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Rhetorical Patterns in English and Japanese Prose

INTRODUCTION

Japanese and English-speaking people have
different rhetorical patterns. Many of us, the
Japanese, do not seem to be aware of the
fact, and unwittingly tend to follow Japanese
rhetoric even when we are engaged in writ-
ing English prose. Consequently, it has been
pointed out that English prose written by the
Japanese is often hardly intelligible to native
speakers of English.Sawada reports, for ex-
ample, that a British scholar complains of in-
comprehensibility of most articles written in
English by his Japanese counterparts (1989,
p. 17) . Although the language is English, the
logic used 1s alien. Because the number of
Japanese people 1s increasing who try to com-
municate with a foreign audience in English,
I believe that more attention should be called
to the difference between English and
Japanese rhetoric. In this paper, I would like
to study the outline of English rhetoric, and
the acceptance and application of it in Japan.
I will also take up paragraph,reviewing Alex-
ander Bain’s theory. Since Bain, a paragraph
has been considered a miniature unit of a
whole discourse. By looking over the para-
graph structure, therefore, we will come to
know the rhetoric of English discourse in all.
In comparison with an English paragraph, the
structure of a Japanese paragraph (danraku)
will be examined as well.

The word rhetoric, in its modern usage,
mainly refers to the method of organizing and
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presenting one's thought logically rather than
the technique of decorating one’s expres-
sion.We will use rhetoric in this sense,
although, to most of us, the word may still be
understood negatively as a means to gaudily
adorn words and phrases. This negative inter-
pretation might be natural because even to
English-speaking people, rhetoric does not al-
ways seem to sound positive: “When we con-
demn a piece of writing as mere rhetoric, we
are, as a rule, pointing to a disproportion be-
tween an ostentatious technique and a trivial
theme. Thus it has come to be felt that rhe-
toric 1s the last bad resort of those who have
nothing to say” (Nash, 1987, p. 8) .

In American universities, a course of com-
munication skills known as English composi-
tion, expository writing, or rhetoric is compul-
sory for all students, whatever their majors
are (Kinosita, 1990, p. 22) . Students receive
solid and systematic instruction based on the
tradition of Western logic since Aristotle. One
of the composition textbooks informs: “The
introduction, body, and conclusion — or, 1if
you like, the beginning, middle, and end —
are the natural divisions of a discourse”
(Brooks and Warren, 1979, p. 21) . Japanese
students also learn this three-part division,
together with Ki-sho-ten-ketsu and other
methods of developing a composition. Howev-
er, the instruction of these methods in Japan
i1s neither orderly nor practical, so it 1s rare
for students to be benefited by such an in-
struction in the actual writing. There is even
a teacher who advises his students to use
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both Ki - sho - ten - ketsu and three-part di-
vision at the same time, which shows that
the Japanese are not as strict with the
methods of discourse development as
Westerners.

The concept of paragraph was introduced
into Japan during the Meij era, when Alexan-
der Bain's English Composition and Rhetoric
(1866) was employed as a textbook at Tokyo
Kaisei Gakko. As more and more people en-
joved the benefits of a modern education sys-
tem, the concept of paragraph (with its
Japanese translation danraku) became wide-
spread.2 Now every Japanese student is sup-
posed to learn about paragraph at school. But
we have some problems here. First, the use
of paragraph in Japan has not yet been estab-
lished because it is an imported concept. The
nature and function of paragraph 1is still
under discussion among scholars. Second, par-
agraph 1s the object of an argument, not the
settled matter, even among English-speaking
people. It seems that they have not reached a
conclusion concerning how to analyze the in-
ternal structure of a paragraph. Finally, as we
can assume now, the concept of paragraph
prevailing in Japan does not necessarily coin-
cide with that generally recognized in
English-speaking countries. These issues will
be discussed in this paper.

I .Rhetoric
A. Culture and Rhetoric

The difference between English and
Japanese rhetoric directly reflects the differ-
ence between the two cultural traditions.
While English rhetoric has its origin in Greek
and Latin cultures, Japanese rhetoric has
been much influenced by Chinese culture.
We can see the authors touch upon, without
fail, Aristotle, Cicero, or Quintilian in the text-
books on English rhetoric, whereas Ki-sho

-ten-ketsu, a typical Japanese rhetoric, com-
es from the form of classical Chinese poetry.

Aristotle, for example, is described as a
man who advocated the four divisions of a
discourse. It was Corax of Syracuse who first
proposed that a discourse (what he particu-
larly meant was a legal argument) has four
parts. Aristotle adopted that division, that is,
exordium (the introduction), narratio (the
outline or narration of the subject), confirma-
tio (the proofs for and against the case) , and
epilogue (the summary)>. This division was
later expanded to six by Cicero and then was
settled to five parts by Quintilian, who di-
vided Aristotle’s third part into confirmatio
(the proof) and refutatio (the refutation) #. It
can be said that this five parts division has
been succeeded by “the five-paragraph
theme” used in the writing classes in English-
speaking countries.® English rhetoric is char-
acterized by this rigid principle of discourse
structure.

Japanese, on the other hand, do not have
such a systematic rhetoric tradition. Rhetori-
cal techniques of logic are most required in
expository prose among other kinds of prose
such as narrative or descriptive. And Teele
remarks that Japanese have as long a history
of expository prose as English-speaking peo-
ple (1983, p. 20) . Essays on poetry known as
karon are the first examples of expository
prose in Japanese. Since the preface to the
Kokinwakashu (c. 913?) was written by Ki no
Tsurayuki, the introductions to the antholo-
gies of poetry and essays on poetry consti-
tuted the genre of prose In Japanese lan-
guage, while Chinese continued to be the lan-
guage for most other expository prose in
Japatn.6 It is interesting to note that even
prose theory was written during the Edo
period, whose discussion ‘“centers both on
different periods of Japanese prose and on
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contrasting prose in Chinese with that in
Japanese” (Teele, 1983, p. 21) . But the ques-
tion is what kind of rhetoric was known and
used in those Japanese expository prose in
those periods.

It seems that Japanese rhetoric of those
days was not as methodical nor rigid as
Western rhetoric. It was especially much less
suited for argumentative purpose. It is said
that Japanese Buddhist priests in the late
16th century could not argue satisfactorily a
theological matter with Jesuits who were
armed with classical Western rhetoric. They
could not be the opponents of Jesuits who
would claim the orthodoxy of their God by
means of subtle argumentative techniques.
This does not mean that Buddhist priests as
well as other Japanese of those days were not
accustomed to argument because they prefer-
red harmony and silence to verbal dispute. It
may be a myth that because Japanese were a
homogeneous people and could communicate
by tacit understanding (or ishin - denshin)
they did not make much of verbal exchange.”
Pointing out, for example, that Buddhist
priests were far from silence-loving, but were
busy with sectarian confrontation, Sawada
cites one of those religious controversies, call-
ed Azuchi-shuron (1579) , between Hokkeshu
-sect and Jodoshu-sect (1983, p. 182) :
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Thus, according to Sawada, Japanese, just as
Westerners, involved themselves in argu-
ments and dialogues with the help of “rheto-
ric.” However, from the Western standpoint,
Japanese ‘“rhetoric” was not at all what they
mean by the term rhetoric. While Western
rhetoric was supported by logos, Japanese
rhetoric, which was so emotional and ethical,
did not seem to care for it.® We can now
understand why Jesuits who came to Japan
in the 16th century could easily defeat
Japanese Buddhist priests in their theological
disputes.

Jesuits, incidentally, were the first FEuro-
peans who brought classical Western rhetoric
to Japan (Sawada, 1983, p. 179) . They built
theological schools and monasteries in the
western part of Japan, and there they taught
Latin, humanities, rhetoric, philosophy, and
theology to some Japanese people. Scholastic
debate skills were also instructed. By 1623, it
is said, about 20 Japanese Jesuits had com-
pleted the ten-year curriculum of these in-
stitutions. But the instruction of Western
knowledge, including rhetoric, by Jesuits dis-
appeared as Japan closed the door to foreign-
ers later. Although the word rhetoric was
found in some documents during the Edo
period,the Western rhetorical pattern did not
take root among Japanese people.® The
reason 1s attributed to lack of logicalness and
abstractness in Japanese mentality:
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iR EE TR & AR B IR BRI HEER L C
FFLAPRIT T ADB E W) ZETHD,
(Sawada, 1983, p. 181)

In this way, it was not until the Meiji period
that Japanese in general encountered, on a
full scale, Western rhetoric, which was intro-
duced by way of English-speaking countries.

B. The acceptance of English rhetoric in
Japan

Dairoku Kikuchi is known as the first trans-
lator of a Western rhetoric text in the Meiji
period.’’ His translation work titled Shuji
oyobi Kabun 1s a part of the encyclopedia
compiled by the Education Ministry in 1881.
He is the man who gave rhetoric a Japanese
name shujigaku. There are, however, some
- researchers who regard Yukio Ozaki as the
pioneer of introducing Western rhetoric. Be-
fore Kikuchi’s translation, Ozaki published a
few books which accounted for traditional
rhetorical theory, consulting American text-
books circulated at that time.Among other
departments, he dealt with much of delivery
techniques (or Pronuntiatio) : pronunciation,
gesture, utterance, and so on as we can sup-
pose from his later career as one of the
famous politicians (Sato, 1986, p.p.25-27) .

Other Japanese who succeeded to Kikuchi
and Ozaki’s introductory work are said to
have put emphasis on either Pronuntiatio, as
Ozaki did, or Elocutio {(ways of ornamenting
discourse) among five departments of classi-
cal Western rhetoric. The other three are In-
ventio: invention/ ways of discovering rel-
evant ideas and supporting evidence, Disposi-
tio: arrangement/ ways of organizing the
parts of a discourse, and Memoria: memory/
mnemonic techniques (Lindemann, 1987, p.
38) . Our concern in this paper is Dispositio.
The overemphasizing of Pronuntiatio and Elo-

cutio, which was because it was the politi-
cians who actively made use of the newly im-
ported Western rhetoric in their public
speeches, caused the misunderstanding and
criticism toward rhetoric. While they cared
about the way of speaking and the gestures
of various physical parts such as facial ex-
pression, posture, hand raising, and so on, the
politicians decorated their speeches with a lot
of flowery words. Those ornate words were
mostly of Chinese origin. Such ornamental
styles became popular not only in the
speeches but also in the writings.Consequent-
ly, as time passed, people came to regard rhet-
oric as some technique to say something
ostentatiously. In this way, unfortunately, the
word rhetoric got a negative connotation.
And rhetoric was considered as something
deceptive that should be kept away by the
modern intellectuals.!

This restriction of the meaning of rhetoric
happened in Europe in the first place. There,
rhetoric eventually became equal to, in a
negative sense, Elocutio, by which the users
could resort to fallacious, empty talk as Soph-
ists did in ancient Greece. Therefore, by the
late 19th century, when empirical, scientific
thought was being established, people In
Europe began to neglect the teaching of rhet-
oric. To the people who made much of logi-
cal and exact description the technique of
ornamenting discourse was no more than use-
less, or even harmful. Ironically, Japan started
to i1mport classical Western rhetoric via
America in the Meiji era when it (rhetoric)
was losing its position in Europe. For the
same reason -as in Europe, Western rhetoric
(or English rhetoric because it was primarily
introduced through America) was destined to
be forgotten before it took root in Japan.'? Tt
was unfortunate that it left a bad impression
on Japanese people.
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Sawada explains the situation this way
(1989, p.p.287-288) . The understanding of
Western rhetoric mainly as Elocutio (or
bibun-shuji-ho) survived among Japanese
public speakers until the end of World War
II . The politicians after the war have ceased
to ornament their speeches with numerous
flowery words. But the common defect in
those speeches, both before and after the
war, has been lack of dialectical logic, result-
ing from neglect of the most important part
of rhetoric, that is, Inventio (invention) . The
speakers do not have enough ability of dem-
onstration nor refutation. Even the basic rhe-
torical pattern — introduction/ body/ conclu-
sion — is not observed. Rather, surprisingly,
there are some who advise city officials to
follow the rakugo (or Japanese comical
storytelling) pattern in their reply speech at
the assembly. The pattern goes: makurakoto-
ba (a set epithet) /nakami (contents)/ ochi
(the point of a joke) .

To sum up, Western rhetoric or English
rhetoric was accepted in Japan, after all, in a
distorted manner. People eventually re-
stricted it to ways of ornamenting discourse,
and often the use of rhetoric was regarded as
overstating something dishonestly. On the
other hand, the important aspects of Western
rhetoric failed to be learned. Those aspects
are (1) ways of discovering ideas and evi-
dence, and (2) ways of arranging them in a
logical order. Why was Western dialectical
logic not established among Japanese people
(at least among most of them) ? This is a big
question and beyond the scope of this paper.
But, as a Catholic missionary in the 16th cen-
tury did, only to blame Japanese mentality
does not seem fair. As Sawada (1983) and
Kinosita (1990) point out, the problem might
lie in the educational system. However, we do
not discuss this further here.

6I‘10

C. Discourse development in expository
prose and Japanese rhetoric
1.Expository prose

In this paper we are examining the dis-
course development of English rhetoric (i.e.,
Dispositio) , the reflection of it in a unit call-
ed paragraph, and the difference between
English and Japanese rhetoric concerning dis-
course development. The kind of discourse
development we are concerned with is the
one which is regulated by logic and reason-
ing. As I have mentioned, that kind of dis-
course development is observed in expository
prose.

Expository prose is one of the four kinds of
prose. The other three are narrative, descrip-
tive and argumentative. Teele (1983) ex-
plains these four as follows: “expository prose
explains, descriptive prose paints a picture
with words, narrative prose tells a story, and
argumentative prose argues for one position
against another” (p.18) . Brooks and Warren
(1979) give us a more elaborate definition of
expository prose or exposition in their terms:

In the first of these, exposition, the intention 1s to
explain something, for instance, to make some idea
clear to the reader, to analyze a situation, to define
a term, to give directions. The intention, in short, is

to inform. (p.40)

When we explain something or inform others,
it is obvious that we should present our mate-
rials coherently and consistently. However,
this does not seem so easy to foreign stu-
dents who write expository prose such as
term papers, theses, and dissertations in
English. Kaplan reports that their American
instructors have written such comments as:
““The material is all here, but it seems some-
how out of focus,” or ‘Lacks organization, or
‘Lacks cohesion’ " (1984, p.45) . Those for-
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eign students are said to have mastered syn-
tactic structures of English. So the problem is
not on sentence-level but on discourse-level.
In other words, the ways of discourse de-
velopment of foreign students do not meet
with those in English rhetoric. Kaplan con-
tinues to say: “The foreign-student paper is
out of focus because the foreign student is
employing a rhetoric and a sequence of
thought which violate the expectations of the
native reader” (p.45)

As we have seen, the introduction, body,
and conclusion are the basic rhetorical organ-
1zation of English discourse. According to this
organization, students in English- speaking
countries are taught to develop their proposi-
tion in a straight line. There should be one
central idea which a whole discussion is re-
lated to. After the central idea or the subject
1s presented in an introduction, all the follow-
ing statements, which may be example, illus-
trations, data, and so on, must be rel-
evant to it. Digression seems to be consid-
ered as something evil in English rhetoric.

In his well-known article Kaplan graphical-
ly shows English thought pattern as a linear
line, whereas he illustrates the thought pat-
terns of other races as various zigzag lines
that indicate digressions (1984, p.52) . And,
although we cannot know what he exactly
means by that, Kaplan uses a “whirlpool” to
represent the Oriental one. In a note he states
that “Oriental” here is intended to specifically
refer to Chinese and Korean but not
Japanese, but Teele suggests that western
teachers of English in Japan “have concluded
that Japanese compositions fit the pattern (of
Kaplan) ... just as well as did those by Ko-
reans and Chinese” (1983, p.14) . Kaplan
further describes Oriental writing in the fol-
lowing ‘manner. Here we must remember a

paragraph is a miniature unit of a whole dis-

course:

Some Oriental writing, on the other hand, is
marked by what may be called an approach by in-
direction.In this kind of writing, the development of
the paragraph may be said to be “turning and turn-
ing in a widening gyre.” The circles or gyres turn
around the subject and show it from a variety of
tangential views,but the subject is never looked at
directly. Things are developed in terms of what
they are not, rather than in terms of what they are.
Again, such a development in a modern English par-
agraph would strike the English reader as awkward

and unnecessarily indirect. (p.49)

Because we do not have enough further evi-
dence on this subject, we have no way to de-
cide whether Kaplan’'s claim 1s correct or not.
It may be approved to show English rhetori-
cal pattern as a linear line when we recall the
logical coherence has been made much of in
English rhetoric. But, how about the Oriental
pattern? Do we think in a circular way as he
says, provided Japanese are included in his
Oriental pattern? First of all, what does Kap-
lan precisely mean by (Oriental thinking is)
“turning and turning in a widening gyre™? It
seems to me that he implies Oriental rhetoric
1s ineffective and wasteful. However, as just
mentioned, further discussion is meaningless
unless we have discovered and established
our rhetorical pattern. For a pedagogical pur-
pose Kaplan himself points out the necessity
of researching the rhetorical structures of
non-English languages: “These patterns (in
other languages) need to be discovered or un-
covered and compared with the patterns of
English in order to arrive at a practical means
for the teaching of such structures to nonna-
tive users of the language” (p.53) . In the
next section, I would like to share what I
have learned, so far, about Japanese rhetori-
cal pattern (or discourse development) .
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2. Japanese rhetorical pattern (or dis-
course development)

Inspired by Kaplan’s article, Achiba and
Kuromiya investigate “whether or not there
may be any rhetorical patterns unique to na-
tive speakers of Japanese” (1983, p.1) . The
subjects of their study were Japanese stu-
dents of English as a second language enrolled
in the language schools of two American uni-
versities and Japanese undergraduates at one
of those universities. They examined 130 En-
glish compositions written by these subjects
(all the compositions, they determined, could
be classified as expository prose) and sorted
them out into five categories. Category 1 cor-
responds to Kaplan’s category for English
rhetoric; that is, linear development. Category
4 1s equal to Kaplan's Oriental rhetoric; a
circular approach. Categories 2 and 3 are
varlations between linear and circular; either
linear in the beginning and then circular, or
circular in the beginning and after that linear.
Category 5 represents a total mess. Achiba
and Kuromiya state they discerned these five
patterns in the 130 compositions. Arrd the re-
sults are:

Category 1 } 34%
Category 2 L 19%
Category 3 ;]3 6%
Category 4 @ 27%
Category 5 "t 14%
(p4)
Interestingly, Category 1 (the linear approach
which, according to Kaplan, ought to repre-
sent English rhetoric) scores the highest per-
centage (34%) and Category 4 (the circular
approach) marks the second highest (27%) .
Achiba and Kuromiya interpret these results
as follows:

Ono

This suggests two possible explanations. First, it
has to be taken into consideration that all of these
students had had formal English instruction in
Japan, and at the time of this study they were re-
celving intensive English instruction in the United
States. Thus, in their compositions both Oriental
and Western patterns are to be expected. But it 1s
also possible that the Japanese rhetorical pattern

has both linear and circular aspects. (p.5)

(Emphasis, mine)

If their second explanation is correct, I am
afraid it means that we are back again to the
starting point. To say that “the Japanese rhe-
torical pattern has both linear and circular
aspects” is nothing but to say Japanese, as a
people, have no particular rhetorical pattern,
each individual following his own style.

Then, they examined students’ Japanese
compositions, and found that both the linear
and circular approaches score high percen-
tages, as in the case of the English composi-
tions. However, this time, it is Category 4
(the circular approach) which is the highest
(46%) while Category 1 (the linear
approach) comes second (29%) . Achiba and
Kuromiya understand this may have to do
with the audience to whom the compositions
were written. Expecting a native English
teacher to read and grade their English com-
positions, more students employ the linear
approach. But, in writing Japanese composi-
tions, the number of students who use the
circular approach increases because they
know their readers will be Japanese natives
who are familiar with the Japanese thought
pattern. Before we accept Achiba and Kuro-
miya’s conclusion that Japanese use both
linear and circular approaches, we should
take into consideration that the subjects in
their study are not the average Japanese peo-
ple. Their subjects have been trained in En-
glish rhetoric in American universities. If we
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study Japanese in general, therefore, we must
find much fewer of them resort to the linear
approach. And also, we should not forget that
the circular approach is not yet the approved
expression to represent Japanese rhetorical
pattern, although Achiba and Kuromiya seem
to use it as such. We can only say, I believe,
that, as the term “circular” implies, our dis-
course movement 1s not as straight as the
English one and our approach to a topic is
more indirect than direct. As mentioned be-
fore, we need further, comprehensive studies
in order to get a more clear-cut view of
Japanese rhetorical pattern.

We always come across Ki-sho-ten-ketsu
in the books and articles which discuss
Japanese rhetorical structure. It is true that
other methods of developing discourse, be-
sides Ki—sho—ten—ketsu, are also dealt with in
the composition textbooks in Japan. For ex-
ample, according to Teele (1983, p.27) , the
following six methods are specified in one of
those books:

1P 4. B
2. EAEAE  DUAEER
3. SAFEX 6% A Kiaw

Concerning sources, Teele states: the first
method Jo-ha-kyu comes from the structure
of the Noh play. The second Ki-sho-ten- ket-
su (as mentioned earlier) originates in classi-
cal Chinese poetry, especially zekku. From
method three to five are three of the five
methods proposed by Igarashi Chikara who
published Shinbunshokowa in 1909. The sixth
method must be western in origin. Teele con-
tinues to mention that all except the first
method Jo-ha-kyu are covered in high school
and that introductions to the sixth method
are found in the kokugo textbooks for junior
high school students. Thus Japanese students
today seemto be exposed to various rhetorical
methods, but, as Kinosita points out, tradi-

tionally many Japanese teachers have put
emphasis on Ki-sho- ten- ketsu In the
teaching of composition (1990, p.100) . In
Japanese composition classes, students have
been mostly required to write literary or
narrative prose (rather than expository
prose) that aims to move readers and the
structure of Ki-sho-ten-ketsu is fitted for
such prose. Kinosita claims that this might
lead American rhetoric researchers such as
Hinds and Dennett to the conclusion that
Ki-sho-ten-ketsu should be the typical struc-
ture of Japanese prose, and that, comparing it
with their rhetorical structure, those Amer-
ican researchers must be perplexed at cultu-
ral friction. The following is a part of the
translation of Hinds's article by Kinosita:

------ Z OFEDFBIEA T ki-shoo-ten-ketsu & -
FNnsd, K Call (PEvy 7)) 2EAL,

‘shoo’ TZNZXRHT 5, Ten TRHEMD (X &
DL wiwslic RO 5, £ LT ketsu' T
FEIRDTH b, FE2FrEL L TREBICHAL L
S ETBHREAANCE S TOMSE (FEELKR) I3
‘ten’ & ‘ketsu’ £V A Z A NZEINT ETn B
Z &2, Ten THAZNLIERIZRKDFHEIC
Eo TREEPD EL2AZLTWLDIZL,

‘ketsw’ IZDWTW2IF, HAGE TIEHEET DE
FHWGELIIBA) 5L\, (p.p.101-02)

As shown in the above quotation, the third
unit ten, where a topic is twisted and another
seemingly irrelevant topic is introduced, may
puzzle native English readers who are accus-
tomed to the consistent, linear discourse
structure. From the standpoint of English
rhetoric, ten may be nothing but a jump of
logic. Achiba and Kuromiya interpret ten as
the stage “where the main topic is finally in-
troduced and developed,” while “the topic of
the initial unit (ki) is not the author’s main
topic” and “it is simply a subtopic that will
lead into the main topic of the essay” (1983,
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p.6) . In fact, we often find a long, unneces-
sary introductory remark mn a composition
written by Japanese. If, as Achiba and Kuro-
miya explain, this reflects the influence of ki,
then it may be ki which puzzles native En-
glish readers. Ki-sho-ten-ketsu is definitely
not for expository writing, but for a kind of
writing which needs literary effects. So Kino-
sita, who 1s a physicist, says it 1s a misunder-
standing for Hinds and Dennett to regard
Ki-sho-ten-ketsu as a rhetorical structure of
Japanese expository writing. He, however,also
remarks that such a misunderstanding cannot
be helped because, in addition to the reason
already discussed (that is, the emphasis of it
in Japanese junior and senior high schools) ,
even in colleges some teachers of literature
courses are said to recommend Ki-sho-ten-
ketsu in writing theses (p.102) .

Through the discussion so far, we may con-
clude that in order to write clear expository
prose in English we further need to learn and
practise the linear development of English
rhetoric. We need to keep away from
Japanese rhetorical pattern while we are en-
gaged in English composition writing. Here,
too, the famous saying “Do in Rome as the
Romans do” holds true. We can also say that
more research is required on Japanese rhetor-
1cal structure, which 1s at present much less
definite, compared to the English one Unless
we first identify our rhetoric, it will remain
difficult to use a different rhetoric from our
own. In the next part we move on to consider
a paragraph. Danraku, Japanese counterpart
of a paragraph, 1s also discussed so that we
can have more understanding of Japanese

discourse.

Il . The Paragraph
A. The Emergence of Paragraph Theory
Most people seem to take the paragraph as
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a matter of course, but “the paragraph as we
know it today did not begin to emerge until
the late seventeenth century, did not attain
full development till the eighteenth, "
(Rodgers, 1965, p.399) . According to Teele,
punctuation including paragraphos, from
which the word paragraph comes, was used
in ancient Greece. But the system dis-
appeared, and “by the 6th century words
were written in a continuous stream with
only a gap between sentences” (Teele, 1983,
p.23) . Yura, a scholar of English literature,

refers to the state as follows:

et ZARC DL ORI E FiA LTS bz L
7zbhizid, MFAOMILL ¥, EP B NS
LD THo2ITE N W EDFHHETE B,

(1986, p.43)

Quoting the OED, Teele continues that it was
by the first quarter of the sixteenth century
that paragraph was used in the sense of “a
distinct passage or section of a discourse,
chapter, or book.” And he understands that by
that time indention had been used to indicate
the first line of a paragraph.

Similarly, no punctuation appears to have
been used in either ancient Chinese or
Japanese, although in some Japanese texts a
device to show sections of the text 1is
observed.®® Sakuma, on the other hand, points
out that the Japanese began to use var-
lous symbols to indicate danraku in old times
so that they could make it easier to interpret
the Buddhist scriptures written in Chinese
and other Chinese classics (1983, p.22) . Dan-
raku was termed in different ways such as
dan, setsu, bundan, kugiri, and so on. Sakuma
also remarks that we can find the concept
and symbols of danraku in an old Chinese
grammar book compiled in the end of the
Ming dynasty. This Chinese concept of dan-
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raku, Sakuma assumes, was consequently in-
troduced to Japan in the Edo pelriod.14 After
all, however, it was not until the Meiji period
or the late 19th century that the Japanese
started to use danraku (or paragurafu) as we
do now, being influenced by the paragraph
theory which was introduced as a part of
Western rhetoric. In Scotland, Alexander
Bain proposed the first modern paragraph
theory in 1866, which, Interestingly, nearly
coincides with the year of the Meij Restora-
tion (1868) when Japan reopened the door
and began to take in foreign cultures.

B. Bain’s Paragraph Theory

According to Rodgers’s article (1965) , we
try to have a general view of Bain and his
successors’ paragraph theory in this section.
Rodgers believes that “faults of disunity and
incoherence occured much more frequently in
student writing during the nineteenth cen-
tury than they had previously” (p.401) . In
English prose, “sentential simplification” had
been in progress and “by 1860 the average
English sentence contained only about half as
many words as the average sentence of
Shakespeare’s day” (p.401) . But the bulk of
the paragraph, that is, the number of words
in 1t, had not changed in the same period.
Thus, whereas sentences became shorter and
simpler, there were many more sentences in
the paragraph, which resulted in the increas-
ing difficulty of securing unity and coherence
within the paragraph. This circumstance may
have urged Bain, a composition teacher at the
University of Aberdeen, to formulate para-
graph theory in English Composition and
Rhetoric, a manual prepared for use in his
classes.

Concerning the problems of untrained stu-
dent writers, Rodgers cites Bain as follows:

“perhaps the most prevalent fault of young writers
is, leaving the topics of paragraphs indeterminate or
‘too diffusive.” The “confining of each paragraph to
a distinct topic,” said Bain, “avoids some of the
worst faults of composition” — incoherence,
irrelevancy, pointlessness, meandering illogic.

(p.p.400-01)

Thus Bain defined the paragraph as™a collec-
tion of sentences with unity of purpose,’ an
integrated, rationalized system of predications
which ‘handles and exhausts a distinct topic’
” (p.403) . This definition of Bain’s was taken
over by later rhetoricians, who paraphrased it
into something like a collection of sentences

”» G«

unified by “some common 1dea,” “one particu-
lar point,” “a single topic,” or “a single idea.”
We know this is not different from the defini-
tion of a paragraph we now see in a composi-
tion textbook. Bain’s theory can be summa-

rized into the six rules:

The first of these rules, which he illustrated at great
length, was the familiar principle of coherence: “the
bearing of each sentence upon what precedes shall
be explicit and unmistakable.” The second recom-
mended use of parallel structure “when several con-
secutive sentences iterate or illustrate the same
idea.” The third called for a statement of the topic
in the opening sentence, unless the sentence was
obviously preparatory; the fourth, for logical order-
ing of the sentences; the fifth, for unity, “which im-
plies a definite purpose, and forbids digressions and
irrelevant matter.” The sixth was a principle of
proportion: “that everything should have bulk and
prominence according to its importance.” (p.404)

After Bain, the rhetoricians who tackled the
problem of paragraphing regarded these rules
as the basis for their discussion. In general,
they made the rules more complicated by
adding their own principles. In 1886, however,
going against the trend toward complexity,
John Genung reduced the rules to a triad:
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“The topic statement now was subordinated
to Unity; coherence and logical order were
condensed under the rubric Continuity; paral-
lel construction was included under Propor-
tion” (p.404). Genung’s triad was first re-
named Unity, Coherence, and Mass by Wen-
dell, and then renamed again Unity, Coher-
ence, and Emphasis by Carpenter and Bald-
win. The notions of Unity and Coherence did
not undergo a substantial change, but Empha-
sis was given a broader semantic sense than
Proportion of Bain and Genung. Whereas
Proportion meant emphasizing an important
idea by giving it greater length within the
paragraph, Emphasis utilized a “conspicuous
position” such as the beginning or the end, as
well as bulk treatment, in order to stress a
crucial idea. Then, these three principles: Uni-
ty, Coherence, and Emphasis have now be-
come standard in the present-day composi-
tion textbooks.

Rodgers next goes on to mention Bain’s in-
fluence on later rhetoricians who formed a
view that each level of discourse, that is, the
sentence, paragraph, and full discourse has an
identical “organic” structure. Bain took notice
of the commonality in the structures of a par-
agraph and a full discourse, stating that “he
that fully comprehends the method of a para-
graph, will also comprehend the method of an
entire work” (p.405). His successors em-
ploved this view and treated the paragraph as
“a discourse in miniature.” The discussion in
this paper, as you may have noticed by now,
is also based on such a view. Bain further
pointed out that sentence and paragraph
have a great deal in common as well. To
Bain, a paragraph was “virtually an expanded

sentence”:

The paragraph’s topic is broader than the relatively

uncomplicated “affirmation” of the sentence, but
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sentence and paragraph alike display an organic
structure and employ the same means to secure it:
unity of purpose, proportioned statement, parallel
construction, avoidance of “dislocation” of elements.

(p.406)

The rhetoricians such as Hunt and Wendell
expressed this idea of Bain in their own
words. Hunt stated that the paragraph “sus-
tains the same relation to the sentence which
this does to the clause or member” while
Wendell observed that “a paragraph is to a
sentence what a sentence is to a word”
(p.406) . This analogical treatment of sen-
tence and paragraph, in other words, the ap-
plication of the sentence-oriented rhetoric to
the paragraph was later taken over by Fran-
cis Christensen and developed in his article
“A Generative Rhetoric of the Paragraph”
(1965) , which we will see afterward. Along
this line Bain maintained that, just like the
subject of the sentence, the statement of the
paragraph’s subject (=the topic sentence)
should be placed in a prominent position, at
or near the beginning or at the end. To Bain
there should be an explicit topic statement in
every paragraph just as every English sen-
tence, 1n principle, contains a subject. Thus
Bain’s paragraph model was mainly a product
of deductive reasoning from the
sentence-oriented rhetoric, and later investi-
gators who analysed actual paragraphs found
that Bain'’s principle concerning the topic
statement was not necessarily effective.
They noticed that in many paragraphs the
topic was unstated and that there were diver-
sified ways to indicate the topic, besides the
explicit topic statement. It was pointed out:

that it (=the topic) may be merely hinted, or ren-
dered figuratively, or conveyed indirectly by means
of a question or exclamation; that it may be pro-

pounded in stages in a series of sentences scattered



Rhetorical Patterns in English and Japanese Prose

through the paragraph, or broached in one sentence
and then restricted or enlarged in a second; and that
an effective statement of topic may prove, upon
close inspection, not to be a sentence at all, but only

a part of a sentence. (p.407)

Bain’s narrow view, in this way, was modified
by his successors who worked by induction
so that it could meet the reality.

Even today, however, Bain's influence can
be observed in the school situations where
students are recommended to write a topic
sentence and place it either at the beginning
or at the end of their paragraph. This is prob-
ably because beginners can more easily real-
ize the unity of a paragraph by the use of an
explicit topic statement, no matter what kind
of paragraph they will write in future. Rod-
gers illustrates the point: “the topic sentence
could ease the labors of composition. The
writer could test the unity of a draft para-
graph by asking himself whether its topic
sentence summed up its substance adequate-
ly” (p.407). Writing a topic sentence is then
linked to the methods of paragraph develop-
ment. Rodgers cites Bain’s approach:

The leading form of the Expository Paragraph (and
of Exposition generally) is the statement of a princi-
ple, followed by such a choice of Iterations, Obverse
Statements, Examples, Illustrations,Proofs, and Ap-

plications, as the case may require. (p.407)

This idea that a paragraph is made up of a
single topic and its amplification prevails in
the composition classes of today. Brooks and
Warren (1979) , for instance, list five ampli-
fication methods such as Comparison and
Contrast, Illustration, Classification, Defini-
tion, and Analysis. It is pointed out that this
approach may make it easier to develop a
paragraph without digression. The writer has

only to check (1) if each sentence has a bear-
ing on the topic sentence and (2) if it is
suited to the type of amplification used.

Thus far, we have seen Bain’s paragraph
theory illustrated in Rodgers’s article.
Although it is rather deductive and does not
necessarily reflect actual paragraphs, his
theory has been widely accepted and has be-
come the basis of many composition text-
books for a century. I believe we now know
the origin of the modern English rhetorical
pattern we discussed in part I. We have seen
Kaplan describe it as a linear line. English dis-
course has one central idea which is pre-
sented in an introduction, and all the follow-
ing statements must be related to it. The
statements which cannot be clearly con-
nected with the central idea are detested as
digression. This is identical with what Bain
stated in his paragraph theory. So, if we also
accept Bain’s claim that the paragraph and
the full discourse (and the sentence as well)
have the same “organic” structure, we may
safely say that the modern English discourse
theory is the expansion of Bain's paragraph
theory.

Francis Christensen’s Generative Rhetoric
of the Paragraph 1s said to be today’s version
of Bain's theory. As Bain did, taking notice of
the parallel between sentence and paragraph,
Christensen considers a paragraph to be the
expansion of a sentence. So he proposes
thinking of “the topic sentence as parallel to
the base clause of a sentence and the sup-
porting sentences as parallel to the added
single-word modifiers and clusters and sub-
ordinate and relative clauses” (1965, p.145) .
Then he analyses paragraphs in terms of the
four principles which he has used to examine
sentences.addition, direction of modification,
levels of generality, and texture.'® In addition
to this parallel approach toward sentence and
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paragraph, Christensen has one more thing in
common with Bain (Sakuma, 1978) . That is
the claim that the first sentence of a para-
graph should be the topic sentence. Sakuma
mentions, however, that other researchers
criticize Christensen’s remark on the topic
sentence, pointing out that Christensen does
not make clear what empirical research
method he has used. Christensen himself is
not consistent in his claim because his nine
propositions concerning the paragraph include
such items as “Some paragraphs have no top,
no topic, sentence” and “Some paragraphing
is 1illogical.” Thus, some investigators regard
Christensen’s as only a second-hand theory
of Bain.'® Christensen happens to remind us
of a weakness of Bain’s theory about the
topic sentence, but Bain’s theory in entirety
1s still the foundation to study the modern
English paragraph and also full discourse.

C. Paragraph and Danraku

Whereas the structure of a paragraph can
be theoretically explained, that of danraku is
not so easy to define. As mentioned before,
the word danraku was originally 1ntroduced
to Japan as one of the rhetorical terms of
classical Chinese, but today it is mainly used
as a translation of paragraph. So we can at
least say danraku is something similar to En-
glish paragraph as a scholar of Japanese lan-
guage prescribes that danraku has two fea-
tures: (1) it is unified by a single idea, and
(2) the beginning of it is indicated by inden-
tation (Sakuma, 1981, p.101) . But, unlike the
case of English-speaking people, the
Japanese are not so sure when to indent and
start new danraku, for they are not given, at
school, systematic Iinstruction about the
structure and development of danraku. And
in Japanese schools, the teaching of danraku
or paragurafu has been done primarily for the
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purpose of reading, rather than writing,al-
though the paragraph theory was first con-
ceived and has been developed for the com-
position classes, as we have just seen in the
previous section. As a consequence, there
seem to be many Japanese who somehow
cannot be confident of the danraku division
(or paragraphing) in their writing. Most
Japanese seem to have no choice but to de-
pend on their intuition when they start new
danraku because the concept of danraku is
not vet made clear. Sakuma says that there is
even a textbook which draws a conclusion
that one can make danraku “in one’s own
way” (1981, p.102) . As to the difference be-
tween English and Japanese paragraphing,
Teele remarks that while “in English, the
reasoning given to changing paragraphs is
simple: each paragraph contains one idea or
part of a complex idea,” in Japanese it
appears to be more complex (1983, p.25) . He
cites Aihara who gives six reasons for begin-
ning a new paragraph (danraku) :
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Teele comments that these different catego-
ries would point to the reason why there are
many short paragraphs in Japanese exposi-
tory prose, while most of the categories can
be subsumed under ‘the reasoning behind par-
agraphing in English. Thus, as Teele sug-
gests, we would suppose that “paragraphs in
Japanese expository prose may tend to be
more interrelated than those in English”
(p.26) .

Besides danraku, the notion bundan 1s em-
ployed by the researchers of Japanese para-
graphs. Bundan refers to a semantically di-
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visible segment of discourse regardless of in-
dentation, whereas the beginning of danraku
is indented like an English paragraph.!” Be-
cause the structure of a paragraph, in En-
glish, is well established among the people,
the gap between writers and readers is not so
serious in terms of paragraphing. In Japanese,
on the other hand, without distinct rhetorical
rules most writers begin a new paragraph
(danraku) according to their intuition, as
already mentioned. It is pointed out that even
a single sentence can be sometimes treated
as a paragraph in Japanese. This lack of con-
sistency often tends to cause Japanese
writers and readers not to coincide mn para-
graphiyng., In her research, Sakuma has asked
her subjects (university students) to seg-
ment into paragraphs a Japanese newspaper
column presented with no indentation (1981).
She has found that only a small percentage of
the paragraphs divided by the subjects coin-
cide with the original ones. Sakuma indicates
that this may explain why the two notions,
danraku and bundan, are needed in the analy-
sis of Japanese paragraphs. That is, while the
writer creates paragraphs almost arbitrarily,
considering, for example, proportion rather
than content, the reader perceives them pri-
marily in terms of the unity of content. The
former is called danraku or “the indented par-
agraph” in Sakuma’s term and the latter is
named bundan or “the grammatico-semantic
paragraph.” Hence it follows that a danraku
can be made up of several bundans or on the
contrary a bundan may Include some danra-
kus. In addition to these two notions, we
should pay attention to the influence of
Japanese syntax on its paragraph structure.
For instance, less frequency of a distinct
topic sentence in a Japanese paragraph might
be attributed to the fact that a subject is not
always necessary In a Japanese sentence.

And it is said that the SOV word order of
Japanese is fitted for inductive way of think-
ing, while the SVO of English is suitable to
argue deductively,18 Thus, we can see that
although it owes much to an English para-
graph, a Japanese paragraph (danraku) is not
at all identical with its English counterpart.

CONCLUSION

Looking back what may have motivated
me to write this paper, I remember an Amer-
ican college textbook of Speech I happened to
find on a bookstore’s shelf when [ was a col-
lege student. The textbook illustrated how to
organize a speech so systematically and neat-
ly that I was impressed. Until that time, I be-
lieve, I did not know that there was such a
methodical way to construct either an oral or
a written discourse. It was a kind of small
culture shock. Another thing I recall is the
encounter with the word “coherence” which
an American composition instructor at our
college repeatedly put emphasis on, writing
the word on the board. These incidents re-
main in my subconsciousness, and they must
have become a distant cause for planning this
paper. :

For pedagogical implications, I suppose this
study has made 1t clear that more instruction
on English rhetoric 1s needed for the Japanese
students who will write expository prose such
as reports, term papers, or theses in English.
Rhetoric, in this case, exclusively means Dis-
positio among other aspects of it. We also
have seen that further researches are re-
quired to identify what Japanese rhetoric is
really like. Is it included in Oriental thought
pattern shown as a “widening gyre” by Ka-
plan or does it have its own characteristic? If
we could compare and contrast Japanese rhe-

toric with English one more accurately, it
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would be easier for us, the Japanese, to stick
to English rhetorical pattern while we are
writing in English. And we now know that
more time should be spared for paragraph
writing. To learn the structure of a paragraph
should be the short cut to understand English
rhetoric in its entirety because, in English, a
paragraph is “a discourse in miniature.” It 1s
hoped that more English compositions writ-
ten by Japanese people will be accepted with-
out difficulty by the people of other countries
for the enhancement of mutual understand-

Ing.
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