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ABSTRACT 
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College composition students and graduate assistant 

teachers were tested for their perceptions of coherence, 

focus, organization, and overall quality of essays written 

in the Japanese Ki-Sho-Ten-Ketsu rhetorical pattern of 

organization as opposed to the English Five Part Essay style 

of organization where the experimental essays were otherwise 

identical. These perceptions were measured on a A-point 

Lykert scale. The composition students were also tested for 

their total recall of the essays. The data were analyzed by 

ANOVA, and no significant effect for treatment was observed. 

The results of this study suggest that for the Japanese Ki-

Sho-Ten-Ketsu /English Five Part Essay pair the negative 

effects of native language rhetorical pattern on readers of 

the second language may be less important than the theory of 

contrastive rhetoric would suggest. Consequently, 

alternative forms of possible cultural interference such as 

cultural background knowledge (content) and the role played 

by writing in a culture warrant greater scrutiny. 
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This study is an examination of some of the claims made 

by Robert B. Kaplan in his work on the theory of contrastive 

.rhetoric. That theory incorporates aspects of the 

Sapir-Whorf hypothesis relating language and culture to the 

rhetoric used by L2 learners in their L2 composition (Sapir, 

1929; Whorf, 1956), Moreover, it suggests that a 

significant part of the problem experienced by these L2 

student writers is due to a form of negative transfer: they 

wish to continue using the rhetoric of their native language 

when writing in their second language. Kaplan (1968) 

identifies the transfer of culturally particular rhetorical 

structures as a troublesome obstacle to efficient L2 reader 

comprehension. The rhetorical structure of the essay is the 

number of parts there are in the essay or in smaller units 

of text in a particular language and how those parts 

function together to make that essay effective persuasion in 

that culture. As is seen in Figure 1, Kaplan described the 

rhetorics of various modern languages with his now famous 

diagrams (1966) ; 

[ 

English Oriental Arabic Russian French 

Figure 1. Kaplan's diagrams of rhetorical structure. 
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Kaplan has pala relatively little attention until very 

recent years to the role of non-structural aspects of 

rhetoric such as audience, culturally shared assumptions, 

and reader responsibility. He has instead emphasized the 

correction of structural factors such as the relative level 

of subordination and coordination (1966, 1967) or the 

overall number of structural divisions appropriate to a 

classical composition in a given language. The purpose of 

this study is to examine whether or not this emphasis on the 

role of bare rhetorical structure to the exclusion of any 

role for other factors such as cultural content is 

appropriate in the case of the Japanese language. This has 

been attempted through the examination of the effects of the 

use of Ki-Sho-Ten-Ketsu structure in an otherwise English 

language essay. This essay was evaluated by American 

English native speaker Freshman Composition students and 

Graduate students in terms of their perceptions of unity, 

coherence, focus and overall quality. The effect was 

further examined by comparing the Freshman Composition 

students' recall of items from both the essays with Ki-Sho-

Ten-Ketsu structure and the control essays written according 

to traditional English Five Part Essay structure. 

Literature Review 

In recent years, the theory of contrastive rhetoric has 

continued to attract a great deal of attention long after 

the strong version of contrastive analysis has been rejected 
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(Kaplan, 1983). This is perhaps because contrastive 

rhetoric involves an area which, until recently, has only 

been given careful consideration by one scholar, Robert B. 

Kaplan, considered the father of contrastive rhetoric. Not 

until more than ten years after Kaplan's initial work in 

this area (1966) have other researchers begun to make 

serious contributions to writing at above the sentence level 

in ESL (Aziz, 1985; Zamel, 1976, 1983). Generally, however, 

these researchers have been interested in different aspects 

of the problem than Kaplan. Consequently, Kaplan's theory 

remains the center of the controversy it created. 

Contrastive rhetoric suggests, along the lines of the 

Sapir-Whorf hypothesis (Kaplan, 1976), that language and 

culture are cause and effect of each other. Moreover, how 

language in general, and written language in particular, are 

used to express the thoughts or feelings of the language 

users is said to be a function of the culture of the 

language user. Kaplan defends contrastive rhetoric from the 

trends in research that have rendered contrastive analysis 

archaic by demonstrating that writing is "learned," to 

borrow from Krashen's (1979) terminology and is therefore 

almost completely subject to the concious "monitor function" 

(Kaplan 1983). In his earlier papers on contrastive 

rhetoric, Kaplan tried to establish just what kinds of 

relationships do exist between culture and rhetoric by 

providing specific examples of those relationships (1966, 



1967, 1968), using Arabic and Chinese ESL writing students' 

essays to demonstrate particular facets of the relationship 

between culture and language. At that time, Kaplan had not 

clearly stated the theoretical basis of his work. He often 

did not clearly explicate and in some cases may have 

misinterpreted relationships between culture and rhetoric to 

some extent. These first three papers, and, in particular, 

the first paper, form the core of the literature concerning 

contrastive rhetoric and for many years formed the core of 

the literature regarding ESL composition, at least at its 

more rudimentary levels. 

For several years, most scholars seemed to accept 

Kaplan's views or to ignore the problem he posed, but 

gradually, in the late nineteen seventies and early nineteen 

eighties, a number of scholars engaged in research on the 

question of whether contrastive rhetoric could be applied to 

ESL composition instruction for speakers of particular 

native languages. Most of the studies focused exclusively 

on Kaplan's first three papers, ignoring his later 

explanatory work. They based their evaluations upon the 

relative pedagogical ease and effectiveness with which they 

could apply Kaplan's observations to their respective first 

languages. Some researchers (Matalene, 1985; Thompson-Panos 

& Thomas-Ruzic, 1983) embraced Kaplan's observations as 

accurate for their particular languages while others claimed 

that they were inaccurate (Mohan & Lo, 1985). Others (Bar 
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Lev, 1986; Hinds, 1983) accepted the theory of contrastive 

rhetoric with some reservations but saw it as a useful 

starting point for future development. Kaplan's later 

theoretical revision of contrastive rhetoric (1976, 1983, 

1987) has gone largely unnoticed in the literature inasmuch 

as most researchers seem more concerned with the accuracy of 

his early assertions. Kaplan's revision has done much to 

alleviate the cause of the debate over contrastive rhetoric 

by considering the question of how culture and rhetoric 

interact in more complex and specific ways. 

In reading Kaplan's first paper (1966) the reader 

receives the impression that Arabic students use parallel 

structures in their English composition more often than 

native speakers of English do, and that this factor makes 

the Arabic speaking ESL student's writing more difficult for 

English native speaker readers to understand. Kaplan 

asserted that the same thing is true in the case of Chinese 

ESL student's writing due to their use of a Chinese 

rhetorical pattern called the Eight Legged Essay (1968). 

In his later papers (1976, 1983, 1987) Kaplan began to 

clarify the role of such factors as the writer's perception 

of his or her audience, the level of reader/writer 

responsibility in the writer's culture as opposed to English 

speaking cultures, the logical system of the writer's 

culture, and the effect of cultural assumptions that are 

shared by the writer and other members of his or her 
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culture. What resulted was a fairly complex view of the 

culturally based factors that might influence the writer's 

composition in English or another L2. 

This new perspective depends upon Kaplan's assertion 

(1983, 1987) that the writer, in a strange environment with 

an utterly unknown audience, chooses the only audience upon 

which he or she can depend, the self. Choosing the self, 

the writer naturally relies on rhetoric familiar and 

comfortable to the self since the writer cannot be sure that 

anything else used will make sense to anybody at all. 

The first major problem regarding contrastive rhetoric, 

then, is that these new elements which Kaplan has fashioned 

have not yet been examined in the literature nor put to the 

test by research. There is also some indication (Grabe & 

Kaplan, in press) that Kaplan himself still sees these new 

elements in a far less important role than rhetorical 

pattern. Until these new assertions have been tested, 

contrastive rhetoric will continue to be considered on the 

merits of studies done over twenty years ago, and much has 

happened since then. 

The second problem facing contrastive rhetoric is the 

incongruity caused by the development of new theory that 

must depend for its factual sustenance upon those same early 

studies. Kaplan's discussion of audience, logic, and 

reader/writer responsibility are difficult to rationalize in 

the context of studies like the 1968 discussion of Chinese 
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students* writing, which suggests that negative transfer of 

the Eight Legged Essay form into English is the major source 

of the students' writing difficulties. Given all of these 

new factors to consider, how important is the role of 

overall rhetorical structure in the complex problem of ESL 

students' English composition? For that matter, what are 

and how important are the roles of culture related non-

structural factors in the students' writing? What is the 

role of the rhetoric and the cultural content of the L2 

itself in altering the balance of these factors in 

determining how well a student is able to write in a 

particular L2? Lacking in the present overall view of 

contrastive rhetoric is a functioning model describing how 

the rhetoric of two languages, for example an LI and 

English, work independently, and how, when a student begins 

to write in English, the elements described in the model of 

LI act to create observed phenomena in the L2. Until these 

issues are addressed, it will continue to be very difficult 

to effectively evaluate contrastive rhetoric. 

In 1966, Kaplan brought the theory of contrastive 

rhetoric to light in a paper that describes the difficulties 

of Arabic speaking ESL students in learning to write papers 

that were "readable" for native speakers of English. Kaplan 

noticed that these native speakers of Arabic tended to use 

parallel structures in their writing considerably more than 

native speakers did. He also noted that Arabic speakers do 
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not use subordination as much as native speakers of English 

do when writing English. Kaplan observed this "parallel 

rich/subordination poor" writing in the Arabic Koran and 

came to the conclusion that Arabic students are transferring 

extensive use of parallel structures in Arabic into a 

corresponding use in English. 

Arabic speaking students, he suggests, express the same 

things that English speak'^rs express using subordination, 

but they express them with parallel structures. Hinds 

(1983) later questioned whether this transfer is actually 

taking place or whether, for example, the different rhetoric 

of a language like Arabic simply ill equips Arabic speaking 

students to predict what will be appropriate in English 

rhetoric. 

Either way, the fundamental flaw with this approach is 

that neither Kaplan nor Hinds is able to assert that this 

factor and not other factors is responsible for the 

students' writing difficulties. This point was effectively 

made later by Mohan and Lo (1985) in their attack on 

contrastive rhetoric. They argued that extensive training 

in organization may promote clarity of thought in 

students which should enable them to communicate clearly no 

matter what organization they use (positive interference). 

Kaplan never discusses this possibility. Kaplan assumed in 

his early papers that whatever structure he was examining 

was responsible for the student writers' difficulties. 
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Kaplan's next paper (1967) was a restatement of the 

first with some of the old examples elaborated and clarified 

and essentially no new concepts or examples. In 1968, 

Kaplan attempted to further develop the theory of 

contrastive rhetoric by providing an example both of a 

different LI, Chinese, and a different aspect of rhetoric, 

overall essay organization, as opposed to the use of a 

particular grammatical structure like parallelism. This 

example did clarify contrastive rhetoric somewhat and 

actually provided the source of the debate that would arise 

years later. Kaplan in this paper suggests that Chinese ESL 

students' writing in English is based rhetorically on the 

classical Ba-Gu-Wen or Eight Legged Essay style of ancient 

China. Kaplan shows how the essays of his students can be 

divided into eight parts. He does not, however, go on to 

show how the respective parts of those students' essays 

correspond in anything but number to the parts of the Eight 

Legged Essay or that this structure is the cause of the 

students' writing problems. For example, function: The 

thesis statement in an English five part essay has the 

function of informing the reader of exactly what the author 

intends to establish in the essay. Likewise, a conclusion 

in a Ki-Sho-Ten-Ketsu essay does not simply serve as the 

last little unit in such an essay but serves to reunite the 

author and reader in a state of consensus by stating 

something both may accept without difficulty. Kaplan never 
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establishes in his explanation of the Ba-Gu-Wen how the 

eight parts interact to satisfy the reader's expectations. 

He does nothing more than to show that his students' essays 

can be divided eight ways. They could also logically be 

divided two or four ways by combining pairs of parts or by 

combining the first four parts and the last four parts. 

Without an understanding of the function of each of the 

parts these other schemes would seem to be equally 

legitimate. Kaplan fails to show how culturally dependent 

rhetorical function demands an eight fold division. 

Mohan and Lo (1985) wrote their paper in response to 

this paper (Kaplan 1968) and stated that Chinese ESL 

students did not necessarily use Ba-Gu-Wen rhetoric when 

they wrote and, further, that Kaplan did not properly 

identify the weaknesses of Chinese ESL students' writing. 

In response to the first of these charges, Matalene (1985) 

defends Kaplan's assertion by suggesting that Chinese 

students do in fact write using Ba-Gu-Wen rhetoric, at least 

in the People's Republic of China. In so doing she enters 

into a long description of Chinese rhetoric and culture, 

supported by observations from Oliver's classic Asian 

Rhetoric (1971), until paradoxically, from the context of 

her study, it becomes clear that a treatment of Chinese 

rhetoric and its possible influence on the English writing 

of Chinese ESL students may not be adequately explained by 

Ba-Gu-Wen rhetorical pattern alone. Matalene discusses the 
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complex interplay between Chinese literary history and 

Chinese rhetoric. She notes that often Chinese writers 

could mention one or two words in succession, and to the 

educated Chinese reader this would call to mind an entire 

treatise or essay from Chinese literature that might provide 

critical argumentation in support of the author's point. 

This is a kind of literary shorthand used by the Chinese. 

Given this system of shorthand used by the sufficiently 

literate, the Chinese tend to concentrate more on the beauty 

and skill of their presentation than on an explicit Western 

sense of "logic." If a reader were not familiar with a 

particular allusion, the author's argument might not make 

sense just as Kaplan's students' examples did not seem to 

make sense to American English native speaker readers. 

Scarcella's (1984) study of ESL students' 

introductions, although it did not explicitly address the 

issue of contrastive rhetoric, impliedly did so by 

considering several possible reasons why the essay 

introductions of Chinese and other students may differ in 

content and length and from those of native speakers of 

English, This is another non-structural set of differences 

between Chinese rhetoric and English rhetoric. Scarcella 

suggests that Chinese students may revere history more than 

English native speaking students, who prefer empirical or 

statistical evidence to support their claims. Moreover, 

Scarcella suggests that one major factor in the rhetoric of 
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ESL students is that they simply may not have any idea of 

what structure is in English and are trying to use a kind of 

intercultural least common denominator: Narrative essay 

format and historical background. 

Although John Hinds' paper (1983) did not immediately 

follow the publication of Kaplan's first three papers(1966, 

1967, 1968), it responded more to them than to Kaplan's 

later papers (1976, 1983, 1987). Hinds did three things: he 

suggested that for at least some expository writing, the 

Japanese Ki-Sho-Ten-Ketsu is the rhetorical organization 

used by Japanese writers; he described the Ki-Sho-Ten-Ketsu 

in much the same way as Kaplan (1968) described the Ba-Gu-

Wen form by listing its parts and showing how translations 

of Japanese essays may be fitted to this form; and he 

conducted a survey to demonstrate that Japanese readers rate 

the essays he has shown to have Ki-Sho-Ten-Ketsu form more 

highly in quality than do English readers. He also 

questioned Kaplan's assumption that there is a transfer of 

organization, saying that we can only assume that where 

uses a different rhetoric, L2 learners might have trouble 

since they do not know L2 rhetoric. What Hinds failed to do 

is explain why Ki-Sho-Ten-Ketsu is difficult for English 

speaking readers to understand and how it works for Japanese 

readers. 

Several other papers have commented on or expanded 

Kaplan's early work. For example, the paper by 
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Thompson-Panos and Thoraas-Ruzic (1983) is an attempt to make 

use of Kaplan's (1966, 1967) suggestions about how to use 

contrastive rhetoric in the actual teaching of English 

writing to Arab native peaker students by listing some of 

the more common features of Arabic that have been observed 

to transfer into English writing written by such students. 

This paper is interesting, but since Kaplan has not by this 

time developed a more comprehensive model for Arabic 

rhetoric, it remains simply a list of things to watch out 

for when teaching Arabic speaking ESL students. It is not 

comprehensive enough to allow an ESL writing teacher not 

fluent in Arabic to use contrastive rhetoric effectively 

enough to guide the student to a more native-like use of 

English rhetoric. 

The paper by Bar Lev (1986) is perhaps more informative 

in terms of application and analysis of Kaplan's research. 

Bar Lev, like other researchers, relied exclusively upon 

Kaplan's early work (Kaplan, 1966). Bar Lev accepted 

Kaplan's basic premise in contrastive rhetoric—that 

different languages favor different rhetorical patterns—but 

he suggested that Kaplan's specific analyses are in need of 

substantive reform. Bar Lev did not focus upon the issue of 

essay level rhetorical organization but rather on Kaplan's 

other example; the relative balance of parallelism and 

subordination in a language. He addressed one of the 

deficiencies of Kaplan's earlier paper by placing his 
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investigation in an experimental framework and analyzing his 

data statistically. He suggested that one of Kaplan's 

research problems is that he is comparing the performance of 

actual Arabic speaking ESL students with a kind of English 

ideal. Bar Lev then went on to show that in practice, 

English native speaker students tend to use many of the same 

structures used by the Arabic speaking students and in 

similar quantities which caused him to place English and 

Arabic in the same category. Ironically the category into 

which he placed these two is a new category, the "fluid" 

category, which Kaplan does not recognize. Bar Lev divided 

his categories systematically by the way that the clauses of 

a compound sentence are joined and also analyzes in detail 

the functions of some coordinating devices in the LI in 

which they originated and demonstrated how translation does 

not always do justice to the original, thereby leading to 

confused results if the researcher is not very careful. 

Bar Lev noted that it is difficult to distill out the 

effects of various elements of culture at the almost 

gramatical level of rhetoric at which his research has been 

done. And yet, while it does not adequately address such 

questions as audience, logic, reader responsibility and the 

like. Bar Lev's work is important because it begins to 

provide researchers and instructors with a useful model that 

can be used both to interpret L2 writing problems and to 

help correct them at this level at least. 
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The next important research done in this area was done 

by Kaplan (1976). In this paper, he began to analyze just 

what rhetoric is and how culture plays a role in shaping it. 

Moreover, he began to draw at least implicit distinctions 

between overtly structural aspects of rhetoric and more 

logic or culturally oriented aspects of the same rhetoric. 

He provided a large number of examples in English of the 

different ways in which a single rhetorical purpose may be 

achieved and provided an analysis. This paper in essence 

began the presentation of the theoretical background for his 

previous work (1966, 1967, 1968) all of which has been 

compiled into his book The Anatomy of Rhetoric (1972). At 

that time however, he appeared to be purely concerned with 

the internal structure of the theory and not with how it 

relates to current theory of language learning and 

acquisition. 

In two later papers (1983, 1987), Kaplan began to 

consider how contrastive rhetoric can be explained and used 

in an instruction environment increasingly dominated by 

theories of language acquisition. He accomplished this by 

creating a taxonomy of writing consisting of three types or 

levels of writing: writing not through composition, writing 

through composition that is not heuristic, and writing 

through composition that is heuristic. The first sort 

involves lists and notes where the audience is self or one 

very close as in a personal letter. The second type is 
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writing scientific reports, filling out forms, writing 

narrative or descriptive articles for a newspaper. The 

third type of writing involves writing essays, poetry, 

literature, persuasive argument and other forms of creative 

writing. He labeled these writing types I, II, and III 

respectively. Kaplan asserted that the first and second 

types of writing are far more common and tend to be 

regimented in either personal form. Type I, or some 

predetermined form, Type II. He asserted that most ESL 

students are in need of training in the second area since it 

involves the kind of regimented writing found in scientific 

or other formal reporting and that contrastive rhetoric is 

well suited to this type of writing since it operates by 

showing what rhetoric is "standard" for a particular purpose 

in a particular language. Contrastive rhetoric, which is 

essentially product based, is admittedly less suitable for 

more advanced composition of the third type as Zamel (1976, 

1983) also notes. Once the students have mastered the basic 

structures of English prose, they benefit from the sam^ type 

of program that is most effective with native speakers of 

English. This is consistent with Mohan and Lo's (1985) 

contention that a good writer in his or her native language 

will probably become a good writer in his or her second 

language. After all, while many of the problems facing a 

writer are culture specific, there are certain universals 

such as how to transfer an amorphous general idea into 
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specific writing. The form is important but the process is 

to some degree universal, and a person who was successfully 

expressive in his or her native language would also have an 

advantage in his or her second language over other speakers 

of his or her native language and even some native speakers 

of the second language. This is also consistent with 

Cummins' (1976, 1978) Threshold Hypothesis. 

What Zamel declined to recognize in her studies with 

respect to her rejection of contrastive rhetoric is that it 

deals with students who are still learning the basic 

building blocks of L2 rhetoric. If LI students have no 

idea of what devices are used to do what in English they 

will stand little chance of profiting from process based 

writing instruction. Zamel (1976) herself says, "What we 

have failed to realize is that by the time our students are 

ready to write compositions, that is. create and express 

their own thoughts and ideas in the second language [italics 

added], they need the same kind of instruction that students 

in English classrooms need" (p. 68). If we accept the 

general premise of contrastive rhetoric—and Zamel does not 

suggest that we should not—it becomes obvious that 

contrastive rhetoric is more appropriately used at the stage 

of learning where students are still learning the 

fundamental aspects of English rhetoric. Zamel's more 

advanced training to make the students good writers in 

English cannot begin until the students are "ready" in this 
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respect. L2 writers must at least have a basic idea not 

only of how the text is to be organized in L2 but also what 

basic tools are most effective in L2 argumentation before 

they have enough to really start writing. Asking a 

beginning ESL student whose orthographic system differs 

significantly from that of English to compose an English 

essay that would meet the approval of English native speaker 

readers would be like asking them to take in i + 10 input in 

a Natural Approach spoken language class—i + 10 input is 

here used to denote language input in Krashen's (1979) terms 

which is so far above the language learner's present level 

as to be altogether incomprehensible. There is evidence of 

this in the introductions written in Scarcella's study 

(1984). Certainly, students could be started writing 

journals on the first day and trained along process lines 

and they would become good writers. Whether or not this is 

more efficient than the methodology suggested by Kaplan 

(1966) is another question and neither side has provided any 

conclusive evidence as yet. If Kaplan's assertions are to 

be relied upon, contrastive rhetoric is not really in 

conflict with the kind of process based instruction 

suggested by Zamel. Even among native speakers, there are 

those who can use the second type of writing from Kaplan's 

taxonomy without being good composers in the heuristic 

sense. Kapla suggests that contrastive rhetoric should be 

seen as an answer to the need to bring L2 writers up to this 
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level of competence. It should not be seen as the end of 

the-process. Moreover, contrastive rhetoric used as a means 

of teaching the ground rules of English composition to 

students who already have some composing skills in their 

native languages may be seen as compatible with process 

based instruction through the recognition that process based 

writing instruction is itself a manifestation of the 

cultural role of writing in many cultures. Certainly in 

English, writing has come to be viewed as an heuristic 

process. Do other cultures view it as such? Some cultures 

may view it as a narrative process or a descriptive process 

without so much emphasis upon the heuristic element. For 

example, the Chinese rely for their argumentation upon 

existing classical scriptures of Confucius and other similar 

sages. A person is thought of as a good or bad writer 

chiefly by how well he or she frames these existing thoughts 

or arranges them to suggest new concepts. Thus, Chinese 

writing appears to be much more product oriented as a matter 

of culture than is English. 

Kaplan (Kaplan, 1983, 1987; Grabe & Kaplan, in press) 

continues with a description of the roles of product and 

process based instruction for the respective elements of his 

taxonomy and recognizes that both play a useful role in most 

writing instruction but in particular with respect to the 

kind of instruction addressed by contrastive rhetoric. 

Product is still very important although process plays an 
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essential role as well, particularly with audience. 

Kaplan discusses his theory in light of the new 

acquisition theories of Krashen (1979). He asserts (Kaplan, 

1983) that writing in L2 should be "learned" and not 

"acquired," and argues that the fact that writing is 

delayed communication allows much more extensive and, in 

fact, almost exclusive use of the monitor. As such, 

learning is much more important since the monitor is the 

most active device used in writing. Although Krashen has 

not directly answered Kaplan's argument, this is how Kaplan 

has been able to establish the place of his theory in the 

larger theoretical framework of second language acquisition. 

Finally, Kaplan (1983; Grabe & Kaplan, in press) 

considers the role of culture in determining rhetoric and, 

very abstractly, what mechanisms operate in that 

determination. Kaplan cites Hinds* (1986) discussion of 

such cultural issues as reader responsibility and he also 

discusses how perception of audience and cultural logic as 

well as the perceived role of writing in a given culture all 

combine to help shape the rhetoric used by a particular 

community of speakers, writers and readers. The concept of 

reader responsibility versus writer responsibility refers to 

the relative extent to which the writer must explain his or 

her thesis to the reader. If the reader is expected to 

induce the writer's thesis and stance, as in Japanese and 

Chinese, the language is said to promote reader 
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responsibility. Allusion and reference to knowledge shared 

by the reader and writer are methods common to reader 

responsible writing. English emphasizes writer 

responsibility by requiring clear thesis statements and 

point by point development of arguments. 

Kaplan concludes with a list of 12 points summarizing 

the pedagogical implications of contrastive rhetoric (1988; 

pp. 452-454) : 

I. to make the teacher of composition aware: 

1. that different composing conventions exist in 

different cultures and that these differences need to 

be addressed in teaching composition; the fact that a 

learner is able to compose in one language does not 

mean that s/he can compose in any language. 

2. that certain grammatical features function at the 

level of discourse; the fact that a learner has 

control of sentential syntax does not mean that s/he 

can generate text. 

3. that systems of coherence can be examined in texts 

(at least three such systems are observable and 

teachable); the fact that a learner may be aware of 

the interactingstructure in his/her first language 

does not mean that s/he perceives the nature of the 

interaction in the target language. 

4. that there is a relative distribution of 

reader/writer responsibility in different cultural 
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systems and the distribution influences assumptions 

about audience and shared knowledge; the fact that a 

learner undestands the assignment of responsibility in 

the first language does not mean that s/he linderstands 

it in the target language. 

5. that a "composition" is a product arrived at 

through a process; the fact that a learner may succeed 

in generationg one successful text does not mean that 

s/he understands the process or can replicate it. 

6. that some level of morphosyntactic competence is 

prerequisite to writing; the fact that a learner can 

control sentential syntax and demonstrate that control 

through discrete-item tests does not mean that s/he 

can deal with the structure of coherence in text. 

II. To make the learner of composition aware; 

1. that audience must be defined before composing can 

be undertaken; the assumption of writer-as-audience 

can not be made. 

2. that there are a number of different writing acts; 

the fact that a learner writes successfully in one 

language does not mean that s/he understands the 

frequency and distribution of types/tasks in the 

target language. 

3. that there are strategies for text organization 

that conform to coherence systems in the target 

language; learners must grasp the uses of a thesis 
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statement, logical relationships among parts of a 

text, and available options for selecting and 

arranging information, and understand that these are 

likely to vary from the first language. 

4. that there are certain writing .conventions in the 

target language; the fact that the learner may be 

aware of the conventions in the first language does 

not mean that s/he understands those of the target 

language. 

5. that, in order to compose anything, the learner 

must possess and be able to bring to bear on the 

composing task, a universe of knowledge (including 

world and specialist knowledge); the fact that a 

learner holds opinions on any given topic does not 

mean that s/he knows the topic well enough to write 

about it. 

6. that, finally, writing is a social phenomenon—a 

technique for negotiating meaning with some other 

(identifiable set of) individuals—requiring more than 

minimal syntactic and lexical control of thetarget 

language. 

These points stress what must be taught to second 

language writers to aid them in overcoming the rhetorical 

barrier and when it must be taught in line with the 

observations of contrastive rhetoric. The only thing that 

seems to be missing here is a model of how these features 



interact to shape rhetoric and how they would then be able 

to interact and interfere with L2 rhetoric and an 

application of the model to a particular LI and L2, If 

Kaplan would, in a subsequent publication, present such a 

model and application (For example see Grabe's model of text 

[Grabe, 1985]), it would then be possible to determine the 

effectiveness of contrastive rhetoric in teaching ESL 

students how to write well in English. 

One final issue is the relationship between contrastive 

rhetoric and the study of Text and Discourse. Kaplan (1987; 

Grabe & Kaplan, in press) argues that contrastive rhetoric 

does belong to the tradition of Text studies. 

Unfortunately, with the possible exception of Hinds (1983) 

and Grabe (Grabe & Kaplan, in press) few have written about 

Contrastive rhetoric from the standpoint of text research at 

all. 

The Study 

The problem addressed in this study derives from 

Kaplan's early emphasis on the rhetorical structure of the 

essay (Kaplan's point #2 above) as opposed to the nature and 

presentation of information that may be required by the 

reader (Kaplan's point #3 above). In his earlier essays 

Kaplan relied almost entirely upon the rhetorical pattern 

(point #2) and altogether ignored the impact of subject 

matter or cultural content (point #3). This study is 

therefore designed to determine whether or not a Ki-Sho-
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Ten-Ketsu essay written by a native speaker of English will 

be perceived any differently than an English Five-Part-

Essay that is identical to it except for rhetorical pattern. 

If the English native speaker students perceive a great 

difference between the two essays in terms of unity, 

cohesion, coherence, and overall quality of the essay, then 

rhetorical pattern can be seen to exert a significant effect 

by itself. If not, then other causes for the English native 

speakers* negative response to ESL students' writing as 

observed by Kaplan (1966, 1967, 1968, 1983, 1987) must be 

found. Naturally, the range of this study is limited to the 

Japanese Ki-Sho-Ten-Ketsu essay alone and serves more as an 

indication of what is not always true than what always must 

be true. Other studies would be necessary for other 

languages and even other rhetorical organizations or 

patterns within Japanese writing. 

However, the Ki-Sho-Ten-Ketsu style was chosen because 

Hinds (1983) identified this type of essay as a rhetoric 

which Native English speakers found less readable than did 

Japanese readers-. Hinds argued that this was true on the 

basis of the structure of the essay (rhetorical pattern) 

alone. This study will attempt to determine whether or not 

that argument is correct and in so doing begin to shed some 

light on this area of contrastive rhetoric and ESL writing 

instruction. 
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METHOD 

Sub iects 

One hundred and twenty four native speakers of English, 

enrolled in four sections in freshman composition (N = 30, 

31, 31, and 32), participated in this survey. The classes 

were English 101 classes at the University of Arizona and 

the survey was taken during March of 1987. Seventy-five 

Graduate Assistant Teachers of Freshman Composition also 

participated in the survey. 

Instrument and Procedures 

An American native speaker of English wrote two essays 

entitled "The Effects of Greed" and "Trends in American 

Education" according to the Five-Part-Essay rhetorical style 

as described in Sheridan Baker's (1980) composition text The 

Complete Stylist, which until recently was used in the 

University of Arizona Freshman Composition program. The 

essay was not particularly strong or weak on other points. 

However, the five-part format of introduction, thesis, body, 

conclusion, and generalization was carefully followed. The 

essay was then taken, sentence for sentence, and rearranged 

into the Ki-Sho-Ten-Ketsu pattern. All of the same sentences 

were used but in a different order. Consequently, all of 

the same information was presented; only the form of 

presentation was altered. Often, it was necessary to change 

some of the sentences in the five part essay so that 

transitions could be made in the Ki-Sho-Ten-Ketsu essay so 
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that these sentences would make sense in either context. 

This often precluded the use of clearer examples that would 

have improved the quality of the Five-Part-Essay and it also 

precluded the use of transitional tags like however and 

therefore. This was the reason that actual translations of 

Japanese prose were not used. Moreover, had such 

translations of Japanese prose been used and their structure 

altered to approximate the Five Part Essay, it would be very 

difficult to asses the role of subject matter or cultural 

content on the students' perceptions. The use of an essay 

written by a native English speaker eliminated the need to 

overtly consider cultural content's impact simultaneous with 

the consideration of the effect of rhetorical pattern. 

The rules for Japanese Ki-Sho-Ten-Ketsu have not been 

clearly set out anywhere in the Japanese literature as the 

rules for the Five-Part-Essay have in English. So, using 

the examples given in Hinds' paper (1983) and in 

consultation with a Japanese language professor, the 

following rules were established to provide a basis for 

writing the essays: 

1. The thesis and conclusion from the Five-Part-

Essay were the only sentences omitted from the Ki-Sho-Ten-

Ketsu essay, since Japanese is rarely explicit enough to 

allow a direct thesis statement. The reader must 

intuitively arrive at the thesis. 

2. The Ketsu should not match the conclusion or true 
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thesis of the essay. 

3. The conclusion should be a device for saying 

something everyone can agree with and which can serve as a 

device for reestablishing consensus after the writer has 

made his or her point. The conclusion should be possible to 

derive from the essay but should not necessarily be the main 

thrust of the essay. 

4. The ICi^ or introduction is essentially the same as 

an English introduction for the purposes of this study: it 

orients the reader. However, it is shorter and does not 

funnel the reader into a thesis statement. It announces the 

topic and then quits. 

5. The rest of the essay consists of a Sho or 

"principle story" and a Ten or "incarnation." The Sho and 

Ten may exhibit other relationships in other essays, but 

based upon the examples in Hinds (1983), this is the most 

important relationship between Sho and Ten. A story or a 

principle is outlined in Sho. That story or principle is 

something everyone can agree upon. Japan is a consensus 

loving society. What is important in this rhetorical style 

is that there is a Ten which consists of a relevant 

situation upon which the author wishes to comment. Looking 

at the principle which is often based upon some age-old 

maxim of wisdom, a common everyday experience, or common 

sense, the reader is forced to view the situation presented 

in Ten in terms of application of the Sho principle. Thus, 
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skill in this style is often juxtaposition of a principle 

and an application of that principle. The reader gets the 

message and then reads a conclusion designed to lead him or 

her away from the main point to a point where all can agree 

and an explicit challenge has been avoided. However, the 

author's wisdom has not been lost to the reader. This is a 

rough model of this rhetorical style, but it does explain 

the structure of the essays demonstrated by Hinds (1983). 

The four essays were randomly distributed to the 

subjects. Four questions were attached to each essay, asking 

the students to rate the essays on their cohesion, 

coherence, structure and overall quality on a Lykert scale 

of one to four. These questions were framed in a 

reader-friendly fashion (Appendix A). The students were 

also asked to write what they could recall from the essay. 

The essays were also given to GAT's who were asked the same 

four questions. The Freshman composition students read and 

answered all of the questions in one fifty minute period. 

The graduate teaching assistants were not under the same 

time constraint but were asked to give the essay the same 

amount of time they would if it were from one of their 

composition students. 

Data Analysis 

The scores for each question were averaged and a 

standard deviation was calculated for each score. The 

scores for each question from each essay were compared to 
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the scores from the other essay. The four essays were 

titled; "The Effects of Greed" (Ki-Sho-Ten-Ketsu)."The 

Effects of Greed" (Five Part Essay), "Trends in American 

Education"(Ki-Sho-Ten-Ketsu) and "Trends in American 

Education" (Five Part Essay). See Appendix C. 

• f 

Further, a two way ANOVA was used to determine whether 

a significant effect existed among the means for either 

treatment (Ki-Sho-Ten-Ketsu/English-Five-Part Essay) or 

topic ("The Effects of Greed"/"Trends in American 

Education"). 

The first data to be presented were the results of the 

students' perceptions of coherence, focus, organization, and 

overall quality. Table 1 presents the results of these 

tests for the Freshman Composition students. Table 2 

presents the same results for the Graduate Teaching 

Assistants. However, recall scores were not observed for 

this group. 

RESULTS 

ANOVA statistical analysis of the data reported in 

Table 1 revealed no significant effect for treatment on the 

students' perceptions of coherence, focus, organization, or 

overall quality. There was also no significant effect for 

topic on perceptions of coherence, focus or organization. 

There was, however, a significant main effect for topic on 

perceptions of overall quality, F(1,H6) = 10.246, = 

.002. There were no significant main effects for either 



topic or treatment with regard to recall scores. 

Table 1. 

Mean scores and standard deviations for Freshman 

Composition Student 4-point Lykert Scale evaluation of 

coherence, focus, organization, overall quality, and 

by topic and treatment. 

Treatment Five Part Essay Ki-Sho-Ten-Ketsu 

"The Effects of Greed" 

Coherence 

Mean 2.7000 

Standard Dev. 0.7022 

Focus 

Mean 2.8333 

Standard Dev. 0.9129 

Organization 

Mean 2.6333 

Standard Dev. 0.6687 

Overall Quality 

Mean 2.5333 

Standard Dev. 0.7303 

Recall 

Mean 0.0780 

Standard Dev. 0.0375 

2 .6000  

0.6747 

2.7333 

0.6915 

2.6000 

0.6747 

2.5333 

0.6814 

0.0730 

0.0453 
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"Trends in American Education" 

Coherence 

Mean 2.8333 

Standard Dev. 0.3790 

Focus 

Mean 2.8667 

Standard Dev. 0.5074 

Organization 

Mean 2.8000 

Standard Dev. 0.6644 

Overall Quality 

3.0667 

0.5833 

Mean 

Standard Dev. 

Recall 

Mean 

Standard Dev. 

0.0734 

0.0383 

2 .6000  

0.8550 

2 .6000  

0.8550 

2.7000 

0.8769 

2.8333 

0.8339 

0 . 1 0 2 8  

0.0495 

With regard to 

scale evaluations by 

no significant main 

the ANOVA analysis 

Graduate Assistant 

effect for either t 

of 4-point Lykert 

Teachers, there was 

opic or treatment: 
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Table 2. 

Mean Scores and Standard Deviation for Graduate Assistant 

Teachers* 4-Point Lvkert Scale Evaluations of Coherence. 

Focus. Organization, and Overall Quality by Treatment and 

Topic. 

Treatmemt Five Part Essay Ki-Sho-Ten-Ketsu 

"The Effects of Greed" 

Coherence 

Mean 2.5882 

Standard Dev. 0.8703 

Focus 

Mean 2.7059 

Standard Dev. 1.0037 

Organization 

Mean 2.8824 

Standard Dev. 0.8575 

Overall Quality 

Mean 2.5294 

Standard Dev. 0.8745 

3.0000 

0 . 8 6 6 0  

2.5882 

1.0037 

2.7647 

1.0914 

2.7647 

0.9701 
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"Trends in American Education" 

Coherence 

Mean 2.7059 

Standard Dev. 0.6860 

Focus 

Mean 3.0000 

Standard Dev. 0.8660 

Organization 

Mean 2.7647 

Standard Dev. 0.9034 

Overall Quality 

Mean 2.7059 

Standard Dev. 0.9852 

2.7059 

0 . 6 8 6 0  

2.9412 

1.0290 

2.7647 

0.9701 

2.8824 

0.8575 

DISCUSSION 

The results of this study suggest that, when compared 

with the traditional English Five-Part-Essay rhetorical 

structure in terras of a variety of important evaluation 

criteria, the Ki-Sho-Ten-Ketsu rhetorical structure does not 

exert a significant negative effect upon native English 

speaking college freshman readers or graduate assistant 

teacher readers. 

Hinds (1983), in his research on the effects of the Ki-

Sho-Ten-Ketsu structure on English readers, discovered a 

significant difference in reader perception of unity, focus, 

and coherence between native speaker English readers and 
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native speaker Japanese readers who read and evaluated a 

series of typical Japanese essays. (The English readers read 

these essays in translation.) The native speaker English 

readers rated the Ki-Sho-Ten-Ketsu rhetorical structure essay 

as significantly lower in unity, focus and coherence. 

This significant effect corresponds to the problem that 

Kaplan (1968) claims to have been the cause of weaknesses in 

Chinese students writing. These weaknesses were stated to 

result from the Chinese students' transfer of the "Ba Gu Wen" 

rhetorical structure from Chinese to their written English. 

"Ba Gu Wen" structure not only represents the same level of 

rhetorical organization, as Ki-Sho-Ten-Ketsu—the 

macroscopic or "essay" level which is same level as the Five-

Part-Essay occupies in English—but, except for its greater 

complexity, resembles Ki-Sho-Ten-Ketsu in the way its various 

parts function as well. Matalene's (1985) explanation of the 

Ba-Gu-Wen is that structurally, the "appeal to history" 

equivalent to the Japanese Sho or appeal to common knowledge 

is followed by a "turn"—which is also the English 

translation of the Japanese character "ten"—and the final 

unconnected assertions—equivalent to Japanese "Ketsu" as 

explained above--are characteristic of the Ba-Gu, historical 

and contemporary, and of East Asian rhetoric in general. The 

parallel between Ki-Sho-Ten-Ketsu and Ba-Gu-Wen is thus 

demonstrated. 

Hinds (1983) assumed that this difference in reader 
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perceptions is a result of the Ki-Sho-Ten-Ketsu structure 

itself. However, he never does more than demonstrate the 

existence of the difference between the English native 

speakers' and Japanese native speakers' evaluation of the 

unity, focus, and coherence of three Japanese essays (in 

translation for English native speaker subjects). He notes 

that the difference between the two groups is statistically 

significant to the 0.05 level but describes the difference in 

different ways. At one point he refers to the observed 

differences as negative evaluation by English-speaking 

audiences. At another point, he describes the difference as 

positive evaluation by Japanese audiences. Without reference 

to an English essay, also to be evaluated by both groups, it 

is difficult to tell which, if not both, is responsible for 

the observed difference. 

Moreover, not only is it impossible to determine from 

these results whether the difference is due to a cultural 

bias, and if so, of which group of readers, it is never clear 

from the results themselves whether "negative transfer" is 

the cause of the observed differences as Hinds suggests. 

There is also a question as to whether, assuming there is 

"negative transfer," that the thing negatively transferred 

are rhetorical patterns Kaplan (1966, 1967, 1968) would 

suggest or effects derived from those patterns as Hinds 

(1983) suggests. Hinds has asserted that much of the 

material in the Ki-Sho-Ten-Ketsu forms is bizarre or 
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irrelevant; 

The third point, Ten. is a development of theme, which 

English language compositions do not have. It is the 

intrusion of an unexpected element into an otherwise 

normal progression of ideas, (p. 188) 

and 

An English language composition, according to Willis 

(1969:41), cannot be 'bizarre or unduly startling. 

The tone must be consonant with the tone of the whole 

passage'. McGrimmon (1976:106-7) states that a 

conclusion can emphasize the main points in summary; 

it can draw a conclusion based on information presented 

in the preceding paragraphs or it can evaluate what has 

been presented. The conclusion of 'Harmony in Driving' 

violates all of these constraints." (p. 190) 

Hinds asserts almost intuitively that such features of 

Ki-Sho-Ten-Ketsu as the "bizarre" conclusion of the Ketsu—a 

conclusion which emphasizes points other than the main points 

developed in the essay—or the irrelevance of the material in 

Ten result in relative incomprehensibility to English native 

speaker readers. 

It is notable that while Hinds does not actually make 

the statement, his reference to the "irrelevance" of the 

material in Ten or the "bizarreness" of the Ketsu by 

themselves suggest an alternative to negative transfer of 

pattern. The question arises as to whether the pattern 
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itself renders the information in these two sections non-

sequitur or whether the non-Japanese reader simply lacks 

certain cultural cues necessary to the appreciation of the 

relevance of the material as Hinds himself inadvertently 

suggests in his unrelated note on translation: 

Thus, in addition to contrasting the overall 

rhetorical styles of the two languages, attention must 

be paid to specific devices for code coherency. These 

are devices which frequently resist adequate or direct 

translation, and, as a result, suggest lack of unity 

when there was a strong unity in the original. 

(p. 194) 

Taken in conjunction with Matalene's (1985) and Olivier's 

(1971) observations on the nature of Chinese, and by analogy 

Japanese rhetoric as, to some degree, a function of Confucian 

Literacy, Hinds' observation may be applied to a higher level 

than the use of simple devices for code coherency. If 

readers do not know what common Japanese or Chinese literary 

source the writer is alluding to, they will miss the writer's 

point. In this respect, Japanese writers are relatively 

strict in not providing the reader with any clues beyond the 

allusion itself. The reader is responsible to have read 

enough to know what the writer is alluding to. 

Thus, it is clear from Hinds' own study that although a 

difference in English native speaker reader perceptions and 

Japanese native speaker perceptions of a Japanese essay 



46 

exist, there are a number of possible explanations for that 

difference that conflict with Hinds' and Kaplan's idea of a 

negatively transferred rhetorical pattern and that may be 

inferred from the text of Hinds' study itself. 

Given the. existence of the difference that. Hinds has 

shown, the present study suggests that, although differences 

in the perceptions of Japanese and English native speaker 

readers certainly exist with respect to Ki-Sho-Ten-Ketsu 

writing by a Japanese native speaker, English native speaker 

readers do not consciously find the Ki-Sho-Ten-Ketsu 

structure itself to be significantly inferior to traditional 

English patterns of presentation of information. This 

observation is further supported by the parallel observation 

that English native-speaker readers recall information from 

both the English Five-Part-Essay form and the Ki-Sho-Ten-

Ketsu form in the same amounts to a statistically significant 

degree. This would seem to suggest that English native-

speaker readers are not inhibited from assimilating the 

information presented in the Ki-Sho-Ten-Ketsu form to a 

degree significantly greater than is the case for the English 

Five-Part-Essay form. 

Thus, the difference described by Hinds (1983) exists 

but, at least for the purposes of this study, it does not 

seem to be due to the Ki-Sho-Ten-Ketsu pattern itself to any 

significant degree. There are a number of alternative 

possibilities that could describe the results of Hinds' study 
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in light of the results of this study. 

To begin with, it is possible that as a group, English 

native speaker readers simply are more critical of writing in 

general as a cultural matter or as a result of the 

educational systems in English speaking cultures as opposed 

to Japanese culture. Hinds (1987) provides some evidence for 

this hypothesis in his discussion of reader responsibility 

versus writer responsibility. Hinds notes that written 

Japanese is a reader responsible language. Generally, in 

such a language, a writer is considered to have reached a 

sufficient degree of mastery in his or her own field before 

publishing so that the readers must measure their inability 

to understand such a writer's work in terms of their own 

limitations vis-a-vis literacy. In short, if a reader does 

not understand, that is because he is not educated well 

enough. Japanese readers from this standpoint might tend not 

to be critical of writers. 

English speaking societies, on the other hand, feel that 

the writer—or speaker—who wishes to communicate something 

to his or her audience has full responsibility for making his 

or her presentation accessible to the desired audience. 

Failure to reach an audience is the writer's fault. Hence, 

English native speaker readers--or listeners—might tend to 

be relatively critical of all writing. 

The obvious test to determine the presence or absence of 

this phenomenon would be to compare the same Japanese and 
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English readers' perceptions of an English essay along with 

Hinds' Japanese essay. If the Japanese readers were still 

less critical or only equally as critical as the English 

readers, then this factor would seem to be important in 

explaining Hinds' results (1983). 

Absent this factor, there is still the possibility of 

other non-structural factors influencing readers' 

perceptions. For example, Mataleyne (1985) notes that 

Chinese writers tend to rely heavily on allusion to a body of 

literature virtually unknown to English readers. The 

Japanese also rely on this same body of Chinese literature. 

In addition, there are attitudes, assumptions and 

beliefs shared by members of one cultural group that are not 

shared by another cultural group (Kaplan, 1987). For an 

example relevant to the present study, it might be noted that 

Confucian societies like Japan or China look to the past for 

their models and their golden ages (Oliver, 1971). Western 

societies like the United States or Europe look to the future 

for their Utopias. A simple expression like "the old ways" 

or "old fashioned" could have profoundly different meaning 

depending upon whether the reader was raised in Japan or the 

United States. 

In other words, in Japanese culture, there are many 

cultural attitudinai phenomena to which there are no real 

parallels in American culture. For example, there are the 

roles of the family, the group, or the individual in society, 
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the attitudes toward guilt and shame, duty and desire, the 

attitudes toward age, authority, and academic achievement as 

well as a whole group of contrasts caused by differences 

between the Buddhist-Confucian and Judeo-Christian 

philosophies. 

Considering, for example, the role of the family in 

Japanese society as opposed to Western or American society, 

each Japanese family member must sacrifice his or her own 

desires to the good of the family as a whole much more so 
t V • 

than is generally true in America. From a Japanese 

standpoint, this concept, referred to as Koshu adds to the 

perceived dignity and grace of the family unit. The general 

American philosophy of individualism encourages the family to 

acquiesce to the needs, desires and dreams of its individual 

members. These individual desires and the support of other 

family members for them are part of the raison d'etre of the 

American family (Aomi, 1976). 

In Japan, before World War II, this system of Koshu 

prevailed absolutely. The eldest son of the family was the 

heir and head of the family and could demand or force 

submission from the other family members, especially younger 

brothers and sisters. In recent years, in spite of the 

abolishment of this system of birthright in the law, it still 

guides the growth and activity of the Japanese family and the 

freedom of each individual member controlling his or her 

thoughts and actions. Even now, the tendency refuses to fade 
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in the face of powerful foreign cultural forces. 

On the contrary, the role of the family in the United 

States is one of support for each member of the family in the 

satisfaction of their individual desires, choices, and goals. 

In America, the family is an engine of individualism and 

since World War II has become increasingly solicitous of the 

desires of members who previously received less support than 

the male head of the household and his male heir. 

Increasingly, the American family has come to represent a 

compromise between the diverse interests of its adult members 

with due consideration paid the desires and goals of even the 

youngest members. 

Another potentially relevant cultural contrast is the 

role of the group in society. This relative importance of 

the group as a meaningful social unit as opposed to the 

individual arises from two sources. One is that Japan is a 

crowded small country without any natural resources. 

Naturally, there is more emphasis on cooperation and harmony 

than on individual competitiveness so that efficient use of 

those limited resources is possible. The other critical 

factor underlying Japan's strong group consciousness is that, 

since under the rule of the powerful Samurai Shogun Japan wai^ 

closed for over two centuries, people adapted to maintain and 

support their own local culture and in the mentality of a 

closed society, to prevent unwanted contamination from 

"outside." 
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In contrast, American society is the opposite. The 

preeminent role of individual is very much stressed in the 

spheres of business, education, and all aspects of daily 

life. This shows in the growing tendency toward a universal 

belief among Americans in equality despite differences in 

age, nationality of origin, sex, and a variety of other 

sociological and demographic variables. 

Americans are interested in absorbing or assimilating 

their different componential cultures and in the increasing 

democratization of American society. Different Americans 

adopt different parts of the culture of other Americans and 

retain or resist the destruction of different parts of their 

own cultures. These differences occur at a more personal 

than regional level. Individualism does serve a necessary 

purpose since the cultural identity of each American can 

differ so greatly from that of his or her neighbors. 

Individualism is thus obligatory instead of arbitrary because 

the United States is such a heterogeneous country. 

American individualism thus arises not only from the 

"frontier spirit" mentality of a great part of American 

society but also from the exigencies of the "only half melted 

pot" reality. Another factor that weakens the group as a 

social factor in American society is that very often, the 

immigrants who came to America during much of its history had 

the goal of social mobility. They had the desire to leave 

their old social group, whether it be the working or peasant 
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class, and enter whatever they perceived to be the American 

elite, all the while bringing unnoticed the keepsakes of 

their old culture along with them. Insofar as the American 

melting pot did not fully melt everything that was in it, 

this process served to further diversify an already diverse 

society until finally the individual has become the greatest 

common multiple of a whole culture. 

Yet another example of the cultural barrier that exists 

between Japan and the American English speaking world are the 

Japanese and American concepts of guilt and shame. 

Historically, Buddhist terms and Japanese terms became mixed 

and the concept of shame was born. By this time society was 

highly structured and the social situation (Jukyo. Buddhism, 

and the Tenno system) impelled the development of the concept 

of shame. If a person brought dishonor on any social group 

or unit which they represented or were responsible to that 

person was the subject of shame. If, however a person 

behaved in a way that would be shameful if discovered but was 

not discovered, there was no shame. This example will 

illustrate how shame operates. When a child behaves very 

badly, his/her parent casually says that everybody laughs at 

him/her. Of course, if the child behaves the same way when 

there is no one present to laugh at him/her... . 

In American society, when someone steals something in a 

store, generally that person feels guilty about his/her crime 

whether anyone ever discovers what they have done or not and 
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this is often a more important consideration than thinking of 

his/her family's shame. This probably stems from America's 

Judeo-Christian heritage which stresses that sin, and 

therefore guilt, may exist whether society or even the 

perpetrator of the sin are aware of it. Sin and guilt are 

personal in America and do not generally belong to a whole 

family as they do in Japan. Also given America's religious 

heritage, sin may be personally forgiven and as such 

confession to the community followed by such forgiveness is a 

common occurrence in America since its Puritan days. Exposed 

or endangered Japanese wrongdoers prefer suicide to 

confession. There is a Buddhist concept of deserved 

punishment for sin but except for any incidental similarities 

between Buddhist and Judeo-Christian original sin concepts, 

Japanese guilt may not be forgiven by confession and grace; 

it must be worked off over generations and when it is 

exposed, the evil of shame for one's social group or unit has 

been added to the list of things one is responsible for. 

A third example involves the observation that the 

attitude toward educators or other authority figures in Japan 

indicates that traditionally, Japanese people have always 

given them considerable respect, especially by using 

honorific language or Keigo when speaking of them or directly 

to them. This shows that the person regards himself as more 

humble than the person with respect to whom the Keigo is 

used. In addition, since in the Meiji Restoration in 1869 
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moral education has been based on strict rules defining the 

relationship between teachers and students. Japanese 

students never use their teacher's name without a title such 

as sensei (master or professor) attached the way American 

students do. As one famous old proverb says,"students have 

to walk without stepping on their teacher's shadow" Most 

Japanese feel that in doing so Americans degrade their 

teachers. 

But to American students, familiar ways of addressing 

teachers represents the establishment of a closer and more 

productive relationship with their teachers. Many students 

not only forego the title of Mister, Ms., Dr., or professor 

but also refer to their professors by their first names, 

generally with that professor's approval. It is clear that 

the simple matter of whether or not to use a title in a 

teacher's name is a matter of great contrast between Japan 

and the United States. For Japanese students, the failure to 

use a title implies a lack of respect for the professor by 

the student and may also imply that perhaps that professor is 

not deserving of respect. American students, on the other 

hand may see that teacher as a very enlightened and open 

minded instructor so dedicated to their work that they 

dispense with archaic formalism as a source of inefficiency. 

They may thus respect him/her more than they would otherwise. 

Clearly, the same language could easily lead Japanese and 

Americans to a diametrically opposed assessment of the same 
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individuals ability in their own field (Miyaji, 1974). 

A final example of the difference in ethics between 

Judeo-Christian world view of Americans and the Buddhist-

Confucian world view of Japanese is their attitude toward 

sin. First, Japanese people's attitude toward the commission 

of sin does not require that the sinner ask forgiveness. 

Since sin is largely the result of bad karma inherited from 

one's ancestors, nobody is pure. In this respect, the 

Japanese view resembles the Western concept of original sin; 

however, in Christian societies, the lack of purity 

associated with sin is considered a personal shortcoming 

regardless of the realization that all have inherited it as a 

result of being children of Adam and Eve, the original 

perpetrators of the sin which denies mankind's purity. All 

have inherited the same sin, all have become corrupt, and all 

must be forgiven to the same degree through a process of 

grace preceded by confession of one's inherently evil nature. 

In Japanese society, everyone receives the heritage of 

their ancestor's sins but only the sins of their own 

ancestors. Thus, some carry greater burdens than others. 

Moreover, there is no need for confession or grace to gain 

remission of these sins. Appropriate actions and 

contributions in this life will alleviate the burden of a 

particular person's sin. Confession and forgiveness from the 

wronged party are often necessary but for reasons of shame 

should be avoided in favor of less obsequious means of 
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contrition such as prayer in a monastery or large 

contributions to charity. Confession is a sign of coerced 

behavior, the need to protect others, extreme emotional need 

or low self esteem 

On the other hand, in Judeo-Christian societies, to 

confession qua confession is a virtue of great magnitude. 

Moreover, to ask forgiveness is the most important element in 

the restitution of sin: people feel strongly that public 

confession has great effect on the sinner's attitude toward 

his own behavior. Judges in American courts often base their 

punishment of criminals upon how readily they confessed and 

how sorry they felt for their crimes. 

These different cultural assumptions can be a serious 

problem in the comprehension of writing written by writers of 

a culture other than that of the reader. While in many ways, 

English speaking cultures and Japanese culture have drawn 

closer together, in ways like those described above, they 

have remained very different and, often, mutually 

unintelligible. Using the cultural assumptions described 

above, the following examples illustrate how the same writing 

might be interpreted very differently by Japanese or English 

speaking readers. 

The following statement is made as part of an argument 

in an essay discussing the importance of setting one's goals 

early and working hard so as to make a more substantial 

contribution to society: 
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Moreover, a young person in choosing his or her own 

goals must not be influenced or pressured overmuch by the 

desires of peers or family. Particularly, the desires of 

parents often lead a young man or woman to enter a career or 

way of life they do not really care for and in which they 

might be less productive than otherwise. It is in the best 

interests of society that each person seeks the occupation or 

lifestyle in which they will experience the greatest 

personal satisfaction and consequently contribute 

incrementally to society's increased well being and 

concretely to society's increased productivity. 

The underlying theme of the essay as a whole, personal 

certitude and diligence in the name of the improvement of the 

condition of society, is universal to the underlying 

philosophies of Japanese, American and many other societies. 

The Utilitarians in England and their followers in America 

and the Meiji Reformers in Japan all appealed successfully to 

their societies at large to make just this kind of personal 

effort in the nairte of social progress. The difference lies 

in the particular mode of personal effort to which the 

individual is exhorted. 

In Japan, with its Koshu family orientation, the above 

passage is not only an exhortation to diligence, it is also 

an exhortation to weaken the family structure. The Japanese 

family quite often is synonymous with the business enterprise 

practiced by that family. The eldest son's responsibility to 
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the family is to maintain or expand that enterprise in the 

same capacity as his father did. The above passage seems, 

from a traditional Japanese point of view, to exhort the 

eldest son to avoid his familial responsibilities and thereby 

weaken his family. If the eldest, and often only, son 

chooses not to "fill his father's shoes," the business or 

enterprise may fail and consequently his family's 

contribution to society may decrease. This rational analysis 

is complemented by strong Confucian notions of filial duty 

which ought to be obeyed notwithstanding economic or social 

consequences. 

Consequently, from a Japanese cultural viewpoint, this 

argument is non sequitur in the context of an essay promoting 

diligence and constancy in the name of social progress. The 

Japanese reader is left with the question of why the writer 

would want to suggest anti-social behavior in support of a 

goal desirable in the same social context. In other words, 

without far more elaborate explanation, it may not be clear 

to a Japanese reader why the destruction of the harmony of 

society's most fundamental unit, the family, should result in 

a benefit to society. 

As was noted above, the general American conception of 

society's most fundamental unit is the individual. From the 

standpoint of the American reader, the subordination and 

incidental weakening of the family unit for the sake of the 

individual, although not for any other social body, is not 
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only permissible, but is often desirable. The American, for 

a variety of cultural reasons sees individual contribution to 

society as more important than the contribution of a family 

unit. Consequently, the denial of the need for parental 

approval for one's actions is perceived not as an evil, but 

as a sacrifice for the general good in a market economy 

culture. Thus this passage is in line with the general theme 

of the essay. 

Certainly, many Japanese are individualists and many 

Americans place the family before the individual. There are 

no sharp lines between cultures. However, the degree of 

miscommunication inherent in the reading of a particular 

piece of writing would depend more upon the reader's 

affiliation with mainstream culture with respect to the 

particular item of miscommunication than incidental 

membership in one society or another. The result of this 

differing understanding of one passage by members of 

different cultural groups and, by analogy, different 

linguistic groups, is that each group has a different idea of 

how organized or efficient or well written the essay is. 

With regard to the example of the concepts of guilt and shame 

between Japanese and American culture, the following example 

in the context of an essay discussing the past misdeeds of 

politicians is illustrative: 

In politics, it is always necessary for a public 

official to maintain a sense of trust between him or her and 
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his or her constituents. This necessarily entails a certain 

amount of candor with regard to past moral and ethical 

indiscretions regardless of whether or not those 

indiscretions are directly relevant to the performance of the 

office. Hence, it may be properly said that a good public 

servant is not necessarily the one who appears to be sinless, 

but the one who is appears to be honest about what their sins 

have been. As a result, it is wise to confess the 

shortcomings of one's private life from time to time and 

receive credit for being honest instead of having the public 

find out about the same things in the newspaper. 

Like the previous example, this example presents the 

typical Japanese reader with a concept in conflict with the 

general Japanese world view. Certainly, the requirement that 

a public servant be honest is not offensive to the Japanese 

reader. The sense that a public servant, or any other 

individual, must account for past behavior not directly 

relevant to his or her service is, however, less acceptable. 

Once again, for a Japanese reader, the specific passage would 

dilute the effectiveness of the overall thesis by stating 

something that to such a reader is either irrelevant or 

contrary to the writer's perceived theme. In this case, the 

degree of candor necessary for the writer's purposes leads 

the Japanese reader to the conclusion that the writer would 

require public servants to shame themselves to a degree 

unacceptable in Japanese society. 
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A final example reflects a more subtle problem in the 

context of a Japanese article on the preservation of Japanese 

culture: 

Recently, most young people's attitudes toward marriage 

are becoming more conservative again. According to the 

national census in 1987, persons above eighteen years of age 

both male and female prefer arranged marriage to mutual love 

marriage. Seeing this result, we once again realize that our 

faith in the family unit serves as the cornerstone of our 

society. 

One of the more immediate results of this tendency is 

the reunion and strengthening of familial relationships. Let 

us remember th£»f; as we adopted the Western concept of 

individualism, individual freedom became the most important 

thing for us. Then we began to forget or despise our own 

traditional familial relationships. 

However, this year we have become especially aware of 

our traditional family system as the symbol of our society. 

That symbol reflects the harmony and cooperation we value so 

greatly. Moreover, for a majority of young people, arranged 

marriage is not a symbol of defeat or hopelessness. It is 

quite the contrary, a symbol of hope and happiness, the 

reunion of the family. 

This passage is more subtle in its cultural miscues 

since it simultaneously supports concepts both in line with 



and counter to the traditional American cultural view. On 

the one hand, assertion of cultural heritage is considered 

among Americans to be itself a manifestation of 

individualism. In this context, the normal futurist and 

progressivist tendencies of American culture do not come into 

conflict with reformist orientation in Confucian Japanese 

society, however individualism is the more important value. 

Problems could arise however, in the inter,pretation of an 

arranged marriage system in terms of individualism. This is 

not a problem from the standpoint of a Japanese reader who 

might interpret a return to the old arranged marriage system 

as a reform in the Confucian Koshu sense. It is more 

difficult to visualize the arranged marriage system in Japan 

in terms of progressive in .ividualism. While cultural self-

expression is a progressive concept that favors 

individualism, the particular culture here being espoused is 

anti-individualistic. While this is not so great a concern 

for the extended family centered culture of the Japanese 

reader, it creates a paradox for the American reader. Is the 

question of individualism through cultural self expression 

more important or is the question of individualism through 

the individual and personal choice of spouse more important? 

It is important to bear in mind that part of the arranged 

marriage system is the denial or limitation of choice for 

some individuals (children) as a result of a cultural choice 

made by other individuals (parents). From the standpoint of 
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Japanese culture, there is no paradox. From the standpoint 

of American culture, there is a paradox. This contradiction 

may be readily observed by considering the writing from the 

viewpoint of cultural assumptions and preferences held by 

members of each society. 

While this paradox does not necessarily destroy the 

American reader's appreciation of the author's point, it 

raises unanswered questions in that reader's mind about the 

validity of the author's thesis. A string of such questions 

arising from a variety of such cultural misunderstandings 

might well destroy the apparent effectiveness of the whole 

essay for American readers. It necessarily follows that a 

knowledge of the audiences culture is an important ingredient 

in successful L2 writing (Kaplan 1987). 

A concurrent factor in creating cultural 

miscommunication is the heavily allusive nature of Japanese 

writing. Even though Japanese writing were not heavily 

allusive, since Japanese and English speaking cultures have, 

for much of their history had little contact, it is likely 

that English readers would have no idea of the types of 

metaphors or allusions used by Japanese writers. Few 

Americans know even the names of more than one or two 

Japanese writers, philosophers or statesmen much less what 

recorded wisdom they have left to their descendants. For 

example, in modern English, the use of the Latin expression 

"et tu, Brute" serves as an accusation for a betrayal. No 
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English speaker would mistake it to mean simply "Oh, you want 

to come along also." A "pound of flesh" is hardly what the 

average American or Englishman buys at the butcher shop. It 

generally means that another will pay a debt very dearly and 

at great cost to their well being. The expression "A rose by 

any other name" has little to do with gardening. 

In Japanese, One no Koraachi wrote "Hana no iro wa utsuri 

nikeri na" which literally translated reads "The color of a 

flower fades quickly" which is not so much a botanical 

observation as an admonition to women that beauty is of no 

use when one is old. 

In Hinds (1983) own example borrowed from Ten Sei Jingo 

magazine, "The vanishing Toki," the writer refers to the myth 

of the Emperor Ronton as told by the sage Chuang-tzu. Hinds' 

analysis of the writing fails to take into account a number 

of important items of information that would immediately come 

into the mind of an educated Japanese reader. Chuang-tsu 

lived in 4th century B.C. China and along with his 

predecessor, Lao-tsu, and his philosophical rivals Confucius 

and Mencius, was one of the most important sages in Chinese 

history. The ideas of Chuang-tsu and his colleagues were so 

pervasive that they still form the underlying framework of 

East Asian thought and even day to day life. The citation of 

any one of these sages has been considered an almost 

religious statement. The expression "Confucius says" in 

Japanese invariably employs the highest register and always 
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has the force of truth for a Japanese. 

Chuang-tsu was a disciple of Lao-tsu, the founder of 

Taoism, the major rival of Confucianism. Since the Sung 

Dynasties, Taoism has been syncretized with the orthodox 

Confucianisms of Chu-Shi and Wang Yang Ming but in Chuang-

tsu' s day it was the major rival to Confucianism. It was as 

a rule anti-monarchial, naturalistic, mystical, and non-

interventionist teaching that a submission to nature and the 

reality of one's life along with a surrender of the passion 

for domination and imposed order. Naturally, this was not a 

popular belief among the royal caste. Confucianism, on the 

other hand, taught control of one's surroundings, including 

nature itself, through virtuous behavior. Confucianism also 

taught submission, but only to that which was already 

righteous and ordered. 

The fable in question demonstrates the fundamental 

Taoist belief that intervention to impose an external order 

on nature will result in the destructio.n of the harmony that 

is an inherent property of nature. The Kings of the North 

and South seas, themselves at one level a metaphor for an 

artificially separated and therefore unbalanced distribution 

of the elemental male and female forces of nature, Yin and 

Yang, seek to impose on Wonton, which means "primordial 

chaos" and is metaphorical for a state of nature uncorrupted 

by any unbalanced attempt at order, their own conception of 

order, or, as a Confucian might see it, virtue. 
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This order is by definition the anuitiiesis of chaos and 

therefore as "order" is achieved, chaos dies. However, from 

a purely Taoist standpoint, the disorder personified by King 

Ronton is as an embodiment of pure primordial nature 

uncorrupted virtue personified. The destruction of virtue is 

evil. Since Japanese readers carry the cultural baggage of 

Taoism along with all of the other elements of syncretic Neo-

Confucianism, the sense of evil depicted in this fable is 

very strong. By successfully establishing the metaphor of 

the "toki" and nature personified by "King Ronton", the 

author has skillfully used a very powerful two millennia old 

concept to show that by taking the "toki" out of nature, a 

great evil would be wrought. This evil transcends the evil 

described by the rationalistic absence of virtue and 

approaches the level of an evil that destroys the implicit 

harmony of existence. The author is probably not suggesting 

that the world will end if the toki are forced into captivity 

and cease to exist in nature. But through the use of this 

fable, there is a suggestion of at least metaphorical 

apocalypse that may succeed in raising strong feelings in the 

Japanese reader. Also important from the author's standpoint 

is the way in which scientific ecological imbalance mirrors 

the destruction of harmony described in traditional Taoist 

belief. 

Having implicitly created this state of mind in the 

reader, the author builds on this sense of impending and 
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critical loss by appealing to the readers sense of the "toki" 

in their own cosmology. Lin Yu Sheng (1979) has suggested 

that Neo Confucian societies hold a holistic world view. 

Each element is an essential constituent of the whole. The 

author here describes the Japanese world view in terms which 

require the use of the image of the "toki." First there is 

the nostalgic reference to the "toki" living around Tokyo. 

Many of the author's readers remember going as children with 

their grandparents to see the "toki" in the gardens around 

Tokyo. After raising this nostalgia, the author builds upon 

it by describing how important the "toki" is to Japanese 

culture. After all, one of Japan's most beautiful and 

popular colors was named after it. Finally, the author 

completes his appeal to Japanese readers' emotions by 

reminding them that the very name of the "toki" is the name 

of Japan itself. The "toki" is to Japan what the American 

Eagle is to America (How could Hinds have missed this). 

Thus, the destruction of the "toki" is the destruction not 

just of a biological species but a significant and vital part 

of Japanese culture itself. 

The author by reference to the "seventh hole" of the 

fable reminds the reader that this destruction can be 

accomplished not only by killing the toki or taking away its 

habitat (the first six holes) but by the well intentioned 

captivating of it as well (the seventh hole). That Ronton 

did not die until the seventh hole was made is very 
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significant. It is this well intentioned act of imposing 

order on unbridled nature that destroys Ronton and will 

destroy the "toki". According to Taoism, nature is only 

nature and chaos only chaos until order have been imposed 

upon them. The "toki" in captivity will no longer be the 

same element of nature that it was in the wild. Will it 

still serve so perfectly and satisfyingly as a symbol of 

Japan itself when bereft of its home and freedom. Put 

another way, would the American Eagle still be a symbol of 

American values if it had no freedom and could not soar 

unfettered in the American skies. A rose by another name 

might still smell as sweet but if an onion were called a rose 

would we still wish to receive roses on Valentine's day. The 

author of this piece has adroitly used the reader's presumed 

knowledge of Taoism to suggest that unless the "toki" are 

preserved in a natural sanctuary far from human interference, 

they would lose the essential qualities that make them so 

dear to the Japanese. Every sentence in the essay reflects 

either this or the fact that the "toki" are indeed very 

important to the Japanese. Hinds' (1983) assertion that some 

of the parts of the essay are not in' line with the underlying 

point suggests that his analysis was not sufficiently 

thorough. 

Consequently, much of the "bizarreness" that Hinds 

(1983) finds in Japanese and much of the absence of logic 

described by Kaplan (1968) in Chinese may be the result of 
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fundamentally different interpretation of simple expressions, 

concepts and assumptions and not a result of a different 

organizational patterns. The results of this study do not 

indicate that the transfer of rhetorical patterns can not be 

a significant element in an L2 native speaker reader's 

difficulty in understanding an LI native speaker's writing in 

L2. However, the results of this study, in light of Hinds 

earlier study (1983) suggest that such transfer of rhetorical 

structure need not be a factor and that, indeed, other 

factors may be more important. 

Hinds (1987) and Kaplan (1983, 1987), in recent papers, 

have begun to discus some other relevant cultural factors 

such as reader writer responsibility and common culturally 

shared assumptions and have suggested that these other 

factors may have a role. However, they have not yet 

incorporated these factors into the theory of contrastive 

rhetoric in a functional way. Both scholars have also 

continued to argue that rhetorical patterns are the major 

obstacle in L2 writing comprehensibility by native speakers 

of L2 speakers. Kaplan (1987) has also asserted that subject 

matter conflicts in intercultural education are too extensive 

to be treated in methodologies based on contrastive rhetoric-

-although it appears that if these conflicts were the 

dominant problem, and neither Kaplan nor any other scholar 

has offered data to the contrary, that contrastive rhetoric 

would be rendered useless from a methodological standpoint if 
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not from a theoretical standpoint as well. The results of 

the present study suggest that factors other than rhetorical 

pattern may play a critical role in intercultural written 

miscommunication and need to be considered accordingly. 

More research needs to be done in this area to establish 

what factors are at work between Japanese and English. A 

study to examine the relative degree of reader criticism of 

writers in a particular culture as a function of Hinds' 

reader/writer responsibility typology is one possibility. 

Studies to examine the effects of particular cultural factors 

such as cultural attitudes toward society and social 

responsibility, the role of the individual as opposed to the 

group, and the role of authority in society might shed some 

light on the operation of culturally shared assumptions 

transmitted across linguistic barriers. Studies might also 

be done to determine the role of allusion and shared cultural 

assumptions to a body of literature in a language where that 

literature is inaccessible to L2 readers. A clearer idea of 

what is transferred and what is troublesome for L2 readers 

will help to determine the utility, development, and 

application of the theory of contrastive rhetoric. 

Implications 

The implications of this research for teaching involve 

whether or not the contrastive rhetoric teaching scheme 

developed by Kaplan (1966, 1987) is feasible and how it could 

be carried into practice if it were feasible. First of all, 
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there is nothing negative about Kaplan's suggestion that 

structures in the new rhetoric be taught explicitly. Most 

methodologies admit that the more practice a student has in 

writing, the more a student's writing will improve. Whether 

a methodology's particular features will lead to 

extraordinary improvement in the students' writing skills is 

another matter. It stands to reason that if a particular 

feature of language or style used by a student is not 

offensive then to expend energy upon explicit correction of 

that habit is wasteful. The energy could better be spent 

elsewhere in correcting or redirecting aspects of the 

student's writing that inhibit his or her ability to 

communicate with their chosen audience. Consequently, if 

structure does not seem to be a problem at least from the 

standpoint of Ki-Sho-Ten-Ketsu and English readers, there is 

no point in spending time altering it. Since this study 

covers only the Ki-Sho-Ten-Ketsu form, the conclusions 

derived here can only be applied directly to that form and to 

a limited sample of freshman English readers. However, these 

results do suggest that other factors in rhetoric deserve 

more attention in general. 

Perhaps the best way to look at the problem of 

contrastive rhetoric is from the standpoint of a model that 

incorporates as many of these features as are applicable for 

a particular language pair into a model that is capable of 

defining the relationship between those features. Then an 
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instructor might have a better idea of what type of classroom 

methodology to apply. Certainly there is nothing wrong with 

what Thomson-Panos and Tomas-Ruzic (1983) did at the 

Orthographic level for English and Arabic. They taught the 

students how the two systems differed and how they could use 

that knowledge to help them improve their writing. At the 

essay level however the situation is more complex. Figure 2 

illustrates the complexity of the problem: 

Stylistic features 

Essay OrganizationN 

(This study) 

(^ared Cultural Assumptions^ 

purpose of WritingX^CONTRASTIVE RHETORICj/'c^sensus v 
p- I 11 individual 

^Level of Reader/Writer responsibility 

-7 

Grammar text 

Medium 

in which 
writing appears 

^^R^le of Writing in Culture 

Hierarchy of information types 

Figure 2. Possible components of a complex model of 

contrastive rhetoric. 

If only one or two factors constituted a barrier to the 

student trying to learn L2 writing, then a contrastive 

rhetoric approach would easily be workable. But more and 

more factors need to be considered. For example, if the 

structure of the essay were the only rhetorical feature that 

were a problem for the students, the solution would be the 
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simple solution that Kaplan suggests: Teach the students the 

correct form. But as it becomes necessary to teach more and 

more contrastive aspects of writing to students, gradually 

the efficiency of this methodology would decline. Eventually 

there is no longer any advantage over just having the 

students imitate examples of English writing until they 

absorb or acquire the proper style holistically. 

The critical test is how many factors must be considered 

for a given language pair. This could vary considerably 

depending upon the languages and cultures involved. It would 

be necessary to perform the type of test done in this study 

over a range of factors and languages. Whether this would be 

a worthwhile task would almost certainly depend upon whether 

contrastive rhetoric was shown to be effective for a 

particular set of languages. This could not be established 

until the various factors influencing contrastive rhetoric 

were evaluated for a particular language pair. Whether the 

results of such a study would mean anything in terms of 

whether teaching methodology ought to be changed or not 

depends upon the relative simplicity of the model constructed 

for the language pair upon which such a study might be 

performed. All that can be clearly stated at this point is 

that a contrastive rhetoric methodology based upon the 

effects of the Ki-Sho-Ten-Ketsu structure would not be 

relatively useful. 



74  

APPENDIX A 

EVALUATION QUESTIONS 

(LYKERT SCALE) 

After each question, please circle the nymber that best 

describes your rating of this essay. 

1. How well do the ideas of this essay hang together? 

Low High 

• 1 • 2 3 4 

2. How well focused is the main idea in this essay? 

Low High 

12 3 4 

3. How well is the essay organized? 

Low High 

12 3 4 

4. How do you rate the overall quality of the essay? 

Low High 

12 3 4 
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APPENDIX B 

RECALL QUESTION 

(FRESHMAN COMPOSITION STUDENTS ONLY) 

Directions 

We are trying to determine how much careful readers can 

recall from prose passages. Your packet consists of a 

passage and four sheets of lined paper. Read the passage 

carefully and at your own rate. This is not a test of speed, 

so do not worry about how long it takes to read the passage. 

After you have read the passage carefully, use the lined 

paper immediately following the passage to write down 

everything you can remember from the passage. Use complete 

sentences and paragraphs. ^ not look back at the passage as 

you are writing down what you remember from it. 

After you have completed writing down all that youcan 

remember from the package, please go to the final page of 

this packet and answer the questions there. 

If you have any questions, please raise your hand. 

Thank you. 
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APPENDIX C 

ESSAYS USED IN THE STUDY 

I. Trends in American Education: Five Part Essay 

When we say that history repeats itself, normally we are 

talking about major events like the rise of the Persian, 

Macedonian, and Roman Empires, all of which rose and fell in 

not dissimilar ways and for not dissimilar reasons. 

Recently, however, history seems to repeat itself more and 

more noticeably and we fail to remember what has happened 

before. When we consider our own American attitude toward 

education, we may experience a strong sense of deja vu from 

having seen our attitudes change within the lifetimes of our 

own fathers and mothers. This tendency is also clearly 

presented in one of Aesop's best loved fables; the Story of 

the Tortoise and the Hare. This fable certainly describes 

the nature and eventual results of the short term bursts of 

enthusiasm we Americans feel for the education of our youth 

whenever we feel our world leadership in some area of science 

or technology has been seriously threatened by another 

country. 

One day the tortoise and the hare decided to have a race 

to see who was the fastest. After the explosion of the 

atomic bombs at the end of World War Two, the United States 

was the undisputed leader in technology. The united States 

had the best scientists from the old world and the new world 

as well, and rested secure in the knowledge that no other 
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nation, friend or foe could catch up. The Soviet union, 

which did not feel at all secure with this American 

advantage, challenged the United States for the leadership 

role in the forefront of science by initiating the space race 

and sending into orbit both the first satellite and the first 

human being. 

The hare, resenting the tortoise's arrogance, quickly 

out distanced his plodding rival. The United States 

immediately spent tremendous amounts of money, not only on 

building rockets, but upon educating America's youth in all 

of the essential of technology and science. The American 

space program quickly outdistanced the space program of the 

Soviets who continued to plod along at a steady pace. We 

quickly landed a man on the moon and, as a reward for all of 

our efforts, developed new technologies in data processing 

and communications that our rivals could only imagine in 

their wildest fantasies. America, by the early nineteen 

seventies, became the undisputed leader in world technology 

to a degree that no other nation ever had. 

The hare looked back and saw the tortoise plodding along 

and thought, "the tortoise is so slow! He will never catch 

up. I will take a short nap." While the arrogant hare 

slept, his rival gradually caught up with and passed him. In 

the late sixties and early seventies, the United States, 

secure in its superiority, began to neglect the educational 

system that ten years before it had so strenuously expanded. 
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Teachers received less and less pay in real terms and the 

funding of schools fell increasingly as people became more 

worried about other things such as how to entertain 

themselves with the increasingly sophisticated toys provided 

by the technological revolution. Inner city schools, which 

had not been well supported since the arrival of minorities 

in large numbers in urban areas, became holding grounds for 

the frustrated youth of underprivileged America. Very little 

high quality education could be accomplished. In other 

schools with more money, the general apathy toward the true 

quality of education led to a wo'rld of standardized tests and 

mandatory promotions of persons whose ability to read and 

write was often rudimentary at best. The Russians, and then 

the Japanese, kept plodding along at a predictable, steady 

pace, always conscious of America's past dominance, until 

finally, in the last few years, Russia has once again taken 

the lead in space exploration and the Japanese have taken 

over the lead in microelectronics. 

The hare awoke to see the tortoise almost at the finish 

line but was too late to catch up and, so, lost the race. 

The final chapter in this saga is not yet played out. 

Already, American leaders are struggling to put some kind of 

vitality back into American education in order to try to "win 

the race," Perhaps we can do it this time but isn't it true 

that our sudden intense bursts of enthusiasm contain the 

seeds of our exhaustion and ennui as well? After a brief 
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period of success, we are in danger of losing interest and 

sinking again into our former apathy. 

Just as the hare, forgetting how once the tortoise had 

been even with him, through carelessness, let the tortoise 

get even with him again, so history is repeating itself in 

out attitude toward education. We base our interest in 

education upon the presence of a perceived external threat 

and when the threat is no longer immediate in our minds, we 

lose our interest in education. The Macedonians did not 

learn enough from the experience of the Persians whom they 

conquered nor did the Romans learn the same lessons from 

them. It seems that we cannot even learn from ourselves. 

Yet, whether America's sudden interest in "revitalizing 

education" allows us to "win the race" again, is not the real 

issue that we ought to consider. History holds for us our 

most important lesson: Aesop said of his fable,"Slow and 

steady wins the race." 

II. Trends in American education: Ki-Sho-Ten-Ketsu 

When we say that history repeats itself, normally we are 

talking about major events like the rise and fall of the 

Persian, Macedonian, and Roman Empires all of which rose and 

fell in not dissimilar ways and for not dissimilar reasons. 

Recently, however, history seems to repeat itself more and 

more noticeably and we fail to remember what has happened 

before. This tendency is also clearly presented in one of 
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Aesop's best loved fables; the story of the Tortoise and the 

Hare. 

One day the tortoise and the hare decided to have a race 

to see who was the fastest. The hare, resenting the 

tortoise's arrogance, quickly outdistanced his plodding 

rival. The hare looked back and saw the hare plodding along 

and thought,"the tortoise is so slow! He will never catch up. 

I will take a short nap." While the arrogant hare slept, his 

rival gradually caught up with and caught him. The hare 

awoke to see the tortoise almost at the finish line but was 

too late to catch up and, so, lost the race. 

After the explosion of the atomic bombs, at the end of 

World War Two, the United States was the undisputed leader in 

technology. The united States had the best scientists from 

the old world and the new world as well and rested secure in 

the knowledge that no other nation, friend or foe, could 

catch up. The Soviet Union, which did not feel at all secure 

with this American advantage, challenged the United States 

for the leadership role in the forefront of science by 

initiating the space race and sending into orbit both the 

first satellite and the first human being. 

The United States immediately spent tremendous amounts 

of money not only on building rockets but upon educating 

America's youth in all of the essentials of technology and 

science. The American space program quickly outdistanced the 

space program of the Soviets, who continued to plod along at 
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a steady pace. We quickly landed a man on the moon and, as a 

reward for all of our efforts developed, new technologies in 

data processing and communications that our rivals could only 

imagine in their wildest fantasies. America, by the early 

nineteen seventies became the undisputed leader in world 

technology to a degree that no other nation ever had. 

In the late sixties and early seventies, the United 

States, secure in its superiority, began to neglect its 

education system that ten years before it had so strenuously 

expanded. Teachers received less and less pay in real terms 

and funding of schools fell increasingly as people became 

more worried about other things, such as how to entertain 

themselves with the increasingly sophisticated toys provided 

by the technological revolution. Inner ci.ty schools, which 

had not been well supported since the arrival of minorities 

in large numbers in urban areas, became holding grounds for 

the frustrated youth of underprivileged America. Very little 

high quality education could be accomplished. In other 

schools with more money, the general apathy of the public 

toward the true quality of education led to a world of 

standardized tests and mandatory promotions of persons whose 

ability to read and write was often rudimentary at best. The 

Russians, and then the Japanese kept plodding along at a 

predictable, steady pace, always conscious of America's past 

dominance until finally, in the last few years, Russia has 

once taken the lead in Space exploration and the Japanese 



have taken over the lead in microelectronics. 

The final chapter in this saga is not yet played out. 

Already, American leaders are struggling to but some kind of 

vitality back into American education in order to try to "win 

the race." Perhaps we can do it this time but isn't it true 

that our sudden intense bursts of enthusiasm contain the 

seeds of our exhaustion and ennui as well? After a brief 

period of success, we are in danger of losing interest again 

and sinking into our former apathy. 

The MAcedonians did not learn enough from the experience 

of the Persians whom they conquered nor did the Romans learn 

the same lessons from them. It seems that we cannot even 

learn from ourselves. When we consider our own American 

attitude toward education, we may experience a strong sense 

of de ia vu from having seen our attitudes change within the 

lifetimes of our own fathers and mothers. History holds for 

us our most important lesson: Aesop said of his fable, "Slow 

and steady wins the race." Yet, whether America's sudden 

interest in "revitalizing education" allows us to "win the 

race" again is not the real issue that we ought to consider. 

We base our interest in education on the presence of a 

perceived external threat and when the threat is no longer 

immediate in our minds, we lose our interest in education. 

III. The Effects of Greed: Five Part Essay 

In a society where cooperation and harmony are essential 

to productivity, too much greed can be a terrible thing. Of 
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course, many American economists today as always say that 

greed is a positive force and the source of power that drives 

our economy along. And yet, imagine the following scenario. 

One hundred farmers live in a valley somewhere in the 

Midwestern United States. Each farmer starts out with one 

hundred acres of land, some supplies to get by on, and a 

certain amount of money. Each farmer, now driven by greed, 

has decided that the best way to satisfy that greed is to 

have more land. First the farmers all try to convince each 

other to sell out, but since they are all on an equal footing 

they don't really get anywhere. However, as is often the case 

with greed, they only manage to whet their appetites for 

more. Some of the cleverer farmers band together in groups 

of six or seven and pool their money hoping to buy out one or 

two independent farms. A few farmers do sell out and others, 

who were so busy trying to buy other property have neglected 

their crops and have gone into debt. Other enterprising 

farmers and groups of farmer's have purchased that debt and 

taken over the property, all the while paying lots of 

interest and spending lots of time signing papers. None of 

the farmers have bought new equipment or seed. They didn't 

have the money. They borrow but they are too far behind 

schedule. One by one they sell their farms to housing 

developers and no one produces crops anymore. 

This scenario sounds extreme. Everyone knows farmers 

are always ready to be good neighbors and to help each other 
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in hard times. Just as farmers should think about farming 

and not enrichment through real estate transactions, one 

would reason, it is necessary for all of us to think of the 

general good and to strive to play our own role well even 

though we might not always profit as quickly that way. But, 

in the world of American high finance, this scenario is 

commonplace. Corporate America is destroying itself by being 

so greedy for ownership and acquisition that it forgets its 

first duty of producing the things that society needs. 

America's large corporations are spending tremendous 

amounts of money to buy control and ownership of smaller 

corporations. However, even a small corporation costs a lot 

of money when you consider the fact that a large corporation 

needs to buy at least half and preferably more than half of 

the stock of the target corporation. As the target 

corporation's stockholders become aware of the takeover 

attempt, they realize that the larger company is desperately 

interested in their stock and they increase their selling 

price to far more than it would normally be worth on the 

stock market. Even large companies do not have that much 

ready cash available - often hundreds of millions of dollars 

- and must borrow large amounts of money from lending 

institutions. This ties up tremendous amounts of loan 

capital and prevents its use in development or improvement 

programs by business. What loan capital does remain is 

obtained at a higher interest rate. 
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Neither the companies doing the taking over nor the 

target companies are able to spare much of their own capital 

for basic research and development, plant or marketing 

program upgrading, or other long term investments that 

improve the quality of business and society generally. All 

of their available reserves of money must be kept ready to 

either help them make a takeover or to resist a takeover. 

After a takeover, there is usually not so much money left to 

spend on improving the company. All of the money has very 

likely been spent by both sides in the takeover attempt. 

New techniques and ideas are not implemented; new areas 

are not developed; old plants and rusty machines cannot be 

renovated; and the cost of production using outmoded 

technology and obsolete equipment gradually saps the energy 

of all of the companies involved. Thus, companies, and even 

entire industries, financially exhausted from excess 

expenditures and, dependent upon shrinking revenues to pay 

more and more interest, go slowly, forlornly out of business. 

Sometimes these industries are not extraneous and unimportant 

industries that we could have done without. Sometimes the 

industries hardest hit are energy or basic manufacturing 

industries. As yet, no industry has succumbed to this 

plague, but certainly parts of our communications and 

airlines industries are threatened. 

Corporate America, with its insatiable hunger for 

acquisition, is gorging itself into an economic stupor from 
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which it may not be able to awaken. When any economic 

organism in our economic system can no longer function in its 

proper capacity due to greed, then we can say that greed has 

begun to weaken that system. There are simply times when the 

economic motivation of greed is not a sufficient incentive to 

encourage producers to create the best possible goods or 

services at the best possible price. As long as this force 

of greed is not properly channeled, there is always the risk 

that it will run wild and serve its own gluttonous ends. We 

must remember, and our society as a whole must remember, that 

when we do something, if it is worth doing at all, it should 

benefit not just short term needs and local interests but 

should serve the needs of the larger society as well. 

IV. THE EFFECTS OF GREED: Ki-Sho-Ten-Ketsu 

There are simply times when the economic motivation of 

greed is not a sufficient incentive to encourage producers to 

create the best possible goods or services at the best 

possible price. In a society where cooperation and harmony 

are essential to productivity, too much greed can be a 

terrible thing. Of course, many American economists today as 

always say that greed is a positive force and the source of 

power that drives our economy along. However, as long as 

this force of greed is not properly channeled, there is 

always the risk that it will run wild and serve its own 

gluttonous ends. 

Everyone knows farmers are always ready to be good 
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neighbors and to help each other in hard times. Just as 

farmers should think about farming and not enrichment through 

real estate transactions, one would reason, it is necessary 

for all of us to think of the general good and to strive to 

play our own role well even though we might not always profit 

as quickly that way. And yet, imagine the following scenario. 

One hundred farmers live in a valley somewhere in the 

Midwestern United States. Each farmer starts out with one 

hundred acres of land, some supplies to get by on, and a 

certain amount of money. Each farmer, now driven by greed, 

has decided that the best way to satisfy that greed is to 

have more land. First the farmers all try to convince each 

other to sell out but since they are all on an equal footing 

they don't really get anywhere. However, as is often the 

case with greed, they only manage to whet their appetites for 

more. Some of the cleverer farmers band together in groups 

of six or seven and pool their money hoping to buy out one or 

two independent farms. A few farmers do sell out and others, 

who were so busy trying to buy other property have neglected 

their crops and have gone into debt. Other enterprising 

farmers and groups of farmer's have purchased that debt and 

taken over the property, all the while paying lots of 

interest and spending lots of time signing papers. None of 

the farmers have bought new equipment or seed. They didn't 

have the money. They borrow but they are too far behind 

schedule. One by one they sell their farms to housing 



88  

developers and no one produces crops anymore. This scenario 

sounds extreme. 

But, in the world of American high finance, this 

scenario is commonplace. America's large corporations are 

spending tremendous amounts of money to buy control and 

ownership of smaller corporations. However, even a small 

corporation costs a lot of money when you consider the fact 

that a large corporation needs to buy at least half and 

preferably more than half of the stock of the target 

corporation. As the target corporation's stockholders become 

aware of the takeover attempt, they realize that the larger 

company is desperately interested in their stock and they 

increase their selling price to far more than it would 

normally be worth on the stock market. Even large companies 

do not have that much ready cash available - often hundreds 

of millions of dollars - and must borrow large amounts of 

money from lending institutions. This ties up tremendous 

amounts of loan capital and prevents its use in development 

or improvement programs by business. What loan capital does 

remain is obtained at a higher interest rate. 

Neither the companies doing the taking over nor the 

target companies are able to spare much of their own capital 

for basic research and development, plant or marketing 

program upgrading, or other long term investments that 

improve the quality of business and society generally. All 

of their available reserves of money must be kept ready to 
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either help them make a takeover or to resist a takeover. 

After a takeover, there is usually not so much money left to 

spend on improving the company. All of the money has very 

likely been spent by both sides in the takeover attempt. 

New techniques and ideas are not implemented; new areas 

are not developed; old plants and rusty machines cannot be 

renovated; and the cost of production using outmoded 

technology and obsolete equipment gradually saps the energy 

of all of the companies involved. Thus, companies, and even 

entire industries, financially exhausted from excess 

expenditures and dependent upon shrinking revenues to pay 

more and more interest go slowly, forlornly out of business. 

Sometimes these industries are not extraneous and unimportant 

industries that we could have done without. Sometimes the 

industries hardest hit are energy or basic manufacturing 

industries. As yet, no industry has succumbed to this plague 

but certainly parts of our communications and airlines 

industries are threatened. 

When any economic organism in our economic system can no 

longer function in its proper capacity due to greed, then we 

can say that greed has begun to weaken that system. We must 

remember, and our society as a whole must remember, that when 

we do something, if it is worth doing at all, it should 

benefit not just short term needs and local interests but 

should serve the needs of the larger society as well. 



APPENDIX D 

RULES FOR THE DETERMINATION OF IDEA UNITS 

The following rules were derived from the rules 

developed by Meyer (1975) for recall studies: 

1. Predicates and subjects are divided into different idea 

units. f 

2. Conjunctions such as and or but are tied to the idea unit 

of the following text and are separated from the idea unit in 

the preceding text. 

3. Adverbial clauses and dependent clauses constitute 

separate idea units. 

4. Prepositional phrases constitute idea units. 

5. Parenthetical expressions such as however and therefore 

would join the following idea units when they occur on an 

idea unit boundary but would not justify division into 

separate idea units in their own right. 

6. Indirect and direct objects are joined with the verb in 

idea units unless separated by some intervening idea unit. 

7. Predicate nouns and adjectives are in the same idea unit 

as the linking verb. 

8. Modals are part of the same idea unit as the main verb. 

9. All verbals separated from the verb by other idea units 

are distinct idea units. 

10. Infinitives considered-are part of the verb unless they 

are treated as nouns. 

11. Adverbs not adjacent to the verb constitute separate idea 



91  

units. 

12. Adjectives are within the same idea unit as the noun 

unless they impart some unusual information: "The purple 

trembling leaf" would be /The purple/ trembling leaf/. 

Demonstratives join the subsequent idea unit. 

The procedure for testing for, scoring of, and determination 

of recall score was from Meyer (1975) as modified by Roen 

(1981). 
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