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Preface I TNk

In research on second language writing, CR (Contrastive
Rhetotic) has received a great deal of attention. CR maintains
that language and writing are cultural phenomena and that each
language has rhetorical conventions unique to it. The present
study explores the English-Chinese CR research, which is rela-
tively new and rare domestically, by contrasting the rhetorical
structures in English argumentative writings of English and Chi-
nese natives. It is hoped that the present study helps to promote
our understanding of the rhetorical differences between English
and Chinese within the socio-cultural contexts, and thus helps to
improve the Chinese speakers’ ESL (English as a Second Lan-
guage) writing skills. Meanwhile, it is believed that the Chinese-
English translating practice will also benefit from such English-
Chinese CR knowledge.

The data selected in this study are a type of English argu-
mentative texts by professional writers, namely, editorials or
other argumentative essays taken from the English-language
newspapers. Thirty-two sample texts are collected and contained
in two groups: sixteen in the English or native speakers group,
taken from ‘The New York Times’ and ‘USA Today’; sixteen
in the Chinese or non-native speakers group, taken from ‘China
Daily’. The sample texts are analyzed and contrasted in terms of

local view—illocutionary & interactional analysis, and global

view—minitext structures and overall interactive patterns. The

local and global views of text structure together reveal both the




linguistic universals and the cultural particulars between the
sample texts of the two groups. After the discussion of analytical

results come the implications for China’s ELT (English Lan-

guage Teaching) and suggestions for further research, which

serve as the conclusion of the study.
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Chapter 1 Introduction

1.1 Underlying Rationales for the Study

According to Conﬁor (1996), writing was neglected as an
area of study for decades because of the emphasis on teaching
spoken language during the dominance of audiolingual
methodology. In the past two decades, however, the study of
writing has become part of the mainstream in applied
linguistics. Reasons for this change are many: the increased
understanding of language learners’ needs to read and write in
the target language; the enhanced interdisciplinary approach to
studying second language acquisition through educational,
rhetorical and anthropological methods; and new trends in
linguistics with emphasis on discourse analyses (Connor, 1996).

In research on second language writing, contrastive
rhetoric has received a great deal of attention. Contrastive
rhetoric (CR, hereafter) is an area of research in second
language acquisition that identifies problems in composition
encountered by second language writers, and attempts to
explain the problems by referring to the rhetorical strategies of
the first language. CR maintains that language and writing are
cultural phenomena and, as a direct consequence, each

language has rhetorical conventions unique to it. Such terms as

Chapter I Introduction &
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‘rhetorical strategies’, ‘rhetorical conventions’, ‘rhetorical
patterns’ or ‘rhetorical styles’ in the CR field almost mean the
same. They all refer to the typical discourse patterns of a
language, and sometimes they can also be replaced by other
terms like ‘writing conventions’ or ‘writing styles’.

CR was initiated almost thirty years ago by the American
applied linguist Robert Kaplan, who rendered a new notion to
‘rhetoric '—mode of finding all available means for the
achievement of a designated end. This new definition suggested
that rhetoric was essentially a mode of thinking. Accordingly,
rhetorical patterns of a language, though linguistically
embodied by discourse patterns, were fundamentally
determined by the culture-specific thought patterns. Kaplan’s
pioneering study (1966) concluded that rhetorical patterns of
the first language interfered with writing in the second language
and that ‘contrastive rhetoric must be taught in the same sense
that contrastive grammar is presently taught’. CR developed
within the context of ESL writing, and it has had an important
impact on studies of writing across cultures and on the teaching
of English to speakers of other languages (Leki, 1991).

Contrastive rhetorical studies have expanded a great deal
over the past three decades.with the focus shifting from L2
texts to L1 texts with different cultural backgrounds; from
student writing to accomplished writing; and from expository
writing to other genres of writing. However, the contrastive

~ rhetorical studies between English and Chinese have not been
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fully developed, though this field of research is of great
significance to our Chinese learners of English.

Traditionally, the Chinese way of teaching and learning
English has focused on acquiring the sentence-level knowledge
such as syntactic correction and lexical accuracy. Little
attention has been paid to the ways in which sentences and
paragraphs are combined to form stretches of connected
discourse. In other words, the overall arrangement of ideas or
the schematic organization of discourse is basically ignored. As
a result, many Chinese speakers’ English writing seems
structurally bizarre or uncomfortable to native speakers of
English. For example, many Chinese college students’
compositions in English are considered to be out of focus by
their English-speaking teachers; also, because of the
unfamiliarity of some Chinese scholars with the writing
conventions of English, their academic papers in English are
evaluated unfavourably by American judges (Purves, 1988);
and even some published articles in the English language
newspaper China Daily are complained about by foreign readers
for lack of coherence (Matalene, 1985). In all these cases, the
English speakers are mis-signalled or under-signalled by the
Chinese rhetorical patterns that are not familiar to them. To
avoid this, Chinese learners and users of English should
acquaint themselves with the English rhetorical conventions
that are not native to them.

CR research between English and Chinese aims to reveal the

Chapter I Introduction &
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rhetorical differences between the two languages, to help
Chinese speakers to overcome writing problems in English, and
ultimately to enable them to improve their writing skills in
English. Therefore, it deserves immediate attention in ESL

teaching practice in China.
1.2 Framework of the Study

The present study represents an effort to shed new light on
CR research between English and Chinese. In this study, the
English-Chinese CR research will be explored from a new
angle. Specifically, a contrastive study of text structure in
English argumentative writings by native speakers of English
and Chinese will be made. It is hoped that such a study could
sensitize Chinese learners of English to the socio-cultural
factors involved in ESL writing, and thus could help them
become more proficient in ESL writing.

The literature survey on the development of CR in general and
that of English-Chinese CR studies is followed by the methodology
of the study. Then an empirical examination of sample texts is made
in two groups (native speakers or NS group and non-native speakers
or NNS group). Data analysis reveals both linguistic universals and
cultural particulars of the samples in the two groups. In particular,
the rhetorical differences between English and Chinese are
interpreted within the socio-cultural contexts. Finally, implications
for China’s ELT and suggestions for further research are presented

as the conclusion of the study.
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2.1.1 XftEEFHEIR

1966 % ,R. Kaplan R R T(BEXUBEFH XL BERK)X
—EEMYE RAENSENEEEMNEHIRNEETES
HRTHFHR, Xt 600 4 ESLEXHTAWBE R, KER
B EH ESL ¥4 5P EENREARATRNBERE,
TEH Kaplan BN ERFROBREAAER, 4, EL
TR HBHEXHRRR

English Semitic Oriental Romance Russian
(Kaplan,1972)

WEFRR, EERENAANAREELE MR EREEER
BENTEHA—RIELNTTEN . TEENRREAEH
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R RBNOHER A~ EEREABREREOES  TEH
EE (QERENEE) T HENTEE R EE 0 F kB
RE,RBBERE RN,

Kaplan (95 5t Rt 85— M B S0 X LR B ILE 6045
BEG MRA LS, BRI RE —HBRER, — RS —
RXUERNBERRBLFS), 2 ERANE TS O ARE
ML BN ESSERERE ESL S~ EF 4,

Kaplan S ERN MBS ¥R~ TEANRA, EHE
3 R LGSR 4 R AR RE , DA b b 69 35 b 2 8 ESL ff
XAEH, BN T BEENRSUEENEHEER, BN E— 28
B EGRER SRR A o

2.1.2 XMEHNER . SEBSH—REE

MNTEREH HUEEBROTRE RN BEE S
(contrastive text analysis) , B % b S B 5 0 R I, 5E85
B R B X, 20 H4 70 FR BEEESELRESHITY
RREXNEERNFREEET RS MO, BEENMIEES S
MUETOLEESBEER P ENRBE. £ HEREEFRE
REFHE, TREM BB 0 5 WIS 1E, B Xt g FEHFRE 70
FREBFERRHE, 3 20 4 80 FREZEBSHMNEE /47
HARBHIEEROTIINT HOH N, ZNBROEEHRE
FF 46 K 5F % 0 3 1 —3& 1 % #9 (theme-rheme structure ) & % 3 4
’Ff-J(macrostructure)%%%%ﬁ,kkﬁﬁkkﬁiiﬁTﬁttf@‘ﬁﬁﬁgiﬂl‘]
R, 90 FRZE, TATFRIENEERBENEEHHERSE
AZEE,



