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Of J apan es e For teachers of writing, text organization can be difficult to teach. Learners can produce texts that dif-
fer from what teachers expect in structure and style. In the past, this has been attributed to transfer of

. . cultural writing patterns, but today most view experience of instruction as a more important factor. In

this paper is described a questionnaire (N = 71) conducted to better understand the depth and type of

ert I n g experience Japanese students have of writing instruction in their first language. It demonstrated that many

students in Japan have had little instruction in writing in their first language, and what instruction they have

had was generally focused on expression rather than organization. In addition, participants’ preferences

°
I n St ru Ct I O n : for particular organizational patterns suggest that this lack of experience, rather than cultural transfer,

leads to challenges in learning English writing.
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s A teacher of academic writing in English, the area that I spend the most time on is
. A text organization. This includes when and how the main point of a text is introduced,
J ohn Bankier how much information is necessary to support it, and in what order this informa-
i i tion is presented. The type of writing that I teach tends to be deductive, which means that the
Soka Univers 1LY writer presents all claims then supports them, for example by introducing the main point of an
essay with sentence like “In my view, it is necessary to . . . ”, followed by sentences or para-
graphs that explain this main point. However, many of my students whose English ability is
otherwise very good struggle to write a coherent and logical essay.

One explanation for this is that compositions that appear illogical or incoherent are in fact
following a writing pattern characteristic of the writer’s first language. This idea was pro-
posed by Robert Kaplan in the 1960s. Patterns in text organization between English and other
languages were compared, with English styles described as logical and deductive, while
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“Asian” styles were described as inductive and circular (Kaplan,
1966, 1972), meaning the main point of the text was not explic-
itly stated until the end, and then often unclearly. Hinds (1980,
1983a, 1983b, 1990) claimed to have found a number of features
of Japanese writing that were very unlike English writing. These
included kishoutenketsu, in which unexpected information or

a shift in topic could be introduced without warning (Hinds,
1980), and delayed introduction of purpose (Hinds, 1990).

Later commentators, including Kaplan (2005) himself, were
critical of this subjective approach to rhetoric and the reliance
on interpretations based on a small amount of data. Researchers
therefore attempted to better represent genres of writing and to
look at potential differences more critically. In Japan, research-
ers have demonstrated that Japanese and English writing styles
were actually very similar. Kubota (1997, 1998) did not find
transfer of Japanese cultural writing patterns. Based on a much
larger survey of writing and literature about writing than used
by Kaplan or Hinds, Cahill (2003) found that rhetorical styles in
Japan varied but were not unlike those of English. Furthermore,
Kobayashi and Rinnert (2002) described changes in writing
education in Japan, moving towards a style of writing very
similar to the Western academic mode. This was supported by
Hirose (2003), who showed that Japanese university students
use a deductive style, often characterized as typically Western,
in both L1 and L2. However, many researchers (Donahue, 1998;
Guest, 2001; Kubota, 1997, 1999) emphasized that beliefs about
the distinctness of Japanese writing remain influential.

Instead of positing a monolithic “Japanese writing culture,”
researchers recognized instructional experience as an impor-
tant factor in how Japanese learners chose to organize writing
(Rinnert & Kobayashi, 2009). English instruction in Japan is
quite variable (Fujioka, 2001), but all Japanese have experi-
ence of kokugo (Japanese language) classes. Therefore, research
focused on L1 instructional experiences in school and university.
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Kobayashi's study of high school literacy training (2002) found
that L1 writing was rarely taught systemically. However, a
follow-up interview study (Kobayashi & Rinnert, 2002) revealed
that many students received supplementary instruction outside
of regular classes. Students learnt to write short persuasive es-
says for university entrance examinations, known as shouronbun.
However, despite extensive research, Rinnert and Kobayashi
(2009) concluded that how discourse types were taught in Japa-
nese classrooms remains poorly understood. As a result, they
concluded that small-scale research with a greater qualitative fo-
cus was needed. As subsequent research has not addressed this
issue, the study described in this paper was conducted to fill
this gap. In addition, it is necessary to build up a better picture
of learners’ beliefs about good writing.

Research Questions

1.  What first language instruction in writing have Japanese
learners had in high school and university?

2. What are their preferences for different ways to organize
short texts?

Methods

Participants

One hundred forty enrolled students and alumni from a conver-
sation school, a preparatory school, and three higher education
institutions were asked to fill out a questionnaire online. Partici-
pants were contacted by email or through Facebook groups. All
participants had studied English intensively for 1 or more years,
including instruction in English writing. Seventy-one respond-
ed. As Table 1 shows, the majority (48) had begun high school in
the 2010s. Of those who had entered university, the majority had
entered in the 2010s.
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Table |. Questionnaire Participants, N = 71

When did you enter high school?

1980s 1990s 2000s 2010s
6 5 12 48
When did you enter university?
Idid notenter  1980s 1990s 2000s 2010s
5 6 3 8 49

Design and Procedure

Mixed qualitative and quantitative methods were used to build
up a comprehensive picture of the participants’ experiences and
beliefs. A 21-item questionnaire (Appendix A) was translated
into Japanese by a Japanese research assistant. It was checked
for accuracy and ambiguities were reduced. Of the 21 items, 17
were closed questions and 5 required open responses. All but
one participant completed the open responses in Japanese. In
the first part of the questionnaire, participants were asked about
their experience of Japanese writing in high school and univer-
sity.

In the second part, participants selected their preference from
among four paragraphs (see Appendix B) on the same topic but
written in different ways. The texts had been translated into
Japanese from English originals written by the author. The first
paragraph is inductive, as the main point is not evident until
the end. The second is a deductive paragraph, with the main
point at the beginning. The third paragraph is also deductive,
but includes an informative but irrelevant digression. The
digression was designed to be interesting (it describes the latest
research into the evolution of dogs from wolves), but breaks
the unity of the text. The final text includes an unexpected shift
in topic, then returns to the main point, based on Hind’s (1980)
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description of kishoutenketsu. It was necessary to include differ-
ent content and more words in some texts to simulate features
such as digressions and unexpected information. The goal was
for the participants to respond to the texts, not to create objec-
tive representations of different rhetorical styles (Abasi, 2012).
According to some conceptions of Japanese rhetorical prefer-
ences (Hinds, 1980, 1983a, 1983b, 1990), the expectation would
be for the participants to select texts based on the content and to
have a high tolerance for digression and for unexpected shifts
in topic. According to other conceptions, learners would tend

to prefer the deductively organized text for its simplicity and
logical flow (Hirose, 2003; Kubota, 1997, 1998). In order to avoid
encouraging participants to focus on organization or content
alone, the questionnaire items were left open (Which paragraph
is good? Why do you think s0?). In other words, I wanted to see
if they would consider organization, content, style, or other fac-
tors in choosing the paragraph they thought constituted “good
writing.”

Data Analysis

Quantitative questionnaire data were tabulated and analyzed
by frequency. Qualitative open responses were translated into
English by the author and research assistant and coded accord-
ing to recurring themes, following Hatch (2002) and Ellis and
Barkhuizen (2005). I began with several codes based on a broad
reading of all responses, such as coherence and emotional response.
I then separated the responses into units of meaning, generally
either a clause or simple sentence. These I coded using my ini-
tial codes, which were added to as new themes appeared. When
codes were found to be similar, they were combined. Frequency
counts of the most commonly mentioned codes were compiled.
This was then used to help identify common and salient themes.
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Results and Discussion
Instruction in Japanese Writing

It is important to note that the results below only consist of
what the participants could recall about their experiences. As
such, the results show what was memorable about Japanese
writing instruction rather than the reality of their instructional
experiences. Quotations from open responses have been trans-
lated from Japanese unless otherwise stated.

As is shown in Figure 1, a slight majority of participants
recalled being taught some form of Japanese writing in high
school (56% or a total 39 out of 71 participants) or university
(52% or 34 of the 66 participants who had attended university).
Those who answered that they had had no writing instruction
did not answer the questions that followed in the respective sec-
tion, other than the final open question, “Do you have any other
comments about learning to write in [high school /university]?”
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Figure 1. Participants’” amount of Japanese writing instruction.

The y-axis shows the number of participants who selected the
option from a possible n = 71 (high school) and 1 = 66 (univer-

sity).
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Figure 2 demonstrates that, in high school, instruction seemed
to focus on paragraphs. However, a smaller number could
remember writing some form of essay. Only one learner men-
tioned university examinations, but respondents may have not
included instruction outside regular classes.
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Figure 2. Type of writing instruction. The y-axis shows the num-
ber of participants who selected the option from a possible n =
39 (high school) and 7 = 34 (university) who indicated having
received writing instruction. Multiple answers were possible.
The option university entrance examination preparation was only
present in the high school section.

Figure 3 shows the aspects of writing taught. In high school,
sentences (26 of the 39 who had received writing instruction in
high school), logical argument (21 of 39), and paragraph organi-
zation (21 of 39) were most common. In university, there was an
increased emphasis on logical argumentation (selected by 30 of
the 34 who had received writing instruction in university). New
skills such as referencing were also taught (23 of 34).
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Figure 3. Aspects of writing taught in high school and univer-
sity. The y-axis shows the number of participants who selected
this option from n = 39 (high school) and n = 34 (university)
who indicated having received writing instruction. Multiple
answers were possible.

As Figure 4 shows, overall the participants thought the pri-
mary purpose of writing classes was personal expression, with
little connection to instrumental goals such as writing for work
or writing university papers. It seems writing is being taught
to some degree, but not systematically and rarely beyond short
texts.

Figure 5 shows how much participants recalled enjoying or
not enjoying writing instruction. However, qualitative analysis
of open responses revealed a slightly different picture to the
ratings in Figure 5. As mentioned earlier, responses were coded
and recoded several times during analysis. In addition, codes
were marked as positive or negative. For instance, “We didn’t
have much time to think and write on our own” was coded as
opportunity to write, negative. Similarly, “We made lots of sen-
tences in Japanese” was coded as opportunity to write, positive.
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Figure 4. Participants’ opinions about the main purpose of writ-
ing classes. The y-axis shows the number of participants who se-
lected the option from a possible 1 = 39 (high school) and n = 34
(university) who indicated having received writing instruction.
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Figure 5. Participants” enjoyment of Japanese writing instruc-
tion. 1 = not at all, 6 = a great deal. The y-axis shows the number
of participants who selected the option from a possible n = 39
(high school) and 1 = 34 (university) who indicated having
received writing instruction.
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For high school, 38% of these codes were positive, and 62%
negative. Frequent negative responses related to problems with
writing ability, such as not being able to express ideas clearly:
“Writing text logically with my views was difficult.” Emotional
factors were also mentioned: “It was very boring, and because
of this I felt lethargic.” The main positive reason was intrinsic
enjoyment, or taking pleasure in the act of writing itself: “The
sense of accomplishment when I could form an opinion, and the
lessons I learned from this, were great.”

In contrast, for university, 62% of open responses were posi-
tive and 35% negative, with one not weighted either way: “I
neither loved nor hated writing.” Intrinsic enjoyment of writing
and good teachers were frequently described: “The teacher of
the written expression class taught me how to transmit ideas in
an easy-to-understand way.” Unlike the closed questions, the
instrumental value of the writing instruction was markedly pre-
sent: “For my future work, learning formal style to express my
views was often enjoyable,” and “After I was taught in the basic
seminar, I thought that from now on my university life wouldn’t
be so difficult.” Most negative comments related either to the
writer’s own lack of skill or to the new and unexpectedly rigor-
ous requirements of university academic writing: “Compared to
high school, it became more academic,” and “My knowledge of
vocabulary was low, so when I read texts I could not understand
them easily, so I then couldn’t express myself well.”

In an open response box for additional comments, 21 com-
mented that they wanted and needed more L1 writing instruc-
tion in high school. Many mentioned lack of assistance from the
teacher: “In my high school, other than the basics, the teachers
taught us mainly only sentence structure” [original in English].
Others discussed curricula and textbooks that lacked writing
instruction: “I think we need to submit more reports at univer-
sity, as this will mean it is impossible to avoid an improvement
in writing skills.” Six called for more writing instruction in
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university, in particular for clearer goals: “A fixed format, as in
English, is not taught, so I want to learn first the basics like I
learned in English.” One comment sums up the issues very well:

I often had a hard time with the rules of how to write. For
example, how to quote, or how to write a bibliography .
. . emotional expression was all we were required until
high school. As we are asked to plainly state the facts and
opinions in college, I was puzzled about the difference in
format.

Preferred Organizational Patterns

In responding to the Japanese paragraphs, most participants
thought that the deductive paragraph (35%) or the digres-
sive paragraph (37%) was good. Fewer thought the inductive
paragraph (13%) and topic shift paragraph (15%) were better
choices.

Respondents commented negatively that the inductive para-
graph “did not explain details.” Of those who preferred it, some
commented that it was clear and easy to read (44% of those who
preferred it) or objective (33%).

Positive comments on the deductive paragraph focused on its
unity (44%) and coherence (52%): “It explains the main reasons,
arranged one by one,” and “In my university classes, I learned
that an introduction, body, and conclusion are necessary for
an essay. Reading the text with this in mind, I thought number
two was correct.” Only one participant commented solely on
content: “I also have a dog, so I could relate to some of what
was written.” Overall, participants responded favorably to the
organization of the deductive paragraph.

For the digressive paragraph, some responses also mentioned
getting “lost.” It was also commented that “the part about his-
tory is unnecessary,” that it had “some irrelevant sentences,”
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and that “it wasn’t clearly connected to their reason.” Of
respondents who preferred the paragraph, 65% commented on
the coherence of the text: “It flows naturally and is easy to read
because it’s well organized, and it’s divided into introductory
sentences and concluding sentences.” The content was men-
tioned only slightly more often than that of other paragraphs,
meaning the 37% who preferred the paragraph were probably
responding to its organization rather than simply how inter-
esting it was. The digressive paragraph, however, was still a
deductive paragraph, albeit somewhat lacking unity.

All critical comments referring to the topic shift paragraph
mentioned content “unrelated to the theme and not necessary to
persuade the reader.” However, the reasons mentioned by the 11
who preferred the paragraph were diverse. Seven commented
on its concise, logical, and objective reasoning: “It’s based on ob-
jective facts. It doesn’t use ‘I think” when giving an opinion.” It
was also viewed as coherent as “all the sentences are together.”
Two participants seemed to choose it by default: “None of them
are very good. I only think it’s the better of the four. All of them
are written from the point of view of humans. Honestly, what
would dogs think?” This suggests that sudden shifts in topic
are not any more acceptable in Japanese than in English, but
also that the differing content in the paragraph influenced some
views more than the organization, the opposite of my intention.

After comprehensibility, the second most commonly men-
tioned factor was coherence (48% of total responses), or how
the texts flowed and were organized. Only 17% mentioned the
content of the text. This shows that most participants preferred
texts that gave their main purpose at the start and then stuck to
it, and that irrelevant information was usually not tolerated.

In fact, many of the participants’ responses were similar to
what I would train my students in, which strongly suggests that
their concept of good text organization and mine are not very
different. This implies that the students I teach who have prob-
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lems in English writing are not trying to use different cultural
ideas, but rather simply lack experience in composition. It also
implies that those who succeed do so because they are familiar
with writing in either L1 or L2.

Conclusion and Pedagogical Implications

This study confirms that instruction in Japanese writing is not
systematic, and that many learners have little or no instruction.
What is taught tends to be at the sentence or paragraph level
and focuses on personal expression. Some learners do enjoy
writing for its own sake, but a practical motivation to learn for
work or academic study is often absent. Indeed, many learn-
ers found the disconnect between the goals of Japanese writing
classes and the lack of instruction demotivating and challeng-
ing, particularly during the transition to university. Despite this,
the types of paragraphs the participants preferred, and their
reasons for doing so, most often concurred with the goals of my
own English academic writing classes.

In terms of future research on this topic, further investigation
is needed to connect experiences and preferences for particular
discourse types. The use of author-produced texts, though it
generated some useful data, should be replaced with discussion
of actual student work. Most importantly, although this study
has focused on the L1, research must also investigate L2 views
and experiences, and the interaction between these factors. The
qualitative methods used in this study were somewhat imper-
sonal, so face-to-face interviews or other means are necessary to
improve our understanding of this complex but important topic.

From the perspective of teachers of English, this study gives
further weight to the argument that students who are having
problems with L2 writing lack experience of writing instruction
in any language, and are not simply transferring what they have
learnt in their L1. Thus, assuming that problems learning L2
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composition are a result of culture would be unwise. Instead,
teachers need to find out their students’ experiences and beliefs.
Teaching that makes use of past experiences is more likely to
succeed than teaching that makes assumptions about learners
based on their culture or language. Teachers also need to bear
in mind that logical writing, support, and clear organization are
not characteristics only of English but are equally relevant to
academic writing in Japanese.

Finally, participants suggested a number of changes that
could be made in Japanese schools. In high school, L1 writing
classes must have a purpose, as “self-expression” is too vague
a goal for most. Classes need to prepare students for academic
writing in university, introducing citations and referencing and
logical academic style. In university, writing needs to be more
systematic and to include instruction on both academic and
business writing. The inclusion of L1 and L2 writing in univer-
sity entrance examinations is motivating, but students require
structure and feedback from their teachers. Such instruction will
have a positive impact on learners’ composition skill in both L1
and L2.
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Appendix A

Survey Questions, Part |

1. When did you graduate from high school? @it & 237013
WDOTYN?

1970s / 1980s / 1990s / 2000s / 2010s

2. Were you taught writing in Japanese in high school @&# D%
T, ARFETELZEIIR LN SZTTN?

Never —EbH7RW

Less than once a week ;EIZ1[R[LAF

Once a week JEIZ—[d]

More than once a week #1524 F

3. What type of writing were you taught in high school? ®i#D#%
T, ABTELILIZE LY TIN?

Short essays &\ i

Paragraphs /X577

Newspaper articles #HHFCHF

University test-style essays K325 /NS

Essays Tt

Letters / emails F#4E A—)L

Reflection papers & AHL

Reviews L'Ea—

Research papers / full academic papers B¢/ 0

4. What aspects of writing were you taught? L0 &5 X EOEE

HEBDOOELIEN?
Paragraph organization /85757 /B Tkt ik
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Sentence structure SCERE A

Citations and references 5|, % ik

Essay / overall text organization Tt 5k, KD CEM AL
Considering the audience #&EDIEZEHE X TES

Style (formal / casual) 7#—<)VAZ I (Bl: 7 T Iv7 Tyt A)
AZaT WALV Bl T4, Bid7ed)

Logical argumen tiiHRICE A X FEZ2EHS

5. Which aspects did you spend most time on? (Respondents
could choose two.) EOXEEELDIC—FRHIZNTELIZN?

6. What do you think was the main purpose of writing in your
high school classes? ERDFHE T, XEEELIEDERHMIEMEE
BnEdne

Practice for university K% TRIZV.DIIITHE T2

Express my opinion H/}OE REXRE 5

Improve my Japanese vocabulary, grammar or kanji HAGE®D
G, Sk EFEORNZEDIET

Practice for work A TRIIIDLIICHE TS

Other W12 MMANCER TEDRENEED

7. Did you enjoy writing in Japanese in high school? E#&D#3
T, BFETELIEIZR LA SETIN?

(IT'hated it B\ 72>72) 123456 (I enjoyed it a great deal &TH
ELDT)

8. Why did you enjoy / dislike writing in Japanese in high
school? ERDIRET, e FARE TEHLDOPELN O/ TY M P13k
WTL7in?

(Open box, mandatory)
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9. Do you have any other comments about being taught writing
in Japanese at high school? &K THARR THELILZHDDHILITD
W ATPMBIZIAS MEHDETH?

(Open box, optional)

Questions 10-19 covered university writing and were similar
except for Q. 15 below:

15. What do you think was the main purpose of writing in your
university classes? K*¥#DIZ¥E T, XEHEEHIZILOERHMIIAZED
WEIH?
Express my opinion HZO&EREXKE T 5
Practice for work {LHTRITLDLIITHE T 5
Improve Japanese vocabulary, grammar or kanji HAFEDE
e, Sk EFEORNZDIET
Improve my own university papers K THIZLDIIITHE
EES
Get credit B 25720
Other

Appendix B
Paragraphs in Different Patterns

Survey questions:
20. Which paragraph is good? ED/8T T TTMENT T Hn?
(Open box, mandatory)

21. Why do you think so? s EZ5BWE LM ?
(Open box, mandatory)
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Sample paragraphs:
I. Inductive

MR EDEIEICESTETHORYITH S, B, M TAEBOMKL
HEEEZITLTE TS, AMEEOBIRIZE SR, ZOBIRIE
AEIZESTRBDBDTH S, HENIT, AREFET ZERFTERNTOENH
D5 NHOBNE &AM BT DB HITITN D, TR AMIE 4
I HILEEHFDEHYDNDDE, ZNSOEYITEST, AME—FEITRT
TIEF WHITESTETHHARRIETH S, L, P THE—, AR
EROVWHBEDD, 33227 =232 20, eb AMENL I L2 E)
WINNBDTZ, Z1Ud RTH %,

Animals are very important to our lives. They live together
with us, and they have been doing so for thousands of years.
The relationship between humans and animals is both strong as
well as long, and this relationship is unique to humans. Indeed,
some animals are able to understand human emotions very
well, and though they may not be able to communicate with us,
they can understand what we want. In fact, some animals prefer
to live with humans. For these animals, spending time with peo-
ple has become totally natural to them. However, there is only
one animal in the world we have had such a long relationship
with, can communicate with, and which prefers to spend time
with us. This animal is the dog.

2. Deductive

ROBRTIEZ ABICES TRBREBEMIIR THHERS, £
12 REABNEMITFAED DB —FEITEE L TETNS, Bz b2
SR REf>TWzDTHD, KREAMDBIRIZETHEN,

RIZ, RIFZANBOREIEE RIS HIEMNTES, b AHRfE S >
TVBDNEIDNEIRNTEADIEESTNTD, ANBIDFED =0 DOR
BERT, Bb0EEE AT 50 TH S, HeTTFREDMD Yk
I TERNERITE STV S, I, RIZABEEET202HFODOT
BB, FEALEOBMIT, BRNHNTTITRTHLTLEIN, IFEAE
ORIFHFH L0 L0, ZHd, ROAMFEDOMZSLTE NS
BOMOLNZRN, T2l NHEBYNEFETHIELDBDLABDMHZE
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ANBEESTNEOND LAV, ZNSOEBIZED, RiZfOEYEITE
W, ARIZES TETORABTFIER DI,

In my opinion, there are three things which make dogs the
most important animals for humans. Firstly, dogs and humans
have been living together for thousands of years. Before we had
cows or sheep, we had dogs. The relationship between dogs
and humans is very long. Secondly, dogs are able to understand
human emotions. Even though I do not think dogs can under-
stand what people say very well, they listen to our tone of voice
and see the expression on our face to understand what we are
feeling. Other pets such as cats or rabbits cannot do this, in my
view. Thirdly, dogs prefer to live with humans. Most animals will
escape from humans if given the chance, yet few dogs ever run
away. This may be because they have been this way for thou-
sands of years, or it may be because humans and animals share
a bond of love rather than only survival. For these reasons, dogs
are different from other animals and are very special for humans.

3. Digressive

ROERTIZ RBAMICE>TRORUBEHY THHEES, £ 5
DOBAIE, REANFIIATES DM —FEICAETEZ L TE TS, ARDEE
WEHENTEWD, ROBERTHLROBEELIDBENDTHS, LinL, R&
AN DBRIZENDTH D, ZOBIRIEITDNTEADIEIZETHRBREE
Vo FIHIDIEE T, JRIZBESAMPE TEBMDOF LI HEE DD
120 A% EDWTR . REIC, RIIBMEIITRERBZETHOLI DA
&G T 2472572 DTH D, ZNHDORIZ, AFHE—FEITMOE D
ROz, ARISHIETHO DBEETS RWAY, RIZARDFF> THRNFE
BHSLWIRE, BR, HEZF>TW20TH D, BEVWDEMZENL. &
DRWRDIZLIZDZ, REAMDBRAETHRNEF A2 - HEHOHH
3 RIZAHOEIEZHFTH2IENTE DN, Kid. ABOED~—
CEHRECHOEEZ TS ANROKFFbERMT OO TH D, INS5DH
HIZEKD, RiFMLDEEE N, AFICESTETORNREETHDEEA
2o

In my opinion, dogs are the most important animals for
humans. The first reason for this is that dogs and humans have
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been living together for thousands of years. Human history

is certainly long, but it is much shorter than the history of the
wolf, the animal dogs are descended from. The relationship
between dogs and humans, however, is very long. It is interest-
ing to consider the reasons for this relationship. In early history,
wolves probably followed humans to pick up bones or other
garbage that we threw away. Gradually, wolves came to live
closer and closer to humans, until finally they had become dogs.
These dogs allowed humans to catch different kind of animals;
though humans are intelligent and have powerful hunting
skills, dogs have an excellent sense of smell, hearing and vision.
We used this to our advantage to become even better hunters. A
second reason why the relationship between dogs and humans
is strong is that dogs are able to understand human emotions.
They listen to our tone of voice and the expression on our face
and understand what we are feeling. For these reasons, dogs are
different from other animals, and are very special for humans.

4. Unexpected Topic Shift

RIEAHICESTHRORUBEYTH 2. MOBPNTILN, REANHD
BRI LDBE DD TH D, AMIBACHE RS THS>THDA, 4%
BEBBERBEBRTHHEE>TOD NI DR, HEMT, ANHEREDBIfR
13, OB EITED, 7<SADEMIT, EEEVDDITBIREED LT
B0, REARILED, AL FHRAITAOENAEERNDLIET, —
BTN DD, LD RIRRIC, EITITIEN ZBEATHESILET, £tk
IFEEELIETRELELLTNDEDTH S, LnL, TNEORRIE. R
ENBEBRZDDTHD, FERE eLLOBIRERE ANF OB fRIZEE
STEFHLMNE, T, REBIZEWSNTESDTHS,

Dogs are the most important animals for humans. Our
relationship is much closer than that of other animals. We have
cows and chickens in farms, but few people feel a strong con-
nection to them. Indeed, the relationship between humans and
animals such as dogs is very different from that of any other
animal. Many creatures form relationships to help them survive,
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but these are different. For instance, the shark and the cleaner
fish work together, as the smaller fish feeds on the dead skin

of the shark. Flowers and bees too must work together, as the
flower needs the bee to transport its pollen, and the bee needs
the flower to make honey. Yet these relationships are very differ-
ent from those of humans and dogs. In fact, the differences be-
tween the relationship of bees and flowers to dogs and humans
are clear and obvious to everyone. Indeed, the difference is like
night and day.
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