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ABSTRACT

Development of Topical Structure in College Level Students’ Essays: The Case of
Monolingual Turks, Monolingual Americans, and Bilingual Turks
by

Isil Erduyan

The present study investigates the topical structure development in the essays written by
college level students. Three groups of students participated in the study, these were
monolingual Turkish students, bilingual Turkish’ students and\ monolingual American
students. Data collection took place in two different settings; the Turkish students were
enrolled in Bogazici University, Istanbul, Turkey and the American students were enrolled in
Georgia State University, Atlanta, Georgia. Each participant was required to write an essay on
a given topic. The essays were then subjected to the topical structure analysis, an instrument
which concerns itself with the relationship among the sentence topics composing an essay. It
was found that Turkish essays differed significantly from the English essays in terms of their
topical structure. On the other hand, no significant difference was found between English
essays written by bilingual Turkish students and monolingual American students from the
topical structure perspective. While in the Turkish essays the topical structure was marked
heavily by one type of progression, namely the sequential progression, in the English essays

there was a more balanced distribution.



KISA OZET

Universite Diizeyi Ogrenci Kompozisyonlarinda Konusél Yapimin Gelisimi: Tek Dilli

Tiirkler, Tek Dilli Amerikalilar ve Cift Dilli Tiirklerin Durumu
Isil Erduyan

Bu aragtirma tiniversite diizeyindeki ogrencilerin yazdigi kompozisyonlardaki konusal yapinin
éeli@imini incelemistir. Ug grup dgrenci bu ¢alismanin érneklemini olusturmustur, bunlar tek
dilli Turkler, ¢ift dilli Tiirkler ve tek dilli Amerikalilardir. Veri toplama islemi iki ayr
ortamda gerceklestirilmistir; Tiirk 6grenciler Bogazigi Universitesi’'nde, Amerikali 63renciler
Atlanta, Georgia’daki Georgia State Universitesi’nde okumaktadirlar. Katilimeilardan verilen
konudé birer kompozisyon yazmalart istenmistir. Kompozisyonlar daha sonra climlelerin
konular1 arasindaki iliskiyi irdeleyen bir enstriiman olan konusal yapi analizine tabi
tutulmustur, Tiirk¢e kompozisyonlarin konusal yapi bakimindan Ingilizbe kompozisyonlardan
onemli derecede ayrildign goriilmiistiir. Ote yandan ¢ift dilli Tirklerle tek dilli Amerikalilarin
yazdig1 Ingilizce kompozisyonlar arasinda konusal yap: agisindan ©6nemli bir fark
¢ikmamistir. Tiirkge kompozisyonlarda yalmizca bir tiir ilerleme, sirali ilerleme yogunken,

Ingilizce kompozisyonlarda daha dengeli bir dagilim ortaya ¢ikmustir.
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CHAPTER 1- INTRODUCTION

The present investigation is concerned with the cross-cultural differences in
the organizational patterns of written texts. More specifically, this study analyzes the
English essays written by Turkish students, Turkish essays written by Turkish
students, and English essays written by American students to better see the
similarities and/or differences among the three groups in terms of their topical
structure.

The field of research concerned with cross-cultural differences in the written
texts, namely the contrastive rhetoric, has been a prominent area in second language
writing since the iate 1960s when Robert Kaplan wrote his groundbreaking article
(Kaplan, 1966). The basic contribution Kaplan made was that, second/ foreign
language writers carried over the characteristics of their native tongues’ rhetorical
structures to their writings. For instance, Arab writers, who wrote in parallel
structures in Arabic tended to use parallel structures in their English writing.
Following Kaplan many works in many languages have been published analyzing the
rhetorical structure of second/ foreign language writings (Connor, 1996; Panetta,
2001).

Turkish has also been investigated in the field of contrastive rhetoric.
Enginarlar (1990) and Oktar (1991) both wrote Ph.D. dissertations on Turkish EFL
sfudents’ writings in English and Turkish. They concluded that the English writing of
Turkish students had some diversions from the English writing of native speakers in
terms of macro and micro structures that were analyzed in their essays as well as
semantic and syntactic relations.

The present study aims to provide more insights into the understanding of the

thetorical structure in Turkish students’ English essays as well as their Turkish. The



focus of investigation is the topical structure, which reveals the relationship between
consecutive sentences. The instrument used in the study is the topical structure

analysis, devised and operationalized by Lautamatti (1978, 1987).



1.1. Overview of Contrastive Rhetoric Studies
Studies in contrastive rhetoric started with Robert Kaplan’s seminal article
“Cultural Thought Patterns in Intercultural Education”, which was published in

Language Learning in 1966. Following Kaplan, much work has been done in the

domain of contrastive rhetoric. Edited volumes (Kaplan, 1983; Purves, 1988; Connor
and Kaplan, 1987; Panetta, 2001), a book (Connor, 1996), and review articles
(Houghton and Hoey, 1983; Leki, 1991; Silva, 1993; Noor, 2001; Connor, 2002)
exhibit the developments in the field and its future directions. One example for these

developments is the variety of languages studied. Whereas The Annual Review of

Applied Linguistics (1983), devoted to CR, was limited to a few languages, Kaplan’s

foreword to one of the recent edited volumes (Panetta, 2001) cites more than twenty
different languages studied so far within the framework of CR. Another example for
the developments could be the variety of contexts. CR today recognizes the writing

conventions of communities other than EFL/ESL students (e.g. Micciche, 2001).

1.1.1. Substantive findings and trends in contrastivgrhetoric

The developments in contrastive rhetoric research should be investigated in
the framework of writing research both in first and second languages. For many
researchers the evolutions of these two fields are parallel despite the fact that second
language writing research is a relatively new field of inquiry in applied linguistics.
While research in first language writing dates back to the early 1900s (Krapels,
1990), second language writing research has started by the end of 1960 (Raimes,
1991). Until the 1980s, studies in contrastive rhetoric constituted a considerable

amount of second language writing research (Grabe and Kaplan, 1996). After the



1980s, however, first language, second languager and contrastive rhetoric research
has developed frameworks independent of but still influencing each other.

Grabe and Kaplan (1996) state that the distinctions between L1 and L2
writing research have become much fuzzier in the last decade in terms of the type of
empirical studies conducted, and their approaches to texts. In addition, the areas of
focus in research have been similar, too. Atkinson (2003a) explains how the major
considerations of the first language writing research have also been prominent for the
second language writing research, especially in the last decade.

According to Silva (1990), before the 1960s, writing in the first ldnguage was
not considered to be a major skill to be developed and did not receive as much
attention as grammar. This perception lasted until the mid-1960s. Silva (1990) calls
this period the controlled composition stage. The focus was on the effect of a
particular writing instruction (Braddock, et al., 1963). In second language writing
classes, in the meantime, grammar at the sentential level was emphasized. With the
effect of the audiolingual method popular at the time (Raimes, 1991), controlled
writing exercises that required writing parallel sentences were favored.

In the second period starting from the mid-1960s, with the current-traditional
rhetoric (Silva, 1990), sentence level analysis started to be less popular than
analyzing the rhetoric of paragraphs and essays. Raimes (1991) notes that, this
~ attention to the rhetorical level was an influence of Kaplan (1966). Controlled tasks
were still used, but in the framework of the rhetorical features of the texts rather than
the syntactic features.

Kaplan’s (1966) seminal article was not a report of an empirical study, but an
observation he made based on the essays his students wrote. Kaplan claims that

rthetoric, like logic, is not universal but cultural and is changeable in time. English



rhetoric, for Kaplan, is a product of the Anglo-European thought pattern
characterized by Platonic-Aristotelian sequence, which has transcended to date by
ancient Greek philosophers and Roman, Medieval European, and later Western
thinkers. The so-called thought patterns characterizing English writing are linear,
which is a result of deductive or inductive reasoning. Similarly, he states, all
languages have thought patterns characterized by their lines of logic. These thought
patterns would be reflected in writing in a second language as well because writing
an “adequate essay” in the native language does not necessarily result in writing an
“adequate essay” in the second language. Furthermore, proficiency in grammar in a
foreign language is not a guarantee for proficiency in composing.

Kaplan analyzed expository paragraphs written by more than 600 university-
level ESL students in English and observed some common properties shared by
students with the same native languages. For instance, unlike English student writing
that exhibits a linear development, Arab students’ paragraphs written in English
consisted of a series of parallel constructions. Parallel constructions mark a heavy
use of coordination rather than subordination, which, for Kaplan, is a sign of
maturity in style (p.8). Oriental writing, on the other hand, is likened to a “widening
gyre” which indicates indirectness. Indirectness, is characterized by developing an
idea in terms of what it is not. In Romance languages, like in French, digressions are
more frequent and more extraneous material is included. As a result of these
findings, Kaplan drew the inference that just like teaching contrastive grammiar,
contrastive rhetoric must be taught, too (p.14).

Kaplan illustrated these different styles in writing in quite a simple way:
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Kaplan accepted that his article was written under the influence of the strong
form of the Whorfian hypothesis (Matsuda, 2001), thereby implying the role of
culture on discourse organization. However, in his later writings, Kaplan (1987),
stating that nothing he wrote after the 1966 article was as influential as his original
article, adopted a milder approach to the influence of culture on writing:
...I admit having made the case too strong. I regret having done so,
though I in no way regret having made the case. In fact, it is now my
opinion that all of the various rhetorical modes identified in the
‘doodles’ article are possible in any language—i.e., in any language
which has written text. The issue is that each language has certain
clear preferences, so that while all forms are possible, all forms do not

occur with equal frequency or in parallel distribution (p. 10).

However, the criticisms towards Kaplan have usually referred to his original
point rather than his revised stand. Connor (1997) summarizes the criticisms
directed toward the original article in the following statement:

Detractors fault Kaplan’s first theory of contrastive rhetoric for using

overgeneralizing terms such as Orienfals and improperly grouping

languages that belong to distinct linguistic families; stereotyping

English paragraph organization by depicting it as a straight line;



generalizing about native language organization on the basis of

students’ second language essays; and overemphasizing cognitive

factors at the expense of sociocultural factors (e.g. schooling) to explain

preferences in rhetorical conventions (p. 201).

Connor (1996, 2002), in her summary of contrastive rhetoric research
classified by language, exemplifies these criticisms in detail. One thing is obvious;
contrastive rhetoric studies following Kaplan were not as straightforward in
identifying the clear preferences that Kaplan (1966) had mentioned.

Leki (1991) in her review of the brief history of contrastive rhetoric
characterizes the 1970s with little progress. The research adopted a text-linguistics
approach analyzing discourse but lacked generalizable findings. However, there were
attempts to move toward a more scientific stand than Kaplan’s. Still, it was not until
the 1980s that contrastive rhetoric studies flourished.

The 1980s in first language research were marked by an interest in process
writing, which had started in the 1970s, challenging the product-centered orientation
and showing an interest in the cognitive model of composing pioneered by Flower
and Hayes (1981), who claimed that cognitive stages the writer goes through in
writing interact with each other. The writing process is under the influence of a set of
distinctive thinking processes like using textual cues, planning, generating
information, organizing and structuring information, setting goals which or some of
which can be active simultaneously.

The process orientation, which was basically implemented by the first
language writing research, was adopted by the second language writing research
easily (e.g. Sommers, 1980; Zamel, 1983; Beach, 1976, Bridwell, 1980). The process

orientation viewed writing as a non-linear, discursive process. Instead of merely



analyzing the texts writers produced, an investigation of the stages the writers go
through while writing those texts was considered necessary. It was found that the
writer does not start writing with fixed and pre-determined ideas in mind as was
thought (Emig, 1971). Rather, the writer is in a constant process of moving forward
and backward during the writing process. For insténce, in a study analyzing skilled
and less skilled ESL writers’ writing processes, Zamel (1983) found that there was a
difference between skilled and less skilled writers in terms of the process they go
through while writing. Whereas the least skilled writer in the study spent most of the
composing time on the first draft, like copying it twice, the more skilled writers were
focused on the development of their ideas rather than dealing with grammar and
other mechanical corrections. Zamel (1983) concluded that composing was a creative
and generative process which was based on integrating new ideas, revising, and
reconstructing one’s framework.

In second language writing, in the 1980s, in addition to the process approach,
the content-based approach started to gain popularity. The texts generated in content
areas, like technical areas, started to be studied (Raimes, 1991). In the meantime,
writing in a second language started to be seen as a social process, especially to be
accepted in an academic community, with academic discourse genres gaining
importance (Silva, 1990). Conventions of the academic discourse were the major
concern of research. In short, the second language writing research in the 1980s
permitted new explorations which would be influential through the 1990s.

These explorations were paralleled to the contrastive rhetoric research in the

1980s. Robert Kaplan edited an issue of The Annual Review of Applied Linguistics

(1983), devoted to contrastive rhetoric, which brought together works done not only

in European languages, but also in non-European languages (e.g. American Indian,



Hindi, Japanese, Korean, Mandarin, Marathi). Survey of a variety of languages was
one of the features that marked the contrastive rhetoric research through the 1980s.
For instance, Asian languages attracted many contrastive rhetoric researchers
because of the vast amount of Asian students in the U.S.A. Kaplan (1966) had
grouped Asian languages altogether under the category “Oriental” and had
characterized their rhetoric basically by indirectness. The studies that followed his
paper both differentiated among the various Asian languages and interpreted
indirectness in different ways. One of the extensively studied Asian languages has
been Chinese. The basic line of research in Chinese in the 1980s focused on the
structure of the language in comparison with English. Inferences about the rhetorical
structure of Chinese were drawn from expository student writing to a high degree.
The development pattern of expository prose in Chinese Was quite different from the
conventional introduction-body-conclusion pattern of English expository prose. The
essay consisted of eight parts: po-ti (opening up), cheng-ti (amplification), gi-jiang
(preliminary exposition), qi-gu (first argument), xu-gu (second argument), zhong-gu
(third argument), hou-gu (final argument), da-jie (conclusion). This traditional form
of exposition taught at schools, also called the eight-legged structure, has been
subjected to reforms, first turning into the qi-cheng-jun-he pattern, referring to
introduction-elaboration on the topic-transition to another seemingly unrelated point-
summing up; then to the fan lun- yi lun- jie lun pattern, referring to generalization-
discussion-conclusion (Cai, 1993). Even though these parts may seem to have some
parallels with the English rhetorical structure on the surface, their referents are not
the same with English. For example, the introduction part in the chi-cheng-juan-he
structure, the chi, can not be equated with the introduction part of the English essay

structure which includes the thesis statement (Tsao, 1983). Similarly, in Cai’s (1993)
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analysis, the essays written by a Chinese student had introductions in the form of
grand openings without a topic sentence. The transitions between the paragraphs
were abrupt in the essays overall, which resulted in a lack of unity. The conclusions
were abrupt in such a way that the essays ended haphazardly rather than in
summarizing statements.

Mohan and Lo (1985) pointed out that the eight-legged essay structure was
only one of the forms of essay structure in Chinese. Further observations on Chinese
student writing revealed the existence of some patterns although not in the eight-
legged structure framework. For instance, Matalene (1985) stated that the common
features in her Chinese EFL students’ essays were opening up with a description of a
specific incident, a sudden shift to the history of the issue or practice, an explanation
of the current state of the situation, and a concluding moral exhortation. The moral
considerations apparent in Chinese student writing were also found by McKay
(1989), who compared Chinese and ESL students’ writings in terms of topic
development. While the Chinese students’ essays were marked by more lessons,

“descriptions of the scene, behavior of the people, other ESL students’ essays
contained explanations specific to the situation in a way which was typical of
American culture.

Another analysis of Chinese ESL students’ essays in English came from
Alptekin (1988). His analysis of English compositions written by Chinese students
revealed a clear preference for a non-linear textual pattern. The argument was
achieved from different, seemingly unrelated points. The Yin-Yang philosophy,
suggesting the equality of opposites, was apparent in the form of complementary
propositions. In addition, analogy and global perspective of topic were the other

observed features in these students’ essays.
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The other frequently studied Asian language in contrastive rhetoric research
has been Japanese. Japanese rhetoric has many features similar to Chinese rhetoric
because of the historical influences. For instance, like in Chinese, Japanese
expository prose follows a traditional pattern which is composed of four parts,
namely, ki, shoo, ten, and ketsu, referring to beginning an argument, developing the
argument, developing a minor poinf in the argument which seems like a totally
irrelevant point from a Western perspective, and conclusion, respectively.

Hinds has had considerable contribution to the understanding of Japanese
written discourse from the contrastive rhetoric perspective (1980, 1983a, b, 1987). In
one of his analyses of the differences between English and Japanese texts, Hinds
(1983b) pointed out to the differences in news stories. In English newspapers, the
story starts with the lead sentence summarizing thé text, while in Japanese
newspapers, the lead sentence follows the details of the story. Another difference
was observed in the internal structure of the paragraphs. In English paragraphs, the
topic sentence has a loaded position than the rest of the paragraph. This hierarchy
does not exist in Japanese.

Another new perspective Hinds introduced in the 1980s was the introduction
of the concepts reader- and writer-responsible for languages (1987). Japanese is in
the reader-responsible category, which suggests that the writer does not need to be
comprehensible, but it is the reader’s responsibility to understand the text. English,

“on the other hand, is an example of a writer-responsible language, in which the writer
has to be clear and precise and organize the statements well enough for the reader to
understand. Hinds exemplifies his point with an article which originally appeared in
a Japanese newspaper and re-appeared in English in the English version. Being a

direct translation of the Japanese rhetorical structure, the rhetoric of the English
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version of the article is difficult for the native English speakers to understand
because the Japanese writer assumes that the reader infers what is unsaid.

Kobayashi (1984) analyzed the hierarchical pattern of statements in essays.
Four different groups of students, namely, American college students, Japanese
advanced ESL students in the U.S., English major Japanese college students in
Japan, and non-English major Japanese college students in Japan. The last two
groups wrote in English and Japanese respectively. The results showed that
American students preferred general-to-specific pattern in their essays, whereas the
Japanese students preferred specific-to-general pattern writing in their native
languages. The English essays written by Japanese ESL students, on the other hand,
showed characteristics of both. Japanese students in Japan writing in English wrote
essays more similar to Japanese essays written by Jépanese students. Japanese
students writing in English preferred one type or the other, depending on where they
live. Kobayashi’s (1984) study is important in that it takes into consideration the
native languages and the residency of students. This point of view was outstanding in
the 1980s” contrastive research.

Among the other Asian languages studied in the contrastive rhetoric contexts
in the 1980s are Korean and Thai. Eggington’s (1987) analysis of an article in a
Korean newspaper published in English shows that the author seems to have a
different topic in each paragraph. Moreover, Korean adults living in the U.S.A,
when presented with articles from a journal in Korean, recall less from the article
which follows a linear pattern than from a text which follows a non-linear pattern.
Bickner and Peyasantiwong (1988) reported an analysis of English and Thai writing
of high school students in their native languages. Thai essays were far less personal

and more formal compared to the American essays which were characterized by a
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greater use of personal pronouns, informal vocabulary and slang, clearly identifiable
concluding sections without any uniform formality.

Arabic was another commonly studied language in the contrastive rhetoric
research of the 1980s. The Arab students’ writing in Kaplan’s (1966) analysis was
illustrated in parallel structures which referred to the repetition of the same argument
throughout the essays. Further research showed that repetition was common in the
rhetorical structure of Arabic. Koch (1983) claimed that repetition was a means of
persuasion in Arabic. Unlike the Western structure of proof in which an argument is
supported by evidence, the Arabic style of argumentation is characterized by
repetition at the rhetorical as well as lexical and morphological levels. Repetition at
the lexical level was achieved through word pairs coordinated with and, while
repetition of morphological roots resulted in morphological parallelism. Koch
claimed that this was an effect of the oral discourse tradition originated from the
Quran, because repetition brings a sense of thythm to the discourse which makes it
easier to recite. What is considered parallelism by Kaplan (1966) and Koch (1983)
was interpreted differently by Bar-Lev (1986), who saw it as fluidity. Fluidity could
be interpreted as another way of creating cohesion in the text.

Parallel to Koch’s analysis of Arabic discourse, Johnstone (1986) analyzes
Arabic discourse in an interview with Khomeini, which is loaded with repetitions
among other things that are uncommon in the Western style of rhetoric. Johnstone
analyzes the repetition in detail and claims that what is frequently referred to is the
“the deepest, most basic presumption on which all others rest”, which she calls the
ground level. Johnstone exemplifies this with the frequent reference to Islam in the

interview, which served as the ground level argument. Some other major “non-
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Western” features of Arabic discourse that appeared in the interview were the
parables and analogiés in trying to achieve persuasion.

Similar to reader-writer responsibility introduced by Hinds, Sa’adeddin
(1989) proposed aural and visual text development in interpreting the characteristics
of Arabic rhetoric. In his study, native English speakers, while revising newspapers,
removed all markers of orality; reorganized and edited the texts to satisfy the
requiremenfs of preplanned text development. Sa’adeddin (1989) is for the idea that
there are some universals in producing texts, like planning, ideation, development,
expression and these do not change across cultures.

The examples above suggest that, in addition to the variety of languages
studied, the aspects of rhetorical analysis varied, too. These developments
strengthened the position of contrastive rhetoric as a sub-discipline in second
language writing by the end of the 1980s.

From the 1990s on, second language writing research has widened its scope.
The social identity of the second language writer has been recognized as much as his/
her identity as a non-native speaker or a student. Gender, race, and ethnicity have
been analyzed in terms of their contributions to forming the writer’s social identity in
writing (Silva and Matsuda, 2001). The student profile in the U.S.A., the concept of
multiliteracies, the role of technology have been re-analyzed in terms of their
contribution to second language writing research (Matsuda et al., 2003). However,
some second language writing scholars find its improvement insufficient. Leki
(2003), for instance, states that while the L1 writing research has a wider perspective
influenced by the other intellectual disciplines, L2 writing research has not achieved
so. L2 writing research is basically preoccupied with functional and practical issues

rather than incorporating the intellectual trends of the day, like post-modernism.
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Similar pessimistic views on L2 writing were stated in a colloquium by Atkinson
(2000), who considers that L2 writing research and practice should renew itself.

The widening in scope in the 1990s was adopted in contrastive rhetoric
- research as well. One major attempt was to investigate genres other than student
writing. Through the 1980s, classroom-oriented research constituted an important
part of the contrastive rhetoric research, which was natural because of the context
second language writing provided. However, this was criticized by some researchers.
Leki (1997) views “school-sponsored” writing as a limitation which does not allow
contrastive rhetoric to explain the thought patterns of another culture. Student writing
had limitations because of the very characteristics of the writers and the texts they
produced. Most of the texts analyzed in contrastive rhetoric research were in the
form of essays written by students in the classrooms or uhder testing conditions. In
the same. vein, Scollon (1997) wrote that inferring from student writing was not
enough to be able to draw conclusions about the rhetorical style of a specific
language; rather, different genres, like advertising, must be investigated:

If it is argued that students write an essay in a particular way because of the

structures of their language or culture, in some Way, one would want to be

convinced that these structures are of deeper cultural and semiotic

significance than just the academic genres of school learning tasks. (p.

352)
In the 1990s, different genres started to be analyzed in addition to student writing
which Connor (2001) interpreted as an expansion out of ESL classes. For instance,
Taylor and Chen (1991), analyzed the rhetorical structure of introductions of
scientific papers in terms of Swales’ (1984) moves. According to this scheme, there

are four ‘moves’ in the introduction sections: Move 1: establishing the field by
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showing centrality, by stating current knowledge or by ascribing key char.écteristics;
Move 2: summarizing the relevant previous research; Move 3: preparing for present
research by pointing to a gap or unresolved problem in the previous research or by
raising a question about it; Move 4: introducing the present project by stating its
purpose or objectives or by outlining what is to be done. Taylor and Chen compared
the introduction parts of the articles from the journals published in English in the
U.S.A. to the journals published in English and Chinese in China. The results showed
that Chinese groups did not employ Move 1 all the time. They used a clear,
unelaborated pattern, with a tendency to omit the summary of literature. While the
Americans used considerably longer introductions, the Chinese even omitted this part
in some cases. These findings imply that the differences in rhetorical structures may
be due to a lack of knowledge of discourse conventions. The conventional rhetorical
structure of scientific articles is determined by the expectations of the academic
journals printed in the U.S.A. However, these conventions are not established as
strictly in Chinese academic contexts. Another example could be Precht’s (1998)
study, which analjrzed recommendation letters written in English by academicians
from the United States, the United Kingdom, East Europe, and Germany. American,
British, and German letters showed similarities in terms of digressions from the
topic. German letters were the least symmetrical; in other words, their introduction
and conclusion parts did not have equal length. Eastern European letters rarely stated
the purpose of writing. American letters achieved the most data integration, and topic
was placed in the first sentence of the paragraph.

Another new attempt in the 1990s was the critical analyses of contrastive
rhetoric. Contrastive rhetoric has focused on the divergences from English in terms

of the discourse features since its beginnings. Despite milder approaches after
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Kaplan, most of the contrastive rhetoric studies continued to emphasize the standard
norms expected in English. For instance, Hinds (1990) analyzed expository essays
written by Japanese, Korean, Chinese, and Thai native speakers and introduced the
concept delayed introduction of purpose. He pointed out to the fact that native
English speakers have certain expectations from a text while reading, one of them
being a deductive style of organizing information. However, as these languages
exemplify, in Asian writing these expectations are not satisfied. As opposed to the
English writing in which the conclusion part is clear cut, the Asian languages do not
have explicit conclusions. Thus, the Asian rhetoric can not be said to be inductive,
either. At this point, Hinds proposes the term quasi-inductive. This contribution
Hinds made was criticized by McCagg (1996). He states that it is the extent to which
the same cultural beliefs and life experiences are shared By the reader and the writer
that makes a text comprehensible. The amount of cognitive work native Japanese
readers do reading a text in Japanese is the same as the amount of cognitive work
native English readers do reading a text in English. Similarly, Kubota (1997)
criticized analyzing the newspaper columns Hinds originally based his study on.
Kubota points out that generalizations based on a specific newspaper column to the
whole Japanese discourse are not appropriate. The column Hinds analyzed has more
entertaining function than informative. Thus, the topic shifts may have served the
purpose of involving the readers in the text rather than exhibiting a general pattern of
Japanese written discourse. Furthermore, the incoherence perceived by the native
speakers of English in these texts may be a result of their lack of background rather
than the rhetorical organization. Kubota also objects to assigning the ki-shoo-ten-

ketsu pattern to all forms of discourse. Because this pattern was originally designed
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for narrative forms of discourse, whether it is gpplicable to expository prose is
questionable.

This convention of analyzing languages “in comparison to” English received
criticisms. In the words of Land and Whitley (1989), “We are not asking ESL writers
to add to our culture from their own storehouses of experience; the sense is that our
culture has reached the end of its evolution. There is nothing more to add. Trying to
teach ESL students to reproduce SWE [Standard Written English] rhetoric may be
not only likely to fail, but even if it were to be successful, it would be a pyrrhic
victory” (p.286). Zamel (1997) supports the idea that rather than contrasting
languages like contrastive rhetoric does, the differences should be considered
enriching and they should be benefited; “this approach to examining one language in
comparison with another reinforces the idea that each is separate from, even in
opposition to, the other and keeps educators from understanding the complex ways in
which the two intersect, mingle with, and give shape to one another” (p.342). Spack
(1997), Scollon (1997), and Atkinson (1999) have been critical of contrastive
rhetoric in terms of labeling students, viewing cultures as ’discrete and predictable,
neglecting oral influences on literacy, and being bound by the received view of
culture rather than the alternative.

These criticisms were admirable in the sense that, for the first time, the
misconceptions about the languages other than English were being analyzed.
However, they were still missing the point that chtrastive rhetoric had never been
aware of the distinction between ESL and EFL. The ESL students’ needs have been
considered more noteworthy of interest. Most of the research is still ESL based in
contrastive rhetoric. The way nafive speaker researchers approach contrastive

thetoric is shaped by ESL based theories. For instance, Hinkel (1994) states that
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“students need to be taught that learning Anglo-American writing conventions is
inextricable from leaming to write in English and that a lack of familiarity with these
conventions may prove detrimental to their academic and professional opportunities™
(p-373). It is apparent that this perspective is concerned only with the ESL context in
which second language writing takes place. The books published in the 1980s and
1990s (Kaplan, 1983; Connor and Kaplan, 1986; Purves, 1988; Connor, 1996) and
the articles mentioned so far have all been written by either native and non-native
speakers who live in the U.S.A. or native speakers of English who live in other
countries to teach. Most of the research in contrastive rhetoric has been conducted
with foreign students who study in the U.S.A. However, this emphasis is not
paralleled in EFL contexts, basically because of the unavailability of studies. It is
more difficult to get works published in the U.S.A. for fesearchers who work and
write abroad. Besides, most of the contrastive rhetoric research abroad is in the form
of M.A. theses or Ph.D. dissertations. This leads into contrastive rhetoric’s
comparing native English writing with the English writing of non-native learners
produced in ESL contexts rather than comparing two native speaking environments.
The . current perspective of contrastive rhetoric requires a wider spectrum
taking into consideration the role of English as the lingua franca of the new century
and the effect of globalization on teaching languages. With the changing definitions
| of Standard English and the status of English as an International Language, different
positions to English rhetoric will occur. As Connor (2002) states, for instance, the
English spoken in Europe and its rhetoric has its own standards and expectations.
She calls it “Eurorhetoric”. In some genres, like application letter writing, a universal
form is accepted within the boundaries of the European Union and conventions of

Eurorhetoric. In this respect, Atkinson (2003b) has recently suggested studying non-
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English academic rhetorics, and comparing them with the English rhetoric to find a
common ground in- line with the effect of globalization on languages. In fact, the
English of today should be interpreted differently than its conventional forms in
contrastive rhetoric research. Canagarajah (2002) pointed out to this in his statement,
“[IIn this age of globalization, when we shuttle between communities and enjoy
multiple memberships, it is hard to pin down any person or a community
characterized by an immutable set of values” (p.35). This change is represented in
Panetta’s (2001) edited book. The book brings together works analyzing the rhetoric
of sub-cultures (e.g. African-American, woman, homosexual) as well as the rhetoric
of different genres (e.g. business English). This may also be interpreted as the
direction contrastive rhetoric research is taking in the current decade. With the spread
of internet and other mass communication devices, the need for contrastive rhetoric

in second language writing is greater than any time before.
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1.1.2. Methodological trends in contrastive rhetoric

According to Connor (2002), contrastive rhetoric until the 1990s was marked
by an applied linguistic and text analytic orientation. After the 1990s, sociocultural
and cognitive aspects were taken into consideration, too. Thus the methodology
showed variations. However, taking its roots from the Prague School framework, text
analysis still remained an important research method in contrastive rhetoric research.
This is in parallel with the developments in second language writing research. Polio’s
(2001) overview of text-based studies in second language writing shows that an

important proportion of research was conducted similarly in the 1990s.
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1.2. Text linguistic research

Being one of the basic schools of thought in text linguistic research, the
Prague School of Linguistics, was the first to show how the presentation of
information in whole texts needed to be studied along with the formal structures of
sentences, such as subject-predicate relations (Connor, 1996). The relations of
“thoughts” to each other evidently affect the arrangement of words in sentences (De
Beaugrande and Dressler, 1981). Thus, the Prague scholars introduced the term
“Functional Sentence Perspective” referring to the idea that the parts composing
sentences have functions in conveying information or ‘in the total communication
process’ as Halliday (1974) calls it. While in some languages the arrangement is
designed in a way that the important information will\ come first, in the other
languages, the important information is found in the end.

The basic contribution of the functional sentence perspective was to perceive
sentences as consisting of two units, which were named theme-rheme or given-new,
or fopic-comment or in Weissberg’s (1984) terms recoverable-less recoverable.
Although the concepts topic-comment, given-new, theme-rheme are used
interchangeably in many contexts, Grabe and Kaplan (1996) exemplify the
differences concerning the use of pairs. In a given-new distinction, “given” functions
as the information that has already been mentioned as opposed to “neW” functioning
as the already introduced information. Chafe (1976) describes given (or old)
information in a sentence as ‘that knowledge which the speaker assumes to be in the
consciousness of the addressee at the time of the utterance’ and new information as

‘what the speaker assumes he is introducing into the addressee’s consciousness by

what he says’ (p. 30).
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In a theme-rheme distinction, the theme is typically assumed to be the first
mentioned phrase in the main clause unit; usually this coincides with the
agent/subject/topic of the sentence. Grabe and Kaplan (1996) state that theme-rheme
structure is associated with the work of systemic text analysis mentioned before
rather than the Prague School. The distinction between given-new and theme-rheme
is that, the given-new relationship is based on the perspective of the hearer/ reader,
while the theme-rtheme relationship is based on the perspectives of the
speaker/writer.

Topic-comment distinction, on the other hand, is related to aboutness. As
Hornby (1971) puts it, the topic constitutes what the speaker is talking about,
whereas the comment refers to the rest of the sentence which provides new
information. Bardovi-Harlig (1990) uses the terms topic;focus for topic-comment.
According to her definition, topic is context dependent, may be given information,
and definite, whereas focus is independent of context, conveys the new or unknown
information and thus advances communication, and cannot be predicted and is
indefinite.

Moreover, the topic is different from the grammatical subject in the following
ways: the topic is definite whereas the subject need not be definite; the topic need not
be an argument of a predicative constituent; the subject always has a selectional
relation with some predicate in the sentence; the verb determines the subject but not
the topic; the topic is the “center of attention”; it announces the theme of the
discourse; topic-predicate agreement is very rare, because topics are much more
independent of their comments than are subjects of their verbs; the surface coding of
the topic always involves the sentence-initial position, while the subject, being a

more sentence-oriented notion, need not receive any priority in the serialization
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process; finally, the topic is syntactically independent of the rest of the sentence (Li
and Thompson, 1976).

Grabe and Kaplan (1996) locate the functional sentence perspective under the
category of research on the sentence level in text linguistics. Functional sentence
perspective is further divided into ﬁvé approaches; information structuring, topical
sentence structure, topic continuity, topical structure analysis, and given and new
information. Among these, topical structure analysis has become an important

approach to analyze the topic-comment relationship among successive sentences.



25

1.3. Topical Structure Analysis

Topic-comment structure of sentences, as proposed by the Prague School,
formed the basis of topical structure analysis, which was operationalized by
Lautamatti (1978, 1987). Following Lautamatti, the analysis was used in the writing
research of both the first (Witte, 1983a,b) and second (Schneider and Connor, 1990;
Cerniglia, et al. 1990; Connor and Farmer 1990; Makinen, 1992; Fakhri, 1995; Wu,
1997; Simpson, 2000 ) languages.

Topical structure analysis demonstrates the topical development in a text.
Lautamattti (1987) defines topical development of discourse as “the way the written
sentences in discourse relate to the discourse topic and its sub-topics” (p.87). She
defines discourse topic as the main idea discussed and sub-topics as the subordinate
ideas contributing to the main idea. The succession of the sub-topics in a text is,
therefore, the sequence of ideas contributing to the discourse topic. This progression
of sub-topics is known as topical progression.

Topical progression is classified as parallel progression, in which ‘the sub-
topic in a number of successive sentences is the same’ and se’éﬁential progression, in
which ‘the predicate, or the rhematic part of one sentence, provides the topic for the
next’. In other words, from the Prague School perspective, in sequential progression,
. “new” information of a sentence, or “comment” of the sentence becomes the “topic”
of the following sentence and thus becomes “given”. A third kind of progression,
namely, extended parallel progression, refers to the parallel progression which does
not proceed directly but ‘extends over a piece of text based on sequential
progression’. In other words, if a topic in a sequential progression refers to a topic

previously mentioned it forms an extended parallel progression.
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Lautamatti illustrated the topical progression of a text which formed the basis
of topical structure énalysis in the following way: first, sentences in a text are
numbered for ease of ordering, then topical subjects of each sentence is determined.
Topical subject here refers to the case when lexical subjects coincide with the
discourse topic. She also mentions initial sentence element, ‘initially placed
discourse material in sentences, whatever its form or type’ and mood subject, the
element, lexical or not, which is structurally in the position of the subject in a
sentence. After topical subjects* are set, their relationships are demonstrated as a
chart in a way that if there is a parallel progression, the second one is written
underneath the preceding one. If the referents are different, i.e. there is a sequential
progression, the second one is written to the right underneath the previous topic. An

excerpt from Lautamatti on the mentioned authentic text will clarify the point:

* Studies following Lautamatti’s referred to topical subject as topics.
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1.When a human infant is born into any community in any part of the
world, iz has two things in common with any other infant, provided neither
of them has been damaged in any way either before or during birth. 2.

Firstly, and most obviously, new born children are completely helpless. 3.
Apart from a powerful capacity to draw attention to their helplessness by
using sound, there is nothing the new born child can do to ensure his own
survival. 4. Without care from some other human being or beings, be it
mother, grandmother, sister, nurse, or human group, a child is very unlikely
to survive. 5. This helplessness of human infants is in marked contrast with
the capacity of many new born animals to get to their feet within minutes of
birth and run with the herd within a few hours. 6. Although young animals
are certainly at risk, sometimes for weeks or even months after birth,
compared with the human infant they very quickly develop the capacity to
fend for themselves. 7. It would seem that this long period of vulnerability
is the price that the human species has to pay for the very long period which
fits man for survival as species.

1. ahuman infant
2. newborn children
3. achild

4. the new born child

5. this helplessness
6. young animals
7. this long period of vulnerability

In this text, sentences 1-4 are in a parallel progression referring to the same
tdpical subject; sentences 4-7 are in a sequential progression referring to different
subjects.

An example of the extended parallel progression can be seen in the following

paragraph, taken from Connor and Farmer (1990, 131):

(1) Body language varies from culture to culture. (2) To say yes, Americans nod their heads

up and down. (3) Japanese and Italians use the same nod to say no. (4) Body language is an important
skill for international managers.

1. Body language
2. Americans
3. Japanese and Italians
4. Body language

Sentence 4 forms an extended parallel progression by referring to a topic previously

set in Sentence 1.
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Lautamatti investigated the differences in the topical structures of authentic
texts and their simpliﬁed versions. The authentic text above about the human infant
(p-27) was given to several language teachers and applied linguists and they were
asked to simplify this text to make it “more readable for foreign language learners on
the tertiary level of education”. Then topical structures of these simplified versions
were compared to the topical structure of the authentic text. Lautamatti also
differentiated among five types of relationships occurring among initial sentence

element, mood subject and topical subject:

Type 1: Initial sentence element, mood subject and topical subject coincide.

Type 2: Initial sentence element is separated from mood subject and topical subject, which coincide.
Type 3: Initial sentence element and mood subject coincide while topical subject is separate.

Type 4: Initial sentence element and topical subject coincide, while mood subject is separate.

Type 5: Initial sentence element, mood subject and topical subject are all separate.

Results showed that simplified texts had more cases where topical subjects and mood
subjects were the same (Types 1 and 2) or initial main clause was a modality marker
and the topical subject was in the sub-clause. Furthermore, while the primary sub-
topic of the original text was retained in the simplified versions, new sub-topics were
added. Still, most of them had fewer sub-topics than the original text. Lautamatti
explains the decrease in the number of sub-topics as a way of simplification strategy
that leads to an increase in sentences with primary sub-topic as the topical subject.
Another simplification strategy is the noticeable frequency of parallel progression
over sequential progression.

Lautamatti also introduced “topical depth” which referred to the lowest level-
from left to right- a sequential progression can go in a text. For instance, in the text

on the human infant the lowest level is occupied by the topic this long period of
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vulnerability, and it is at the fourth level of depth in the topical structure. The
contribution of topicél depth to the understanding of the structure of a text was not
analyzed in Lautamatti’s study in detail. Lautamatti suggested only that topical
depth, together with the ratio of sub-topics to both the number of sentences and the
proportion of the types of progression may be considered as factors affecting the
perception of a text as simple or complex (p.100).

In the studies following Lautamatti, the distinction among topical subject,
mood subject and initial sentence element was not investigated further. Instead, these
studies were focused solely on the “topic” which did not necessarily coincide with
the grammatical subject.

Following Lautamatti, Witte (1983 a, b) analyzed topical structures of student
writing in the first language. In the first paper, Witte (19S3a) conducted a study to
investigate whether a text and its revised forms differed in terms of their topical
structure. Eighty university students were given a copy of a passage and were asked
to revise it, ‘keeping its character as a piece of informative discourse’, ‘for a college-
educated audience that had a general knowledge of the subject matter of the text’ so
that ‘it would be easier to read and understand’ (p.322). After revisions were made,
revised texts were given to four raters two of whom were teachers. They rated the
text based on a four point scale, 1 being the lowest. Four different scores from the
raters were summed for each text so that the scores ranged from 4 to 16. Then, 20 of
the texts formed a low-score group (scores 4-9) and 24 texts fell into the high-score
group (scores 12-16). The corpus was analyzed in terms of the number of words per
sentence topic, number of t-units per sentence topic, percentages of t-units in the
three types of topical progression, the number of words per clause, and the number

of words per t-unit. T-tests were run between the two groups to look for differences.
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Results showed that the low-score group had 27,6% more words than the
high-score group and both groups wrote fewer words than the original text. The low-
score group was 49.2 % higher in mean number of sentence topics than the high-
score group. In terms of clause length, the low-score group wrote 10 % longer. In
terms of t-unit length, the low-score group averaged 20,06 words while the high-
score group averaged 18,12 words. In terms of the mean number of t-units per
sentence topic, the high-score group wrote 27 % more t-units. In terms of the mean
percentage of t-units in sequential progression the low-score group wrote 15 % more
t-units.

The analysis of syntactic complexity showed that both groups had shorter
mean clause and t-unit length than the original text. Witte concludes that this may
have resulted from the assumption that shorter sentences are easier to read. He
further analyzed the sentences in terms of Lautamatti’s five types of relationships
mentioned previously. Type 1 sentences, in which the topical subject, the mood
subject, and the initial sentence element coincided, were found to be three times
larger in quantity than the original text. The number of Type 2 sentences was
increased in the revised versions, whereas the number of Type 3 and Type 4
sentences was decreased. The proportion of Type 5 sentences did not differ very
much from the original text. The major change seemé to have been done in Type 1
sentences while revising by both groups.

Witte illustrated two examples, one being from the low-score and the other
from the high-score group. The low-score example had seven sentence topics, and
had no clues to the discourse topic of the original text. It lacked a clear focus and the
connection to the topic was late. Thus, it lacked local or global coherence as a result

of the selection and ordering of sentence topics. The high-score example had three
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sentence topics which made him conclude that high-score writers were aware of the
discourse topic of the original text. On the average, the high-score texts had 27 %
more t-units per topic than the low-scores, which he interpreted as the high-score
writers’ developing or elaborating on a given topic more. 55% of the t-units in the
low-score texts were in sequential progression, which was only 40 % in the high-
score texts. The high-score texts seemed to have focused on fewer topics and the
most important topic was introduced earlier, similar to the original text.

Witte’s findings were similar to Lautamatti’s in that both studies used topical
structure analysis in transformed texts and both concluded that in simplification or
revision, there was an increase in Type 1 sentences which was thought to reduce
syntactic complexity.

Witte (1983b), in another analysis of student essays in terms of their topical
structure, sought to answer the following questions: 1. Can a topic approach to
discourse analysis distinguish between the sentences of high- and low- quality
argumentative texts written by college freshmen? 2. Can a topic approach help
distinguish between the structural patterns of such texts? The corpus for this study
was composed of 180 essays written originally as assignments included in the
evaluation of the freshman writing program. The assignment was to write an essay
for or against required high school composition courses. The essays were rated
holistically by 16 experienced readers on a four-point scale, four being the highest
score. According to the summed scores for each essay, a low-quality group (essays
which had a score of two) and a high-quality group (essays which had a score of
seven or eight) were formed, each composed of 24 texts. The following were
counted: the number of words, clauses, and t-units. Each t-unit was classified, again,

according to Lautamatti’s sentence types. Then topical structure variables such as the
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following were counted: the number of different topics, the number of nonrepeated
topics, topical depth, the number of t-umits in parallel progressions, extended
parallel progressions, and sequential progressions, and the number of parallel,
extended parallel, and sequential progressions. The following counts were
computed: percentage of t-units falling into each of the five classes of sentences;,
percentage of topics which are not repeated; percentage of t-units in parallel,
extended parallel and sequential progressions; number of t-units per parallel,
extended parallel, and sequential progression; number of t-units per topic; and
number of words per topic.

Witte’s (1983b) results showed that the high-quality essays contained slightly
shorter t-units and clauses than low-quality essays, and significantly contained more
words on average. Both groups preferred Type 1 sentences the most, the high-score
group more often than the low-score. Type 2 sentences were preferred more in high-
score essays, suggesting an awareness on the part of high-score writers, as in the
previous study. Type 3 and Type 5 sentences were significantly higher in low-score
essays whereas, Type 4 sentences were preferred more often in high-score essays. In
short, high-score essays had more of the t-units in which topical subject and
grammatical subject coincided.

Witte exemplifies one essay from each group. The examples show that while
the high-quality essay contains four different topics, the low quality essay contains
eleven topics. This is in tune with his previous findings (Witte, 1983a). The findings
that high quality essays exemplified were longer and introduced fewer topics
suggested a better development and elaboration of the topics in this group. The

variety of topics in low-score essays is evident by the finding that the t-units in high-
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score essays had sequential progression about 65% of the time whereas this
percentage was 82% in low-score essays, like in the previous study.

Again, like in Witte (1983a), the most important topics were introduced at the
higher levels of topical depth and were returned to more frequently in the high-score
essays. Contrarily, the low-score essays developed topics which were not essential to
the texts at the upper levels and introduced and elaborated the crucial topics at the
lower levels. Thus, as answers to the research questions stated above, there was a
remarkable difference between the high and low quality essays in terms of their
topical structure.

The major findings of Witte (1983a and b) can be summarized as follows: In
both studies, the low-score essays had more varied sentence topics. The high-score
essays, on the other hand, concentrated on fewer senteﬁce topics, and chose to
elaborate on them. The sample low-score essays analyzed in detail had topical
structures in which the important topics were developed at the lower levels of depth,
unlike the high-score essays in which the most important topic was introduced and
elaborated earlier.

After. Witte (1983a and b), who implemented topical structure analysis in
native English speakers’ texts, studies using topical structure analysis were
conducted in ESL and EFL contexts. As a follow-up to their former study, which
investigated whether topical structure analysis distinguished among readers’
judgements about the quality of ESL students’ essays and found that the proportion
of sequential progression was higher in the high-rated essays than in the low-rated
essays, Schneider and Connor (1990) further investigated whether this difference was
due to the difference in essay length. They examined 15 essays written by ESL

students for TWE [Test of Written English] and rated 4, in addition to the two groups
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they analyzed in their previous study, which was composed of 15 essays rated 6, and
15 essays rated 3 (the highest score in TWE is 6). These ratings represented
proficiency, high proficiency and lack of proficiency, respectively. The essay topic
given required the students to compare and contrast the contribution of scientists and
artists to society.

Topical structure analysis was applied to the essays. Schneider and Connor
did not analyze the relationships among the topical subject, grammatical subject, and
mood subject as Lautamatti did, but clarified that the topic may not always coincide
with the grammatical subject of the t-unit or sentence. Another difference they had
from Lautamatti’s analysis was the use of t-units rather than sentences as the simplest
units of analysis.

Schneider and Connor provided a guideline to \determine each type of

progression and t-units:

CODING GUIDELINES FOR TOPICAL STRUCTURE ANALYSIS

T-Units (T)

1. Any independent clause and all its required modifiers. =

2. Any non-independent clause punctuated as a sentence (as indicated by end punctuation).
3. Any imperative.

Parallel Progression (P)

1. Any sentence topic that exactly repeats, is a pronominal form, or is a synonym of the immediately
preceding sentence topic.

2. Any sentence topic that is a singular or plural form of the immediately preceding sentence topic.

3. Any sentence topic that is an affirmative or negative form of the immediately preceding sentence
topic (e.g. artists, no artists).

4. Any sentence topic that has the same head noun as the immediately preceding sentence topic (e.g.
the ideas of scientists, the ideas of artists; the contributions made by scientists, the contribution
made by artists).

Sequential Progression (S)

1. Any sentence topic that is different from the immediately preceding sentence topic, that is, not (1)-
4)inP.

2. Any sentence topic in which there is a qualifier that so limits or further specifies an NP that it
refers to a different referent (e.g. a nation; a very small, multi-racial nation, referring to two
different nations).

3. Any sentence topic that is a derivation of an immediately preceding sentence topic (science,
scientists).

4. Any sentence topic that is related to the immediately preceding sentence topic by a part-whole
relationship (e.g. these groups, housewives, children, old people).

5. Any sentence topic that repeats a part but not all of an immediately preceding sentence topic (e.g.
science and art, science, art).
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Extended Parallel Progression (EPP)

Any sentence topic that is interrupted by at least one sequential topic before it returns to a previous
sentence topic.

The results of the study showed a significant difference in mean t-unit length
across groups (F (2, 41) = 49,18, p<.001, MSE = 10,23). The relationship between
holistic ratings and t-unit length was not significant whereas the proportions of
parallel and sequential progression and t-unit length had a significant relationship.
The groups did not differ in the proportion of extended parallel topics as ANCOVA
revealed. The adjusted means of the topic variables showed that the essays rated 3
and 4 had a greater proportion of parallel topics than the essays rated 6, which were
marked by the frequency of sequential progression.

Schneider and Connor, in discussing the findings that higher rated essays
contained more sequential progression, contrary to Witte (1983a, b), point out that
they had more clear-cut criteria for categorizing the topics. Another difference of
their study was providing judgments of two independent raters, which showed and
agreement of .92 for parallel topics, .92 for sequential topics, and .88 for extended
parallel topics by Pearson product-moment correlations. Thirdly, they point out that
the strong association between essay length and high quality of ESL essays as
different from non-ESL essays may be due to the greater importance of control of
syntactic structures and lexical knowledge of the former group. Finally, they mention
the finding that sequential topic progression does not necessarily disturb coherence
but may in fact ‘elaborate on the previous topics in the form of different, but related,
t-unit topics that expand on previous ones’ (p.420). They propose that a sequential

topic may be directly related, indirectly related, or unrelated, and these relationships

should be investigated further.
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Schneider and Connor’s (1990) study has some basic contributions to the
field, like providing a coding guideline and reinterpreting the sequential progression.
Unlike Witte’s (1983 a and b) findings in which the sequential progression correlated
with the low quality of essays, this study concluded that better essays had higher
proportions of sequential progression. Thus, a further analysis of the nature of
sequential progression is necessary. Schneider and Connor (1990) also validated their
coding by using independent raters.

Connor, together with Farmer (1990), considered the use of topical structure
analysis a good revision tool for ESL writers. They used it with ESL students in
intermediate and advanced level writing classes at Indiana University in Indianapolis.
They think that topical structure analysis is a way to assess both global coherence,
which refers to what the essay is about, and local coherénce, which refers to how
sentences build meaning in relation to each other and the overall discourse topic. The
types of progression in topical structure analysis can be considered as factors
contributing to the coherence of a text in the following way; parallel progression is
meant to reinforce the idea for the reader; in sequential progression the sentence
topics are derived from the content of the comment in the previous sentence and this
helps to develop individual topics by adding details to an idea which is “a
requirement for good prose” (p.130). Too much development for a sentence topic (if
it is not the main idea of the essay) may distract the reader from the main idea. In
extended parallel progression, the writer returns to a topic mentioned earlier in the
essay.

In their model of incorporating topical structure analysis into second language
writing classes, students were first asked to identify the sentence topics and draw the

diagrams for topical progression. Several diagrams that depict coherent and
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incoherent topical progression were exhibited. Then the students revised their essays
based on these diagrams, made necessary changes. For instance, they added an
extended progression, learned to differentiate between a sequential progression based
on irrelevant topics and one based on related ideas.

Students did not have any difficulty in adopting this kind of a revision
strategy and they reported that topical structure analysis helped them revise their
topics and forced them to relate their topics more to the essay topic. When students’
writing was analyzed, it was seen that there was improvement in favor of ‘a clearer
focus and better development of sub-topics’(p.134).

Cerniglia, Medsker, and Connor (1990) went one step further in using topical
structure analysis in ESL writing classes and devised a computerized version at
Indiana University in Indianapolis. Named STAR (Studying Topical Analysis to
Revise), the program was designed using a basic systems model that included the
- definition, design, development and festing phases. The computer was programmed
to teach the fundamentals of topical structure analysis but evaluation and revision
was left to the writing teacher. A learning hierarchy was constructed, in which the
lowest level and the highest level were occupied by identification of sentence topics
and identification and repair of coherence problems respectively. Learning proceeds
from bottom to top and the analysis proceeds from top to bottom. STAR is very
iﬁteractive; students respond freciuently to several types of questions, including
multiple-choice questions, constructed responses, and fill-in-the-blank items for
which the computer uses pattern matching to judge corrections.

Students are first provided with coherence definitions and sample coherent
and incoherent passages. Then they are taught to identify sentence topics which are

usually in the form of noun phrases and are the grammatical subjects of the sentences
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but which may be located in the beginning, middle or end of the sentences. They are
first given isolated séntences and then passages because they are already told that
context may be influential in determining the sentence topics. In the evaluation phase
of the lesson, students are given the information that while too much parallel
progression may be tiresome, too much sequential progression with too many new
topics may distract the reader as well. Extended parallel progression brings the reader
back to the main idea to achieve a closure. Then students are given some sample
passages and asked to evaluate the coherence of the text. After starting to use this
program with ESL students, an attitude survey was conducted to see if the students
felt they favored it. Results showed that 48% of the trial students rated the program
highly interesting, and the rest rated it from medium to highly interesting. In addition,
86% of the students felt they had learned something new, and 66% felt they could
use topical structure analysis to improve their writing.

The two reports reviewed above suggest that, because it leads students to see
the relationship between the sentences clearly in a diagram, topical structure analysis
could be a useful device for students to check any flaws in their essays. The diagram
can easily show them whether there is too much parallel or sequential parallel
progression in a text.

Makinen (1992) implemented topical structure analysis in anb EFL context
with younger students. She sought to answer the following question: Is there a
relationship between rated essay quality and topical development in EFL
compositions written by secondary school students? The aspect she was basically
interested in was topical depth, which had also been dealt with by Lautamatti (1987).
Twenty-four Finnish secondary school students wrote reflective essays on the topic

“Does watching television make it more difficult to think independently?” The
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essays were rated analytically by two independent raters on a five-point scale (five
being the highest scofe) and were categorized as high quality (n=4), mid quality
(n=9), or poor quality (n=11). Topical structure analysis was applied to the texts.

Instead of listing the topics vertically like in Lautamatti (1987), Witte (1983a
and b), Schneider and Connor (1990), Makinen chose to show the development
horizontally. This is characterized by a horizontal topical progression moving from
left to right that exhibited the topical depth vertically.

The sample high scored essay exhibits a case in which only 10% of the topics
are at the first level of topical depth while the second and third levels of topical depth
has 26% of the topics and fourth and fifth levels has 31%. A mid quality essay
chosen for sampling exhibits a case in which nearly 60% of the topics are at the first
level, 18% of them are at the second and third levels, and 9% at the fourth and fifth
levels of depth. In a low quality composition, 66.6% of the topics are at the first level
~ of topical depth. In other words, in high quality essays the first levels of depth are not
as occupied intensively as they are in mid and low quality essays.

In addition, the high quality essays were also marked by the writer’s closing
up the essay by referring to a previously mentioned topic. In fact, not only at the
closing, but at different points of the essay, a return to the higher levels of topical
development was common in highly rated essays. In general, in the ‘high quality
éssays, the topics were “more evenly” distributed across different levels, whereas
the low quality essays exhibited more sudden topic shifts.

As to the research question raised, the relationship between topical depth and
writing quality was not very strong. Approximately 23% of the variation in writing

quality was explained by the variation in topical depth.
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Makinen’s study is different from Witte’s (1983a, b) and Schneider and
Connor’s (1990) in that the focus is on the topical depth rather than the types of
progression. Witte, in both of his studies, had touched upon the issue by stating that
in the good essays the topics at the higher levels were elaborated more, whereas in
the poor essays the development comes later, i.c. at the lower levels of depth.
Makinen’s results cannot confirm this finding fully, because, in the mid and low
quality essays, an important proportion of the topics is elaborated at the first level of
depth. This proportion is only ten per cent in the high quality essays. A remarkable
finding of Makinen’s study is the evenly distributed topics across different levels in
good essays. This may indicate that, not only one single topic is elaborated in an
unbalanced way, but a few topics are equally elaborated.

Fakhri (1995) analyzed four different groups of texts, each group consisting
of 20 samples: English writing by Arab ESL learners, English writing by non-Arab
- (Spanish, Chinese, Japanese, Vietnamese and Thai) ESL learners, Arabic texts taken
from the newspaper Assarq al Awsat, accompanied by essays used for teaching
reading and writing and English texts taken from the New York Times, accompanied
by essays used for teaching reading and writing.

The student essays were written by university level ESL students and, as the
mean scores for placement indicated, they were quite comparable. The texts chosen
for analysis were all expository. In identifying the progression types, Fakhri used
Schneider and Connor’s coding scheme mentioned above. Fakhri justifies the use of
topical structure analysis [TSA] in a cross-linguistic context as follows: 1. TSA
probes an important aspect of texts, namely the patterns of maintenance and shifts of
topics. 2. TSA allows for the quantification of data which makes the study more

reliable, and counterbalances the many claims and conclusions based on subjective
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impressions. 3. The application of topical structure analysis in the context of
language teaching suggests that the quality of writing is in part dependent on the
patterns of topic distribution.

Fakhri used an item decision task together with Schneider and Connor’s
(1990) guidelines to determine the topics of sentences. The results showed, first of
all, that there was no significant difference among the groups in terms of their topical
structure. There was no significant correlation between text length and percentages
of types of progression. In both languages there was prevalence of sequential
progression. Fakhri related this to the nature of expository prose, which is marked by
a “logical linkage between propositions and complex hierarchical patterning of
information” (p.162). The abundance of sequential progression in the writings of
Arabs, on the other hand, was a result of diverse unsupported statements and lack of
elaboration of main topics. In contrast, parallel progression was rare in both
languages, which may, again, be the result of expository prose. Fakhri exemplifies
how the properties of narrative-like discourse lead to the prevalence of parallel
pfog‘ression. As for the topical depth, the most prominent topics were at the higher
levels and were more frequent than the other sentence topics.

Fakhri’s contribution to the understanding of topical structure analysis is his
emphasis on the sequential progression. While in previous studies, the dominance of
sequential progression was taken for granted, Fakhri explains it from a different
angle. He suggests that it is the nature of expository prose itself that leads to the use
of sequential progression. Another important point Fakhri makes is related to the
pature of sequential progression. Quantitatively, there may not be a difference
between Arabic and English in terms of the distribution of the progression types, but

when analyzed in detail, it is seen that the two languages have different underlying
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sources. While in English sequential progression may be formed by the main topic
and subsequent topics, in Arabic, there is no such hierarchy, the different topics are
not supportive of a main topic. This point Fakhri makes is similar to Schneider and
Connor’s (1990) classification of directly related, indirectly related, and unrelated
sequential progression. In a cross-linguistic context, like in this study, the
distinctions gain more importance. |

Wu (1997) conducted a study for his Ph.D. dissertation in which topic
familiarity, text factors, education background, and linguistic background of ESL
students were analyzed in their relationship with topical structure. 37 Southeast
Asian refugee students enrolled in an ESL program in the USA participated in the
study. Information about their educational, ethnic, and linguistic background was
obtained by a questionnaire. Each student wrote on both a familiar and an unfamiliar
topic in 40 minutes on separate days. Familiarity of topics was determined by a pilot
study. T-units and topical subjects were determined by the researcher and confirmed
by a second researcher with a high degree of correlation. The coding guidelines
Schneider and Connor (1990) proposed were adopted. The sequential progression
was analyzed in detail, again according to the classification Schneider and Connor
(1990) proposed as directly related, indirectly related and unrelated sequential
progression. Holistic ratings for the essays were obtained from scores by professional
composition scorers according to the 100-point Jacobs’ (1981) scale, which is a
holistic writing rating scale composed of content, organization, vocabulary, language
use, and mechanics.

The results showed that there were no significant differences between high
and low quality writers, as was indicated by Jacobs’ scale, in terms of the number of

parallel, extended parallel, and sequential progression, and the number of sentence
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topics of their essays. However, the high quality group had higher relatedness ratio,
that is, they had more. cases of directly related sequential progression as opposed to
indirectly related or unrelated sequential progressions. Moreover, the results showed
that essays written on a familiar topic had more number of words and t-units, more
cases of parallel, extended parallel, and sequential progression, higher relatedness
ratio, while essays written on an unfamiliar topic had more sentence topics. A more
detailed analysis of the textual features was conducted in the case studies of four
students who had low and high scores on Jacobs’ scale. The case studies revealed
that of the two high-score students’ essays, one was marked by parallel and extended
parallel progression, while the other was more balanced. One of the low-score
students’ essays was marked by sequential progression and the other low-score essay
was marked by parallel progression. The low-score student’s essay had more topical
depth. In general, low-score essays were organized by sequential progression.

Supporting Witte’s (1983a) findings, the findings of Wu’s study suggest that
good essays were marked by more frequent use of parallel and extended parallel
prbgressions, and changed topics less frequently, which suggests that there were
fewer topics. In terms of the nature of sequential progression, the relatedness ratio
was higher when the essays were written on a familiar topic and when the overall
quality was high. This indicates that the main topics were supported by sub-topics
rather than different topics, as Fakhri (1995) had pointed out in the case of Arabic
texts. Wu’s study is important in using the topical structure analysis as a variable in
describing the quality of essays.

Finally, Simpson (2000) used topical structure analysis, comparing 20
academic paragraphs written in English taken from various journals with 20 of those

in Spanish taken from journals published in Spanish. He first ran a descriptive
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analysis in both groups to investigate differences such as the number of words,
number of sentences, ﬁumber of words per sentence, number of clauses, and number
of clauses per sentence. Then he applied the topical structure analysis to the
assessment of the internal coherence of paragraphs. The results of the descriptive part
showed that English paragraphs contained more words than Spanish paragraphs in
average (162 and 124,5 respectively). Af the sentence level, Spanish sentences had
more words per sentence (32,8) than the English sentences (24). In other words,
English paragraphs were longer with more sentences, but sentences were shorter than
in the Spanish paragraphs. The clause analysis showed that in the English data there
were more clauses per paragraph (13,75) than in Spanish (9,8). Simpson related these
findings to the earlier studies done in Spanish and claimed that Spanish had a more
claborate style which is characterized by long sentences énd flowery and poetic
language.

In addition to sequential, parallel, and extended parallel progression, in his
analysis of the topical structure of the paragraphs, Simpson describes a fourth
category, extended sequential progression. This category takes into consideration the
topic-comment structure of sentences such that, what is mentioned in the comment
part of a sentence may be the topic in one of the following sentences. They would be
in sequential progression if they were adjacent, but they may be interrupted by a
ﬁarallel progression, or by another sequential progression. Thus they are in extended
sequential progression. Simpson applied the topical structure analysis in both groups
of data and categorized topics into the four types. He first compared Spanish and
English in terms of Lautamatti (1987)’s classification of five types of combinations
of initial sentence element, mood subject, and topical subject. The percentages

showed no meaningful difference and this proved the applicability of Lautamatti’s
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classification to Spanish. In both languages, Type 1, in which all three subjects
coincided, was in the ‘maj ority. Then he compared the results of topical structure
analysis. Some paragraphs in Spanish showed no topical progression at all, which led
Simpson to conclude that the demand for coherence by repetition of topics is not as
strong as it is in English. There was not a significant difference between the groups
in terms of the introduction of new topicé. The percentages of parallel and sequential
progression in English were 17.7 and 16.8 respectively, while in Spanish these
numbers were 12.2% and 6.6%. In terms of the proportion of extended progressions
Spanish exceeded the English data. But, all in all, the Spanish paragraphs analyzed
did not show much repetition of key words; rather the tendency was to have a
number of different topics. The relationship between ideas in Spanish was through
different topics unlike in English where it was through repeﬁtion. While in English
46% of the topics were repeated, this number was 32% in Spanish.

Simpson’s study is worthy of interest in certain respects. First, it analyzes
professional writing in both languages, whereas the studies so far have all analyzed
student writing. Besides, the texts he analyzes are quite compatible. Second, he
introduces the term extended sequential progression, which requires further
investigation. The quality of sequential progression has been questioned by
Schneider and Connor (1990) and Fakhri (1995) as mentioned before. The extended
séquential progression Simpson introduces in this study may be relevant in
differentiating between related and unrelated topics. Third, in addition to the
percentages of the types of progression, Simpson calculates the percentage of

repeated topics, which was not done in the previous studies.
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The studies reviewed so far have come up with-some major findings. It seems
that sequential progreésion is analyzed more than the other kinds of progression
because there are multiple interpretations for its abundance. It may be a distracting
factor by opening up new topics, or it may be supporting the main topics by adding
more subtopics. Schneider and Connor (1990) suggest that the relationship between
the consecutive topics in a sequential progression should be understood. They
introduce directly related, indirectly related, and unrelated topics. Simpson (2000)
suggests the use of extended sequential progression, which would differentiate
between unrelated and related topics. Obviously, more research has to be conducted
on the sequential progression in terms of its relationships with other variables.

The point Fakhri (1995) makes in terms of the genre of prose affecting the
dominant pattern of progression is relevant in this contex'e. While the -sequential
progression may be suitable for expository prose, the narrative discourse may be
characterized by parallel progression. Further analysis is necessary to probe this
point, too.

Another aspect to be analyzed is the topical depth, which is central to
Makinen’s (1993) study. Makinen investigated the topical depth across the quality
levels of student essays and obtained satisfactory results. The cross-cultural
applicability of topical depth should be analyzed, too. In terms of the cross-cultural
differences topical structure analysis is expected to reveal, Wu (1997) emphasizes
that the universals of topical structure are crucial to the same degree. To be able to
understand these differences and universals better, authentic texts should be analyzed
cross-linguistically. Of all the studies mentioned above, only Simpson (2000)

compares texts written by native speakers of both languages.
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1.4. Contrastive rhetoric research in Turkish

Compared to other prominent languages studied in the domain of contrastive
rhetoric, little has been done in Turkish. Enginarlar (1990) and Oktar (1991)
conducted empirical studies in Turkish schools for their Ph.D. dissertations.
Although the findings obtained from these studies are limited, the studies themselves
are crucial in their investigations of Turkish students’ writing,

Enginarlar (1990) analyzed essays written by Turkish high school students in
terms of their macro and micro structures. In addition, holistic ratings of the essays
were obtained from 12 scorers, and unstructured interviews were held with the
English and Turkish Language and Literature teachers. 118 of the students were
monolinguals enrolled in a Turkish-medium high school and 113 were bilingual
students enrolled in a high school where the medium of instruction was bilingual
(Turkish and English). The monolingual group wrote in Turkish while the bilingual
group wrote in both Turkish and English. The bilingual students were enrolled in
three classes with the highest means in English tests administered by the school. The
mdnolingual students were enrolled in the highest achieving classes as was reported
by the Turkish Language and Literature teachers. Both groups were given the same
topic to write an essay in one class hour under test conditions. The topic was,
“Explain one of the most important problems of youth life and discﬁss possible
solutions to it”.

The results of the analysis showed that, in terms of the holistic ratings, the
mean scores for Turkish and English essays were very close, which suggested a high
degree of correlation between Turkish and English writing abilities of students. This

finding validated the first hypothesis that there would be a positive correlation

between L1 and L2 writing of Turkish students.
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The macro structures of the essays were investigated in terms of three
different aspects. One of them was the analysis of the situation-problem-problem
development-solution-evaluation pattern that Enginarlar adapted for the study. This
pattern correlated with the essays that obtained high holistic ratings, most remarkably
in English. The second aspect of analysis was the argumentative speech act pattern of
claim-justification-induction, which is cénsidered to be the linear text pattern of
Anglo-Saxon writing. This pattern was found to exist in the high rated essays and
was disrupted in the low rated essays. The digressions from this pattern were most
frequently found in the Turkish essays written by monolingual Turks. In other words,
bilinguals’ essays followed more linearity than monolinguals. The third aspect
sought for was related to the paragraph structure and quality. The holistic ratings
correlated positively with the paragraph quality. The high—rated essays were
composed of good paragraphs at higher percentages. The bilinguals’ paragraphs were
developed better, whereas monolinguals wrote more paragraphs with more
subdivisons in the essays.

These findings obtained from the macro-level analysis confirmed
Enginarlar’s hypothesis that Turkish and English essays written by Turkish students
would exhibit some digressions from the linear text pattern and these digressions
would be more frequent in Turkish essays.

The investigation of the micro level analysis showed that the syntactic errors
did not result from the L1, which suggested that the syntactic interference from the
L1 to the L2 was rather low. Errors did not result from the L1. The bilingual essays
had a higher ratio of embedded sentences than coordinated or simple sentences,
which can be considered as another indication of the L2 instructional effect.

Coordination was more common in the monolinguals’ Turkish essays compared to
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the bilinguals’ essays, which indicates, again, the transfer of subordination, an L2
specific structure, to the L1 in bilingual student writing.

The lexical analysis showed that there was no direct lexical transfer in the
bilinguals’ English essays from Turkish. Some loan translations, native similes and
metaphors, proverbs and idioms were transferred. In bilinguals’ Turkish essays, there
was direct lexical transfer from English in the form of code-shifting, but there was no
use of similes or metaphors. In monolinguals’ papers, loan translations were not
many, and similes or metaphors were not used as much. However, the occurrence of
figures of speech, proverbs, and idioms were the most in this group.

Essay introductions and conclusions were also examined. 70 % of the Turkish
essays written by monolinguals had lengthy introductions. This percentage was 25 in
bilinguals’ writing in Turkish and 10 in bilinguals’ writing in‘English. Turkish essay
introductions written by bilinguals were about three times shorter, more direct and
linear than the Turkish essays written by monolinguals, which further supports the
influence of the L2 rhetoric on L1 writing. Approximately one third of the essays
ended in some type of ornamental prose, in the form of proverbial, formulaic-
hortative, or metaphorical language. Turkish essays had this feature almost as twice
as bilinguals’ essays.

What these findings suggest about the rhetorical structure of Turkish student
wﬁting is, first of all, that the linear pattern of expository prose in English was not
followed strictly by Turkish students. While good quality English essays were better
at organizing around a linear structure, the low quality English essays and
monolinguals’ Turkish essays did not adopt this pattern.

The paragraphs composing an essay were not developed in monolinguals’

Turkish essays; in addition there were more paragraphs in this group and more
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subdivisions in the paragraphs. In this respect, the bilinguals’ essays cohered better,
with fewer and more developed paragraphs.

Another feature common in monolinguals’ Turkish essays was the sentence
structure marked by coordination rather than subordination. Coordination was
contrasted with subordination in studies done in Persian and Arabic before.

Monolingual writings had as twice as ornamental language than the other
groups. They also had the tendency to write longer topical introductions with ample
evidence of indirection or digression.

Oktar (1991) investigated further one of the features Enginarlar (1990)
analyzed; coordination and subordination in Turkish and English paragraphs. The
participants were English-major freshmen and non-English major freshmen from
various departments in a Turkish-medium university. The stﬁdents were required to
write an expository paragraph on three different topics at different times. The
English-majors wrote the English versions first and wrote in Turkish on the same
topics later. Writing took place under test conditions.

" The paragraphs were then subjected to the discourse b,,loc analysis”. The
relationship between the discourse blocs and discourse units is either syntactic or
semantic. The following syntactic and semantic relations were analyzed: a) syntactic
relations: coordination marked by contrasting, contradicting, conjoining, or
fepeating; subordination marked by defining, exemplifying, giving reasons,
deducing, explaining, qualifying; and superordination marked by drawing
conclusions, generalizing, commenting, changing subjects, b) semantic relations:

lexical cohesion marked by reiteration (repetition, synonymy or near-synonymy,

* A method of text analysis devised by Kaplan (1972) based on Pitkin’s (1969) and Christensen’s
(1963) theories of discourse bloc. Kaplan {1972) added the discourse unit dimension to the method.
The underlying principle of the method is the relationship between ideas in a text, rather than the
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superordinate, general word), collocational cohesion (contrast or opposition,
association, membership in ordered lexical sets, membership in unordered lexical
sets), reference (personal, demonstrative, comparative), and conjunction. The
analysis was done both at intersentential and intrasentential levels.

The results showed that the paragraphs non-English majors wrote exhibited
coordination at both intersentential and sentential levels in Turkish, whereas the
English-majors were able to keep the two languages apart by preferring
subordination in English and coordination in Turkish at both levels. Thus, the
hypothesis that Turkish paragraphs would be marked by coordination was confirmed.
As to the second hypothesis regarding the transfer of coordination from Turkish to
English, there was no transfer at the intersentential level, but at the sentential level
there was transfer. The third hypothesis, which assumed that there would be a
transfer of subordination from English to Turkish, was confirmed both at the
intersentential and sentential levels, suggesting a possible effect of the L2 rhetoric on
the L1. However, the fact that coordination was found to the same degree in Turkish
paragraphs written by English majors and close means of occurrence of embedded
sentences at the sentential level led Oktar to conclude’ that there was no

psychological reality of a transfer from the L2 to the L1.

Enginarlar (1990) and Oktar (1991) had some basic common findings which
can be summarized as coordination being a preferred rhetorical structure in Turkish,
with its transfer to students’ English writing at the sentential level being possible.
Turkish students discriminated between their Turkish and English writings such that

they used more coordination writing in Turkish and more subordination writing in

relationship between sentences. Discourse bloc refers to the main idea, and discourse units refer to
supporting ideas in a text.
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English. There are digressions from the lincar essay structure in English in low rated
essays in general, and in Turkish essays written by monolinguals. The paragraph
norms are vaguer in Turkish essays, which is evident by more number of paragraphs
with less internal development. Bilingual participants were able to write better

developed paragraphs.
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1.5. The present study

The present study analyzes Turkish and English writing of Turkish students
as well; however, it has some differences from the above mentioned studies. First,
the kpresent study includes monolingual American students’ writing in addition to the
bilingual and monolingual Turkish students’ writings. Second, this study examines
timed essays written on the same topic by each group at different times whereas the
previous studies used student writings under test conditions.

The present study is also different from the reviewed studies which use the
topical structure analysis. Including essays of both Turkish and American students,
the study analyzed texts written in first languages, which has not been done except
for Simpson (2000). The study also compares writings in Turkish and English of
native Turkish speakers, thus comparing first and second laﬁguage performances. In
addition, it includes English writing of both Turkish and English speakers. Different
- from the reviewed studies, this study includes three groups of students, homogeneous
in terms of their demographic characteristics.

The writing task given in this study was the same for all ”t/hree groups. Of the
studies reviewed, only Fakhri (1995) and Simpson (2000) analyzed two languages;
however, Fakhri included student writing and professional writing, and Simpson
included professional writing only. This study analyzes student writing in two

1anguages obtained in two different social contexts.
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CHAPTERII- THE STUDY

2. 1. RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Are there fundamental differences among Turkish essays written by monolingual
Turkish students, English essays written by bilingual Turkish students and English
essays written by monolingual American students in terms of the frequency with
which they use progression types?
a. Are there differences among the groups in terms of the frequency with which
they use sequential progression?
b. Are there differences among the groups in terms of the frequency with which
they use parallel progression?
c. Are there differences among the groups in terms of the frequency with which

they use extended parallel progression?
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2.2. PARTICIPANTS

There are three different groups of participants in this study, two composed of
Turkish students at Bogazigi University, which is an English-medium university in
Turkey, and one composed of monolingual American students at Georgia State
University. All of the American students and one of the Turkish groups were
freshmen. The other Turkish group consisted of preparatory students enrolled in the
School of Foreign Languages of Bogazigi University.

The first group of participants consisted of 30 (15 Male, 15 Female)
monolingual Turkish students, with an average age of 18, who were enrolled in
Beginner level classes of the School of Foreign Languages in the Fall semester of
2002. It should be noted here that all of the students in this group were exposed to a
limited amount of English in high-school and middle-school. As such, their really
low level of proficiency in English did not allow them to be admitted as freshmen to
Bogazici University, where the medium of instruction is English. Their high school
graduation GPA was 4,66 out of 5. Their perceived writing score in Turkish in
average was 3,25, as they indicated on a five-point scale on whigh 1 referred to very
weak and 5 referred to very good.

The second group consisted of 30 (15 Male, 15 Female) American freshmen
students enrolled at Georgia State University, who admitted that they did not speak
any other language than English. The age average was 19.2. Their high school
graduation GPA was 3.46 out of 4. Their perceived writing score average was 3.63
out of 5.

The third group was composed of 30 (8 Male, 22 Female) Turkish freshman

students enrolled at Bogazigi University. The age average was 18.5. Their high
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school graduation GPA was 4.73 out of 5. Their perceived score average of writing

ability in English was 3.33 out of 5.

Appendix A displays a brief summary of information on high schools and

Majors across groups.

2.3. MATERIALS

Each participant filled out a questionnaire in which information about their
age, sex, major, GPA, and the scale for their perceived writing ability score was
asked before writing the essay. The information part and the prompt were in Turkish
for the monolingual Turkish group. (See Appendix B for the forms participants
received.)

The prompt for the essays was taken from the TWE (Test of Written English)
Guide. TWE is one part of the TOEFL, which aims to measure the writing ability of

non-native speakers in English:

Inventions such as eyeglasses and the sewing machine have had an important effect
on our lives. Choose another invention that you think is important. Give specific
reasons.

For the monolingual Turkish group, Turkish equivalent ‘of the same prompt

was used:

Dikis makinesi, gdzlik gibi buluslarn hayatimza onemli etkileri olmustur Size
gbre en dnemli bulus nedir? Nedenleriyle birlikte agiklayimz.

2.4. DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES

The first group of data was gathered at Bogazici University School of Foreign
Languages in beginner level classes in the Fall semester, at the beginning of the
2002-2003 academic year. The researcher used four classes consisting of more than
10 students each. The participants were asked to write an essay for a research project.

They were given 40 minutes. This was the most applicable way of collecting data in
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this setting. Forty-six papers were collected and 16 of them were discarded because
of not meeting the criteria of monolingualism, missing information and the
insufficient length of essays.

Data from the second group had been collected in the Fall semester of 2001 at
Georgia State University, Atlanta. The participants were chosen from those who took
PSYC 1101-Introduction to General Psyéhology as a requirement. The criterion for
selection was simply being a native English speaking freshman student. The
participants gained credits of 1 % upon their participation in this study. The whole
process was organized by an online software program which allowed the researcher
to set the criteria, to appoint the participants and to give credit or penalty. The
participants met the researcher by appointment. After signing the consent forms they
were given the sheet to fill in their information and the topic. They were given 40
minutes to write the essay. The Department of Applied Linguistics and ESL was
used as the location for the research. The data collection took a period of two weeks.
There were 60 participants who took part but 30 of them were eliminated because of
missing information, not meeting the criteria of age, and monolingualism.

The third group of data was collected from students at Bégazigi University in
the Fall semester of 2002 and they were accessed with the help of the Department of
Psychology, as in Georgia State University. The participants were all freshmen
enrolled in various departments and were taking the PSY 101- Introduction to
Psychology course as a requirement. The study was posted in the department and
students signed up to participate. The researcher implemented the data collection by
controlling the number of males and females and appointment hours. The
participants met the researcher by appointment and they were given 40 minutes to

write the essay. They gained 1% credit for PSY 101-Introduction to Psychology
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course. The whole data collection took eight days. There were 41 essays in total and

11 of them, which did not meet the criteria, were discarded.

2.5. ANALYSIS

The procedure for analyzing the data included coding the data and running
the statistical analyses. In the coding phase of the analysis, topics for every t-unit
were identified first. This was followed by the identification of the types of
progression. Statistical analyses were conducted using the Statistical Package for
Social Sciences (SPSS). After the topics were found and the progressions were
processed by the researcher, a Ph.D student in the Department of Foreign Language
Education at Bogazici University was trained as a rater. She was given three random
essays from each group and was asked to find the topics and draw the topical
structure of the essays. The inter rater reliability was found to be .95 with Pearson

product-moment, which is quite satisfying.

2.5.1. Identification of topics /

Schneider and Connor’s (1990) guideline (see p.34) ﬁas followed in the
identification of topics and progression types. Schneider and Connor (1990) used t-
units as indices rather than sentences, in line with Witte (1983a, b), and stated the
reason as follows: “Because t-units distinguish between simple sentences and
compound sentences, they provide a more valid basis of comparison among ESL
essays of varying degrees of proficiency”(p.415). Sirﬁilarly, Wu (1997) adopted the
same guideline in his research and used f-units as indices. Fakhri (1995) and

Makinen (1992), on the other hand, did not make a distinction between a sentence
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and a t-unit, and used sentences as the units of analyses while Simpson (2000) used
clauses as indices.

After the t-units were identified, topics for each t-unit were found. Schneider
and Connor (1990) did not suggest a way to trace topics in the t-units except that
they pointed out the criterion of aboutness. In this study, aboutness was taken as
basis in identifying the topics. In some cases, as Schneider and Connor (1990)
mention, what the sentence is about coincides with the grammatical subject of the
sentence. To exemplify:

Motorlu tasitlar en Snemli buluslardan biridir. (T 1)*
Electricity has advanced our lives as well as our knowledge. (A 4)
Mobile phones , which connect people together, are very useful. (B 21)

2.5.2. Identification of progressions:

After the topics for every sentence were identified and numbered, the type of
progression in successive sentences was defined as sequential, parallel, and extended
parallel according to Schneider and Connor’s (1990) criteria.

An example of an essay from each group is providcd for the reader’s

convenience in Appendix C. The sample essays given contain a detailed description

of their topical structure analysis.

* The letters T, A, and B refer to Turkish, American, and Bilingual references, respectively. The
numbers next to the letters are the codes of the participants in the study.



60

CHAPTER III- RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

3. 1. RESULTS

3.1.1. The average number of sentences per essay:

The average number of t-units per essay is 15,87 for the monolingual Turkish
group (sd= 5,25), 29,53 for the monolingual American group (sd= 7,43), and 27,87
for the bilingual Turkish group (sd= 7,27). The average number of sentences per
essay for the three groups is as follows: 11,73 for the monolingual Turkish group,
20,63 for the monolingual American group, and 17,70 for the bilingual Turkish
group. The resulting sentence- t-unit difference for each group on average was 4,14

for the Turkish group; 8,9 for the American group; and 10,17 for the bilingual group.

3.1.2. Progression types:

Next, progression types were queried. It is worth mentioning that progression
starts from the second t-unit on in any essay. Unlike Simspon’s (2000) study in
which some clauses were not considered to be involved in any kind of progression, in
this paper, every t-unit was included in the analysis.

3.1.2.1. The number of t-units involved in sequential progression

For each essay, the total number of t-units which were in sequential
progression was found and the average for each group was calculated. This was 11,8
for the monolingual Turkish group (sd=4,09), 16,8 for the monolingual American
group (sd=5,37), and 15 for the bilingual Turkish group (sd=4,22).

3.1.2.2. The number of t-units involved in parallel progression

The total number of t-units involved in parallel progression in each essay was
found and an average for each group was obtained. In the monolingual Turkish data,

the average number of t-units in parallel progression was 1,13 (sd=1,43), in the
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monolingual American data it was 5,60 (sd=3,39), and in the bilingual Turkish data it
was 5,63 (sd=3,68).
3.1.2.3. The number of t-units involved in extended parallel progression
The averages of the number of t-units in extended parallel progression were
found for each group. In the monolingual Turkishr group, this average was 1,93
(sd=1,43), in the monolingual American group it was 6,13 (sd=3,08), and in the
bilingual Turkish group it was 6,23 (sd=2,25).

All of the above results are illustrated in Table 1:

Table 1- Raw Averages of Progressions

Turkish American ‘ Bilingual
Total 15,87 (sd=5,25) 29,53 (sd=17,43) 27,87 (sd=7,27)
Sequential 11,8 (sd=4,09) 16,8 (sd=5,37) 15 (sd=4,22)
Parallel 1,13 (sd=1,43) 5,60 (sd=3,39) 5,63 (sd=3,68)
Extended 1,93 (sd=1,43) 6,13 (sd=3,08) - 6,23 (sd=2,25)

Parallel

3.1.2.4. The ratios of t-units in parallel, sequential, and extended parallel

progression to the total number of t-units in progression

After the raw numbers for mean t-units in three types of progression were
obtained, their ratios to the total number of progression were calculated. Results
showed that the ratio of t-units in sequential progression to total t-units in
progression in the monolingual Turkish data was 80,28 (sd=12,08), in the

monolingual American data 59 (sd=13,74), and in the bilingual Turkish data 56,19

(sd=8,12).
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The ratio of t-units in parallel progression to the whole was 7,29 for the
monolingual Turkish group (sd=8,03), 19,88 for the monolingual American group
(sd=11,78), and 20,09 for the bilingual Turkish group (sd=11,02).

The ratio of t-units in extended parallel progression to the total was 12,42 for the
monolingual Turkish group (sd=7,48), 21,1 for the monolingual American group
(sd= 8,08), and 23,71 for the bilingual Turkish group (sd=7,54).

These results are summarized in Table 2 below:

Table 2- Percentages of progressions

Turkish American Bilingual
Sequential 80, 28 (sd=12,08) 59 (sd=13,74) 56,19 (sd=8,12)
Parallel 7,29 (sd=8,03) 19,88 (sd=11,78) 20,09 (sd=11,02)
Extended 12,42 (sd=7,48) 21,1 (sd=8,08) 23,71 (sd=7,54)

Parallel

To analyze whether differences among the proportions across the essays were
statistically significant, a one-way ANOVA using a Béﬁferroni adjustment
(p<.05/3=.01) was conducted. The ANOVA results revealed significant differences
among the groups:

Table 3 —Analysis of Variance for Sequential Progression

Sum of squares df Mean square F Sig.
Between 10406,047 2 5203,024 38,930 .000
Groups
Within 11627,574 87 133,650
Groups

Total 22033,622 89
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Table 4- Analysis of Variance for Parallel Progression

Sum of squares df  Mean square F Sig.
Between 3223,262 2 1611,631 14,876 .000
Groups
Within 9425,664 87 108,341
Groups
Total 12648,926 89

Table 5- Analysis of Variance for Extended Parallel Progression

Sum of squares df Mean square F Sig.
Between 2096,180 2 1048,090 17,643 .000
Groups
Within 5168,128 87 59,404
Groups
Total 7264,308 89

To analyze the differences pairwise, post-hoc tests using the Scheffe

procedure were run. Post-hoc tests revealed that there were meaningful differences

between monolingual and bilingual Turkish students’ writings in terms of sequential

(F(2, 87)=24,0877, p<.016, sig.000), parallel (F(2, 87)=12,8000, p<.016, sig.000),

and extended parallel (F(2, 87)=11,2887, p<.016, sig.000) progressions. Similarly,

there were meaningful differences between monolingual Turkish and monolingual

American students’ writings in terms of sequential (F(2, 87)=21,2710, p<.016,

sig.000), parallel (F(2, 87)=12,5873, p<.016, sig.000), and extended parallel (F(2,

87)=8,6830, p<.016, sig.000) progressions. However, there were not any meaningful

differences found between bilingual Turkish students’ essays and monolingual

American students’ in terms of sequential (F(2, 87)=2,8167, p<.016, sig.642),
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parallel (F(2, 87)=0,2127, p<.016, sig.997), or extended parallel (F(2, 87)=2,6057,
p<.016, sig.428) progressions at all.

As a result, the research questions a, b, and ¢ are answered positively. There
is significant difference among the groups in terms of the frequency with which they
use the sequential, parallel, and extended parallel progression. However, the between
group analyses reveal no significant difference in the distribution of progression

types between monolingual American and bilingual Turkish students’ essays.
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3. 2. DISCUSSION

The studies using the topical structure analysis have all investigated its
relationship with other textual or non-textual factors. For instance, Witte (1983a, b)
used holistic ratings to correlate, and was followed by Schneider and Connor (1990),
and Makinen (1992). Wu (1997) analyzed the relationship of the topical structure
with textual factors, topic familiarity, and educational and linguistic background of
the writers. Fakhri (1995) and Simpson (2000) analyzed text length in relation to the
topical structure. This study has chosen to compare Turkish and English student
writing with respect to the topical structure. To begin with, since no holistic ratings
were used in this study, the remarkable difference between Turkish essays and
English essays in terms of length has to be explained by other factors. The English
data were obtained on a voluntary basis unlike the Turkish data which were collected
under classroom conditions. The participants may have been reluctant to write longer
essays. The English data, however, were collected on a basis that the participants
chose the time they would be involved in the task and were given credit for their
participation in their psychology courses. This difference in’/the data collection
procedure may have resulted in the difference in the essay/ length. The relative
shortness of Turkish essays should be taken into consideration in interpreting the
results of the study.

The basic units of analyses in this study were t-units. The mean difference
between the number of t-units and sentences per essay is the largest in the bilingual
Turkish group and smallest in the monolingual Turkish group. This shows that the
bilingual group wrote longer sentences composed of more t-units, which may be
indicative of coordination being preferred over subordination, a case pointed out by

Oktar (1990) as typical of Turkish students’ writing in English. On the other hand,
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the finding that the average number of t-units and sentences is the closest in the
Turkish data may be resulting from the shortness of the essays. The fewer number of
sentences in the essays on average may have allowed for sentences composed of
single t-units only.

Table 2 (p. 55) shows percentile averages of sequential, parallel, and
extended parallel progressions in the essays. The percentages suggest a similar
distribution in bilingual Turkish and monolingual American students’ writings, such
that sequential progression constitutes slightly more than half of the progressions,
while the ratios of parallel and extended parallel progressions, which are close to
each other, constitute the rest of the progressions in the essays. However, the
monolingual Turkish data exhibited a different picture of distribution: the sequential
progression abounded in the monolingual Turkish data with 80%, the parallel
progression had a ratio of 7 % only, and the extended parallel progression constituted
slightly more than 12 %. This finding that the monolingual American and the
bilingual Turkish group showed similar tendencies whereas the monolingual Turkish
group is considerably different from both is further supported py the post-hoc test
results. While the pairwise comparisons showed significant differences between the
monolingual Turkish and the other two groups’ writings, no significant difference
was found between monolingual American and bilingual students’ essays in terms of
the distribution of progressions.

The dominance of sequential progression has been interpreted in various
ways by the researchers who conducted the topical structure analysis. While in Witte
(1983a, b) sequential progression was found out to be more common in the low
quality English essays than in the high quality ones, in Schneider and Connor (1990)

it was the opposite. Witte (1983a, b) explained the majority of sequéntial progression
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with the majority of new topics brought up, which resulted in diversions from the
topic that led into the categorization of the essays as low-quality. For Schneider and
Connor (1990) on the other hand, the high-quality English essays were better at
elaborating on the topics, which resulted in the majority of sequential progression.
Schneider and Connor (1990) did not perceive the majority of sequential progression
as a factor resulting in diversions from the essay topic. In Fakhri’s (1995) study,
Arabic writings of Arab students were marked by sequential progression. Fakhri
explains this by the semantic complexity of expository prose that students were
supposed to write. He states, “Typically, a particular topic is introduced into the
discourse and then elaborated upon through the use of various subtopics, which result
in a high frequency of sequential progressions’ (p. 162). In other words, the majority
of sequential progression is considered to be a natural outcome of the rhetorical
structure of the expository essays. On the contrary, Wu (1997), in line with Witte
(1983a, b), concluded that the low-quality essays and the essays written on
unfamiliar topics were marked by sequential progression. Parallel and extended
parallel progressions, on the other hand, were more frequent 1n high-quality essays
and essays written on familiar topics. Wu (1997) exblains the different
interpretations of the majority of sequential progression with the help of subdivisions
proposed by Schneider and Connor (1990). Finally, Simpson (2000) found out that
Spanish paragraphs introduced more topics unlike the English paragraphs, which
achieved coherence through the repetition of topics.

In this study, no significant difference was found in the ratio of sequential
progression between bilingual Turkish and monolingual American students’ essays
in English. In both groups the sequential progression constituted more than half of

the essays. One reason for the dominance of sequential progression may be the genre



68

of student writing. Fakhri (1995) pointed out that the characteristics of the expository
prose that were analyzed in his research required the dominance of sequential
progression. In the same vein, the essay topic in this study leads the students into
choosing an invention and supporting this choice. This support requires bringing up
new subtopics which would result in more sequential progression.

The dominance of sequential progression over parallel and extended parallel
progressions seems, in fact, to be natural when Schneider and Connor’s (1990)
guideline is taken into consideration. The guideline is pretty clear in its definition of
the progressions and separating them. For instance, the sequential progression
category (p.34) covers both totally different topics and somewhat different topics. On
the other hand, the parallel progression definition requires a limited number of cases
to be included, like the case of singularity-plurality. In other words, the sequential
progression category, by definition, includes a wider range of cases than the parallel
or extended parallel progression categories. This leads into the dominance of
sequential progression over the other two types of progressions.

This study revealed no difference between monolingual American and
bilingual Turkish students’ writing in English in terms of the V/Vratios of parallel and
extended parallel progressions, either. In both groups the ratios of extended parallel
progressions were found to be slightly higher than those of parallel progressions.
This is also related to the majority of the sequential progressions. The parallel
progressions were interrupted by the sequential progressions too often such that the
ratios of extended parallel progressions inevitably increased.

The Turkish essays, on the other hand, exhibited a different picture. The
sequential progression prevailed in the Turkish essays, whereas parallel progression

constituted a considerably little amount of the topical progressions. Extended parallel
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progression exceeded the parallel progression like in the other two groups’ essays
however its ratio to the sequential progression was quite low. These findings can be
related, in the first place, to the remarkably fewer number of t-units on average.
Shorter essays did not make elaboration of the topics possible. They introduced a
variety of different topics but did not repeat these topics.

Apart from that, it was observed that bringing up new topics was more
common in the Turkish essays. Of the studies reviewed so far, Simpson (2000) and
Fakhri (1995) came up with similar findings in comparing the languages they
investigated with English. In Simpson (2000), English texts contained more
repetition of keywords or phrases compared to Spanish texts. In Fakhri (1995) Arabic
texts included more sequential progressions.

Another observed characteristics of the Turkish ‘essays is the frequent
paragraphing in the essays compared to the bilinguals’ and monolingual American’s
essays. Although topical structure through paragraphs was not a concern in this
study, it was observed that the Turkish essays were divided into more paragraphs
compared to the English essays, which resulted in shorter parag;aphs. Paragraphing
may be a factor that leads into more sequential progression, and as more paragraphs
are involved in the picture, more sequential progression is expected.

The ratio of parallel progression in the monolingual Turkish essays is quite
low compared to the other groups. There are 15 essays without any parallel
progression at all. This finding is crucial in that, there are obviously few consecutive
t-units that could form parallel progression in the whole group. This can also be

explained by the frequent paragraph divisions that result in bringing up new topics

quite often.



70

In brief, the topical structure analysis applied in this study has shown that the
English essays written as L1 do not exhibit any significant differences from the
English texts written as L2 at all, but the monolingual Turkish essays are heavily
marked by sequential progression. This finding supports the findings of previous
studies using the topical structure analysis cross—ljnguistically (Makinen, 1992;
Fakhri, 1995; Simpson, 2000). It could be hypothesized that the topical structure
analysis is better at revealing the differences between two first languages, although
findings from a bilingual Turkish sample writing in their native tongue could have

given us a better verdict on this point.
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CHAPTER IV- CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS

4.1. CONCLUSION

This study has investigated the topical structure of English and Turkish
student essays. No significant difference was found between English essays written
by Turks and English essays written by Americans. This finding is consistent with
those of Fakhri (1995) and Simpson (2000), who analyzed the topical structure in
cross-linguistic contexts and found out that the English essays written by native
speakers did not differ from the English essays written by non-native speakers.

On the other hand, the topical structure analysis cross-linguistically revealed
that the Turkish essays differed from the English essays quite significantly. While in
the English essays the distribution of progressions forming the topical structure was
more balanced, the Turkish essays were marked heaﬁ'ly by the sequential
progression. This finding is considered to be a result of frequent paragraphing and
bringing up of more new topics, features that do not exist in the English essays.

All in all, the study serves the need for a better understanding of the rhetorical
structure of English essays written by Turkish students. In this respect, it concludes
that the bilingual writers’ essays are not necessarily marked by diversions from the
Anglo-Saxon conventions of writing.

What separates this study from the two previous studies in Turkish
contrastive rhetoric is its strict focus on rhetorical organization as such. Rather than
dealing with micro structures or paragraphing in discourse, it treats discourse
holistically in terms of organizational patterns processed through progression types.

Hence, it can be said that it is the first holistic study in contrastive rhetoric of Turkish

discourse.
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4.1.1. Limitations of the Study

The study had some limitations due to design and implementation, which
may be considered factors influencing the results. To begin with, the slight nuance in
the translation of the prompt into Turkish may have influenced the performance in
the essays. While in the English version the task is to choose an invention that is
important, in the Turkish prompt, it was stated as “What do you think the best
invention is?” (Size gore en Snemli bulus hangisidir?). The Turkish version of the
prompt may have more strictly led the writer to choose an invention. However, the
lack of an explicit prompt in the Turkish version versus the presence of an explicit
prompt, such as “choose another invention”, in the English version might have led
those participants writing in English to immediately focus on an original invention
not mentioned as examples in the given instructions. Yet the monolingual Turkish
writers might have thought of writing about any invention including eyeglasses and
sewing machines, given in the instructions.

The characteristics of the participants may be considered a reason for the
similar findings between monolingual American and bilingual/ students’ writings.
The bilinguall group consisted of students who study at an Engli/;%h-medium university
and who began to learn English at least 4 years before the university. This brings a
certain level of English proficiency and perhaps better study skills in English which
result in writing more competent essays.

It would have been a better design if a fourth group, a bilingual Turkish group
writing in Turkish, were to be added to the participants. Compared with the
monolingual group’s Turkish, this group could have produced a different picture.

Besides, the influence of the L2 on the L1 may have been observed.



73

The study could have correlated the essays with factors like holistic ratings or
a specific test. In that case, certain explanations could have been easier. The fact that
the data collection took place in two different environments did not allow for such a
design in advance.

Another limitation of the study takes its roots from a case that has not been
investigated in the framework of topical structure analysis, namely the effect of
paragraph division on the distribution of progression types. A typical student essay,
in the Anglo-Saxon sense of the word, is composed of paragraphs, each centered on a
focus. This leads into a few different foci following each other. Because the first
topic in a paragraph is most likely to be different from the last topic of the previous
paragraph, the transitions among paragraphs are most likely to be sequential. This is
a factor increasing the number of sequential progressions in an essay.

Finally, it should be admitted that even in those cases where topical structure
analysis could be a useful instrument in diagnosing the differences between two first
languages, the underlying assumption is that both cultures are subject to proper and
continuing writing instruction in their school systems. This assurr}ption is not all that
valid under the present circumstances. My preliminary research shows that, unlike
American high school students, the Turkish students are not exposed to study skills
and writing instruction in a systematic manner in high schools, where the focus
seems to be on the grammatical use of the native language. Whether or not this is

also the case with those contrastive rhetoric studies done in English versus other

languages is an interesting issue to be explored.
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4.2. IMPLICATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

Turkish is a newly investigated language in the field of contrastive rhetoric.
The two Ph.D. dissertations previously mentioned focused on the overall structures
of essays. However, more research needs to be done for a better understanding of the
influence of Turkish on EFL writings as well as the typical patterns of Turkish
writing,.

So far, the three empirical studies, including this one, have analyzed student
writing only. The result is that no definite rhetorical structure has been proposed for
Turkish. To satisfy the need for defining the rhetorical structure of Turkish, non-
literary prose other than student writing should be analyzed. For instance, newspaper
articles, scientific reports, or any kind of extensive writing that is produced outside
the classroom should be investigated. Only after this investigation can culture-
specific discourse organization within the bounds of Turkish be understood better
and the consequent research as to its influence on the transfer to L2 can be
conducted.

The study has some implications for the use of topical structure analysis as
well. The results of this study, in line with Fakhri (1997) and Simpson (2000),
resulted in no difference between L1 and L2. This brings up the question as to
whether the topical structure analysis is sensitive to comparing L1 and L2 writing
contexts. Further research with more cross-linguistic analysis should be done.

The topical structure analysis can be a useful instrument in evaluating the
writing performance of balanced bilinguals as well. The answers to questions as to
how they write in either of their languages and how these two ﬁrs;t languages interact

may provide more valuable insights to the L1-L2 differences that are revealed by the

topical structure analysis.
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In addition, the outcome of research on Turkish thetorical structure may be compared
with the outcome of balanced bilinguals’ writings in Turkish to see whether the
discourse organization of Turkish is inherent. In short, Turkish rhetorical structure
should be examined in bilingual writers’ productions as well as monolinguals’ to see

the effect of L2 on L1 in terms of the rhetorical structure.
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Appendix A
Student Profiles

Table Al High School Profile of Turkish Students

Monolingual Turkish ‘Bilingual Turkish

High School Number of High School Number of
students students

Anadolu Ogretmen Lisesi 9 Anadolu Lisesi 14

Anadolu Lisesi 6 Anadolu Ogretmen Lisesi 7

Anadolu Ticaret Meslek L. 4 Kolej 5

Lise 4 Siiper Lise 1

Fen Lisesi 2 Fen Lisesi 1

Kolej 2 Unknown 2

Anadolu Otelcilik Lisesi 1

Meslek Lisesi 1

Teknik Lise 1




Table A2 Majors of Students

N

Monolingual Turkish Group Monolingual American Group Bilingual Turkish Group
Major Number of - Major Number of Major Number of
students students students

Science Education 8 Psychology 6 Translation-Interpreting 11
Management Info. Systems 4 Computer Information Systems 4 Foreign Language Education 8
Business Administration 2 Nursing 2 Western Lang. and Lit. 2
Economics 2 Biology 2 Psychology 1
Philosophy 2 Pre-medicine 1 Physics 1
History 2 Computer Science 1 Management 1
Computer Ed. Technology 2 Social Work 1 Mathematics Education 1
International Trade 1 Economics 1 Electrical Engineering 1
Physics 1 Early Childhood Education | Industrial Engineering 1
Tourism 1 Criminal Justice 1 (Unknown) 3
Preschool Education 1 History 1
Guidance and Counselling 1 Finance 1
Chemistry 1 Business 1
Sociology 1 Advertising 1
Engineering 1 Aviation 1

Theatre Education 1

Undecided 2

(Unknown) 2
Total: 30 30 30
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Appendix B

Forms Participants Received

Table B1 The Form Used with the Monolingual Turkish Group:

Yas: Cinsiyet: Kadin Erkek
Mezun oldugunuz lise: Lise mezuniyet ortalamasi:
Bogazici'ne girdiginiz yil: Bu dénemden dnce Bogazigi’nde hazirlik okudunuz mu?

fleri diizeyde bildiginiz yabanci bir dil var m?

Tiirk¢e yazma yeteneginiz: cok iyi iyi orta zayif cok zayif

Asagida verilen konuda bir kompozisyon yaziniz. Siireniz 40 dakikadur. .

Dikis makinesi, gozliik gibi buluslarin hayatimiza énemli etkileri olmustur. Size gére
en 6nemli bulus nedir? Nedenleriyle birlikte agiklayiniz.
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Table B2 The Form Used with the Monolingual American Group:

Cross-cultural Writing Study

Please fill out the following information:

Gender: F M Age: Major:

Grade Point Average (GPA) from high school: First language (mother tongue):

I believe that my writing ability is: __ very good __good  average  weak _ very
weak

You will be given 40 minutes to plan, organize, and write an essay on the following topic:

Inventions such as eyeglasses and the sewing machine have had an important effect
on our lives. Choose another invention that you think is important. Give specific
reasons.
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Table B3 The Form Used with the Bilingual Turkish Group:

Cross-cultural Writing Study

The purpose of this study is to find out the differences that exist between
Turkish and American students’ styles of writing in English. Turkish students chosen
for this study are freshmen enrolled at Bogazigi University and the American
students chosen are freshmen from Georgia State University.

You will be required to write an essay on the given topic which you will see
at the end of this page. Neither your essay nor the personal information you give will
be used for purposes other than this study. Thank you for your participation.

Please fill out the information in the box below before you start writing:

Gender: F M Age: Current GPA: Major:
First language (mother tongue): High school graduated:
High school graduation GPA : Year of entrance to Bogazi¢i University:

Do you speak any language other than Turkish or English fluently?

How would you score your writing ability in English?
__verygood _ good _ average __weak _ very weak

Essay topic:

Inventions such as eyeglasses and the sewing machine have had an important effect
on our lives. Choose another invention that you think is important. Give specific
reasons. You have 40 minutes to plan, organize, and write the essay.




91

Appendix C

Sample Essays and Their Topical Structures

Table C1 Monolingual Turkish

Bence diinyamizdaki en Snemli bulus lambadir. Edison lambay: icat ederek giiniimiizii
aydinlatmsgtir,

Eger lamba icat edilmemis olsayd: su anda hepimiz karanlik giinlerin esiri olacaktik ve bir
giinde ise yarayan zamanlarimiz kisith olacakti. Giin 15181 olmadan birgok seyi yapamyoruz bu
yiizden lambanin icati bize bir nebze de olsa giin 1131 veriyor ve ¢alismak igin gok daha fazla

zamanimiz oluyor.

Genelde insanlar giindiiz ¢alisip gece uyurlar yani karanhg1 uyuyarak gegiriyoruz. Giin 15181

ise bize daha cazip ve yararh geliyordu. Lamba da bizi bu karanliklardan kurtarip uyumaktan daha

yararlt seyler yapmamizi ve gerektiginden fazla uyumamamizi sagliyor. Bdylece insanlar ihtiyaci

oldugu kadar uyuyor, daha ¢ok ¢alisiyor.
Karanlik bir gelecegi aydinlatan bu bulus belki de birgok bulusun onciisii olmustur. Bu
bulustan itham alinarak bir¢ok sey icat edilmistir. Bu yonden de yararli oldugunu séyleyebiliriz.
Giiniimiizde birgok insan karanliktan korkuyor, belki ben bile. Bu korku dolu anlarimzda

bize destek olan tek sey 1s1k...Insanlik i¢in ne kadar faydali oldugunu gériiyoruz.

Yasammmuzi aydinlatmak i¢in ¢ok iyi bir bulustan dte ne olabilir ki. Bizler giin 1sigma

muhtaciz ve bunu daha uzun siire yagamak i¢in Jambaya ihtiyacimiz var.

Hig kimse her an karanhik istemez fakat ¢ok insan hep aydinlik olsun ister.

1. diinyamizdaki en énemli bulug

2.  Edison S

3 lamba S
4 hepimiz S
5. zamanlarimiz S

6 giin 15181 S
7 lambanin icad1 S
8. zamanimiz EP
9. insanlar S
10. biz S
11. giin 15131 EP
12. lamba EP
13. insanlar S
14. karanlik bir gelecegi aydmlatan bu bulus S
15. birgok sey S
16. (lambanin) yararh oldugunu S
17. bir¢ok insan S
18. ben S
19. bize destek olan tek sey S
20. (1181n) insanlik i¢in ne kadar faydali oldugunu S
21. cok iyi bir bulustan 6te S
22. bizler EP
23. lambaya EP
24. karanhk S

25 aydmlik S
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Table C2 Monolingual American

There have been many inventions that, to some people, have “changed the world”. Each

invention, in its own way, has revolutionized some aspects of human life. Of all the inventions to the

date, one of the most important is the television. Its introduction into human life has effected every
human.

First, television has allowed for visual images to be shown across the world. A person sitting
in the comfort of his or her Atlanta Georgia home, can watch a live news broadcast from Germany.
This was not possible 200 years ago. A person can, literally, see the world without leaving the home.

Even man’s first visit to the moon was broadcasted on television for the entire world to share.

Television has also revolutionized the medical world. By inserting a tiny camera connected to
a tube, doctors are able to see inside the human body. With this, and a television screen, the doctors
are then able to search for items that either don’t belong or causing problems.

A third influence television has had, is that of actual people that view it for entertainment.

The programs aired on television have a very strong pull on how viewers lead their lives. It can

change the style of fashion, or the popular terms used. Television can have both negative and positive
impacts on people. It can make a person donate money to help the needy. And at the same time it
could both make people feel unsecure of themselves and starve in order to look more like those seen
on television.

It is clear to see that television has had a large impact on the lives of all humans. [t has

change existence as it is known. There are those who live life without television, but they are thought

to be living in the past.
1. many inventions
2 each invention S
3 one of the most important S
4, its introduction into human life S
5. "television S
6 a person S
7 this S
8. a person EP
9. man’s first visit to the moon S
10. television EP
11. doctors S
12. the doctors P
13. a third influence television has had S
14. the programs aired on television S
15. it EP
16. television P
17. it P
18. it P
19. television P
20. it p
21. those who live life without television S
S

27 they
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Table C3 Bilingual Turkish

One of the most important inventions that has ever been made is the invention of mobile

phones. Although some people don’t favor the necessity of mobile phones, more and more people

have become mobile phone users due to conditions of contemporary life. Besides, the concept has
penetrated in our everyday life-style in that we don’t pass a day without hearing mobile phone
melodies from the environment or without watching a commercial about mobile phones or sim cards

etc.

The advantages of mobile phones are obvious. In case of an emergency, you can get help

from a doctor, a car mechanic, your mother or anyone you need in the shortest possible time
regardless of where you are. Moreover, on a more trivial basis, you have no obligation to wait for your
friend- let’s say in front of a cafe you have planned to eat in because you know he or she will call you
when he or she comes. From this we can also deduce that mobile phones have affected our lives in the

way that our concept of being on time for an appointment is beginning to wane.

Of course, we can’t totally disagree with those who are against mobile phones. It is in fact

quite rude to talk on the telephone with someone else when you are with a friend outside. It is even

worse if you have forgotten to switch it off and it rings in the cinema and the attention of the audience

shifts from the movie to the source of the ringing melody. The typical argument that “mobile phone
enemies” give is the question . “How did we manage before them?” Wéll, people have survived before
electricity and the wheel, haven’t they?

In short, despite all the advantages and disadvantages it brings along, the mobile phone have
affected our lives greatly.

1. one of the most important inventions
some people
more and more people
the concept
we
the advantages of mobile phones

you

you

you
10. he or she
11. he or she
12. we
13. mobile phones
14. our concept
15. we
16. to talk on the phone
17. you
18. it
19. you
20. it
21. the attention of the audience
22. the typical argument
23. we
24. people

25. it
26. the mobile phone
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