) 

chloroplast (U3), 
DNA (U3) 

U4 

psbA gene (U4) 

psbA gene (U4) 

gene 

psbA gene (U4) 

psbA gene (U4) 

32 kd peptide (9) 

U10 

psbA gene (U4) 

photosynthesis 
(U10) 
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analyze 

exemplify 

analyze 

define 

define 

analyze 

analyze 

analyze 

analyze 

analyze 

cause 

result



12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

that 

this gene 

also 

especially 

the 

the gene 

and 

[people] 

them [it?] 

the sequences 

they 

normal plant 

human body 

otherwise 

mutated plant 

the result 
[of...] 

because 

it 

people 

genetic 
engineering 
method 

normal plant 

in order to 

ref. 

ref. 

conj. 

con]. 

ref. 

ref. 

conj. 

ell. 

ref. 

lex. 

ref. 

lex. 

lex. 

conj. 

lex. 

ell. 

conj. 

ref. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

conj. 

U12 

psbA gene (U4) 

? 

U12 

gene 

psbA gene (U4) 

U13 

the gene's 
sequence (U13) 

sequences (U13) 

people (U13) 

normal plants 
(U14) 

the body (U16) 

U16 

normal plant (U16) 

? 

U18 

the result (U18) 

people (U13) 

genetic 
engineering 
technic (U19) 

normal plant (U14) 

U20 
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assert 

exemplify 

exemplify 

result 

exemplify 

exemplify 

assert 

cause 

assert 

cause



22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

29. 

30. 

31. 

herb. resistance 

once 

it 

it 

crop production 

as well as 

because 

some chemicals 

but 

because 

still 

it 

transgenic plant 

they 

herb. resistance 

tran. plant 

however 

lab. 

report 

their 

lex. 

conj. 

ref. 

ref. 

lex. 

conj. 

conj. 

lex. 

conj. 

conj. 

conj. 

ref. 

lex. 

ref. 

lex. 

lex. 

conj. 

lex. 

Tex. 

ref. 

herb. resistance 
(U20) 

U23 

U20-21 

the new herb. 

plant (U22) 

agriculture (U19) 

U23 

U23-24 

chemicals (U25) 

U20-26 

U28 

U2T7 

to get... (U29) 

transgenic plant 
(U27 

some labs (U30) 

herb. resistance 
(U21) 

tran. plant (29) 

U30 

lab. U(30) 

reported (U30) 

some lab.’s (U30) 
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assert 

assert 
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cause 

cause 

assert 

assert 
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Ting--Topic #3 

F-U 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

Cohesion Ties 

its 

heredity 

genes 

gene 

expressive forms 

genes 

then 

what 

genes 

[they] 

a cell 

a cell nucleus 

in the middle 
(of...membrane) 

cytosol 

DNA 

small molecules 

connecting 

four small 

molecules 

Tie 

Types 

ref. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

conj. 

ell. 

lex. 

ell. 

lex. 

lex. 

ell. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

Presupposed 

| tems 

genetic eng. 

hereditary (U2) 

gene (U2) 

genes (U3) 

individual forms 

(U4) 

gene (U4) 

U1-5 

genes (U5) 

cells (U8) 

nucleus (U8) 

cytosol (U10) 

DNA (U11) 

large molecules 
(U11) 

connected (U12) 

four... 
(U12) 
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(U1) 
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assert 

analyze 

restate 

analyze 

analyze 

question 

analyze 

define 

define 

define 

analyze 

define 

define



14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

large molecules 

gene 

chain 

DNA 

[a gene] 

DNA sequence 

thus 

the DNA chain 

diff....genes 

for example 

genes 

these genes 

protein 

thus 

floral meristen 

and 

[making...] 

blossom 

on the other hand 

germination, 
growth 

other genes 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

ell. 

lex. 

conj. 

lex. 

lex. 

conj. 

lex. 

ref. 

lex. 

conj. 

lex. 

conj. 

ell. 

lex. 

conj. 

lex. 

Tex. 

large molecules 
(U11) 

genes (U6) 

chain (U10) 

DNA (U12) 

the chain of DNA 

(U14) 

U1i2-15 

the chain of DNA 

(U14) 

U5 

U17 

genes (U17) 

some special genes 
(U18) 

protein (U15) 

U18-19 

blooming 

U20 

blooming (U18) 

U18-20 

blossom (U21) 

special genes 
(U18) 
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define 

define 

analyze 

assert 

exemplify 

exemplify 

exemplify 

exemplify 

exemplify



23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

29. 

30. 

31. 

32. 

because 

genes 

four...molecules 

gene 

encoded protein 

its 

thus 

this 

changing... 
structure 

genetic eng. 

genetic eng. 

20 years 

its 

its 

its 

deve lopment 

for example 

agricultural 

genes 

[in order] to 

agr. products 

in order to 

conj. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

ref. 

conj. 

ref. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

ref. 

ref. 

ref. 

lex. 

conj. 

lex. 

lex. 

conj. 

lex. 

conj. 

U24 

genes (U6) 

U12 

genes (U6) 

encoding a protein 
(U15) 

gene's (U24) 

U23-24 

humanly...form 
(U26) 

changing... 
properties (U25) 

genetic eng. (U1) 

genetic eng. (U26) 

70s (U1) 

genetic eng. (U27) 

genetic eng. (U27) 

genetic eng. (U27) 

development (U27) 

U29 

agriculture (U29) 

genes (U23) 

U30 

agr. products 
(U30) 

U30 
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cause 

result 

result 

assert 

assert 

assert 

assert 

exemplify 

exemplify 

exemplify



33. 

34. 

35. 

36. 

37. 

38. 

39. 

40. 

41. 

42. 

agr. products 

agr. products 

medicine 

gene 

large...bacillus 

insulin 

also 

emergence 

gen. eng. 

also 

some people 

worry 

this 

worry 

if 

creation 

monster 

but 

if 

rules & 

regulations 

we 

gen. eng. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

con]. 

lex. 

lex. 

conj. 

lex. 

lex. 

ref. 

lex. 

conj. 

lex. 

lex. 

con]. 

conj.- 

lex. 

ref. 

lex. 

agr. products 
(U31) 

agr. products 
(U31) 

medicine (U29) 

gene (U30) 

large...bacillus 
(U33) 

insulin (U33) 

U33-34 

emerged (U1) 

gen. eng. (U1) 

U27-35 

many people (U36) 

worry (U36) 

worry (U37) 

worry (U37) 

U40 

create (U37) 

"monster" (U37) 

U39-40 

U42 

rules or 
regulations (U39) 

we (U41) 

(U1) gen. eng. 
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exemplify 

exemplify 

exemplify 

assert 

exemplify 

assert 

cause 

result 

assert 

result



43. 

44. 

45. 

human beings 

biology 

biological 

Ci] 

gen. eng. 

by 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

ell. 

lex. 

conj. 

human beings (U37) 

gen. eng. (U42) assert 

biology (U43) assert 

gen.eng. (U42) 

U44 assert 
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Ting--Topic #4 

F-U Cohesion Ties 

their 

it 

that 

however (7) 

other programs 

such as 

harder and harder 

the phenominum 

not only... but 
..-as well 

if 

the U.S. 

their (?) 

two programs 

they (7?) 

biology 

program 

students int. 

bus. & med. 

programs 

on the other hand 

biology program 

Tie 
Types 

ref. 

ref. 

ref. 

conj. 

lex. 

conj. 

ref. 

lex. 

conj. 

conj. 

lex. 

ref. 

lex. 

ref. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

conj. 

lex. 

Presupposed 
items 

young people 

U1 

problem 

U2 

some programs (U2) 

(than other 
programs ) 

U2-3 

U4 

U6 

the U.S. (U1) 

a person (U5) 

bio., math (U3) 

a person (U5) 

biology (U3) 

program (U2, 3) 

int. student (U7) 

bus. & med. 
science (U1) 

UT & 8 

biology area (U6) 
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assert 

assert 

assert 

assert 

cause 

result 

qualify 

assert 

contrast



10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14, 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

students... world 

according to 

about... 
foreigners 

because 

it 

int. students 

hotter 

the problem 

but 

by 

the payment 

[and by] 

them 

more eff. method 

young students 

cool programs 

in fact 

int. students 

one 

these areas 

in addition to 

the field 

int. students 

lex. 

conj. 

lex. 

conj. 

ref. 

lex. 

ref. 

ref. 

conj. 

con]. 

lex. 

ell. 

ref. 

ref. 

ref. 

lex. 

con]. 

lex. 

sub. 

ref. 

conj. 

lex. 

lex. 

int. students (U8) 

U11 

US 

U11 

to get... (U12) 

int. students (U8) 

? 

U2-3 ? 

U13 

U14 

payment (U6) 

young people (U14) 

U14-16 

young people (U14) 

hotter fields 
(U12) 

U17 

int. students (U8) 

ways (U18) 

biology. math (U3) 

U18 

these areas (U18) 

int. students 
(U18) 
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support 

support 

cause 

assert 

assert 

assert 

assert 

exemplify 

assert 

qualify 

analyze



21. 

22. 

ones 

their 

it 

these resources 

payment 

and 

it 

for students 

sub. 

ref. 

ref. 

ref. 

lex. 

conj. 

ref. 

lex. 

lex. 

students (U20) 

int. students 

(U20) 

to use... (U21) assert 

(students)? 

the payment (U15) 

U21 assert 

to use... (U21) 

int. students 

(U20) 

U.S. (U1) 
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Li--Topic #1 

F-U Cohesion Ties 

1. when 

2. that time 

its 

3. but 

| 

this incident 

4. 1976 

5. [the Party and 
the gov. ] 

6. [the Party and 
the gov. ] 

political 

economic 

cultural 

7. [the Party and 
the government ] 

and 

them 

8. [reform] 

9. them 

Tie 

Types 

conj. 

ref. 

ref. 

conj. 

ref. 

ref. 

lex. 

ell. 

ell. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

ell. 

conj. 

ref. 

ell. 

ref. 

ref. 

Presupposed 

Items 

U1 

1976 (U1) 

political... 

change (U2) 

U2 

| (U1) 

U1 

1976 (U1) 

political (U2) 

economic (U2) 

social (U2) 

U6 

reform policies 

(U6 ) 

social 

consequences (U8) 

| (U1) 
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Functions 

narrate 

assert 

assert 

assert 

assert 

assert 

assert 

result 

exemplify



10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

experienced 

the Party and the 
gov. 

reform policy 

countryside 

Dad 

but 

| 

countryside 

[i] 

? 

[and wanted] 

? 

but 

there 

| 

experiences 

there 

commune members 

[had to] 

mountains 

in order...to 

although 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

con]. 

ref. 

lex. 

ell. 

ell. 

conj. 

ref. 

ref. 

lex. 

ref. 

lex. 

ell. 

lex. 

conj. 

conj. 

experienced (U3) 

the Party and the 
gov. (U4) 

reform policy (U6) 

countryside (U9) 

father (U10) 

U11 

| (U1) 

countryside (U10) 

U13-16 

countryside (U12) 

| (U1) 

experienced (U9) 

countryside (U12) 

peasants (U18) 

mountains (U13) 

U20 

U23 
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narrate 

narrate 

narrate 

/contrast 

narrate 

narrate 

cause 

narrate 

narrate 

cause 

narrate 

narrate 

narrate 

narrate 

narrate 

cause 

narrate 

qualify



23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

29. 

30. 

31. 

but 

there 

the countryside 

the countryside 

peasants 

my heart 

life 

better 

the Party 

people's commune 

politically 

[the Party] 

economically 

and 

[the Party] 

peasants 

economy 

the countryside 

peasants 

this time 

although 

conj. U22 

ref. the countryside 

(U12) 

lex. the countryside 

(U12) 

ref. 1 (U1) 

lex. the countryside 
(U12) 

lex. the peasants (U18) 

lex. | (U24) 

lex. life (U22) 

ref. U22 

lex. the Party (U4) 

lex. commune members 
(U19) 

lex. political (U2) 

ell. 

lex. economic (U2) 

conj. U26-27 

ell. 

lex. peasants (U24) 

lex. economy (U28) 

lex. countryside (U24) 

lex. peasants (U28) 

ref. after... congress 
(U26) 

conj. U32 

379 

narrate 

narrate 

narrate 

narrate 

narrate 

narrate 

narrate 

narrate 

narrate 

narrate 

qualify



33. 

34. 

35. 

36. 

37. 

38. 

39. 

40. 

41. 

42. 

| 

the countryside 

life 

experience 

but 

peasants 

the countryside 

Ci] 

change 

there 

peasants 

not only 

but 

[they] 

they 

not only 

how to 

but also 

how to 

how to 

the...change 

the countryside 

because 

ref. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

conj. 

lex. 

lex. 

ell. 

Tex. 

ref. 

lex. 

conj. 

conj. 

ell. 

ref. 

conj. 

lex. 

conj. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

conj. 

| (U1) 

countryside (U29) 

life (U25) 

experienced (U18) 

U31 

peasants (U30) 

countryside (U31) 

change (U2) 

countryside (U33) 

peasants (U33) 

U37 

U35 

peasants (U35) 

U38-39 

how to (U37) 

U37-38 

how to (U37-38) 

how to (U39) 

the...change (U2) 

countryside (U33) 

U41 
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qualify 

narrate / 
qualify 

narrate 

narrate 

narrate 

narrate 

narrate 

narrate 

narrate 

assert 

cause



43. 

44, 

45. 

46. 

47. 

48. 

49. 

50. 

51. 

agricultural] 

agriculture 

agriculture 

also 

improvement 

city 

improvement 

agricultural 

rural 

[they] 

them 

promoted 

and 

development 

these industries 

agriculture 

? 

reform 

change 

the countryside 

promoted 

the city 

inf luence 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

countryside (U41) 

agr. (U42) result 

agr. (U43) assert 

conj. U42-43 

lex. improve (U40) 

lex. countryside (U41) 

lex. improvements (U44) assert 

lex. agr. (U42) 

lex. countryside (U41) 

ell. assert 

ref. rural labor force 
(U45) 

lex. promoted (U44) assert 

conj. U45-48 assert 

lex. development (U47) 

ref. pro. industry 

(U47) 

lex. agr. (U43) 

result 

lex. reform (U6) result 

lex. change (U2) 

lex. the countryside 
(U41) 

lex. promoted (U44) 

lex. countryside (U41) 

lex. influences (U41) result 
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52. 

53. 

54. 

55. 

56. 

57. 

58. 

59. 

60. 

development 

reform 

the countryside 

whole society 

peasants 

our country 

if 

the Party and the 
gov. 

reform policies 

peasants 

whole society 

because of 

reform 

China 

stable 

| 

China 

countryside 

| 

love 

there 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

con]. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

conj. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

ref. 

lex. 

lex. 

ref. 

lex. 

ref. 

ref. 

development (U47) 

reform (U50) 

countryside (U50) 

whole society 

(U51) 

peasants (U35) 

our country (U42) 

U55 

the Party and the 
gov. (U4) 

reform policies 

(U6) 

peasants (U53) 

whole society 

(U51) 

U55 

the reform (U52) 

the whole society 
(U51) 

stability (U52) 

| (U1) 

China (U57) 

countryside (U52) 

| (U58) 

love (U58) 

countryside (U58) 

| (U58) 
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assert 

exemplify 

cause 

result 

result 

result 

assert 

assert 

assert



61. 

62. 

love 

there 

my 

there 

Cl] 

China 

countryside 

lex. 

ref. 

ref. 

ref. 

ell. 

lex. 

lex. 

love (U59) 

countryside (U58) 

| (U58) assert 

countryside (U58) 

assert 

China (U58) 

countryside (U58) assert 
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Li--Topic #2 

F-U 

10. 

Cohesion Ties 

when 

then 

jdeal model 

system 

we 

properties 

the ideal system 

the real system 

for example 

after...the ideal 
gas model 

the above 
strategy 

thermo-properties 

real gas 

and 

[they] 

? 

J-G experiment 

they 

first 

Tie 

Types 

conj. 

conj. 

lex. 

ref. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

conj. 

lex. 

ref. 

lex. 

lex. 

conj. 

ell. 

lex. 

ref. 

conj. 

Presupposed 

ltems 

U1 

U1 

ideal mode] 

(U1) 

we (U1) 

properties (U1) 

the ideal model 
system (U2) 

a real system (U1) 

U1-3 

ideal gas 
properties (U2) 

U4-5 

thermo-properties 

(U1) 

real gas 
properties (U4) 

U6 

J-G exper iment 

(U8) 

J-G (U8) 

U9 
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system 

Functions 

assert 

assert 

assert 

exemplify 

exemplify 

assert 

assert 

exemplify 

exemplify 

exemplify



11. 

12. 

13. 

they ref. J-G 

which ref. condition (U10) 

real gas lex. real gas 

properties properties (U4) 

those ref. properties (U10) 

then conj. U10 exemplify 

they ref. J-G (U9) 

that ref. conclusion 

real gas lex. ideal gas (U10) 

ideal condition lex. exper imental 
condition (U10) 

they ref. J-G (U9) exemplify 

the ...enthalpy lex. the...enthalpy 

(U9) 

but conj. U12 exemplify 

Lit] ell. 

change lex. change (U12) 

the system lex. the system (U12) 

since conj. U15 exemplify 

properties of the lex. real gas 
real gas properties (U10) 

those ref. properties (U14) 

the ideal gas lex. ideal gas (U10) 

this ref. experimental 
condition (U10) 

they ref. J-G exemplify 
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16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

that 

“the.. 
temperature" 

thermo-properties 

J-T 

another exp. 

in which 

they 

thermo-properties 

the 

exper iment 

they 

and 

[they] 

this process 

J-G exp. 

they 

[that ] 

but 

above example 

we 

one 

then 

after...system 

ref. 

jex. 

lex. 

ref. 

ref. 

ref. 

ref. 

lex. 

ref. 

lex. 

ref. 

conj. 

ell. 

ref. 

lex. 

ref. 

ref. 

conj. 

ref. 

ref. 

sub. 

conj. 

lex. 

conclusion 

U12-13 

U1 

J-T (U8) 

J-T exp. (U8) 

another exp. (U17) 

J-T (U8) 

thermo-properties 
(U16) 

exper iment 

experiment (U17) 

J-T (U8) 

U19 

U19-20 

J-G exp. (U8) 

J-T (U8) 

the... (U21) 

U22 

U19-23 

we (U1) 

strategy (U24) 

U24 

U2, U5 
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qualify 

assert 

define 

exemplify 

exemplify 

exemplify 

compare 

exemplify 

exemplify 

conclude 

conclude



26. 

27. 

28. 

29. 

[in order] to 

if 

we 

a complicated 
system 

we 

and 

[we ] 

conj. 

conj. 

ref. 

lex. 

ref. 

conj. 

ell. 

U25 

U28-29 

U24 

the complicated 
system (U26) 

we (U27) 

U28 
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conclude 

conclude 

qualify 

conclude



Li--Topic #3 

F-U 

10. 

11. 

12. 

Cohesion Ties 

this 

also 

freedom 

freedom 

but 

its 

the above 

statistic... 

chemistry 

coordinate system 

a particle 

three coordinate 

variables 

in order to 

this 

independence 

people 

freedom 

that 

Tie 

Types 

ref. 

conj. 

lex. 

lex. 

conj. 

ref. 

ref. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

conj. 

ref. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

ref. 

Presupposed 

items 

U1 

freedom (U1) 

freedom (U2) 

U3 

freedom (U3) 

U1 

physical chemistry 

(U3) 

a coordinate 

system (U5) 

particle (U6) 

three... 

coordinates (U8) 

U11 

independence (U10) 

independent (U10) 

people (U5) 

freedom (U2) 

U10-11 

388 

Functions 

define 

assert 

assert 

assert 

assert 

assert 

analyze 

analyze 

analyze 

analyze 

analyze 

conclude



13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

coordinate 

variable 

independently 

freedom 

independently 
variable 

its 

freedom 

3 

particles 

[it] 

N 

freedom 

particles 

if 

[they ] 

free particles 

then 

in addition to 

particle 

[one] 

also 

consider 

movement 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

ref. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

ell. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

conj. 

ell. 

lex. 

conj. 

conj. 

lex. 

ell. 

conj. 

lex. 

lex. 

coordinate 

variable (U9) 

independent (U9) 

freedom (U11) 

U9 

one free-moving 
variable (U13) 

freedom (U12) 

three (U13) 

particle (U13) 

N (U15) 

freedom (U14) 

particles (U16) 

U19 

free-moving 

particles (U13) 

U17-18 

U20 

particle (U18) 

U19 

considering (U19) 

movement (U19) 
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conclude 

conclude 

conclude 

conclude 

qualify 

qualify 

assert 

assert



21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

29. 

30. 

31. 

32. 

system 

for example 

system 

particles 

three particles 

there 

nine kinds of 

freedom 

not only 

but also 

freedom 

the whole... 

movement 

three...variables 

that 

the whole system 

the...movement 

if 

the system 

or 

described 

using 

lex. 

conj. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

ref. 

lex. 

conj. 

conj. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

ref. 

lex. 

lex. 

conj. 

lex. 

conj. 

lex. 

lex. 

system (U17) 

U20 

system (U20) 

particles (U19) 

three particles 
(U21) 

nine kinds of 
freedom (U22) 

nine kinds of 

freedom (U22) 

U23 

U23 

freedom (U22) 

the whole... 

movement (U23) 

U9 

U24-25 

the whole system 
(U24) 

the...freedom 

(U23) 

U27-28 

the system (U27) 

U2T 

described (U27) 

U28 
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exemplify 

exemplify 

exemplify 

exemplify 

exemplify 

exemplify 

qualify 

exemplify 

exemplify 

qualify 

exemplify 

exemplify



33. 

34. 

35. 

36. 

37. 

38. 

if 

the shape... 

because 

when 

the system 

linear 

[of the system] 

freedom 

vibrational 

freedom 

the system 

particles 

that 

the above 

analysis 

[one] 

the scientific 

"freedom" 

independent 
variables 

the system's 

movement change 

conj. 

lex. 

con]. 

conj. 

lex. 

lex. 

ell. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

ref. 

ref. 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

U30-31 

the shape... 

U32 

the system (U32) 

linear (U32) 

freedom (U21) 

vibrational 

freedom (U23) 

the system (U20) 

particles (U19) 

the remaining 

kinds of freedom 
(U35) 

U17-36 

the scientific... 
"freedom" (U2) 

independent 
variables (U28) 

some movement 

change (U1) 

391 

(U29) 

qualify 

cause 

cause 

exemplify 

define 

conc lude/ 

define



Li--Topic #4 

F-U Cohesion Ties 

10. 

and 

there 

this desease 

the desease 

and 

people 

AIDS 

and 

[they] 

it 

AIDS 

and 

that 

it 

but 

why 

the desease 

how 

people 

it 

Tie 
Types 

conj. 

ref. 

ref. 

ref. 

conj. 

lex. 

lex. 

conj. 

ell. 

ref. 

lex. 

conj. 

ref. 

ref. 

conj. 

ell. 

ref. 

ell. 

lex. 

ref. 

Presupposed 
| tems 

U1 

no...desease (U2) 

AIDS (U1) 

AIDS (U1) 

U3 

people (U3) 

AIDS (U1) 

U4 

AIDS (U1) 

AIDS (U4) 

U6 

AIDS virus (U7) 

U7-8 

AIDS (U6) 

people (U3) 

AIDS (U7) 
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Functions 

assert 

assert 

assert 

assert 

assert 

analyze 

analyze 

analyze 

question 

question



11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

spread 

AIDS 

the U.S. 

its 

for example 

people 

the U.S. 

they 

the drug 

their 

and 

them 

injector 

this way 

them 

the AIDS 

some people 

and 

[they ] 

the desease 

| think 

spread of AIDS 

lex. 

lex. 

lex. 

ref. 

conj. 

lex. 

lex. 

ref. 

lex. 

ref. 

conj. 

ref. 

lex. 

ref. 

ref. 

lex. 

lex. 

conj. 

ell. 

ref. 

lex. 

lex. 

spread (U9) 

AIDS (U6) 

the U.S. (U3) 

U.S. (U11) 

U11 

people (U10) 

the U.S. (U11) 

some people (U12) 

drug (U12) 

people (U13) 

U13 

people (U12) 

inject (U13) 

U13-14 

people (U12) 

AIDS (U6) 

some people (U12) 

U16 

AIDS (U11) 

| think (U11) 

the desease spread 

(U9) 
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assert 

exemplify 

exemplify 

exemplify 

exemplify 

/ result 

exemplify 
/ cause 

exemplify 
/result 

assert



19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

if 

the above 

people 

AIDS 

and 

they 

this 

AIDS 

spreading 

of course 

AIDS 

| 

that 

the desease 

but 

effective way 

conj. 

ref. 

lex. 

lex. 

conj. 

ref. 

ref. 

lex. 

lex. 

conj. 

lex. 

ref. 

ref. 

ref. 

conj. 

lex. 

U18 

U12-17 

people (U12) 

AIDS (U18) 

U21 

people (U21) 

U20-22 

AIDS (U18) 

spread (U18) 

U23 

AIDS (U23) 

| (U18) 

AIDS (U24) 

U25 

effective way 

(U25) 
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qualify 

exemplify 

exemplify 

exemplify 

exemplify 

/result 

assert 

assert 

assert
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