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The present study investigates Korean university EFL students' use of conjunctive 

adverbials (CAs) in argumentative writing. The data for the study consist of a Korean 

university students' writing corpus that is divided into three different subcorpora based 

on proficiency levels, and a reference corpus of American students ' writings. The 

results show that the nonnative writers in all three groups greatly overused CAs. 

Examination of their overuse patterns according to different taxonomic types indicated 

that sequential and additive types were mostly overused, as much as six times more 

than those by the native writers. In addition, several characteristics of the nonnative 

writers' CA usage are discussed, including their heavy dependence on sentence-initial 

positioning, and both form-related and usage-related misuses of CAs, especially among 

the lowest-level learners. The study concludes with some pedagogical implications and 

suggestions. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

This study explores the use of conjunctive adverbials (CAs hereafter) by both native and 

non-native university students in their argumentative writing. CAs along with coordinating 

conjunctions and subordinating conjunctions (Celce-Murcia & Larsen-Freeman, 1999) 

play a critical role in explicitly establishing cohesion in text (Carter & McCarthy, 2006); 

thus, they are recognized as important writing tools for ESL/EFL learners in academic or 

argumentative writing. As such, they have drawn much attention from researchers and 

instructors in second language writing (e.g., Bolton, Nelson, & Hung, 2002; Crewe, 1990; 

Field & Yip, 1992; Lei, 2012; Yang & Sun, 2012). However, many ESL academic writing 

textbooks simply treat CAs as interchangeable alternatives, merely presenting them under 
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larger semantic categories such as adding information or showing contrast (e.g., Lane & 

Lange, 1999; Oshima & Hogue, 1997; Wong, 2002), and CAs still seem to pose great 

difficulty to many nonnative writers (cf. Crewe, l 990). 

This study will examine how Korean university EFL writers of different proficiency 

levels employ various CAs in their argumentative writing and will compare the results with 

the use of CAs by native writers. It will also present possible causes that may account for 

the results, and seek pedagogical implications and suggestions as well. 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1. Studies on Conjunctive Adverbials 

The term conjunctive adverbials is referred to in Celce-Murcia and Larsen-Freeman 

( l 999), but several alternatives have been suggested in reference grammar and second 

language writing research such as linking adverbials (Biber, Johansson, Leech, Conrad, & 

Finegan, 1999), sentence connectors (Swales & Feak, 2004), linking adjuncts (Carter & 

McCarthy, 2006), or conjunctive adjuncts (Gardezi & Nesi, 2009). Numerous studies have 

defined conjunctive adverbials as a type of adverbials and have provided various adverbial 

categories, which have been useful in conducting research on learners' use ofCAs. 

First, Quirk, Greenbaum, Leech, and Svartvik (1985) classify adverbials into adjuncts, 

subjuncts, disjuncts, and conjuncts, among which conjuncts are the closest form of CAs. 

They suggest subdivisions of conjuncts as follows: listing, summative, appositional, 

resultive, inferential, contrastive, and transitional. 

Biber et al. ( l 999) classify adverbials into circumstance adverbials, stance adverbials, 

and linking adverbials. Linking adverbials are said to serve a connective function, 

connecting units of discourse of differing sizes including sentences or units larger than a 

sentence (e.g., a paragraph). They suggest six different semantic categories of linking 

adverbials, which are enumeration and addition, summation, apposition, result/inference, 

contrast/concession, and transition. Their corpus findings reveal that linking adverbials are 

common in conversation and academic prose genres, and that the result/inference type, 

which can mark conclusions or connect the writer's claim to supporting facts, occurs most 

frequently in both conversation and academic prose. The result/inference type was 

followed by apposition and enumeration/addition/summation in academic prose. The 

appositional linking adverbials provide examples to support general claims, and 

enumerative/additive and summative adverbials structure the information, "giving readers 

clear signposts of where they are in the text" (Biber et al., 1999, p. 881 ). Biber et al. ( 1999) 

report that the most frequently occurring linking adverbials are however, thus, therefore, 
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for example, and then. In terms of positions of linking adverbials, the initial position is the 

most common, followed by medial positions. 

Celce-Murcia and Larsen-Freeman (1999) present conjunctive adverbials as a subset of 

logical connectors. They present four types of CAs, simplifying Halliday and Hasan's 

(1976) original list: additive, adversative, causal, and sequential. The additive type includes 

both emphatic, corresponding to the additive type in Biber et al. 's classification, and 

apposition; the sequential type includes summation and enumeration. Their taxonomy has 

been adopted for the current study since their list is based on Halliday and Hasan' s analysis 

of conjunctions as a type of cohesive device, an important textual elements in "good" 

writing (Liu, 2005), and it has been adopted in some previous studies on EFL writers' use 

of CAs (e.g., Chen, 2006; Lei, 2012). 

According to Carter and McCarthy (2006), linking adjuncts "explicitly indicate the 

semantic relationship between two clauses or sentences or paragraphs" (p. 256), and can be 

further classified into several types: additive, resultativc, contrastive, time, concessive, 

inference, summative, listing, and meta-textual. They note that linking adjuncts play a 

significant role in academic writing in imparting coherence to the text and organizing it. 

They also present some possible misuses of linking adjuncts such as on the contrary/by 

contrast/on the other hand, first(/y)/at first, and last(ly)lat last; some of these will be 

examined later in this paper. 

2.2. Studies on ESUEFL Learners' Use of Conjunctive Adverbials 

As CAs play a significant role in academic and argumentative writing, many studies 

using various corpus data of nonnative speaker (hereafter, NNS) and native speaker 

(hereafter, NS) writing have been conducted to find how ESL/EFL learners use them in 

their writing (e.g., Chen, 2006; Crewe, 1990; Lei, 2012; Milton & Tsang, 1993; Zhang, 

2000). Many of these studies deal with the issue of learners' overuse, underuse, and misuse 

of CAs, some of which adopted earlier learner corpus studies such as those from Granger 

and Tyson (1996) and Altenberg and Tapper (1998). Accordingly, many studies have 

explored the issue of overuse and underuse and found that ESL/EFL learners tend to 

overuse CAs in their writing. For example, Field and Yip (1992) examined the use ofCAs 

in high school students' writing in Hong Kong in comparison with that of Australian 

students. They found a significantly higher frequency of CAs in Hong Kong students' 

writings, which they attributed to the instruction and the textbooks used in the classroom. 

Milton and Tsang (1993) explored the use of logical connectors in Hong Kong students' 

writing, which was compared to the Brown corpus, the London Oslo/Bergen Corpus, and a 

corpus of computer science textbooks. Their findings indicated that half of the 25 

connectors were overused. They also found some misuses of CAs such as with therefore 
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and moreover. More recently, Bolton, Nelson, and Hung (2003) compared the use of CAs 

in Hong Kong EFL students' writing and British students' writing to that of professional 

academic writing. Their results showed that both Hong Kong and British students overused 

a wide range of connectors. Also, in his study of the use of cohesive features in Chinese 

university students' expository writing, Zhang (2000) reports the overuse of additive 

conjunctions and the misuse of adversative conjunctions. 

Granger and Tyson (1996), however, did not find overall overuse in French students' 

writings, but when analyzing the frequencies of different categories, they found an overuse 

of additive and appositive connectors and an underuse of connectors that contrast and 

develop the argument. Some of these overuses were attributed to LI transfer (e.g., the use 

of indeed, which can be a counterpart of en fail in French). They also reported misuse of 

moreover, which was used to simply add a point or reformulate, rather than to add a final 

argument. 

Studies reviewed so far mainly deal with students' argumentative writing, mostly 

"skill-display essays" (Shaw, 2009) that are of a rather specialized type. As Shaw (2009) 

points out, the style of this type of writing may show some discrepancies from that of 

actual professional academic writing, and accordingly, students' use of CAs in these 

academic genres may exhibit some features differently. Researchers such as Chen (2006), 

Gardezi and Nesi (2009), Shaw (2009), and Lei (2012) investigated how students in more 

professional areas dealt with this issue. Chen (2006), for example, compared ten 

Taiwanese MA TESOL students' use ofCAs in academic papers with that of professional 

writers. The results showed that students slightly overused connectors when the analysis 

was based on word level. There were also some misuses such as the use of besides due to 

the students' lack of register awareness. Lei (2012) examined Chinese doctoral students' 

use of CAs in a corpus of applied linguistics dissertations. The findings indicated that the 

overall frequency was greater than that used by the professional writers. However, there 

were some underused adverbials, including adversative types, with however being the most 

underused. He also notes the misuse of besides and actually. In Gardezi and Nesi's (2009) 

study, two different LI writers' data were compared. Gardezi and Nesi examined the use of 

conjunctive ties in British and Pakistani economics students' assignments and found that 

British students used more adversative CAs, while Pakistani students used all of the other 

types (i.e., causal, additive, and temporal) more frequently. Also, the British students made 

greater use of additives for an exemplifying role, while the Pakistani students used them 

more to put propositions in equal status. 

Finally, there have been a few studies on Korean learners' use ofCAs. First, Lee (2004) 

compared Korean university EFL students' use of CAs in essays with those of the native 

speakers taken from the Brown corpus. In her findings, the tokens per 10,000 words in the 

EFL students' data were about twice greater, while more various types were used in the NS 
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data; in other words, Korean students repeatedly used more limited CAs than the native 

speakers. She also noted some overuse and underuse of CAs and Korean students' 

preference for sentence-initial positioning of adverbials, which is in accord with many 

previous studies (e.g., Altenberg & Tapper, 1998). 

Yoon (2009) examined Korean university EFL students' use of connectors in primarily 

argumentative writing with that of Hong Kong students in Bolton et al. (2002). The results 

indicated that enumeration and addition, contrast/concession, and result/inference types are 

frequently used. The students' tendency of using sentence-initial position was also 

confirmed. 

Park (2013) compared two proficiency groups of Korean students' use of contrastive 

conjunctions with US and UK university students' use in argumentative writing. The 

results showed the Korean students' heavy dependence on the use of but and however as 

well as some cases of misuse, such as on the contrary, in contrast, and on the other hand. 

For Korean learners' use of CAs, most studies so far have been conducted using essays 

or mixed types of writing corpora, and the learners' proficiency levels have not been 

disclosed. The current study will then try to address the following research questions: 

1. How are conjunctive adverbials used in Korean university EFL students' 

argumentative writing in terms of frequency and taxonomy types? 

2. What are the conjunctive adverbials that are overused and underused in the 

argumentative writing of Korean university EFL students? 

3. What are the conjunctive adverbials that are misused in the argumentative writing 

of Korean university EFL students? 

4. What are some similarities and differences between different learner groups of 

various proficiency levels? 

3. DATA AND ANALYSIS PROCEDURES 

3.1 . Data 

The data for this study include a learner corpus and a native speaker corpus. The learner 

corpus used for the study is a subsection of the SKELC (Seoul National University Korean 

English Learner Corpus, a tentative title), which was compiled from students' writings 

submitted to the Writing Center at the College English Program in Seoul National 

University. Most of the students who contributed took a freshmen English course, for 

which completing an untimed essay on a given topic and attending a tutoring session with 

the essay was a requirement. For the study, only argumentative writings submitted over 
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three semesters-Fall, 2009 through Fall, 2010-were taken. Topics for the essays varied 

from opinions about same-sex marriages, to death with dignity for patients with serious 

neurological ailments, to universities inviting private businesses to operate on their 

campuses. 

The Learner corpus was further divided into three levels: NNS-LP (Low Proficiency), 

NNS-IP (Intermediate Proficiency), and NNS-HP (High Proficiency), based on the student 

writers' TEPS scores. Students with TEPS scores under 550 were assigned to the NNS-LP 

group; 551-700 to the NNS-IP; and 701-800 to the NNS-HP1
• This was the placement 

criteria for the three College English courses each student group is taking: English 

Foundations, College English 1, and College English 2. 

The native speaker corpus is from the LOCNESS (the Louvain Corpus of Native 

Speaker of English). It is a reference corpus in the ICLE (International Corpus of Learner 

English) Project (cf. Granger, 1998). Among various subsections of the LOCNESS, the 

current study took the US student writers' argumentative writings, and writing topics 

varied from welfare reform to prayers in school. Table 1 shows the overall information 

about the data corpora for this study. 

TABLEl 
Data Corpora 

NNS-LP NNS-IP NNS-HP NS-US 

Number of Words 91,757 140,785 22,334 149,627 

Number of 
382 583 75 176 

Essays/Contributors 

Mean Words per Essay 240.20 241.50 297.80 850.20 

Mean Words per 
14.62 14.82 14.80 18.58 

Sentence 

As shown in the table above, the number of words in each group differs, and it can be 

noted that the NNS-HP has a much smaller amount of words compared to the other groups. 

It is because the writings accumulated in this corpus are mainly from the two courses, 

English Foundations and College English 1, and students with higher scores contribute to 

the corpus much less frequently. 

If the mean words per essay are compared in each group, the length of the NNS groups' 

writing is much shorter than the NS-US group. The NNS group is in the paragraph-writing 

1 TEPS refers to the Test of English Proficiency developed by Seoul National University. The 
scores listed here can roughly be converted to TOEIC and TOEFL scores as follows: TEPS 550 
equals to TOEIC 690 and TOEFL 79; TEPS 551 equals to TOEIC 695 and TOEFL 79; TEPS 
701 equals to TOEIC 855 and TOEFL 99; TEPS 800 equals to TOEIC 920 and TOEFL 107. 
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stage, while the NS-US group is in the "essay" writing stage. This will most likely affect 

the organization of the writing and the use of CAs, and we will discuss this further in a 

later section. Another point to be noted is that not much difference is found between the 

NNS-LP and the NNS-IP in terms of mean words, while the NNS-HP produces a much 

longer essay. It may be said that up until the NNS-IP level, the proficiency level difference 

does not affect the students' writing much, since they all have not had much previous 

writing experience. However, among students with TEPS scores higher than 701, some 

differences start to emerge, including the length of the writing. As for the mean words per 

sentence, the results do not show much difference among the three groups. 

3.2. Analysis Procedures 

This study investigated the use of the 49 CAs, slightly2 adjusted from Celce-Murcia and 

Larsen-Freeman's study (1999), which was originally adopted from Halliday and Hasan 

(1976). The following is the list: 

2 

Additive 

(13)3 

TABLE2 

Taxonomy Types of CAs 

Conjunctive Adverbials 

Emphatic: also, besides, furthermore, in addition, moreover 

Appositional: for example, for instance, so to speak, in other words, that is, 

that is to s01 

Comparative: likewise, similarly 

Proper adversative: despite this, however, in contrast, nevertheless 

Adversative Contrastive: actually, in/act, on the other hand 

(12) Correction: instead, on the contrary, rather 

Dismissal: anyhow, in any case 

Causal 

(10) 

Sequential 

(14) 

General causal: as a result, consequently, for that reason, hence, in consequence, 

therefore, thus 

Causal conditional: in that case, otherwise, then 4 

Sequential: finally, first, firstly, last, lastly, next, second, secondly, then, 

Summation: in conclusion, in sum, to sum up, to conclude, up to now 

The original list contains 41 items, which include some items over two categories (e.g., 
however) and substantially more items under the Adversative Type. 

3 
The number in the parenthesis indicates the total number of CA' s analyzed in each type. 

4 There are two incidences of then on this table-one under the category of Causal Type and the 
other under Sequential Type. Then as a causal CA means "under these circumstances," which 
can be substituted with in that case or that being the case. The sequential type of then can be 
found most typically in the form of and then (Halliday & Hasan, 1976). 
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The 49 tokens of CAs were first identified in each set of the corpora using WordSmith 

Tools 5.0. Items often had to be hand-checked to exclude non-adverbial uses such as then 

or that is. Then the frequency of occurrence of the CAs in each group was calculated, and 

further analysis was carried out to find overuse, underuse, and misuse patterns. 

IV. RESULTS 

4.1. The Distribution of CAs 

We will first examine the overall frequency of the CAs for each group. Table 3 below 

shows the total number of CA tokens, the number of tokens per 1,000 words for 

comparison, and the number of types used. 

TABLE3 

Distribution of CAs 

Total# of Tokens Tokens Per 1,000 Words Types Used 

NNS-LP 1,429 0.01557 49149 

NNS-IP 2,651 0.01883 45149 

NNS-HP 403 0.01804 34149 

NS-US 1,023 0.00684 39/49 

The relative frequencies of the CAs (i.e., the number of CA tokens per 1,000 words) in 

Table 3 illustrate that all three NNS groups use CAs at least more than twice as much as 

the NS group. When the total number of types used in each group is counted, interestingly, 

the lowest proficiency group is the one that used all 49 types of CAs, while the NS group 

and the highest proficiency group5 are the ones that left some CAs unused. 

These results contrast with those from Lee (2004). In her study, the NNS group used 

CAs more than twice as often than the NS's, which is similar to the result here, but the 

NNS 's used far fewer types of CAs than the NS' s, showing the nonnative writers' repeated 

use of the same type of CAs. The NNS writers in this study, especially the lower 

proficiency group, in contrast, use diverse CAs very frequently. Since the writers' level is 

not specified in Lee's study, it is not easy to explain what caused this difference. However, 

as will be shown later in instances of misuse within the NNS-LP group, it is clear that 

although the writers in these lower proficiency groups may be ambitious in their attempt to 

5 As mentioned earlier, in the case of the NNS-HP group, the size of the corpus is much smaller 
than those of the other learner groups, which seems to have affected the results. 
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' use them, they often do not seem to have clear understanding of how to use them 

accurately. 

Next, we will investigate the distribution of CAs in terms of their taxonomic groups. 

Table 4 presents the results, and here, the figure in each cell marks the total number ofCAs 

in each taxonomy group per 1,000 words. 

TABLE4 

Distribution of CAs in Four Taxonomy Types 

NNS-LP NNS-IP NNS-HP NS-US 

Additive 0.0048 0.0045 0.0039 0.0011 

Adversative 0.0024 0.0034 0.0027 0.0020 

Causal 0.0027 0.0039 0.0028 0.0017 

Sequential 0.0054 0.0069 0.0067 0.0010 

Several points can be noted here: First, when we compare the ratio between the NNS 

groups and the NS group in each taxonomy group, it is the Sequential Type that shows the 

greatest gap (0.0054/0.0069/0.0067 vs. 0.0010), followed by the Additive Type 

(0.0048/0.0045/0.0039 vs. 0.0011). This clearly shows an overuse tendency among the 

NNS writers; that is, they used sequential type CAs at least five times more than the NS 

writers. In contrast, the gap between the NNS groups and the NS group is much smaller for 

adversative and causal CAs, although the overuse tendency is maintained. When we 

compare the three NNS groups, except for the Additive Type, it is the NNS-IP that exhibits 

the highest frequency, followed by the NNS-HP and the NNS-LP, showing that in general, 

higher proficiency groups use more CAs. For the Additive Type, however, it is the 

NNS-LP group that exhibits the highest frequency, which seems to show that this lower 

proficiency group heavily depends on the use of additive CAs in their writing. 

Next, if we consider each group's use ofCAs, among the NNS groups, the same pattern 

is observed: the frequency decreases in the order of sequential, additive, causal, and 

adversative. An exactly opposite pattern is found in the NS group; that is, the highest 

frequency is found in the adversative type, and then the frequency goes down in the order 

of causal, additive, and lastly, sequential. 

These two results show a drastic contrast between the NNS groups and the NS group in 

terms of their preference for CAs, and also seem to reflect structural and organizational 

differences in their writing. That is, the nonnative writers' writings heavily depend on 

sequential and additive CAs to organize their ideas, which are used mainly to list and 

enumerate their main points. The NS writings, however, employ adversative and causal 

CAs to develop their argumentation more logically. A similar tendency was observed in 

Granger and Tyson's study (1996), as they said, "the learners use more frequently those 
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connectors which add to, exemplify, or emphasize a point, rather than those which change 

the direction of the argument or take the argument logically forward" (p. 20). This point 

will be further elaborated later. 

Next, we will examine the ten most frequently used CAs, which is shown in Table 5 

below. 

TABLES 

Ten Most Frequently Used Conjunctive Adverbials (Types of Adverbials in Parentheses) 

NNS-LP NNS-IP NNS-HP NS-US 

first (Se) first (Se) first (Se) however (Adv) 

2 however (Adv) however (Adv) 
however (Adv)= 

then (Ca) 
second(Se) 

3 for example (Add) therefore (Ca) therefore (Ca) 

4 also (Add) second(Se) also (Add) also (Add) 

5 therefore (Ca) for example (Add) 
for example (Add)= 

for example (Add) 
then (Ca) 

6 finally (Se) also (Add) then (Se) 

7 in conclusion (Se) 
then (Ca)= 

in conclusion (Se) thus (Ca) 
finally (Se) 

8 then (Ca) therefore (Ca) 
actually (Adv) = 

first (Se) 

9 in addition (Add) in conclusion (Se) finally (Se) 

10 second(Se) as a result (Ca) in addition (Add) in fact (Adv) 

The first two most frequently used adverbials in Table 5 illustrate one of the differences 

between the NNS writers and the NS writers: All three NNS groups most frequently use 

first and then however, while the NS group prefer however and then. That is, the NNS 

writers heavily depend on the use of a sequential CA along with an adversative CA, while 

the NS writers frequently use adversative and causal adverbials, confirming the tendency 

shown in Table 4. We can also consider Table 6 below, which shows which types the ten 

most frequently used CAs above belong to. 

Table 6 illustrates different patterns of CA use in each group. In the case of the NS' s, 

three adversative and three causal adverbials are included, both of which seem to be crucial 

in argumentative writing (cf. Kang & Oh, 2011). By contrast, in the NNS groups, a skewed 

tendency toward sequential adverbials is observed. Note also that only one adversative 

adverbial (however) is included in the list in all three NNS groups. In addition to these 

preferred CAs, other forms of connective expressions such as but for an adversative 
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conjunction and so for a causal conjunction, which are not within the scope of the current 

study, occured frequently (cf. Lee, 2004; Oh, 2009; Park, 2013; Yoon, 2006), which may 

be partially attributable to the smaller number of CAs included in the Adversative and 

Causal Types. 

TABLE6 

Classification of the Ten Most Frequently Used CAs 

NNS-LP NNS-IP NNS-HP NS-US 

Additive 3 2 3 2 

Adversative 1 1 3 

Causal 2 3 2 3 

Sequential 4 4 4 2 

Total 10 10 10 10 

Overall, the nonnative learners do not seem to demonstrate much difference among the 

three groups. That is, all three groups have four sequential adverbials and one adversative 

adverbial on the list. For adversative CAs, the NNS groups have however, while the NS 

group also includes actually and in fact. For causal CAs, therefore, then, and as a result are 

preferred by the NNS groups, while therefore, then, and thus are preferred by the NS group. 

For sequential CAs among all three NNS groups, first, second, finally, and in conclusion 

rank among the top ten in frequency, which contrasts with the NS group's preference for 

then and first. This seems to indicate that the NNS learners very rigidly follow an 

enumerative text organization pattern, and this blind application of one single pattern in 

argumentative writing raises some concern (cf. Kang & Oh, 2011 ). 

4.2. The NNS Writers' Overuse and Underuse of CAs 

We will now examine some cases of overuse and underuse. It should be mentioned first 

that most CAs used by the NNS writers were overused, and very few CAs were underused. 

In fact, only four CAs were underused in all three groups: similarly, otherwise, instead, 

and rather. Note that instead and rather belong to the Adversative Type, which reflects the 

fact that the learners may not be familiar with various types of adversative CAs that can be 

freely chosen to develop their argumentation as they intend. It is also possible that learners 

may try to avoid polysemous CAs like rather. However, the frequencies of these 

underused CAs are low even in the NS data, which directs our attention more to the 

overuse cases. 

Table 7 presents some overuse examples, where the figures mark the number of tokens 

per 1,000 words. The criterion for overuse here is whether the given form occurs three 
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times or more in at least two NNS groups when compared with the NS group. This 

criterion may seem somewhat arbitrary, but is believed to be sufficient in showing some 

main tendencies. The bold-faced CAs occur ten times more frequently in at least one of the 

three groups. 

TABLE7 

Overuse of CAs 

NNS-LP NNS-IP NNS-HP NS-US 

I. besides 0.228 0.145 0.268 0.033 

2.for example 1.405 1.431 1.029 0.360 

3. furthermore 0.370 0.167 0.223 0.060 

4. in addition 0.501 0.457 0.532 0.046 

5. in other words 0.196 0.254 0.223 0.026 

6.moreover 0.446 0.326 0.313 0.033 

7. that is 0.130 0.188 0.000 0.020 

8. as a result 0.294 0.494 0.223 0.053 

9. consequently 0.130 0.181 0.223 0.033 

IO.finally 0.751 0.791 0.761 0.168 

I I.first 2.463 2.433 2.193 0.255 

12.firstly 0.108 0.145 0.179 0.006 

13. in conclusion 0.653 0.762 0.895 0.060 

14. last 0.196 0.305 0.223 0.006 

15. lastly 0.152 0.196 0.089 0.020 

16. second 0.468 1.532 1.701 0.107 

17. secondly 0.316 0.406 0.402 0.006 

In this table, the first 7 CAs belong to the Additive Type, the next two (i.e., 8 and 9) to 

the Causal Type, and the last eight belong to the Sequential Type. Among the Additive 

Type CAs, both emphatic and appositional types are included, and among the Sequential 

Type ones, sequential/enumerative types are primarily included. This result suggests that 

the NNS writers are frequently engaged in the above-mentioned activities such as 

clarifying and enumerating, although whether they are achieving these goals with proper 

CAs is another matter awaiting further empirical verification. 

Notably, the overuse tendency of besides has been reported among Hong Kong students 

in studies like Field and Yip (1992), Chen (2006), and Zhang (2000). This is likely because 

the students that participated in those studies were very fluent in spoken English and had 

transferred those colloquial expressions into their writing (Shaw & Liu, 1998). In the 

current study, the NNS writers do not seem fluent enough to transfer such colloquial 
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features, and also exhibit some misuses, which will be shown in the following section. 

4.3. Characteristics of the NNS Writers' Use of Conjunctive Adverbials 

Here we will examine some characteristics of the NNS writers' use of CAs, including 

CAs in sentence-initial position and related issues, followed by some misuse cases of CAs. 

The misuse cases are mostly based on the findings in previous studies (e.g., Carter & 

McCarthy, 2006; Chen, 2006; Milton & Tsang, 1993). 

Firstly, as many previous studies (e.g., Lee, 2004; Park, 2013; Yoon, 2006; Zhang, 

2000) report, heavy use of CAs in sentence-initial position has been observed. In order to 

determine the NNS writers' preference of CAs in sentence-initial position in more detail, 

three frequently occurring CAs-for example, however, and therefore-were selected6 

and checked for sentence position. Table 8 presents the results. 

As expected, the NNS writers in all three groups show a strong preference for 

sentence-initial position, with therefore marking the highest frequency. In contrast, the NS 

group shows much lower preference of sentence-initial CAs, and in the case of therefore, 

more than half of the tokens were in non-sentence-initial position. 

TABLES 

Conjunctive Adverbials in Sentence-Initial Position: Three Examples 

for example however therefore 

NNS-LP 120/129* (93 .0%) 141/151 (93.4%) 115/119 (96.6%) 

NNS-JP 85/97 (87.6%) 314/333 (94.3%) 277/282 (98.2%) 

NNS-HP 21/23 (91.3%) 34/38 (89.5%) 19/19 (100%) 

NS-US 39/54 (72.2%) 122/175 (69.7%) 38/81 (46.9%) 

*Raw frequency of the target form in sentence-initial position/the total number of the target form 

Most previous studies have focused only on the phenomenon of NNS writers' 

preference for sentence-initial position itself. However, these results seem to deserve more 

attention in that they have some significant implications. That is, CAs in different positions 

can mark different meanings such as initial placement marking emphatic stance (Salera, 

1978, cited in Celce-Murcia & Larsen-Freeman, 1999), and delayed placement allowing 

initial hedging and having other thematic elements take up an initial position (Gardezi & 

Nesi, 2009). Not being able to manipulate the position of CAs then indicates "less skill" 

(Shaw, 2009) and may result in readers' misunderstanding due to the rhetorical effects 

6 The three CA's were chosen since they appeared in the five most frequently occurring CA's in 
all four groups in Table 5-in the case of therefore, however, it was ranked eighth in the 
NNS-HP. 
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each position may have. 

Zhang (2000) attributes Chinese learners' use of sentence-initial adverbials to LI 

transfer, but learners from various LI backgrounds are reported to share the same problem 

(e.g., Field & Yip, 1992; Granger & Tyson, 19967
; Lee, 2004, etc.), which means that 

positioning is a developmental problem. That is, until learners develop enough proficiency 

to manipulate CAs in various positions, they seem to place CAs only in the sentence-initial 

position. 

Secondly, it has been noticed that some non-initial use of CAs is found in 

run-on-sentences, as in the following examples: 

(I) For example, when lots of people who use their smart phones, they hold their 

smart phone and use it while they walk or drive in the street therefore they cannot 

concentrate in what they are doing and can lead to many some serious problems. 

(NNS-LP 225) 

(2) Although many students want to enter college of medicine and college of Jaw, 

however, those colleges select very few students to admission.8 (NNS-IP 99) 

Interestingly, this type of misuse was not limited to the NNS writers. We can easily find 

some examples of run-on-sentences in the NS data: 

(3) At eighteen, you are considered a man, therefore, you should be able to decide 

your own fate and make your own. (NS-US 251) 

Among the three CAs examined in Table 8, most run-on sentences in the NS writers' 

data use however (11), while/or example (0 cases) and therefore (2 cases) are used in very 

few. As noted in Park (2013), the cause may be some careless writing, or a characteristic of 

unskilled or unprofessional writers, or both. 

Next, we will examine some form-related misuses. There are numerous examples, but 

we will limit it to the following cases: first and last. As noted in Carter and McCarthy 

(2006), a misuse pattern in sequential adverbials was found when the NNS writers use at 

first and the first, meaningfirst, as in the following: 

(4) There are three reasons. The first, The women's position is improving. (NNS-LP 

77) 

7 In their study, learners with French, Finnish, Dutch, and Chinese Ll backgrounds all 
demonstrated the same preference. 

8 This is an example of a run-on sentence as well as an overuse of conjunctions (i.e., although and 
however). 
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(5) In Korea, social and economic structure has disturbed maintenance of appropriate 

level of birth rate. At first, the trend toward nuclear families and individualism 

spreads over in Korea. (NNS-LP 277) 

This type of misuse is found only in the NNS-LP group. Similarly, the lowest NNS 

group also misuses last, as in the following: 

(6) At last, to add the bright and neat feelings, Starbucks used the neat music that was 

sung by women singer and woman voice actor having light voice tone. (NNS-LP 

400) 

(7) And the last, low birth rate is connected to population declining. (NNS-LP 403) 

These examples demonstrate that in the NNS-LP, acquiring the form itself can be a 

challenge for learners. 

Now more usage-related misuse examples are presented. First, it was mentioned earlier 

that additive CAs like moreover and furthermore were overused (cf. Milton & Tsang, 

1993). It turns out that many of them are also misused in the current study as in the 

following: 

(8) And various designs of mobile phones make us express individual characters. We 

also can find and use the one designed we want. We can pick a number of 

accessaries. Moreover these days, people used to express with calling music, rings 

and main screen pictures. (NNS-LP 566) 

(9) First, aging of population affects the demand for new labor, the old people. In the 

past, people over 65 years old were not considered as the economically productive 

population. Furthermore many people thought old people were useless 

economically. However, in the future, many companies will hire senior people, 

and their economic status will be improved. (NNS-IP 760) 

(IO) Leading nation by civilian needs freedom of the civil to freely think and talking. 

But ifthe law is acted, the human's right would be loss. Furthermore, nowadays 

the role of internet is increasing. And it grows to become a new press. The press 

has a important position which restrain the power in representative government. 

(NNS-IP 736) 

(11) With all of these biological proofs readily available it can be shown that although 

the fetus is dependent upon its mother in order to live, it is alive as well as 

human. Furthermore, it is an individual entity. (NS-US 466) 

Moreover and furthermore are used primarily in arguments where several premises are 
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used to support the writer's main point (cf. Celce-Murcia & Larsen-Freeman, 1999), which 

is also illustrated in Example (11 ). However, the examples taken from the NNS writing 

show the use of moreover or furthermore to add to a list (Example (8)) or for reinforcing 

what was said (Example (9) ), in which case in fact would have been a better choice (cf. 

Granger & Tyson, 1996). In Example (10) where the writer talks about his/her opinion 

about the Cyber Defamation Law, it is true that the second premise to his/her main idea is 

to follow after furthermore, but the writer should have started from a rather general point 

and built up the premise over several sentences. 

Also related is the misuse of another additive CA, besides, which is used to mark an 

additional reason. Many studies (e.g., Chen, 2006; Field & Yip, 1992; Lei, 2012; Zhang, 

2000) note Chinese and Hong Kong NNS writers' misuse of besides. They advise that 

besides be avoided since it may give "an unintended colloquial tone to the academic paper" 

(Chen, 2006, p. 124) and is often used inappropriately to "weld together points which do 

not fit together coherently" (Field & Yip, 1992, p. 27). What is found in this study is also a 

tendency of putting ideas together even when the idea after besides is not quite closely 

connected with the previous sentence, which Example (12) illustrates. 

(12) Second, our nation system doesn't give pregnant women a enough reward for her 

damage from a childbirth. Beside/ she can't come back her company. Because 

company doesn't want women with her children. Third, a expensive cost of 

bringing up a child makes pregnant women avoid bearing her children. Besides 

in case of two-paycheck couple, they doesn't have time on their side. (NNS-IP 

493) 

Here, on the topic of the causes of low child birth rates in Korea, the writer enumerates 

the second and the third reasons. Note that what comes after the second reason-the lack 

ofnational support systems-is an additional disadvantage at work after besides. Similarly, 

after the third reason of the high cost of raising children, the writer adds another point 

about double-income families' lacking leisure time with besides. This overuse of besides 

can give readers the impression of poorly organized writing in a colloquial tone. 

What seems more frequent is a mixture of additive CAs, as Zhang (2000) also indicated. 

Example (13) shows this case: 

(13) In addition, fair of the call ofusing my cell-phone is so expensive and I have few 

words when doing phone-call. And besides, I have used various kinds of cellular 

9 NNS writers often miss commas after CAs as in this example. This type of punctuation-related 
errors can also be noted. 
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phones, so I'm familiar to use of key pads of many phones. I think today's 

teenagers have similar reasons of familiar to texts. Moreover, they (and I) are 

used to using keyboard on computer. (NNS-LP 306) 

Here, on the topic of why teenagers text more than adults, the writer simply lists reasons. 

After the first reason stated, the writer adds points using in addition, and besides, and 

moreover as shown above, but these reasons are indeed additional and not structured or 

organized. 

Next, an inappropriate use of therefore is examined. As was also observed in Milton and 

Tsang (1993), some uses of therefore by NNS students do not connect sentences logically. 

Examples ( 14) and (l 5) illustrate this point. 

(14) First, students who do international student exchange program can improve 

foreign language ability. These days all over the world many companies prefer 

people who fluent language skill of foreign country. So, many university 

students always worry about this and spend time to learning foreign language 

ability such as English, French, Japanese. Therefore people who do that program 

can learn foreign language ability easily. (NNS-LP 155) 

(15) In this era of globalization, the something gained abroad will enhance your 

competitiveness. When you are a college student, you can apply for international 

student exchange programs are. Therefore, if you have a chance, it is worth 

challenging. (NNS-LP 181) 

Finally, redundant use of CAs is also found. Students often use CAs when they already 

have similar expressions that sufficiently connect the sentences, as in Examples (l 6) and 

(l 7). In both cases, the CA does not seem necessary. 

(16) First, teenagers don't have enough methods to show their character or expression. 

For example, adults can explain themselves through many kinds of factors such 

as their job, house, and car and fashion style. However, compare with adults, 

teenagers do not have enough resource because they are students and they are 

taken care of by parents. So, they usually use texting to their friends to show 

them. Moreover, another reason is they are very sensitive to recent trend. That 

result makes them more using text messages; they want to follow trends which 

means have a cell phone, so that makes themselves get some feeling of closeness 

friends. (NNS-LP 605) 

( 17) As Korean economy has been developed, ratio of middle class people have been 

increasing. That is, it means that people who have spare money are increasing. 
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(NNS-LP 629) 

It should also be mentioned that when using also, all three NNS groups exhibited 

frequent use of and also or even and then also, which is not found at all in the NS data, and 

thus, can be regarded as non-native-like usage. 

V. CONCLUSION 

The present study explored Korean university EFL writers' overuse, underuse, and 

misuse of conjunctive adverbials in argumentative writing. The results indicated that the 

NNS writers in all three different proficiency groups overuse CAs substantially in all four 

taxonomy groups. Especially for the Sequential Type, the ratio between the Korean EFL 

writer groups' use and the NS group's use was about 6 to l, which was then followed by a 

ratio of 4 to l for the use of the Additive Type CAs. The overuse tendency generally 

confirms observations of many previous studies, but the strong preference for Sequential 

and Additive type CAs is worth noting, in that it can reveal the structure and organization 

of the students' writing. As Kang and Oh (2011) demonstrate, Korean students tend to 

adopt the "explanation with enumeration" pattern more, which tells us why the students in 

the current study prefer Sequential type CAs. However, in Kang and Oh's study, this 

pattern was found more in the higher proficiency group, whereas in the current study, the 

preference for Sequential CAs is found in all three proficiency levels. Also notable is the 

lowest proficiency group's preference for additive type CAs, which means their writing 

frequently lists ideas without much structure or organization. In contrast to these NNS 

characteristics, Kang and Oh point out that the NS writers tend to support their main ideas 

not only with supporting reasons but also with comparable or contrasting ideas, which 

explains why the NS data has the highest frequency of Adversative CAs among the four 

taxonomy types in their writing. 

There were also few cases ofunderuse, such as instead, rather, and otherwise. This may 

be because some of these instances pose the semantic complexity of having more than two 

meanings to be differentiated, as noted with the example of yet in Park (2013). Yet the 

frequencies of these underused CAs were too low to be further explored. 

As for misuses and other characteristics, many instances confirm previous findings, 

including the sentence-initial positioning of CAs (Field & Yip, 1992; Lee, 2004; Yoon, 

2006, Zhang, 2000) and the misuses of therefore and moreover/furthermore (Milton & 

Tsang, 1993). These characteristics reflect the nature of not-yet-proficient learners, 

including the "less skilled" to manipulate word order (Shaw, 2009). 

Among the three NNS groups, some differences were observed: the NNS-IP group 

showed the highest frequency in the use of CAs in most taxonomy types except for the 
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Additive Type. This was followed by the NNS-HP group, and the NNS-LP group had 

generally the lowest frequency most often. This pattern of increasing use of adverbials at 

increased proficiency level coincides with previous studies. (Shaw 2009; Shaw & Liu, 

1998). The higher the NNS writers' level, the more complicated their writing becomes; 

also, writers at the higher NNS level employ CAs more (cf. Yang & Sun, 2012). It is also 

notable that the NNS-HP group sometimes shows patterns similar to the NS group such as 

frequently used adverbials in the Causal and Additive types. That is, at the higher levels, at 

least some changes in frequency and distribution of CAs seemed to emerge. This point can 

be verified further with more advanced learners' data. 

From a pedagogical point of view, it is clear that students first need to improve more in 

their use of CAs. They need to learn to distinguish individual conjunctive adverbials 

semantically (Zamal, 1983). As Crewe (1990) asserted, there are many misleading lists of 

so-called interchangeable connectors, which then leads students to commit errors due to 

transfer of training, and students need to properly be informed that each conjunctive 

adverbial has a distinctive usage; thus, CAs need to be differentiated. 

It is possible that the Korean NNS learners in the present study have learned to use 

sequential adverbials and to develop their arguments with them, and will eventually reach a 

developmental stage where they can use similar rhetorical structures that NS's use. 

However, it is also possible that many of these students are content with their frame for a 

typical argumentative writing or rigidly insist on only one pattern, which may make their 

writing too prototypical or even mundane. They need to be exposed to various types of 

argumentative writing and also need to be instructed properly about more authentic uses of 

CAs as well, especially to acquire a more native-like argumentation style that can 

communicate with readers and persuade readers more effectively (Kang & Oh, 2011). 

As a means of exposing learners to various types of argumentative writing, the 

integration of teaching writing and reading is suggested (Zhang, 2000). That is, in teaching 

writing, we often pay little attention to the importance of suitable reading materials. By 

using reading materials that can provide "model texts" and, for example, show effective 

use of cohesive devices, students can be more aware of features that constitute effective 

writing. This can be done in connection with online materials (Tseng & Liou, 2006) or 

corpus concordance programs. 

As for future studies, we suggest expanding the scope of this study. As Shaw (2009) 

argues, most research conducted on the NNS writers' use of CAs has centered on 

skill-display essays or test essays, which may reflect only some aspects of features in 

academic discourse. We then need to look at more purposive and discipline-specific 

writing as the next step to better serve the diverse needs of students in specific disciplines 

of academic writing. 
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