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1. Introduction

Asausefuldevicethatlinksideasovertly,ConjunctiveAdverbials(CAs)

arehelpfulindevelopingarguments(Biberetal.,1999).Inargumentative

writing,wherehowtopresentandsupportargumentsisimportant,CAshelp

writersorganizeanddeveloptheargument.RCAs1),inparticular,areauseful

*Thisstudyisbasedonthefirstauthor’smaster’sthesis(Kim,J.2014).

**ThefirstauthorisJeeWonKim,andthecorrespondingauthor,Seok-ChaeRhee.
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devicefordevelopingargumentsintheacademicproseregisterinthatthey

“marktheconclusionsthatthewriterexpectsthereadertodraw andconnect

thewriter’sclaim tosupportingfacts”(Biberetal.,1999,p.881).Infact,causal

linksthemselvesareafeatureinEnglishargumentativewritingbecausethe

cause-effectrelationshipisnecessarytoorganizeargumentsinEnglish(Lorenz,

1999).Inthesamevein,Tanko(2004)stated thatthesyllogisticsequence

“premise1+premise2thereforeconclusion”istypicalofargumentativeessays

andthattoachievethis,writersoftenuseRCAs.

WithanunderstandingoftheimportanceofRCAsindevelopingawriter’s

argumentinagenreinwhichpresentingandsupportingideasisimportant,this

studyexamineswhethertheuseofRCAsisdifferentintheargumentative

essaysofnativespeakersandKoreanL2learnersandwhetheritisaffectedby

theL2learners’differentproficiencylevels.

2. Background

2.1. General Properties of RCAs

Cohesiverelationshipsoccurwhenthereisasemanticrelationbetweenone

elementandanother(Halliday& Hasan,1976).WhileCAscanexpressa

varietyofsemanticrelationships,thereisnosingle,unanimousinventoryofthe

typesofthissemanticrelationship.Forexample,inHallidayandHasan’s(1976)

taxonomy,CAsareclassifiedunderfourheadings:“Additive,”“Adversative,”

“Causal,”and“Temporal,”whileQuirketal.(1985)distinguishsevendifferent

conjunctive roles: “Listing,” “Summative,” “Appositional,” “Resultive,”

“Inferential,”“Contrastive,”and“Transitional.”Here,wefollow Biberetal.’s

classification(1999)astheircorpus-basedapproachtolanguageinvestigationis

similartothatadoptedinourstudy.Table1illustratesthedifferentcategories

andprovidesexamplesofCAswithineachcategory.

1)AccordingtoBiberetal.(1999),inacademicgenre,RCAsarethemostusedtypeofCAs

amongallsemanticcategories.
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Table 1. Semantic Categories of CAs (Biber et al., 1999, p.875-9)

Semantic

Category
examples

Enumeration/

Addition

Enumeration firstly,secondly

Addition further,moreover

Summation insum,toconclude

Apposition i.e.,forexample

Result/Inference
Result so,therefore,hence

Inference then

Contrast/

Concession

Contrast incontrast,instead

Concession though,anyway

Transition bytheway

AsoneofthesemanticcategoriesofCAs,theRCAsmarkthesemantic

relationshipof“cause-result.”TheexamplesofRCAsprovidedbyBiberetal.

(1999)areasfollows.

(1)Thisyear’scommitmentwewillnotreachthisyear.Therefore,we’llbe

intodeficit!

(2)IonceacquireasetofrecordingsofaBachpianoconcerto.Iwasvery

fondofit,butmymotherwasforevercriticizingandchastisingmy

poortaste...Consequently,Inow hardlylistentoBach.

(3)Asthespatialfilecontainsallthegeometricrelationshipsnecessaryto

specifythebody,thiscanbeusedtogenerateanypictorialview.Itis

thusnotnecessarytoproduceanengineeringdrawingspecificallyfor

thepurposeofshowingeveryonewhatitlookslike.

(Biberetal.,1999,p.877)

Intheexamplesabove,theRCAsfunctionasalinkingdevicethatconnects

theprecedingunitstothefollowingones,andatthesametime,marksthe

semanticrelationshipoftwounitsascausativerelation.

MostoftheRCAsareusedinterchangeablywithoutanychangeinmeaning.

However,“so”isquitedifferentinitsformalityfrom otherRCAsinthatitis

aninformalCAthatoccursmostfrequentlyintheconversationgenre.Thisis

evidencedbyBiberetal.(1999),wheretheyassertthatthereasonCAsarevery
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commonintheconversationgenreisduetothehighfrequencyof“so”and

“then.”Inaddition,intheconversationgenre,thesemanticcategoryofa

resultiverelationshipismostlyrealizedby“so.”

(4)He’sbeingazombie,sohe’scomingdownstairswithtwosleepingbags

overthetopofhisheadandknockingeverythingover.

(5)Ohwellyou’veseenitanyway,soIwon’tputiton.

(Biberetal.,1999,p.876)

Inthesamevein,Quirketal.(1985)’slistofCAsprovidestheformalityof

eachitem bymarkingthem as“formal”and“informal”(p.634).Accordingto

theirtaxonomy,“thus”and“hence”areformaland“so”isinformal.While

Quirketal.(1985)donotspecifytheformalityofsomeRCAs(e.g.,“asa

result,”“consequently”),westillassumethattheyare“neutral”whenthey

belongtoneither“formal”nor“informal.”

2.2. Previous Studies

Cohesivedevicesareoptionalbecausethedevelopmentofargumentation

willoccurwithoutthem(Harnett,1986).However,ingeneral,L2learnersseem

torelyheavilyontheuseofCAstoachievediscoursecohesion,comparedwith

L1writers(Field& Yip,1992;Milton& Tsang,1993;Norment,1994;Reid,

1992).Forexample,MiltonandTsang(1993)reportthatHongKongstudents

usedCAsmorefrequentlythanEnglish-speakingexpertwriters.Crewe(1990)

alsosuggeststhatmanyHongKongstudentstendedtooveruseCAsandtheir

writtentextswerestructuredwiththerepetitionofseveralCAs.Accordingto

him,learnerstendtooveruseconnectorstoobtain“surfacelogicality,”while

failingtodevelop“deeplogicality.”

Asthepreviousstudieshavepointedout,theoveruseofCAsisacommon

errorfoundinL2learners’writing(Crewe,1990)inanattempttofabricate

cohesionbyusinganumberofconjunctions(Williams&Colomb,2010).Onthe

contrary,experiencedwritersdependmoreonthelogicalflow oftheirideas

thanonCAsbecause“yourreadersdon’tneedthem whenyoursentencesare

cohesiveandthepassagetheyconstituteiscoherent”(Williams& Colomb,
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2010,p.78).Giventhatahigherproficiencylevelcorrespondswithabetter

commandofEnglish,thisstudyattemptstofindoutwhetherthetendencyfor

relianceonRCAstofabricatecohesionwouldchangeinregardwithdifferent

Englishproficiencylevels.

In orderto useCAsappropriately,languagelearnersmustacquirea

sensitivitytoregister,whichmeans“knowingwhentouseformalorinformal

CAs”(Celce-Murcia&Larsen-Freeman,1999).However,previousstudieshave

alsoreportedL2learners'lackofregisterawarenessinusingCAs(Altenberg&

Tapper,1998;Field & Yip,1992;Granger& Tyson,1996).Specifically,L2

studentstendtouseCAsthatareinformal.Forexample,inFieldandYip’s

study (1992),learnerwritersareusing formalCAssuch as“moreover”

alongsidethetermspreferredinoralspeechsuchas“anyway”and“actually.”

StudiesregardingKoreanL2learnersshowthesameproblem intheirwritings

(Park,2003;Ryoo,2007).Park(2003)mentionsthatlearners“donotseemtobe

aware of the differences between formal/informal and written/spoken

discourse”(p.58).

However,inordertouseCAsasnativespeakersdo,learnersmustpossess

a registerawarenessofCAsin addition to semanticand the syntactic

knowledge.Thus,sensitivitytoregistercanbeoneofthelinguisticproperties

markingthewriterasnon-native(Celce-Murcia&Larsen-Freeman,1999).That

is,languageskillshavearelativeeffectonthesensitivitytoregister.Inthis

study,wearethereforeconcernedwithwhetherthesensitivitytoregister

differsaccordingtodifferentproficiencylevels.

AlthoughthepreviousstudiesinthisareahaveshownthatL2learnersare

onsomeaspectsdissimilartonativespeakersintheiruseofCAs(e.g.,Crewe,

1990;Granger& Tyson,1996;Altenberg& Tapper,1998),nostudieshave

consideredhow theseareuseddifferentlybystudentsofdifferentproficiency

levels2).Thus,thepurposeofthisstudyistoinvestigatetheuseofRCAsat

differentlevelsofproficiencyinlearnercorpus.Thepatternofcertainlinguistic

devicesacrossdifferentproficiencylevelsisinformativewithrespecttothe

developmentalprocessoflanguage-learningstudents(Verspooretal.,2012)3).

2)Inthosestudiesthatdoincludeadivisionbetweenlevels,theleveldiversityisnomore

thantwo(i.e.,“lowerproficiency”and“higherproficiency”).

3)Thepresentstudyisnotlongitudinal.However,asVerspooretal.(2012)stated,“proficiency
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Thedatafrom the“YonseiEnglishLearnerCorpus2011”whichweusedin

thisstudy presentstheadvantageofcontaining information fordifferent

proficiencylevels.Thus,asasupplementtopreviousstudies,weseektofind

answerstothefollowingresearchquestions:

1.Intheirargumentativewriting,wouldtheKoreanstudentsdemonstrate

anoverusingpatternandwouldthefrequencyofRCAsdecreaseasthe

proficiencylevelgoesup?

2.Intheirargumentativewriting,wouldtheKoreanstudentsdemonstratea

lackofregisterawarenessbyoverusinginformalRCAsandwouldthis

inappropriateuseofRCAsshow adecreasingpatternastheproficiency

levelgoesup?

3. Method

3.1. Data 

Thedatausedforthisstudyisextractedfrom the“YonseiEnglishLearner

Corpus2011”(henceforthYELC).Itisalarge-scalecorpusthatconsistsof2933

argumentativeessayswrittenbyKoreanstudents.Thewritingtaskisapartof

auniversityplacementexamination and studentsarerequired towritea

300-wordargumentativeessaywithin30minutes.Eachtextfrom the2933

participantsreceivedaholisticratingforproficiencylevel,resultinginnine

levelsoftextgroupings.Amongtheninelevels(C2,C1,B2+,B2,B1+,B1,A2,

A1+,A1),thehighest(C2)andlowestlevel(A1)areleftoutfrom thedataset

andthesevenlevels(C1,B2+,B2,B1+,B1,A2,A1+)areusedforourstudy.

Theargumentativeessaysofnativespeakersareused asanorm in

analyzingtheL2data.Forthenativecorpus,weusetheLouvainCorpusof

NativeEnglishEssays(LOCNESS),whichiscomprisedofAmericanandBritish

universitystudents’argumentativeessays.Since,toalargeextent,thetypeof

writingdeterminesthefrequencyoftheuseofthecohesivedevices(Norment,

levelsareassumedtorepresentstagesinL2writingdevelopmentasmostL2learnerswill

proceedthroughtheseproficiencylevelsconsecutively”(p.242).
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1994),thisstudyhasitsmeritsinthatitconfinesitsdatatoonetype,namely,

“argumentativeessay.”LOCNESSisalargecorpusthatiscomposedof324,072

wordsand16,136sentences.

3.2. Investigated Items

Empiricalstudieshaveused variousclassification schemesto examine

learners’useofCAs.Fourclassificationschemeshadbeenmainlyusedby

thesestudies:namely,Biberetal.’s(1999)classification,Celce-Murciaand

Larsen-Freeman’s(1999)classification,HallidayandHasan’s(1976)classification,

and Quirketal.’s(1985)classification.Inthisstudy,wederivealistof

resultiveCAsfromanumberofsourcesintheliterature.Theresourcesreferred

toareCelce-MurciaandLarsen-Freeman(1999),Biberetal.(1999),andQuirk

etal.(1985).Celce-Murciaand Larsen-Freeman’s(1999)classification isa

simplifiedform ofthelistfrom HallidayandHasan(1976)’sclassification,

whichcannotbereadilyappliedtoempiricalstudiesofCAssinceitincludes

othersyntacticformsofconjunctionsaswellasadverbials.Thecompletelistof

RCAstobeinvestigated inthisstudyisasfollows:“accordingly,”“asa

consequence,”“asaresult,”“consequently,”“forthatreason,”“hence,”“in

consequence,”“so,”“thereby,”“therefore,”and“thus.”

4. Results

4.1. Frequency and Distribution of RCAs

ThefrequencyanddistributionoftheRCAsarecalculatedanddisplayedin

thissection.Table2providesthefrequencyofRCAsineachcorpusandTable

3providesthefrequencyoftheRCAsintermsofdifferentproficiencylevels.

AsseeninTable2,theKoreanL2studentsoverusetheRCAs.Considering

thenormalizedfrequency,theL2studentsusetheRCAs735timeswhereasthe

nativestudentsusethem 232times.Thefrequencyfrom YELCisoverthree

timesmorethanthatfrom LOCNESS.A statisticalanalysisofthechi-square

values also shows meaningfuldifferences between the two corpora (χ
2
=261.6432,p<.0001).
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Table 2. Overall Frequencies of RCAs in YELC and LOCNESS 

YELC LOCNESS

nofwordsincorpus 744409 305703

nofRCAs 5487 726

nper100,000words 735 232

Table 3. Frequency of RCAs in YELC (Different Proficiency Levels) and LOCNESS

YELC LOCNESS

A1+ A2 B1 B1+ B2 B2+ C1
nper

100,000

words

968 937 778 696 540 471 388 232

Moreover,asshowninTable3,theoverusingpatterndecreasesasthe

proficiencylevelgoesup.TheresultsrevealdifferencesintheuseofRCAsat

differentproficiencylevels,whichhadnotbeenevidencedbypreviousstudies

(e.g.,Altenberg&Tapper,1998;Mauranen,1993;Milton&Tsang,1993).Ifwe

projectthesefindingsontothewritingsofKoreanL2learnerswhomightpass

through these developmentalstagesconsecutively,we would expectthe

frequencyofRCAstochangeacrossproficiencylevelswithbeginnerlearners

usingmoreRCAsthanmoreproficientones.Thatis,asL2learnerscometo

masterthesecondlanguage,thistendencyforoverusewillshow adecreasing

pattern.

Table4showsthedistributionofRCAsineachcorpus.Incontrasttothe

results of the previous studies where the non-native English writers’

compositions contain a more reduced repertoire ofCAs than natives’

compositions(Field& Yip,1992;Milton&Tsang,1993;Norment,1994;Reid,

1992),itseemsthatKoreanL2learnersusealloftheitemsonthelistwhile

nativespeakers’writingslackthreeitems,whichare“accordingly,”“forthat

reason,”and“inconsequence.”
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Table 4. Percentage of Each Item in YELC and LOCNESS

YELC LOCNESS

rawn % rawn %

so 4428 80.70% 234 32.23%

therefore 647 11.79% 280 38.57%

thus 181 3.30% 133 18.32%

asaresult 135 2.46% 15 2.07%

consequently 41 0.75% 19 2.62%

hence 23 0.42% 26 3.58%

accordingly 14 0.27% 0 0%

forthatreason 9 0.16% 0 0%

thereby 5 0.09% 17 2.34%

asaconsequence 2 0.04% 2 0.28%

inconsequence 2 0.04% 0 0%

Total 5487 100% 726 100%

OtherthantheuseofagreaterrepertoireofRCAsbyKoreanL2learners,

amoresurprisingfindingisthatlimiteditemstakeupaveryhighproportion

oftheRCAsusedintheL2corpus.IntheL2corpus,“so”takesupover80%

ofallRCAs,whileinthenativecorpus,itonlytakesup32.23%.Thetendency

ofoverusing“so”isproblematic,notonlyinthattheL2writersarerelying

heavilyonalimiteditem,butalsointhat“so”isaninformalitem,typicalin

spokendiscourse.ThisfindingshowsthatKoreanL2learnersdonotseem to

beawareoftheregistersensitivityandthushavedifficultiesinusingthe

appropriateRCAsinthewrittenmode.Then,wouldtheregisterawareness

differaccording to the differentproficiency levels? Table 5 shows the

distributionofthetop5RCAsineachproficiencylevel.
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Table 5. Rank and Distributions of Top 5 items in YELC (Different Proficiency Level) and LOCNESS

YELC LOCNESS

Rank A1+ A2 B1 B1+ B2 B2+ C1

1
so

(91.33%)

so

(90.16)

so

(84.70)

so

(77.92)

so

(67.06)

so

(42.61)

therefore

(36.73)

therefore

(39.60)

2
therefore

(4.05%)

therefore

(6.56)

therefore

(9.79)

therefore

(14.05)

therefore

(20.03)

therefore

(34.78)

so

(34.69)

so

(33.10)

3
thus

(2.89%)

thus

(1.55)

asaresult

(2.53)

thus

(4.27)

thus

(6.11)

thus

(13.04)

thus

(20.41)

thus

(18.81)

4
asaresult

(1.73%)

asaresult

(0.95)

thus

(1.94)

asaresult

(2.72)

asaresult

(4.24)

asaresult

(5.22)

asaresult

/hence

(4.08)

hence

(3.68)

5
consequently

(0.43)

consequently

(0.79)

consequently

(0.88)

hence

(1.36)

consequently

(2.61)

thereby

(2)

consequently

(2.69)

InTable5,thetopthreepreferreditemsofbothgroupsofstudentsare

“so,”“therefore,”and“thus”(exceptlevelB1).TheKoreanlearners’heavy

relianceontheinformalCA“so”hasbeenreportedinpreviousstudies(Lee,

2011;Yoon,2006),whereKorean learnersshow a strong preferencefor

colloquialandspokenformsofCAsoverotherwrittenformsinacademic

writinggenres.Ourresultnotonlyconfirmsthefindingsofpreviousstudies

butalsoshowsthatthistendencytowardthefavoredinformal“so”decreases

alongwiththeproficiencyleveloftheL2student.

Furthermore,a tendency fortheinformal“so”to beranked firstis

maintainedthroughouttheL2learnercorpus,andonlywhenitreachestheC1

level,themostpreferredRCAitem changesto“therefore.”Thisisinteresting

sinceitindicatesthateventhestudentswhohavereachedareasonablelevelof

proficiency(e.g.,B2,B2+)show apreferenceforinformalitem overothers.

Unlike“so,”itemsrankedat2and3(“therefore”and“thus”)takeuplittle

percentageinthelowerlevelsoflearnercorpora.However,noticethatthe

unevendistributionofeachitem (“so,”“therefore,”and“thus”)decreasesas

thelevelgoesup.

Inaddition,thenormalizedfrequency(frequencyper100,000words)ofeach

item in each proficiency levelrevealsthatsomeformalexpressionsare

overusedinhighproficiencylevel.InlevelC1,thenormalizedfrequencyofthe

formalitem “thus,”ishigherthanthatinLOCNESS(C1-79,LOCNESS-44)and

thisdifferenceisstatisticallysignificant(χ2=9.9593,p=0.0016).Thesameistrue
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fortheformalitem “hence”wherethenormalizedfrequencyinC1ishigher

thanthatinLOCNESS(C1-16,LOCNESS-9),althoughitisnotstatistically

significant(χ2=1.96,p=0.1615).ItseemsthatKoreanstudentswithahighlevel

ofproficiencychoosetouseformalexpressionsmorefrequentlythannative

students,whichhasnotbeenrevealedinpreviousstudies.Theoverusemaybe

derivedfrom theirintentiontogivetheirtextan“academic,”“professional”

look,since“thus”isoften found in theformalregister(Celce-Murcia&

Larsen-Freeman,1999).Basedonthisresult,wemayinferthathighlevel

proficiencystudentshavetheacknowledgementofregisterformality.

IfweprojectthesefindingsontothewritingsofKoreanL2learnerswhomight

passthroughthesedevelopmentalstagesconsecutively,wewouldexpectthe

registerawarenessforRCAstochangeacrossproficiencylevels,withbeginner

learnersusingmoreinformalRCAsthanmoreproficientones.Thatis,L2learners

cometomasterthesecondlanguage,theirsensitivitytoregisterwillgrow.

4.2. The Overuse of RCAs

Astheresultsreveal,theL2KoreanlearnersuseRCAsmorethannative

speakersandthistendencyisalsocorrelatedwiththeproficiencylevel.The

explicituseofCAsmaynotbenecessaryincaseswherethecoherenceofthe

sentencesisestablishedbytightlyconnectingthoughts(Boltonetal.,2002;

Crewe,1990).However,theresultsshow agreatnumberofexplicitusesof

RCAsbyKoreanstudentsindevelopingtheirarguments.Thiscanevenoccur

whenitisnotnecessary.ThismayindicatethattheRCAsareemployedsothat

thetextcouldlooklogicalandorganizedeventhoughitisnot.Manyexamples

show thatthelearnerstendtouseRCAstoobtain“surfacelogicality,”while

failingtodevelop“deeplogicality.”Thismaybringillogicalitytothetextasin

thefollowingexamplesfrom YELC.4)

(6)Moreover,democracysocietydoesn'tmeanindividualmayhideoneself

indifficultcase.Democracysocietymeanspeopleinacountry,or

world,canmakerules,countries,worldfortheirown.Asaresult,the

4)Theextractsfrom thelearneressaysarepresentedwithoutanycorrectionofoverterrors

and/orinappropriateusesoflanguage.
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real-name-usesystem ontheInternetcanhelppeopledecidesomething

franklyandseriously.(anexamplefrom YELCB1+)

(7)Thedayafterthelaw startingtobevalid,lotsofarticlesinthe

newspapersaidstudentswhobehavedmuchnastierthanbefore.Itwas

commonforstudentstoattacktheirteachers,shoutbadwordsand

even,ridiculeteachersininhumaneways.Asaresult,studentshave

becomeaggressive.Inthecase,itisevenmoredifficultforteachersto

takecareofstudents.(anexamplefrom YELCB2)

Intheexamples,KoreanL2speakersemployRCAswherethereisnocausal

relation.Thatis,thetwo unitsconnected by theRCA do nothavea

“reason-result”relationship.Also,KoreanL2learnersoftenusetheRCAsto

marktheultimateconclusionoftheessayasintheexample(8)and(9).When

theRCAsareusedinthisfunctionbyKoreanL2learners,mostofthem are

placedattheendoftheessay.

(8)IftheirrealnameareexposedontheInternettheycannotdobad

thingsontheInternet.Becauseofthesereasonswemustuseourreal

nameontheInternet.Consequently,Iagreethatpeoplemustusetheir

realnameontheInternetforourpeaceontheInternet.(anexample

from YELCB1)

(9)Tosum up,Idisagreewiththephysicalpunishmentofchildrenin

schoolsinthatitcouldcausechildrentogethurttheirmindanditis

nottheonlywaytoteachchildren.Therefore,Idefinitelysaythatthe

disadvantagesofthephysicalpunishmentfaroutweightheadvantages

ofit.(anexamplefrom YELCB2)

FieldandYip(1992)reportthat“writersmayhavereliedonrhetorical

devicestoshapetheessayratherthanastrongdevelopmentoftheirthought”

(p.24).ItisevidentthatKoreanlearnersofEnglishdependmoreheavilyon

explicitdevicesbecausetheylackthesufficientlanguageabilitytoconstructa

logicalsequencewiththesentencesthemselves.Asaresult,theyoftenrely

heavilyontheuseofRCAsevenwhenunnecessary,resultinginthecreationof

illogicalsequences.SincethecommandoftheL2languageincreasesasthe
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proficiencylevelgoesup,thistendencytorelyontheuseofRCAsdecreases.

Furthermore,lesssuccessfulargumentsintheessaysofstudentsinlower

proficiencylevelmaybeattributabletotheoveruseofRCAswhichwouldhave

ledtoanumberofredundantandunnecessaryRCAs.Ifnon-nativestudents

haveusedthem withoutconstructingalogicalflow,theoveruseofRCAscan

misleadreaders,becausetheymaysignalarelationshipthatisnotintendedor

havemultipleand ambiguousinterpretations(Tierney& Mosenthal,1984).

Tomiyama(1980)alsopointsoutthatmisuseofCAsdistortstheintended

messageandthereadersareunabletounderstandtheclausalrelationshipthe

writerhad attempted toconvey.ThisiswhyCrewe(1990)suggeststhat

“non-use” isalwaysdesirable over“misuse”,because misuse can bring

communicationbreakdowns.Thus,wemayconcludethattheoveruseofRCAs

mayhavesomeeffectonthefailuretobuildalogicalsequence,resultingin

low gradingfortheessays.

4.3. Repeated Use of “So”

Theresultsshow thatKorean learnersoverusetheinformal“so”and

under-useseverallinguisticelementscomparedtothenativestudents.Inmany

cases,thelearners’tendencytorelyonacertainlinguisticitem seemstoresult

intherepeateduseofthesamewordinthetext,whichmaycausetheEFL

learners’writingtobecomeredundant.Thistendencyisillustratedbythe

followingexamplesfrom YELC.

(10)Likewise,cellphone-usingdrivewillcauseaccident.Forsure,accident

willkillorhurtsomeone.Andcausesbigtrafficjam.So,itisverybad

toeveryone.Second,ifwedodrivingandusingcellphoneonasame

time,wecan'tconcentratetotwothings.Soitwillcausedriving

accident.Also,aworkprocessedbycellphonewouldbenotgood.So,

itwillbenotgoodfortwothings.Third,drivingandusingcellphone

onasametimemakespeopletired.Because,concentratingtwothings

onasametimeistoohardwork.Sopeoplewillgeteasilytired.And

ifapersonistired,itishardtodrive,orsometimesitcausesaccident.

(anexamplefrom YELCA2)
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(11)Forexample,Therearemanybadthingsinsmokesuchasnicotin,tarr.

Whentheyarefired,Thebadthingsgetoutandthatmakesother

peoplefeelbadandunhealthy.SoIthinkthatwehavetomakea

room forsmokersinpublicbuildingsandSmokingallowedonlythat

room.Butifwemakethatroom,wewillspendmuchmoney.Sothe

constructormakingpublicbuildingdon'twanttomakethatroom.So

Ithinkgovernmenttaxonsmoking,andhelpconstructormakethis

room.Bydoingthatwecansavesmoker'srightsandother'shealth.

(anexamplefrom YELCB1)

Theexamplesaboveshow how “so”isrepeated overthepatchesof

sentences.Thesentencesthathaveacausalrelationaremarkedwithnoother

typesofRCAthan“so.”Encounteringthesamelinkingdeviceseveraltimesin

thetextmaycausetheKoreanL2learners’writingtoappearboring.

TheoveruseoflimitedtermswouldbeattributabletoL2students’reluctance

touselessfamiliarwords.Milton(2000)pointsoutthatEFLlearnersseemedto

onlyusetheexpressionswhichtheybelievetheyknow andthustheycould

manage.Therefore,thisover-relianceonlimiteditemscanbeattributabletothe

L2students’lackofcompetenceinusingunfamiliaritems.Thus,KoreanL2

learnersarerelyingonafamiliaritemsuchas“so,”whichtheyareconfidentin

using,whiletheyhesitatetouselessfamiliarwordssuchas“hence.”In

addition,sincethewritingtaskwasatimedexam,usingcertainitemsmayhave

causedagreaterworkloadintheirbrains.However,aspointedoutearlier,this

tendencytoonlyusefamiliaritemsdecreasesasthelevelgoesup.

Theoveruseoftheinformal“so”canbealsoexplainedbytheKorean

students’assimilationofthespokenandwrittenregister,which isthetransfer

ofspokenlinguisticfeaturestoawrittenregister(Oh,2009).Asmentioned

earlier,“so”isthemostpopularcolloquialRCA(Biberetal.,1999).Theresult

ofthisstudyconfirmsthepreviousobservationthatthetransferofspoken

linguisticfeaturestoawritten genreisonemanifestation ofthegeneral

characteristicsofL2learners(Aarts& Granger,1998;Biber& Reppen,2012;

Granger&Tyson,1996;Petch-Tyson,1998).
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4.4. Discussion & Pedagogical Implications

ThisstudyshowsthatKoreanL2learnersoveruseRCAsand tend to

over-relyontheinformalitem “so.”Wecouldalsoobservealinkbetween

thesetwocharacteristicfeatures(theoveruseandregisterawareness)andthe

proficiencylevel.WeconcludethatthesecharacteristicfeaturesofKorean

studentsareduetotheiruseofRCAstocompensatefortheirlackofcommand

ofEnglish,andtotheirlackofstylisticawareness.Inthissection,wesuggest

twoteachingmethodstoremedytheproblemsaddressed.

First,totackleoveruse,itisessentialtoteachstudentsthatRCAsshould

notbeusedasamere“stylisticenhancement”butshouldbethoughtofin

termsofmanagingdiscourseunitsbeyondthesentencelevels.Zamel(1983)

mentionedthat“learningwhennottousethem (CAs)isasimportantas

learningwhentodoso”(p.27).Studentsshouldbeawareofthefactthatitis

notalwaysnecessarytouseRCA whereacausalrelationisexpressed.We

needtoteachKoreanstudentsaboutthedangersofoverusingRCAs,especially

when they preferto use limited items such as“so”.This should be

accompaniedbypracticaltasksallowingthestudentstopracticemanipulating

theRCAswithinthesentenceandclausestructure.

Second,intermsofstylisticuse,weshouldfavortheuseofauthentictexts

sothatstudentscangraspthestylisticpropertiesofeachitem withinthetext

category they are learning.Granger and Tyson (1996)state thatsuch

inappropriateusageismostlikelyattributabletothefactthatinschoolsand

universities,relativelylittleemphasisisplacedonmattersofstyle.Thiscan

also beapplied to theKorean education system aswell,in which the

distinctionsbetweenthespokenandwrittenlanguagearenotlikelytobe

touchedon.Otherresearchers(e.g.,Johns,2002)havealsoreportedthatL2

learners’difficultiesinmasteringtheuseofCAsisduetotheinappropriate

presentationoflexicalitemsinteaching/learningmaterials.Forexample,most

grammarbooks,dictionaries,andtextbooksprovidedecontextualizedlistsof

CAs(Bernardini,2002).ItishardtograspthestylisticpropertiesoftheCAs

whenteachingmaterialsarelimitedtoalistofCAscategorizedunderdifferent

semanticfunctions.ItisimportantforESL/EFLstudentstobeabletorecognize

theirstylisticpropertieswhilereadingandlistening.Todothis,ESL/EFL
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teachersshouldnotintroduceCAsasdivorcedfrom theircontexts.

5. Conclusion

TheuseofcausallinksisafeatureofEnglishargumentativewriting,since

thecause-effectrelationshipisimportanttotheorganizationofargumentsin

English(Lorenz,1999).WiththisunderstandingoftheimportanceofRCAsin

developingarguments,theaim ofthisstudywastoexaminethedifferences

betweenKoreanandnativestudents.Furthermore,tobetterunderstandtheuse

ofRCAsbyKoreanL2learners,thepresentstudyinvestigatedtheiruseof

RCAsinrelationtosevendifferentproficiencylevels.

Theresultsevidencedsomelinksbetweentheproficiencylevelandthe

characteristicuseofRCAsbyL2learners.Asthelevelgoesup,Korean

learners’tendencyforoverusingRCAsandover-relianceontheinformal“so”

decreased.Basedontheresultsandanalysisfrom thisstudy,weconcludethat

itisnecessarytoteachKoreanstudentsaboutthedangerofoverusingRCAs,

especiallywhentheyexhibitastrongpreferencefortheuseoflimiteditems

suchas“so”.Moreover,intermsofstylisticuse,weshouldfocusonusing

authentictextssothatstudentscangraspthestylisticpropertiesofdifferent

linguisticitems.

Lastly,sincearelativelyhighproportionof“so”wasobserved,further

studiesfocusingontheuseof“so”shouldbeconducted.Additionally,since

thereisapossibilitythattheoveruseofRCAsmayspringfrom adifference

betweenKoreanandEnglishargumentation,furthercomparativeresearchon

argumentationisneededtoprovideabetterunderstandingoftheuseofRCAs

byKoreanstudents.
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