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國立政治大學英國語文學系碩士班 

碩士論文題要 

論文名稱：英語母語及非母語者轉折連詞之篇章關係: 以語料庫為本的研究           

指導教授：鍾曉芳博士 

研究生：王若曦 

碩士論文題要內容: 

 

本研究旨於調查四個轉折連詞包括 on the other hand、in/by contrast、 on the 

contrary 以及 nevertheless 在美國當代語料庫 (COCA) 以及學習者語料庫

(ICNALE) 使用之不同情形及第二語學習者的使用錯誤分析。 

本研究從美國當代語料庫 (COCA) 蒐集了四百篇文本(每個轉折連詞各一

百篇)以及從學習者語料庫料庫 (ICNALE) 蒐集了一千八百篇學生的寫作，學生

的文章分別來自台灣、香港、新加坡、菲律賓的大學生以及母語人士。本研究假

設為:雖然四個轉折連詞被歸類為同一類轉折連詞 (adversative type)，各個轉折連

詞的語義及用法應有所不同。本研究語料分析主要分為兩部分，第一部分分析各

個轉折連詞中的篇章關係 (discourse relation)，調查四個轉折連詞上下文的不同

反義的語義情況。第二部分聚焦於轉折連詞上下文中的主題分布 (topic 

categorization)，旨於發現是否特定轉折連詞出現於特定主題之內。 

研究結果經由語料分析發現，四個轉折連詞有特定傾向的篇章關係和主題分

布。在學習者語料庫中，本研究發現第二語言學習者比起母語人士，使用更多轉

折連詞於寫作中，特別是 on the other hand 以及 nevertheless。台灣學生以及英語

為第二外語學生在上下中，常將 on the other hand 的篇章關係使用為 in addition 

之用法。在連詞 nevertheless 方面，雖然學生使用頻率較高，但多為誤用情況，

顯示出學生對於該轉折連詞的不熟悉情況。而 in/by contrast 和 on the contrary 皆

不常出現於第二語言學習者和母語人士的寫作中。本研究最後提出在英語教學上
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的建議：在課堂上教導轉折連接詞時，應需加強語意以及上下文方面的探討，並

訓練學生正確文句之間的邏輯關係。 

 

中文關鍵詞: 轉折連詞、篇章關係、語料庫分析、第二外語寫作研究 
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ABSTRACT 

 

The present study adopts corpus analysis to investigate four adversative 

connectives (ACs), including on the other hand, in/by contrast, on the contrary, and 

nevertheless in the native corpus, the Corpus of Contemporary American English 

(COCA), and in the leaner corpus, the International Corpus Network of Asian 

Learners of English, (ICNALE). The comparison of the two corpora and the common 

misuse by L2 learners are also presented. 

The data comprise of 400 texts in COCA (100 texts for each AC) and 1800 

essays written by students in Taiwan, Hong Kong, Singapore, the Philippines, and by 

native speakers in ICNALE. The research hypothesis is that although the four ACs are 

classified in the same ‘adversative’ type, their meanings and uses are different from 

one another. The adoption of corpus helps to find the patterns of each AC. The data 

are analyzed from two perspectives: one is the discourse relation while the other is 

topic categorization. The discourse relation refers to the relations of the preceding and 

following co-texts of the AC. The topic categorization, on the other hand, aims at 

finding if there are specific topics that are frequently occurred with certain ACs and if 

these topics are consistent before or after the occurrences of the Cs. 

The findings confirm the prediction that by analyzing the data in COCA, each 

AC exists in certain discourse relations and topics. The present study finds that 

different from native speakers, L2 learners often use on the other hand as ‘addition’ 

yet a great number of uses of nevertheless are viewed as misuse. As for on the 

contrary and in/by contrast, both native speakers and L2 learners seldom apply the 

ACs in their writing. The present study also provides the common misuse patterns in 

ESL/EFL students’ writing. It is hoped that the findings have implications for teachers 

and learners to be aware of the differences of ACs. 
xi 
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CHAPTER 1 

  INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Motivation 

The rise of corpus-linguistic field that emphasizes the naturally-occurring

language elements has received much attention in the past two decades (Cotos, 2014;

Conrad, 1999; Granger & Tyson, 1996). There has also been an interest in the use of

language corpora combined with computer analysis tools for improving learners’

writing and discovering their errors. Gilquin and Paquot (2007) studied the learners’

informal spoken use in academic writing in a learner corpus. For example, when 

expressing personal opinion in the academic writing, students tended to greatly use

phrases such as I would like to talk about or I think rather than the formal use such as

in my opinion. Bolton, Nelson and Hung (2003) studied how Hong Kong university

students used connectors in their essays compared to British students. They found that

Hong Kong students tended to use more on the other hand and moreover compared to

native speakers. Corpus can also help researchers investigate many linguistic aspects

such as retrieving frequency of the target words, and analyzing a specific feature such 

as collocates or parts of speech. 

Among the corpus-based vocabulary and writing studies, much research aimed at 

investigating learners’ use of connectives by examining the cohesion and coherence in 

their writing. According to Halliday and Hasan (1976), cohesion refers to the lexical 

relations at intrasentential levels. It may also be viewed as the relation between 

different sentences or paragraphs. On the other hand, coherence is what makes a text 

meaningful. It signifies the relationship among the meanings in a discourse or 

sentences in a text. As for the related research, Liu and Braine (2005) reported that the 

relation between the quality of learners’ writing and the use of the conjunctives was 
1 
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significantly correlated, for more advanced writers are skilled at linking the texts 

semantically and logically. Nevertheless, EFL/ESL learners tended to have difficulty 

handling the adversative connectives (ACs) (Liu & Braine, 2005; Crewe, 1990), 

which led to the studies focusing on L2 learners’ use of ACs and their misuse patterns. 

A majority of studies investigated learners’ use of connectives in different 

semantic types, or textual relations (Field & Yip, 1992; Chen, 2006; Lei, 2012; 

Mudhhi & Hussein, 2013). For instance, Chen (2006) compared 23 final research 

papers written by 10 MA Taiwanese TESOL students with 10 TESOL-related 

international journals. The result showed that academic writers used more 

‘adversative’ type than Taiwanese students did, who used ACs such as besides and 

therefore as “surface-level fillers without coherently connecting the flow of argument 

in the writing”(p.122). Lei (2012) also conducted a corpus-based study by comparing 

20 applied linguistics doctoral dissertations with 120 international journal articles of 

applied linguistics. The result also reported how doctoral students misused, overused, 

and underused different types of connectives.    

As indicated in the previous literature review, most of the previous studies on 

corpus-based connectives described how L2 learners used different types of

connectives (Field & Yip; 1992, Chen; 2006, Lei, 2012). However, studies on specific

type of connectives, such as the ‘adversative’ are still worthy of investigation.

According to Celce-Murcia and Larsen Freeman (1999; 531) ‘adversative’ was

defined as “contrary to expectations.” The researchers contended that while such

classification is useful at the global level, it may lead to erroneous word choices for

learners. One problem is that the connectives in the same category are often not

interchangeable. Take the following sentence as examples.

2 
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Example (1.1)  

John has always been a top math student. 

However/Nevertheless, he failed calculus this quarter. 

Example (1.2)  

John has always been a top math student. 

However/*Nevertheless, he failed history this quarter. 

Larsen Freeman (1999; 531) 

The examples explain that however and nevertheless cannot substitute in every

situation. In (1.1), we will expect that if John is good at math, it is impossible for him

to fail calculus. Because the fact of failing the test breaks the previous expectation, so 

nevertheless is accurately used here in (1.1). On the other hand, if John is good at

math, we will not expect he will perform well on history; therefore, nevertheless

cannot fit the co-text in (1.2). Co-text here refers to the linguistic environment in 

which a word is used within a text (1998, Kramsch, C.) while context refers to

information outside of the text, available to a reader through understanding of genre, 

situation, and world knowledge. From this example, it can be inferred that although 

nevertheless and however are in the ‘adversative’ type of connectives, the co-text

where nevertheless is used is much more limited. The AC requires a situation where 

one expects one thing but find that it is not true. 

Only few studies specifically investigated the difference of individual 

connectives in the same type. For example, Lei’s (2012) study pointed that the 

‘adversative’ type is the most problematic for doctoral students. Field and Yip (1992) 

compared Cantonese students’ writing with the Australian counterparts, finding that 

Cantonese students frequently misused on the other hand as in addition for adding a 

new point in their argument possibly as a result of L1 transfer. Park (2013b) and 

Leedham and Cai (2013) were the two studies exploring further use of ‘adversative’ 
3 
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connectives in L2 writing. Park’s study examined how Korean college EFL students 

used adversative conjunctions in their argumentative writing. The results found that 

L2 learners were accustomed to using particular connective in the ‘adversative’ type. 

For instance, however and but are most frequently used by Korean students. 

Furthermore, students frequently misused in contrast and on the other hand. Leedham 

and Cai pointed out that Chinese students used on the other hand and last but not least 

more than British students did. The reason for the frequent use of particular 

connective is because these “lexical teddy bears” make students feel familiar and safe 

(Hasselgren, 1994; 237).  

As shown in the above studies, few studies centered on some particular type and 

particular use of connectives. The present study is going to explore both native and 

non-native speakers’ use of adversative connectives (ACs). The reason for choosing 

the ‘adversative’ type is that it is one of the most difficult types for L2 learners. 

Another focus of the present study is to examine the preceding and following co-texts 

of each AC. We hypothesize that ACs may differ in their meanings despite the fact 

that they are always categorized into the same group. The present study aims at 

finding the different contrastive patterns of ACs through examining through the 

co-texts. 

 

1.2 Purpose of the Study 

The major purpose of the study is to investigate the use of the four ACs, including 

on the other hand, in/by contrast, on the contrary, and nevertheless. Our hypothesis is 

that each AC could be distinguished from one another because the co-texts before and 

after the ACs might be different. To achieve the goal, we first probe into the use of the 

four ACs in the native corpus, trying to generalizing the specific patterns of each AC. 

The next step is to examine the use of the four ACs in the learner corpus and also 
4 
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compare the use of ACs in the two corpora. Last, the misuse of the four ACs in the 

learner corpus will also be investigated. The specific aims in the present study are as 

follows:  

(a) To examine the use of the four ACs in the native corpus, the Corpus of  

Contemporary American English (COCA); 

(b) To compare learners’ use of the ACs in the learner corpus, the International  

Corpus Network of Asian Learners of English (ICNALE); 

(c) To elucidate some of the misuse patterns of learners’ use of the four ACs. 

 

1.3 Significance of the Study 

This study may enrich the corpus-based studies of English in Taiwan and help 

other researchers and English teachers to understand the adversative connectives in 

the writing of ESL/EFL students. The present study enables English teachers to know 

students’ general writing errors and tendency of using connectives. This research may 

also benefit other researchers who may utilize corpus-based approach to explore 

language-related problems such as conjunctions or collocations in English. 

 

1.4 Research Questions 

To address the issues already outlined and to begin to fill the gaps of the previous 

research, the present study aims to address the following research questions. 

(1) What are the distributions and uses of the four ACs, on the other hand, in/by  

contrast, on the contrary, and nevertheless, in COCA ? 

(2) What are the differences of uses of ACs in the writing of native  

speakers (NS) and non-native speakers (NNS)? 

(3) What are L2 learners’ misuse of ACs in their writing? 

 
5 
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1.6  Summary of the Chapter 

Adversative connectives play a significant role in academic writing since they 

function as connecting the relations in sentences. Although a great amount of studies 

had focused on the uses and distributions of different types of connectives in writing, 

little research explored specific type of connectives. Therefore, the present study 

adopts the corpus analysis to investigate the patterns of the four ACs, on the other 

hand, in/by contrast, on the other hand, and nevertheless, NS’s and NNS’s uses of 

ACs, and L2 learners’ misuse of ACs. 
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

This chapter consists of three parts. Section 2.1 defines the term connective in the 

present study and various previous frameworks of connectives are reviewed. Section 

2.2 presents the review of the corpus-based studies of adversative connectives (ACs). 

Finally, the discussion on leaners’ misuse of ACs is provided in section 2.3. 

 

2.1 The Definition of Connectives 

Connective, whose primary function is to connect different parts of discourse, is 

widely investigated in the field of theoretical linguistics and applied linguistics. 

Connective is a general term having various alternative names, such as linking 

adverbials (Biber, Johansson, Leech, Cornars, & Finegan, 1999), sentence connectors 

(Swales & Feak, 2004), linking adjuncts (Carter & McCarthy, 2006), or conjunctive 

adjuncts (Gardezi & Nesi, 2009). Therefore, the concept of connective adopted in this 

study need to be clarified. Before the thesis proceeds with the discussion on 

adversative connectives (ACs), the background of the term and some commonly-used 

frameworks to illustrate different categorizations of ACs were viewed in the following 

sessions. 

 

2.1.1 Connectives in English Grammar 

Halliday and Hasan’s Cohesion in English (1976) has drawn much attention in 

the study of cohesion and coherence. The scholars identified five general categories of 

cohesive devices that create coherence in texts, which are ‘reference’, ‘ellipsis’, 

‘substitution’, ‘lexical cohesion’, and ‘conjunction’. The functions of conjunction are 

to group sentences together and set up the relationships between sentences. 
7 
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Conjunction is also regarded as an integrated discourse unit to make the flow of 

argument move fluently (Halliday & Hassan, 1976; 226). Different from the four 

previously-mentioned cohesive devices, conjunction itself exists a certain semantic 

relation that is explicitly marked (Sanders & Maat, 2006; 591). Namely, conjunction 

not only possesses grammatical functions in the text but also have meanings in itself. 

As shown in Table 2.1, Halliday and Hasan classified conjunction into four types: 

‘additive’ (e.g. and, furthermore, in addition), ‘adversative’ (e.g. but, yet, however), 

‘causal’ (e.g. so, therefore, as a result), and ‘temporal’ (e.g. then, previously, at the 

same time), which have been greatly adopted by other studies (Field & Yip, 1992; 

Chen, 2006). The present study also utilized the term ‘adversative’ to signify the 

target four adversative connectives. 

In Quirk et al.’s (1985) classification, ‘conjuncts’ are presented under the 

category of adverbials, as well as ‘adjuncts’, ‘subjuncts’, and ‘disjuncts’. ‘Conjuncts’ 

function as connecting two linguistic units varying from “constituents of a phrase 

realizing a single clause element to sentences or paragraphs” (p.641). In example 

(2.1.a), the conjunct however is used to link two independent clauses, while in (2.1.b), 

in addition is used to link different ‘adjectives’ in the discourse. 

Example (2.1) 

(a) He didn’t like the food. However, he didn’t complain about it. (p.641) 

(b) The candidate has written successful, lengthy, popular and in addition highly 

original novel. (p.632) 

‘Conjuncts’ also involve a conjunct-specific set of semantic relations. The 

scholars distinguished seven conjunctive roles. ‘Listing’ relations give a particular 

structure or orientation to a list (e.g. firstly, to being with). The ‘summative’ relations 

refer to an conclusion (e.g. overall, to sum up), while ‘appositional’ relations express 
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Table 2.1 Different Frameworks of Connectives 

Researchers Alternative 

Terns of ACs 

Categories Examples 

Halliday and 

Hasan 

(1976; 242) 

conjunction (1) additive and, furthermore, in addition, likewise 

but, however, on the other hand 

therefore, hence, consequently, as a result 

then, firstly, finally, previously, in the end 

(2) adversative     

(3) causal 

(4) temporal 

Quirk et al. 

(1985; 635) 

conjunct (1) listing  firstly, to begin with, lastly, also, moreover 

overall, therefore, thus, all in all, in sum 

namely, in other words, for instance 

accordingly, hence so, as a result 

in that case, otherwise 

rather, on the other hand, oppositely 

by the way, originally, eventually, meanwhile 

(2) summative 

(3) appositional 

(4) resultive 

(5) inferential 

(6) contrastive 

(7) transitional 

Biber et al 

(1999) 

linking adverbial (1)enumeration/addition 

(2) summation  

(3) apposition 

(4) result/inference  

(5) contrast/concession  

(6) transition 

first, lastly, for one thing, in addition, further 

in sum, to conclude, all in all, in conclusion 

in other words, that is, for example/instance 

therefore, thus, consequently, then, so 

on the other hand, alternatively, however 

by the way, incidentally, meanwhile 

Celce-Murcia 

and Larsen 

Freeman 

(1999; 530) 

conjunctive 

adverbial 

(1) additive 

(2) adversative 

(3) causal 

(4) sequential 

in addition, moreover, in other words, 

however, actually, on the contrary 

therefore, consequently, for this reason 

then, next, first, second, up to now, to sum up 

the content of the preceding item or items in other terms (e.g. namely, that is). The 

‘resultive’ relations show the cause and effect relations in the discourse (e.g. hence, as 

a result). ‘Inferential’ relations indicate a conclusion based on logic and supposition 

(e.g. otherwise, in that case) and ‘contrastive’ relations present the contrastive aspects 

of matters (e.g. on the other hand, oppositely). Last, the ‘transitional’ relations serve 

to shift attention to another topic or to a temporary related event (e.g. by the way). 
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Biber et al. (1999) in the Longman Grammar Spoken and Written English, 

proposed the term ‘linking adverbial’, which “serves a connective function, makes 

explicit the relationship between two units of discourse and the size of units can be 

larger than phrases, sentences, and even paragraphs” (Biber et al., 1999; 765). Biber et 

al. divided linking adverbials into six different semantic categories: ‘enumeration and 

addition’ (e.g. first, lastly), ‘summation’ (e.g. in sum, to conclude), ‘apposition’ (e.g. 

in other words, that is), ‘result/inference’ (e.g. therefore, thus), ‘contrast/concession’ 

(e.g. however, on the other hand), and ‘transition’ (e.g. by the way, meanwhile).  

On the other hand, logical connectors, proposed and defined by Celce-Murcia 

and Larsen Freeman (1999), are “lexical expressions that may add little or no 

propositional content by themselves but they serve to specify the relationships among 

sentences in oral or written discourse, thereby leading the listener or reader to the 

feeling that the sentences ‘hang together’ or make sense” (1999; 519). Logical 

connectors, according to Celce-Murcia and Larsen Freeman, are classified into three 

groups: ‘coordinating conjunctions’ (e.g. but, and, or), ‘adverbial subordinators’ (e.g. 

because, though, and if) and ‘conjunctive adverbials’ (e.g. however, therefore, thus).  

According to Celce-Murcia and Larsen Freeman (1999), the main difference 

between adverbial subordinators and conjunctive adverbials is that unlike adverbial 

subordinators, the latter are complete adverbials unto themselves. “They do not 

subordinate a clause; rather they connect independent clauses. Some are individual 

words, and some qualify as lexicalized units” (1999; 522). On the other hand, 

adverbial subordinators connect a main and subordinating clause to form a complex 

sentence. Once an adverbial subordinator is placed in the initial place of a particular 

clause, that clause would be leveled down to a subordinating clause. The other clause 

will be viewed as the main clause of the sentence. The example is as follows. 

 
10 

 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

Example (2.2) 

(a) We decided to take rooms in Longwood House.  

(b) We knew we could not really afford the rent. 

(c) Although we knew we could not really afford the rent, we still decided to  

take rooms in Longwood House. 

(d) We thought the figures are correct. However, they found some errors. 

 

Examples (2.2.a) and (2.2.b) are both independent clauses. As they are combined 

with the adverbial subordinator although, example (2.2.b) turns into a subordinating 

clause in (2.2.c). As for conjunctive adverbial, it syntactically joins two clauses and 

meanwhile semantically links the ideas of the sentences together. No particular clause 

is down-ranked or up-ranked (See 2.2.d).  

  

2.1.2 Connective as Metadiscourse 

Connective can be used as the writing of social engagement, where “the writers 

project themselves to their discourse to signal their attitude to the content and 

audience of the text” (Hyland, 2004; 156). Hyland (2004) proposed the concept of 

metadiscourse, which is defined as a “cover term for the self-reflective expressions 

used to negotiate and engage readers as members of a particular community” (p.37). 

In other words, metadiscourse refers to the linguistic resources used to organize a 

discourse or the writers’ stance toward either its content or the readers. It is therefore 

a kind of commentary on a text made in the course of speaking or writing, expressed 

through the words and phrases like in other words, probably, and for example, and 

metadiscourse is a widely used term in current discourse analysis and language 

teaching.  

Hyland’s model of metadiscourse (2004) mainly contains two categories: 

interactive and international resources. The interactive resources enable the writer to 
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guide the reader through the text while the international resources help the reader to 

involve in the writer’s statement.  

Table 2.2 Hyland (2004) A Model of Metadiscourse in Academic Text 

Category Function Example 

Interactive Resources Help to guide readers through the text. 

Transition 

 

Frame Markers 

 

Endophoric Markers 

 

Evidentials 

 

Code Glosses 

express semantic relation 

between main clauses 

refers to discourse acts, 

sequences, or text stages 

refer to information to other 

parts of the texts 

refer to source of information 

from other texts 

help readers grasp functions 

of ideational material 

in addition/ but/ thus/ and 

 

to conclude/ my purpose here 

is to/ finally 

noted above/ see Fig/ in 

section two 

according to X/ (Y, 1990)/ Z 

states 

namely/ e.g./ such as/ in other 

words 

Interactional Resources  Involve the reader in the argument 

Hedges               withhold writer’s full         might/ perhaps/possible 

                     commitment to proposition     

Boosters              emphasize force or writer’s    in fact/ definitely/ it is clear 

                     certainty in proposition       that 

Attitude Markers       express writer’s attitude toward unfortunately/ I agree/  

                     proposition                 surprisingly 

Engagement Markers    explicitly refer to or          consider/ note that/ you can 

                     build relationship with        see that 

                     reader 

Self-mention          explicit reference to author(s)  we/ I/ my/ our 

Table 2.2 demonstrates the functions and examples of the two resources. Take 

the interactive resources for example. The interactive resource includes five 

subcategories: ‘transition’, ‘frame markers’, ‘endophoric markers’, ‘evidentials’, and 

‘code glosses’. ‘Transition’ serves to express the semantic relations among clauses 

such as in addition and thus. ‘Frame markers’ functions as indicating the discourse 
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acts such as to conclude, and my purpose here is to. ‘Endophoric markers’ help the 

writers guide the readers to notice other parts of the texts such as noted above and see 

Fig while ‘evidentials’ refers to source of information from other texts, such as 

according to, someone states that. ‘Code glosses’ gives explanation or exemplify the 

abstract conception such as that is and for example. In sum, the framework of 

metadiscourse provides writing based on the interpersonal communication, assisting 

the writers in securing their claims. Despite Hyland’s detailed and organized 

categorization of metadiscourse, the difference of the similar adversative connectives 

cannot be clearly explained. The present study tended to view connective from the 

perspective of English grammar and we used the term adversative connectives (ACs) 

to signify the four target connective: on the other hand, in by contrast, on the contrary, 

and nevertheless. In the following section, we reviewed the studies of the ACs in 

terms of their textual distribution and use in writing. 

 

2.2 The Studies of Connectives 

This section focuses on various research on the connectives, including how 

learners used different types of connectives in their writing, the overall distribution of 

connectives, some proposed patterns of connectives by researchers, and the misuse 

patterns of connectives. Park (2013b) sorted out different types of ACs with numerous 

terms, such as ‘contrastive’, ‘correction’, ‘dismissal’, and ‘concessive’ (See Appendix 

1). Since the present study only aims at the four ACs, more specific and detailed 

definitions and types and connectives were not further discussed here. 

 

2.2.1 The Corpus-based Studies of Connectives 

Over the past 20 years, there has been a great amount of literature found on 

learners’ uses of connectives in ESL/EFL writing, most of which were corpus-based 
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studies that collected and compared learners’ and native speakers’ use of connectives 

(Milton & Tsang, 1993; Granger & Tyson, 1996; Altenberg & Tapper,1998; Bolton et 

al., 2003; Chen, 2006, ; Park , 2013a; Mudhhi & Hussein, 2014). According to Biber, 

Johansson, Leech, Conrad, and Finegan (1999; 881), adversative conjunction play an 

important part in academic writing since they generally highlight “contrasting 

information, which leads to main points that academic authors want to make.” In 

other words, ACs help writers establish and emphasize their proposed claims and at 

the same time identify the opposed claims, which is very useful in writing 

argumentative essays.  

Narita and Sugiura (2004), Chen (2006), and Lei (2012) are the three studies 

discussing how non-native speaker (NNS) writers and native speaker (NS) writers 

used the ACs in the distribution of textual relations. The education background of the 

participants in the three studies ranged from elementary to university, and to 

postgraduate, with the genre being mostly academic writing argumentation except in 

Chen’s (2006) included various kinds of sources such as diary study, literature review 

and research proposals. All the three studies included a control corpus, which 

consisted of native speakers’ writing as the benchmark. 

Table 2.3 summarizes the three studies and their results. Based on Table 2.3, first 

it is apparent that when writing academic or argumentative essays, NS used more 

connectives than NNS did, as presented in Narita and Sugiura (2004) and Chen (2006). 

In Lei’s (2012) study, the reason why both NS and NNS writers had a similar pattern 

of textual relation (the ACs rank number two in both groups) was that the participants 

were professional scholars and Chinese TESOL PhD. students, who were much more 

expert at academic writing. Therefore, in Lei’s study, there is no obvious difference of 

the textual distribution. Both the NS and NNS used the ‘additive’ connectives most 

and ‘adversative’ followed. Secondly, both Chen and Lei found that learners tended to  
14 

 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

Table 2.3 Studies of the Distributions of Textual Relations 

Researches Narita and Sugiura (2004) Chen (2006) Lei (2012) 

Adopted 
Framework 

Quirk et al (1985) Celce-Murcia and Larsen Freeman 

(1999) 

Halliday and Hasan(1976) 

Genre Argumentation Research 
articles 

Various 
Kind 

Research 
articles 

Research 
articles 

Data Sources 
/ Corpus 

NS: 
American and British 
Pupil and University 
Students 
(LOCNESS) 

NNS: 
Intermediate to 
advanced EFL 
Japanese learners 

NS: 
10 TESOL 
Journals 

NNS: 
MA TESOL 
students in Taiwan 

NS: 
120 published 
articles of Applied 
Linguistics 

NNS: 
20 Applied 
Linguistics 
Doctoral 
Dissertations 

Distribution of 
Textual Relation 

adversative> 
additive> 
appositive> 
causal 

appositive> 
additive> 
contrastive> 
causal 

adversative> 
additive> 
causal> 
temporal 

additive> 
causal> 
temporal> 
adversative 

additive> 
adversative> 
causal> 
sequential 

additive> 
adversative> 

causal> 
sequential 
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use specific groups of connectives. For example, in the learners’ corpora, the top ten 

most frequently used connectives in Chen’s study were: however, therefore, for 

example, thus, moreover, besides, also, first, then, and in addition and in Lei’s study 

are: also, however, thus, therefore, for example, i.e., then, in addition, and that is. 

These connectives accounted for 65% and 67% respectively of all connectives, 

revealing that learners relied heavily on a small set of connectives. Lastly, both Narita 

and Sugiura and Lei explained that certain connectives such as however were the most 

frequently used by non-native learners rather than yet and instead. The researchers 

claimed that the reason maybe is owing to learners’ “lower familiarity with the usage 

of the words (p.1174).” They chose however rather than nonetheless or nevertheless 

was because they were less familiar with the seemingly equivalents formal ACs.  

The above three studies revealed how NNS writers and NS writers used various types 

of connectives. The results indicated that NS writers were prone to apply more 

connectives in their writing while NNS writers did not. Hence, the exploration on why 

connectives were less used by NNS deserves more attention. The following sections 

are going to explain the reasons behind. 

 

2.2.2 Propositional Frames and the Patterns of ACs 

The general difficulty for learners to use ACs is because “the seemingly 

contrastive linking adverbials behave very distinctly from each other in discourse. 

Classifying these connectors according to notional ideas such as ‘adversative’ and 

‘additive’ gives at best only a vague approximation of their meaning ”(Williams, 

1996).However, these ACs are always presented and introduced by listing various 

equal alternatives in the writing textbooks or reference grammar books to ESL/EFL 

learners. To enhance the learning on different meanings of ACs, Williams (1996) 

proposed a term called “propositional frame”, an additional element giving the 
16 
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connectives adequate definitions that are either implicitly or explicitly encoded in the 

text. For example, the frame for on the other hand is [X (a) on the other hand X (b)], 

which illustrates that one topic or subject perceived in two different aspects, as in 

Example (2.3). 

Example (2.3) 

Minnesota is bitterly cold in the winter. On the other hand, it is one of the  
more scenic states (p.39.)  

 

Example (2.3) shows that Minnesota is bad in one way, but good in another. The 

topic or subject is Minnesota and the two aspects are its weather and landscape. In 

other words, on the other hand, according to Williams, is used to describe two sides of 

one topic or subject. Another AC, by/in contrast, means that two different subjects 

that differ in at least one aspect, as shown in Example (2.4).  

 

Example (2.4) 

South Carolina is mild in the winter. In contrast, South Dakota is frigid. (p.40) 
 

The propositional frame for in contrast is [X (a) in contrast Y (b)]. There are two 

subjects in (2.4): one is South Carolina while the other is South Dakota. The 

contrasting aspect of the two places lies in their different climate condition. The 

propositional frames enable learners to differentiate between the ACs, which is very 

helpful in improving the quality of academic writing.  

Lake (2004) also contended that ACs can be differentiated. In academic writing, 

he found that NNS writers tend to misuse the phrase on the contrary, confusing it with 

on the other hand. Then he analyzed previous literature concerning the definitions of 

on the contrary step by step. First, he found that on the contrary is used to explicate 

two conceptually opposite ideas.  
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Example (2.5) 

 (a) …no longer upset hem. On the contrary, he even found it comforting… 

 → Upset and comforting are two contrasting ideas 

  (b)….or even an idealist. On the contrary, he sought the practical… 

→ Idealist and the practical are two contrasting ideas 

(c) “You’ll get tired of it.” “On the contrary, I shall enjoy it.” 

 → The latter statements negates the former statement. 

        (d) Today is not cold. On the contrary, this is the warmest day thus far this 

spring. 

→ The latter statement is a complimentary statement to the former  

statement. 

In (2.5.a), upset and comforting are two opposite ideas and in (2.5.b),idealist and 

practical is also an opposite pair. However, he found that on the other hand, defined 

as different points of view under the same topic, is not different to on the contrary. 

The second pattern Lake found is that on the contrary is used to contradict what has 

just been said. As shown in (2.5.c), in the conversation, the latter person replies On 

the contrary, I shall enjoy it denies the previous statement You’ll get tired of it. The 

negation function in the sentence is one of the important features of on the contrary. 

In addition to the above, another important feature of on the contrary is shown in 

(2.5.d). Lake claimed that today is not cold and this is the warmest day thus far this 

spring do not contradict one another; instead the relation is complementary. Namely, 

on the contrary is not introducing an opposition to the previous statement but adding a 

reiterative emphasis to it. Based on the previous observation, Lake proposed a 

checklist of contextual features of on the contrary as shown in Table 2.4. 
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Table 2.4 

The Checklist of Contextual Features for on the contrary by Lake (2004; 142) 

on the contrary 

one subject and two contrasting qualities 

 one positive statement and one negative statement open to similar 

interpretations 

 an argument, either genuinely presented or implied, to which the two  

statements adjacent to the phrase both form a refutation 

 

    On the other hand, Bell (2007) investigated other connectives such as 

nevertheless, however, still, yet, and so on, which are regarded as ‘cancellative’ 

discourse markers, meaning that an aspect of information derivable from previous 

statement is cancelled in the following statement. For example, in (2.6), the speaker A 

assumed that Jack might be stupid and awkward since he was so dumb. The 

assumption was cancelled in the following statement, for Jack unexpectedly got an A 

in phonology. 

 

Example (2.6) 

A: Jack was so dumb. 

B: Nevertheless/But, he got an A in phonology. 

Example (2.7) 

A: John’s in Paris at the moment. 

  B: *Nevertheless/But I’ve just seen him in Oxford Street (London). 

 

Bell’s contention is that the cancellative markers can be subdivided in terms of 

degrees of concession(p.1914). In Bell’s study, concession is a feature similar to the 

conception ‘cancellative’ markers, which means that the speaker/writer first accepts or 

admits the truth but finds that something is different from the original expectation. For 
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example, in (2.6), speaker B conceded the fact that Jack was dumb and offered 

another unexpected truth: he got an A in phonology. Therefore, here nevertheless and 

but are both [+ concessive]. However, in (2.7), the use of nevertheless implies that 

speaker B conceded the fact that John is in Paris. Clearly, John cannot be in two 

places at the same time. But is more appropriate in (2.7). Therefore, Bell contended 

that but is characterized as both [+/- concessive] while nevertheless is clearly [+ 

concessive]. 

The above mentioned studies contribute to exploring certain patterns or features 

of ACs so as to help L2 learners distinguish the differences, which is also the purpose 

of the present study. Different from Williams, Lake, and Bell, the present study 

incorporated the concept of antonyms to analyze the patterns of AC, which would be 

discussed in the following section. 

 

2.2.3 The Concept of Antonym in ACs 

The four connectives investigated in the present study, on the other hand, in/by 

contrast, on the contrary, and nevertheless might be distinguished through the 

concept of antonym. Take (2.8.a) as an example. The co-texts before and after the AC 

by contrast discuss about the comparison of the amount of money of the exports 

between Mexico, Canada, and Eastern Europe, which form a certain opposite and 

contrastive relation and it indicates that Mexico is the biggest customer of the exports 

of U.S. compared to other two regions. 

Example (2.8) 

(a) Mexico is one of our best customers, buying $295.00 worth of U.S. 

merchandise exports per capita, which compares with $3,150 for Canada and 

$266.00 for the European Community. By contrast, Eastern Europe takes only 

$9.00 of U.S. exports per capita.               (COCA, Academic, 1991) 
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(b) Almost all of these works are a response to a feeling of despair with regard to

order, predictability, and construction. They would rather plunge into the

universal waste or rejected objects, in an operation that is nevertheless

aesthetic and embellishing.

In (2.8.b), the topic of the text is about the rejected waste that is aesthetic and 

embellishing. The idea of waste and aesthetic can viewed as an opposite pair and the 

use of AC nevertheless elicits the contrastive relation, which is similar to the concept 

of antonym. Antonym, which refers to “a special case of contrast in which two words 

are opposites” (Murphy, 2010; 109), is related to lexical semantic. From the 

perspective of Structuralism, the central idea is that language is a unique relational 

system (Lyons, 1977) and word meanings derive from their relationships with other 

words.  

Following Lyons’ idea of meanings formation, Cruse (1986) divided antonyms

into four main types: ‘complementary’, ‘contrary’, ‘reversive’ and ‘converse’. 

‘Complementary’ antonyms are those for which the assertion of one entails the 

negation of the other and vice versa, The concept of ‘complementary’ is definitely

bisected, such as even-odd, dead-alive, false-true, closed-open. There is no middle

ground, for every integer is either odd or even. Next, ‘contrary’ antonyms also called

‘gradable’ antonyms, denote degrees of some property, such as fast-slow, long-short, 

thick-thin. The middle ground seems to exist between two extremes of a scale. As for

‘reversive’ antonym, it involves the undoing of some action, such as tie-untie, 

construction-demolition, and dress-undress. Last, ‘converse’ antonyms describe two

opposed perspectives on a relationship or transfer, such as buy-sell, child-parent. 

‘Converse’ antonyms refers to the same relation or activity from different 

perspectives.

The present study adopted the idea of antonym to investigate the patterns of ACs 
21 
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in co-texts. The purpose is to find out if ACs can be differentiated in different 

contrastive relations in the texts. For example, we would like to investigate that if the 

cotexts of the AC in/by contrast tend to be in the ‘complementary’ or ‘gradable’ 

antonyms. The adoption of antonym assists us in more specifically identifying the 

slight differences among each AC, which is relatively less explored in the previous 

studies. Another purpose of the study aims at investigating learners’ misuse of ACs. 

The following section reviewed previous studies of students’ misuse patterns of 

connectives. 

2.3 The Misuse of ACs 

In the field of second language acquisition (SLA), language learners’ errors have

deep implications for the foreign and second language teachers (ESL/EFL) and 

learners, for the occurrences of errors help teachers and learners identify and

understand the linguistic problems in the process of learning. In terms of the

theoretical background of errors, three most prominent approaches should be referred 

to: contrastive analysis, error analysis, and interlanguage theory.

Contrastive analysis is concerned with the “comparison of two or more

languages in order to determine the both differences and similarities between them”

(Fisiak, 1981; 1). In contrastive analysis, Boss (2005) claimed that errors are regarded 

as interference of the mother tongue, which is described as positive or negative

transfer of the target language and the mother tongue. If the target language shares

more similarities with the mother tongue, the target language will be easier for

learners and vice versa. However, criticism for contrastive analysis is that the 

approach considers mother tongue to be the only cause for errors, and ignores other

factors of language learning itself such as learning and communication strategies.

Error analysis, on the other hand, no longer takes learners’ first language as the 
22 
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only reasons for committing errors but focuses on error itself. Corder (1974; 19) 

stated that “the study of error is part of the process of language learning.” Therefore, 

error analysis explores the strategies learners use in learning language, identifies the 

causes of errors, and the common difficulties in language learning. Nevertheless, error 

analysis is criticized for the avoidance phenomena (Schachter, 1974). Sometimes a 

learner may avoid some structures in language because he knows that he may get 

them wrong and uses the structures that he is more familiar with. It would be hard for 

researchers or teachers to measure students’ real competences through the non-errors. 

The last approach is interlanguage theory, proposed by Selinker (1972). The 

theory contends that while learners are learning a new language, they will build up a 

language system itself which is different from their first language and second 

language systems. Error is seen as the one of the process when learners are 

developing their interlanguage grammar to the direction of the target language, which 

is also called fossilization. 

In terms of pedagogical purposes, the present study views errors as a way for 

teachers to find students’ learning problems. The correction and feedback of errors 

from teachers may help students consciously be aware of the differences of the ACs. 

The following are three in-depth studies on the learners’ misuse of ACs in academic 

writing: Crewe (1990), Park (2013b), Hung (2003).  

Crew discussed the misuse of students in Hong Kong; Park analyzed the data 

from Korean college students, and Hung aimed at senior high school students. Table 

2.5 summarizes the finding of misuse patterns of ACs in the three studies. 

Crewe examined the effect of the misuse and overuse of logical connectives in the 

ESL undergraduate writing in Hong Kong University. Three general misuse patterns 

were found: ‘non-equivalent exchange,’ ‘connective overuse’, and ‘surface logicality.’ 

The most frequently misused pattern was ‘non-equivalent’ exchange, which denotes 
23 
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the situation where writers used the words in same textual relation such as on the 

other hand and on the contrary and regarded them as interchangeable but in fact they 

were not. In terms of the use of ACs, Crewe found that under the influence of 

textbook guideline and practice, learners tended to frequently misused the adversative 

connectives such as on the other hand, on the contrary, and however. For example, 

Hong Kong students sometimes replaced however or on the other hand with on the 

contrary as shown in (2.9). 

Example (2.9) 

[wild beasts, fascist police, etc.]Those are the images of the British 

Government that the Communists want to impose on the local Chinese and its 

supporters or reader. On the contrary, they describe the communists as patriotic 

Chinese who did not show the slightest fear. 

In (2.9), the Hong Kong student tried to describe the two different images of the

British government and the communists: one is brutal while the other is patriotic. 

However, the writer used on the contrary to imply a negation signifying what the

student said formerly was not true and was going to say that the opposite

was true. Here, on the other hand, which issued to depict two different ideas, would 

be a better choice of AC in the sentences. 
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Table 2.5 The Findings of Misuse Patterns in the Studies of (1990), Park (2013b), and Hung (2003) 

studies Crewe (1990) Park (2013b) Hung (2003) 

participants Cantonese college students 
vs. 

American and British college 
students. 

Korean college students 
vs. 

American and British college students. 

High School Students in Taiwan 

 

genre/data sources academic writing academic writing academic writing 
questionnaires 

misuse Types/ 
adopted framework 
or method 

non-equivalent change 
connective overuses 

surface logicality 

based on Williams’ (1996) 
propositional frames 

conduct contrastive analysis between 
English and Chinese 

findings on the 
misuse of ACs 

1. misuse on the contrary as on the 
other hand 

 

1. misuse on the other hand and in 
contrast to each other 

2. misuse in contrast as in addition 

1. misuse on the other hand as 
besides 

2. misuse on the other hand as on the 
contrary 
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Park (2013b) adopted Williams’ (1996) propositional frames exploring how 

Korean college students misused adversative conjunctions in their argumentative 

writing. Park provided the misuse example of in contrast and on the other hand as 

shown below. 

 

Example (2.10) 

First, matchmaking is traditional way to meet spouse in Korea. People are 

familiar with matchmaking and accepted it naturally. In contrast, matchmaking 

is felt strange and regarded as artificial way for marriage in other countries. But 

in Korea, people just think that matchmaking become specialized matchmaking 

business.                    (Non-Native Speaker, lower-proficiency group) 

 

In example (2.10), Park claimed that what is more suitable is on the other hand 

because based on the propositional frame of on the other hand, [X (a) on the other 

hand X(b)], the only topic is perceived from two aspects. One aspect is that 

matchmaking is accepted and naturally while the other aspect is that it is strange and 

viewed as artificial. However, if according to Williams, the use of in contrast needs 

two subjects or topics so the AC is not appropriate in the context. 

Hung (2003) conducted a contrastive analysis of English and Chinese 

conjunction in order to find Taiwanese students’ errors in writing. The author found 

that the meaning and function of on the other hand in English and ling yi fan mianin 

Chinese are different. The function of on the other hand in English is to show the 

contrast relation or to compare two dissimilar things while ling yi fan mian denotes 

not only the contrast but also means addition in the context. This is the reason why 

Taiwanese students often misused on the other hand as besides or in addition in 

English. Another misuse is on the contrary and its Chinese counterpart, xiang fan di. 

In English, on the contrary is used to deny or correct the previous statement, whereas 
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in Chinese xiang fan di signals the contrastive relation and the example is shown in 

(2.11). 

Example (2.11) 

When I achieve my goals, I will talk to myself that never be proud of my 

present achievement and should work harder than before to improve myself. On 

the contrary, when I depress in the face of failure, I will snap out of as soon as 

possible and find out the reason why I fail, making a deliberate plan again and 

taking the advantage of will power to carry it out. 

(Hung, 2003, High School Student’s Writing) 

 

In (2.11), the context describes two situations of the student: achieve my goals 

and when I depress in the face of failure. The student was influenced by the Chinese 

meaning of on the contrary, xiang fan di, adding a contrastive relation. However, on 

the contrary is often used to deny a proposition in the previous statement. Therefore, 

here in/by contrast would be more suitable in the context. 

Studies mentioned above revealed the difficulty for learners acquiring the ACs, 

particularly ACs such as on the other hand, in/by contrast, and on the contrary. Hence, 

the purpose of the present study is to find out whether the uses of the four ACs 

demonstrate certain patterns by analyzing the data in both native and learner corpus. 

 

2.4 Summary of the Chapter 

 In this chapter, we present the definitions of ACs from various studies and 

provide related studies on ACs. Since the classification of ACs cannot fully help 

learners to acquire the word meanings, several studies (Williams, 1997; Lake, 2004; 

Bell, 2007) offered the different patterns to specific ACs. The present study also 

presents the misuse of ACs in L2 learners’ writing. Based on the previous studies, the 

present study aims to explore the patterns of the four ACs, on the other hand, in/by 
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contrast, on the contrary, and nevertheless through corpus analysis. In Chapter 3, we 

are going to introduce the tools and methods we adopt in the present study and the 

results will be presented in Chapter 4. 
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CHAPTER 3 
 

METHODOLOGY 
 

This chapter illustrates the procedures of data analysis. Section 3.1 introduces the 

two corpora adopted in this study. Section 3.2 depicts the steps of retrieving and 

sorting corpus data. Section 3.3 presents the analysis of discourse relations and topic 

categorization of the data. 

 

3.1 The Corpora in the Present Study 

The present study adopted both native corpus and learner corpus in order to 

observe and compare the use of four adversative connectives (ACs).The brief 

introduction of two corpora, the Corpus of Contemporary American English (COCA) 

and the International Corpus Network of Asian Learners of English (ICNALE), 

employed in the present study is as follows. 

 

3.1.1 COCA 

The native corpus, COCA, is a large free online corpus developed by Mark 

Davies of Brigham Young University. When the present study was conducted, COCA 

consisted of more than 520 million words in 220,225 texts, inclusive of 20 million 

words each year from 1990 to 2015. The most recent addition of texts was completed 

in December 2015. COCA is generally divided into five different genres: spoken, 

fiction, magazines, newspapers, and academic journals. The functions of COCA 

include searching for the exact words, parts of speech, or collocates. COCA also 

enables users to find the frequency of words or phrases by genre or time.  
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Table 3.1 The Extracted Data from COCA 

In the present study, we extracted 400 texts (100 texts for each AC) from COCA, 

and the total number is around 78,000 words. The spoken genre was not included 

because the study aimed solely at analyzing the written co-texts. The details of the 

extracted data from COCA are shown in Table 3.1. 

 

3.1.2 ICNALE 

The learner corpus in the present study, ICNALE, contains 1.8-million-words of 

controlled L2 English speeches and essays by more than 3,500 college students 

(including graduate students) in ten Asian countries including Hong Kong, Singapore, 

Pakistan, the Philippines, China, Indonesia, Japan, South Korea, Thailand, and Taiwan  

as well as L1 productions by 350 English native speakers. ICNALE was developed by 

Dr. Shinichiro Ishikawa of Kobe University, Japan. The corpus is one of the largest 

learner corpora publicly available and practically the sole learner corpus focusing on 

various Asian learners. 

The categorization of data in ICNALE adopted Kachru’s (2006) three circle 

models of English: the outer circle, inner circle and the expanding circle. The inner 

circle refers to English native-speaker countries such as USA, UK, Australia, or New 

Zealand. The countries that institutionalize English as their second official language 

COCA 

corpus size  520 million words 

coded words around 78,000 words 

retrieved date January to March, 2017 

genre news, academic, novel, magazine 

sources native speakers 

coded data 400 texts 

ACs on the other hand, in/by contrast,  
on the contrary, and nevertheless 
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are in the outer circle, such as Hong Kong, Singapore, and the Philippines. The 

expanding circle mostly are EFL countries including Taiwan, Korea, Japan and, etc. 

One of the aims of the present study is to compare how Taiwanese learners uses 

ACs and what are the differences between Taiwanese learners, L2 learners in other 

East Asian countries, and native speakers. Therefore, the data were collected from the 

inner circle, the outer circle (including Hong Kong, Singapore, and the Philippines) 

and expanding circle (including Taiwan). The information of the extracted data from 

ICNALE is presented in Table 3.2.  

Table 3.2 The Written Data from ICNALE in the Present Study 
Written Data from ICNALE 

Expanding Circle Outer Circle Inner Circle 

Countries Taiwan HK, Philippines, Singapore USA, UK, CAN, AUS, 

NZ 

word tokens 92384 tokens 246235 tokens 94447 tokens 

participants 200 college students 500 college students 200(students and 

teachers, and others) 

coded data 400 essays 1000 essays 400 essays 

proficiency 

level 

A2, B1_1, B1_2, B2 A2, B1_1, B1_2, B2 

There were two topics of the essays; one is “Do you agree or disagree that it is 

important for college students to have a part-time job? “and the other is “Do you 

agree or disagree that smoking should be completely banned at all restaurant in the 

country?” Students needed to follow the instruction, wrote down their opinion and 

argument, and completed an essay around 200 words.  

As for participants’ proficiency levels, first all the L2 learners took a pre-test, the 

vocabulary size test (VST) by Nation and Beglar (2007). The VST is designed to 

measure learners’ written receptive vocabulary size in English. The test involves the 
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knowledge of written form and the form-meaning connection. Then L2 learners’ 

proficiency levels were classified into four bands based on the CEFR.  

 

Table 3.3 The Level Indices of CEFR and ICNALE 

 Original Level Indices in CEFR Four Level Indices Adopted in the 

ICNALE  

A (Basic Users) 

A1 (Breakthrough) 

A2 (Waystage) 

 

B (Independent Users) 

B1 (Threshold) 

B2 (Vantage), 

 

C (Advanced Users) 

  C1 (Effective Operational Proficiency) 

  C2 (Mastery) 

 

 

A2 (Waystage) 

 

B1_1 (Threshold, Lower) 

 

B1_2 (Threshold, Upper) 

 

B2 (Vantage or Higher) 

 

 Table 3.3 presents the levels in ICNALE responding to CEFR. The highest level 

in ICNALE is B2 and lowest level is A2. In addition, if the L2 learners had taken 

other proficiency test such as TOEFL and TOEIC, the test grades can also be 

converted into the level in ICNALE (See Appendix 2). 

 

3.2 Data Collection Procedures 

This section starts from the demonstration of obtaining the total results in the two 

corpora. We illustrates how data were selected and extracted in both COCA and 

ICNALE. 
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3.2.1 Extracting Data from COCA 

The current study utilized COCA to examine the native use of four ACs, aiming 

at finding different patterns of each AC. This section illustrates how we retrieved the 

data step by step. Take nevertheless as an example. 

 

Step 1: The target word was typed in the KWIC (key word in co-text) mode as a  

command. The present study first extracted 1000 texts of nevertheless, as 

shown in Figure 3.1.  

 

Figure 3.1 The Search Page of Nevertheless 
 

 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Step 2: Then from the 1000 results of nevertheless, we selected the data in every  

ten result (See Figure3.2). In other words, we chose 100 results for each  

AC for data analysis 
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Figure 3.2 The Page of Concordance Lines of Nevertheless 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Step 3:The next step was to view the data in the expanded co-texts (See Figure  

3.3).When deciding the length of co-texts, we read through the preceding  

and the following two to three sentences so that we were able to interpret  

the meanings of the co-texts more thoroughly. 

 
Figure 3.3 The Page of Expanded Co-text of Nevertheless 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Step 4: Then we imported the chosen co-texts into Microsoft Word for analysis. 

The date and the genre were all recorded (See Table 3.4). 
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Table 3.4 The Imported Data in MS Word for Data Analysis 

Date Genre Co-text Analysis 

1996 Academic Is the style or genre of an ethnography a 
factor to be considered, and if so, why? In raising 
these questions I am not suggesting that they can 
be easily answered. On the contrary, I am 
suggesting that they should remain questions that 
we continue to engage rather than presume to 
have already settled. 

Topic: 
Feminism 
 

The above mentioned steps are the procedures of extracting data from COCA. 

Then the next section is concerning the data collection in ICNALE. 

 
 
3.2.2 The Use of AntConc Software 

The present study extracted the files data from ICNALE and analyzed the data 

through AntConc (3.4.4) as the research instrument to browse through the data. 

AntConc is a corpus analysis toolkit created by Laurence Anthony (2005), a professor 

in Waseda University, Japan. It is an online freeware program that can operate in most 

operating computer systems such as Windows, Mac OS X, and Linux systems. 

AntConc can generate concordance lines and concordance distribution plots for users 

to see the frequency of occurrences of the target words. It also provides functions like 

word clusters (lexical bundles), N-grams, collocates, word frequency, and keywords. 

The purpose of AntConc is to assist users to discover and analyze the target words in a 

large quantity of data with the various means mentioned above. The following are 

three steps of how we applied ICNALE. 

Step 1: We imported files from ICNALE and 1800 essays were selected to find 

students’ use of ACs. After we typed the target word, on the other hand, in 

the search bar, the concordance lines were presented (See Figure 3.4)  
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Figure 3.4 The Concordance Lines of AntConc 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Step 2: Then we clicked one of the results of on the other hand, the whole “File 

View” was provided as shown in Figure 3.5. The whole “File View” 

enables us to examine students’ whole composition, their proficiency 

levels, and their countries. 

 
Figure 3.5 The File View of AntConc 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Step 3: After reading through the whole composition, we decided to the co-text 

and again imported it to MS Word for further analysis  
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3.3 Data Analysis 

To compare the use of four ACs, the present study probed into the relations of 

co-texts before and after the ACs from two perspectives. One was to examine the 

discourse relations of the ACs while the other perspective was to investigate the topics 

in the preceding and following the ACs. More explanation on the two perspectives 

was presented in the following subsections. 

 

3.3.1 The Discourse Relations 

Discourse, defined as “language above the sentence or above the clause” (Stubbs 

1983: 1), focuses on how language is used in texts. In the present study, the 

hypothesis is that although on the other hand, on the contrary, in/by contrast, and 

nevertheless belong to the adversative type of connectives, their discourse 

environment might vary among each other. In the following parts, the categorization 

of discourse relations, how we identified an categorized the discourse relations, and 

the examples of each category were presented. 

Table 3.5 presents the definitions and criteria of discourse relations, which 

consisted of three main categories: ‘contrast’, ‘addition’, and ‘concession’. Under the 

‘contrast’ category, there were five subcategories of contrast: ‘complementary pair’, 

‘gradable pair’, ‘different pair’ and ‘denial pair’. 

In the ‘contrast’ category, lots of similar terms need to be clarified. The 

‘complementary pair’, according to (Cruse, 1986)is also called a contradictory pair, or 

a binary. It is a pair of words or statements with opposite meanings, where the two 

meanings do not lie on a continuous spectrum. For example, dead versus alive, vacant 

versus occupied or entrance versus exit. On the other hand, ‘gradable pair’ denotes a 

pair of words with opposite meanings and the two meanings lie on a continuous 

spectrum; for example, heavy versus light, cold versus warm, or tall versus short. As 
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Table 3.5 The Definitions and Criteria for Discourse Relations 

Discourse Relations Definitions Criteria 
‘Contrast’ ‘Complementary  

Pair’ 
The preceding and following statements are totally 
opposite to each other such as alive and dead, open and 
close, occupied and vacant. 

● The statements surround the AC reveal the opposite 
relation. 

‘Gradable Pair’ The preceding and following statements form a pair of 
meaning that lies on a continuous spectrum, such as bad 
and good, cold and hot, early and late. 

● The statements usually differ in number, amount, 
rank, or style. 

● Use the ‘adjective’ or ‘adverb’ for comparison. 
‘Different Pair’ The preceding and following statements show different 

perspectives but not in complementary relation. 
● The statements involve different opinion, 

perspectives, or ways. 
● The statements are not in opposite relation but 

provide different perspectives. 
‘Denial Pair The latter statements deny the former ones. ● The statements usually contain negation such as 

not… but…, instead of, and rather. 
● The statements are often related to personal opinion, 

such as someone claims, in one’s opinion, I am 
thinking that. 

‘Addition’ The latter statements add more aspects, opinion, or 

further information to the former statements. 

● The following statements of the AC provide further 
information for the topic or subject. 

‘Concession’ The contention or information derived from the previous 

statement is conceded in the following statement. 

● The following statements concedes the previous 
  statement. 
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for the ‘different pair’, it is very different from the ‘complementary pair’ and 

‘gradable pair’, for ‘different pair’ does not signify the opposite meanings but refers 

to two different aspects or opinion toward someone or something. The ‘denial pair’ 

signifies that the latter statement denies or negates the previous statement by adding 

the negation. As for another two categories, ‘addition’ and ‘concession’, the former 

refers to the co-texts where the latter statements add more information to the former 

statements. ‘Concession’ denotes that the expectation from the former statement is 

cancelled or conceded in the latter statement. The following is an example of how we 

categorized the discourse relation. 

Excerpt (3.1)                  

She was working part time and struggling to attend Palo Alto College, a 
community college near San Antonio. It cost her about $ 1,000 a year. 

  By contrast, a four-year degree at a state university seemed well  
beyond her means at about $ 3,000 a year. 

(From COCA, Genre: News, Date:1992) 

 

In excerpt (3.1), the text is about one girl’s decision on whether to attend a 

community college or a state university. The preceding and the following co-texts of 

the AC, by contrast, mainly center on the comparison of the amount of money. The 

tuition of the state university is expensive while that of the community college is 

relatively cheap and affordable. Since the comparison focuses on the spectrum of 

price, the discourse relation was marked as a’gradable pair’. 

It can also be noted that most of the categories of discourse relations, such as 

‘addition’, the ‘different pair’, and the ‘denial pair’ were mainly created by the present 

study. On the other hand, the category and the definition of ‘concession’ was adopted 

from Bell’s (2007) study. As for the ‘complementary pair’, and the ‘gradable pair’ 

were borrowed and adopted from the concepts of the antonym of lexical semantics. 
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Nonetheless, the categorization focused on the preceding and following co-texts of the 

ACs rather than on one or two word meanings. In the following part, more excerpts of 

each category of discourse relation in COCA were provided. 

Excerpt (3.2): the ‘Complementary Pair’ 

The US’s decisions with environmental implications now make up the majority of 

administrative law decisions in the federal courts. In contrast, in Canada, there 

is virtually no administrative law relating to any substantive environmental 

issues.(Title: Human Brain and Computer Brain; Genre: Academic; Date: 1998) 

 

Excerpt (3.2) claims that the United States have set up related law regulation of 

environment while the authorities of Canada have not. The preceding and the 

following statements reveal totally opposite behaviors of the two governments; 

therefore the discourse relation here was viewed as a ‘complementary pair’. 

 

Excerpt (3.3): the ‘Gradable Pair’ 

If you feel good about your police, when asked what you think of the crime rate, 

the answer is always more optimistic. “That, in turn, creates a community 

neighborhood watch of sorts. On the other hand, “if you think police are useless 

or corrupt or worse, why should you bother?” You stay indoors and lock your 

door…(Title:Latin American Police; Genre: News; Date: 2011) 

 

Excerpt (3.3) describes people’s positive and negative opinions of police and the 

influences brought by the good and bad impression. Hence, the comparison of good or 

bad belongs to the ‘gradable pair’. 

 

Excerpt (3.4): the ‘Different Pair’ 

According to Eurostat's calculations, with no immigration at all between 2004 

and 2030, the EU-15’s total population in 2030 would be about 27 million 

smaller than according to current projections, and almost 20 million of that loss 

would be among those of working age. On the other hand, increasing 
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immigration could also be problematic since western Europe has not yet devised 

a workable general formula for turning newcomers from overseas into loyal and 

productive citizens. 

(Title: The Immigration in Western Europe; Genre: Academic; Date:2007) 

In (3.4), the ‘different pair’ refers to the two different but not completely 

opposite statements. On one hand, the immigration in Western Europe leads to 

population growth; on the other hand, it also causes some problems in employment. 

The preceding and following statements are different aspects of advantages and 

disadvantages of immigration, therefore forming a ‘different pair’. 

 

Excerpt (3.5): the ‘Denial Pair’ 

Returning his gaze to Adam, the young artist said flatly, “Surely you're not 

serious.” “On the contrary, I'm completely serious.” The light in Adam's eyes 

hardened to a cool gleam.(No Title; Genre: Fiction; Date:1991) 

 

Next, in the ‘denial pair’, the co-text of (3.5) occurs in a conversation, where the 

former speaker says you are not serious while the latter speaker says I am completely 

serious. That the latter statement denies or disagrees with the former one is called a 

‘denial pair’. Since the ACs seem to be similar to L2 learners, the present study 

utilized the subcategories of contrast to explore their differences.  

 

Excerpt (3.6):‘Addition’ 

You can see some spacey things at the 100,000-square-foot Mars Cheese ACstle, 

named after owner-founder Mario “Mars” Ventura Sr. There are salamis formed 

and ACsed in the shape of a beer bottle with regional labels from Point to Pabst. 

On the other hand, an autographed portrait of Mother Teresa is available for $ 

5,000. Also for sale are foam cheese heads and boxer shorts depicting a map of 

Wisconsin.  
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The second main category of discourse relation is ‘addition’, which signifies the 

act of adding more aspects, opinions, or further information. For example, excerpt 

(3.6) is about the products sold in one festival and on the other hand here is used to 

add more information of the products. The discourse relation therefore was tagged as 

‘addition’. 

Excerpt (3.7):‘Concession’ 

There, in the Trappist Monastery of Tracadia, he devoted 15 years to missionary 

work among the Micmac. A fluent speaker of French, German and English, 

he nevertheless did not seem to master the Micmac language very well Krieger 

1987.(Title: Culture Change in the Making; Genre: Academic; Date:2002) 

 

Excerpt (3.7) was viewed as ‘concession’, for the preceding statement assumes 

that Christian Kauder was good at languages but he failed in learning Micmac 

language in the following statement. Concession refers to the contention or 

assumption proposed from previous statement and is conceded by the following 

statement. For example, the assumption in (3.7) is that the man should be skilled at 

Micmac language since he is a fluent speaker of other languages. However, the fact 

does not meet the original expectation; the man failed in mastering the Micmac 

language. The discourse relations was then defined as the ‘concession’. 

In short, the present study applied the categories to analyze the discourse 

relations both in COCA and ICNALE so as to investigate the differences among the 

four ACs. 

 
3.3.2 The Topic Categorization 

In addition to the discourse relations, the topic categorization was also 

investigated in the present study. The present study tried to examine if the preceding 

and following co-texts of the target ACs are related to the same and coherent topic. It 
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should be noted that “topic” in the present study, refers to the term “discourse topic” 

rather than the “sentence topic” or the “subject” in grammar. Discourse topic is a 

central idea of a stretch of connected discourse and “it is not a simple noun phrase, 

but a proposition about which some claim is made or elicited” (Keenan & Schieffelin, 

1976). Take the following sentences as an example. 

 
Example (3.8) 
Anna's house was so cozy and warm! She really didn't want to leave, but she  
discourse topic            local topic/ subject 

couldn't afford the rent, you know. And it had such a nice garden in the back! 

 

In the example, the discourse topic is established in the first sentence: Anna's 

house. In the following sentence, a new local topic is established on the sentence level, 

she (Anna) but the discourse topic is still Anna's house. The purpose of the present 

study is to investigate what kind of discourse topics the co-texts tend to belong to and 

is there a tendency that certain ACs are linked to specific topics? 

Before deciding the categorization of topics, the present study first examined the 

consistency of topic, which means we want to know if the preceding and following 

co-texts of the AC are concerning the same discourse topic. For example, excerpt 

(3.9), before nevertheless, the writer discussed about his/her preference of skating but 

the following co-text mentioned the event of the lunch meeting. The topics here were 

inconsistent to each other.  

 

Excerpt (3.9) 
Before I started skating, I’d been hefting around 225 pounds on my 6-foot frame, 

the very visible result of my apathy toward exercising. But after barely a month 

in the rink, I had already dropped 15 pounds. What's more, the leaner I became, 

the better I skated, and the better I skated, the more I wanted to 

43 
 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

skate. Nevertheless, had it not been for one particular lunchtime session, my 

enthusiasm for this new sport might have gone the way of my intense but brief 

infatuations with golf, tennis, and the Ab Rocket…(Genre: Mag. Date: 2004) 

 

After examined the consistency of topics, the next step was to divide the topic 

into six categories. They are ‘viewpoint’, ‘behavior’, ‘attribute’, ‘theory/hypothesis’, 

‘phenomenon/fact’, and ‘others’. The definitions are shown in Table 3.6. 

 

Table 3.6 The Categories and Definitions of Topics 

Topic Categories Definitions 

viewpoint The mental position from which things are viewed, including 

one’s opinions, values, judgment, beliefs, attitudes toward 

something. 

behavior The way or manner one person or one animal acts or behaves. 

attribute A characteristic, feature, style of something or someone that is 

typical of them. 

theory/hypothesis A formal set of ideas that is suggested as an explanation for 

something, but that has not yet been proved to be true. 

phenomenon/fact Something that happens or exists in society, science, or nature,  

especially something that is studied because it is difficult  

to understand 

others Other topics that only have one or two instances. 

 

Next, the following are some excerpts of each topic category. In excerpt (3.10), 

the preceding and following discourse topic is about Woolman’s viewpoint on the 

relationship of agriculture development and commercialization through the phrases he 

expressed and he believed that; hence, the topic here was categorized as ‘viewpoint’. 
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Excerpt (3.10): ‘Viewpoint’ 
“Woolman was unlike most other Americans, however, in the concerns he 

expressed for animals. In contrast with others who promoted their own versions 

of the pastoral ideal, he never expressed an interest in linking the farm to the city 

by sending the produce of the countryside to distant markets. On the contrary, he 

believed that the commercialization of agriculture would lead inextricably to the 

neglect of the animals' welfare.”     (No Title; Genre: Academic; Date:2006) 

 

Excerpt (3.11): ‘Behavior’ 
The Asian students work as a class not individually or in groups and so all follow 

routines that keep them doing what they are supposed to be doing. American 

students, by contrast, devote substantial time to inappropriate activities; they 

take a third longer to make transitions from one subject to the next or from recess 

to study period… (Title: Student Behavior; Genre: Academic; Date:1993) 

 

Excerpt (3.11) compares the different classroom behaviors between Asian and 

American students so the topic was marked as ‘behavior’. In (3.12), the features of 

monounsaturated, polyunsaturated fats, and saturated fats are compared to one another 

by using on the contrary. The topic here was recorded ‘attribute’ of the two different 

fats. 

 

Excerpt (3.12): ‘Attribute’ 
Nuts have monounsaturated and polyunsaturated fats, and according to the IFIC, 

individuals with diets high in these fats enjoy lower levels of bad cholesterol. 

Saturated fats, on the contrary, increase bad, low-density lipoprotein (LDL) 

cholesterol.           (Title: Healthy Food /Genre: Magazine/ Date:2003) 

 

Next, excerpt (3.13) describes how ego-involved and task-evolved individuals 

differ from each other and the ideas were proposed by a scholar. The topic here was 

defined as ‘theory/hypothesis’ in the present study. 
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Excerpt (3.13): ‘Theory’/ ‘Hypothesis’ 
Nicholls (1984) proposed that… task-involved individuals are focused on 

personal improvement, perceived success is largely a function of effort and 

persistence.  In contrast, ego-involved individuals are focused on winning and 

perceived success is instead a function of competence relative to peers, 

regardless of individual effort.    (No Title /Genre: Academic/Date:2003) 

 

The next category ‘phenomenon’ in (3.14) refers that there is a significant 

difference of male and female management positions between African American and 

other races in the US. The co-text mainly discusses the social ‘phenomenon’ in the 

U.S. Last, the “other” category signifies other topics that cannot be classified as a 

group. In brief, the present study utilized the topic categorization to analyze the 

co-texts of the four ACs so as to investigate their differences. 

 

Excerpt (3.14): ‘Phenomenon/Fact’ 
In 1997, 56 percent of whites, 42 percent of African Americans, 43 percent of 

Hispanics, and 51 percent of Asian Americans were general managers. In  

contrast, significantly more white women held such positions that year than 

women from other racial and ethnic groups (deAnda et al. 1998). About 45 

percent of African American and white women held managerial positions in 1992, 

but by 1997 only 32 percent of African American women respondents held 

general management positions.(No Title; Genre: Academic; Date:2006) 

 

It can be noted that in the present study, the discourse level analysis is applied to 

both COCA and ICNALE, while the topic categorization is only employed in COCA, 

for the essay writing topics of ICNALE(the part-time job and smoking ban in the 

restaurant) asked students to express their personal opinions. The discourse topics in 

the writing of ICNALE would be confined to the category of ‘viewpoint’. Therefore, 

we did not analyze the topic categorizations in ICNALE but only the discourse 
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relations. 

3.3.3 The Percentage and Frequency in the Present Study 

 To find the specific patterns of discourse relations and topic categorization of 

each AC, the present study employed percentage to stand for the frequency of each 

category in the texts and writing of native and non-native speakers. Take the data in 

COCA as example. For each AC, 100 instances were extracted and analyzed. Among 

the 100 instances, if 20 instances containing on the other hand are viewed as the 

‘complementary pair,’ the percentage would be 20%. The number of raw data equals 

to the percentage.  

 Another measurement is to count the frequency per 1000 words in the data of 

ICNALE. In ICNALE, although we have examined 1800 essays, the writing 

containing ACs might be as much as we expected. Therefore, we counted the total 

number of tokens in the inner circle, outer circle, and the expanding circle and also 

the frequency of each AC in students’ writing, and thereafter figured out the frequency 

per 1000 words. For example, if there are 64 of instances of on the other hand 

in the outer circle (the total tokens in the outer circle is 246235), the frequency per 

1000 words would be 0.25. The percentage and the frequency of occurrences enable 

us to compare the differences of use of ACSs between the native and non-native 

speakers. 

 
3.3.4 The Ambiguity of Categorization 

 Although the present study had defined each category of the discourse relations, 

it is undeniable that we might encounter some ambiguity when we classified the texts 

into different categories. For example, in excerpt (3.15), the co-texts around the AC 

are about the differences of self-perceived behaviors between male and female 

coaches in American and in Finland. The discourse is marked as a ‘complementary 
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pair’ because in the American, there is no difference but in Finland, differences exist 

among male and female coaches. However, the discourse can probably be viewed as a 

‘different pair’, for the co-texts discuss about two different situations in two countries. 

The ambiguity of categorization makes the present study difficult to decide which 

discourse relation is more appropriate. Thus, we set up some criteria in Table 3.5 for 

us to further distinguish the slight differences between each AC. According to Table 

3.5, the ‘different pair’ is used to usually refer to different perspectives or opinions. 

The second criterion of a ‘different pair’ is that the co-texts before and after the AC 

form two different but not complementary statements. Accordingly the discourse 

relation of excerpt (3.15) tends to be a ‘complementary pair’. 

 Excerpt (3.15) 

Jambor and Zhang (1997) showed that there was no difference in the 

self-perceived behaviors between male and female coaches in American junior 

high schools, high schools, and college levels. On the contrary, Finnish female 

coaches perceived to be more instructive, supportive, and rewarding than male 

coaches.                                  (COCA, Academic, 2010) 
 
 
3.4 Summary of the Chapter 

This chapter mainly introduces the methods of analyzing the four ACs from two 

perspectives: the discourse relations and the topic categorization. Discourse relation, 

based on the concepts of antonym, focused on examining patterns of the co-texts 

before and after the AC. Topic categorization, on the other hand, tries to find out that 

AC might occur more frequently in certain topics. The data were extracted from 

COCA, where 400 instances target words were retrieved. Another corpus adopted in 

present study is ICNALE, in which we analyzed 1800 essays from both native 

speakers and L2 learners. In Chapters 4 and 5, findings and the related interpretations 

will be shown. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 
 

RESULTS  
 

The present study aims at investigating how the four adversative connectives 

(ACs), on the other hand, in/by contrast, on the contrary, nevertheless, were used in 

the Corpus of Contemporary American English (COCA) and in the International 

Corpus Network of Asian Learners of English (ICNALE). Section 4.1 presents the 

distribution of ACs of the discourse relations and the topic categorization in COCA. 

Section 4.2 is regarding the observation in ICNALE. The uses of four ACs in the 

writing of students in Taiwan, the outer circle, and the inner circle were examined 

respectively. Section 4.3 illustrates the comparison of the use of ACs between the two 

corpora. Finally in section 4.4, we indicated some common misuse of ACs in students’ 

writing. 

 

4.1 The Distributions in COCA 

This section presents the distribution of ACs and their patterns in COCA. The 

results were displayed from two perspectives, the discourse relations and the topic 

categorization. 

 

4.1.1 The Distribution of Discourse Relations of Four ACs in COCA 

Table 4.1 illustrates the results of the overall distribution of the four ACs, at the 

discourse level, or is defined as the ‘discourse relation’ in the present study. The 

present study focused on the preceding and the following co-texts of the ACs, 

analyzed and categorized the discourse relations. For each AC, we selected 100 texts 

for analysis. The percentage in Table 4.1 stands for the proportions of the discourse 

relations. Since the percentage is from 100 examples, the number of raw data (the   
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Table 4.1 The Discourse Relations of the Four ACs in COCA 

on the other hand in/by contrast on the contrary nevertheless 

100 texts 100 texts 100 texts 100 texts 

Discourse 
Relations 

R.F. Percentage1 Discourse 
Relations 

R. F. Percentage Discourse 
Relations 

R. F. Percentage Discourse 
Relations 

R. F. Percentage 

complementary 18    18% complementary 33    33% complementary 12    12% complementary 2     2% 

gradable 31    31% gradable 49    49% gradable 20    20% gradable 1     1% 

different 48    48% different 18    18% different 24    24% different 4     4% 

denial 2      2% denial 0     0% denial 43    43% denial 0     0% 

addition (2%) addition (0%) addition (0%) addition (0%) 

concession (0%) concession (0%) concession (1%) concession (93%) 

R.F.: Raw Frequency

1In Table 4.1, the percentages are for 100 examples. Therefore, the number of tokens is the same as the percentage. 
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tokens) is the same as the percentage. That is, if there are 48 texts of on the other 

hand belonging to the ‘different pair’, then the percentage is 48%. 

As indicated in Table 4.1, in the ‘contrast’ category, the subcategory ‘different 

pair’ was the most obvious (48%) in the texts of on the other hand, showing that on 

the other hand is frequently used to describe two different opinions in the authentic 

material. Next, the ‘gradable pair’ was mostly used discourse relation (49%) in the 

texts of in/by contrast. In other words, native speakers often used in/by contrast to 

describe two completely opposite or two comparable co-texts. As for on the contrary, 

43% of the texts belonged to ‘denial’, whose pattern was that the latter statement 

refutes the former statement. Last, nevertheless was mostly used in the ‘concession’ 

category (93%) by native speakers. 

Based on Table 4.1, we found that each AC has a tendency to certain discourse 

relation; namely, ACs can be differentiated. For example, on the other hand was 

frequently used to compare two different aspects, and in/by contrast focused more on 

the comparison between two poles. Although the overall distributions were not the 

definite patterns for the ACs, the tendencies of the discourse relations would still help 

learners differentiate these ACs from one another. 

 

4.1.2 The Distribution of the Four ACs of Topic Categorization in COCA 

Another aspect of analyzing the four ACs is to explore the relations of topics, 

which implies that if the preceding and following co-texts (the covering length is 

about three sentences) of ACs are concerning the same topic. As shown in Table 4.2, 

the topics of on the other hand, and in/by contrast were 100% consistent to each other. 

Five percent of on the contrary co-texts were inconsistent topics. The most noticeable 

AC was nevertheless, only 37% of the texts were consistent in topics. 
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Table 4.2 The Consistency of Topic of the Four ACs 

Topic 

Relation 

on the other hand in/by contrast on the contrary nevertheless 

Consistent 

Topic 

100% 100% 95% 37% 

Inconsistent 

Topics 

0% 0% 5% 63% 

Total 

tokens 

100 100 100 100 

After we examined the consistency of topics, the next part is the result of the 

topic categorization. According to Table 4.3, the topics of on the other hand were 

mostly about ‘behavior’ (28%) and ‘viewpoint’(24%). It indicates that on the other 

hand is usually used to describe what one does and one behaves or it is used in the 

co-text where one expresses his or her personal opinion. 

The majority of the instances of in/by contrast (45%) were associated with the 

topic of ‘phenomenon/fact’ while ‘viewpoint’(26%), ‘behavior’(25%) and 

‘phenomenon/fact’ (31%) were the topics commonly occurred in the co-texts of on the 

contrary. ‘Behavior’(36%) and ‘attribute’(30%) were the two obvious topics of 

nevertheless. 

Table 4.3 provides an alternative way to learn the ACs. For example, since on the 

other hand was frequently to describe two sides of opinion, it is reasonable that the 

discourse topics tended to belong to ‘viewpoint’. In short, the topic categorization 

offers some information about what kind of co-texts these ACs usually occur in. 
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Table 4.3 The Topic Categorization of the Four ACs 

ACs on the other hand   in/by contrast   on the contrary   nevertheless  

Coded 

Numbers 

100 texts 100 texts 95 texts 37 texts 

 

Topic 

Categories 

Categories   R.W.  Percentage 

viewpoint 24     24% 

behavior 28     28% 

attribute 18     18% 

theory/hypothesis 11    11% 

phenomenon/fact 17    17% 

others (2%)      2     2% 

Categories    R.W.  Percentage 

viewpoint      9      9% 

behavior      20     20% 

attribute       14     14% 

theory/hypothesis 7     7% 

phenomenon/fact 45    45% 

others (2%)      5     5% 

Categories   R.W.  Percentage 

viewpoint  26     26% 

behavior  25     25% 

attribute  10     10% 

theory/hypothesis 6      6% 

phenomenon/fact 31    31% 

others (2%)      2      2% 

Categories   R.W.  Percentage 

viewpoint      6      6% 

behavior      36     36% 

attribute       30     30% 

theory/hypothesis 9     9% 

phenomenon/fact 15    15% 

others (2%)      4     4% 
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4.2 The Patterns of the Four ACs in ICNALE 

This section aims at comparing the patterns of students’ writing between 

Taiwanese learners (the expanding circle), Hong Kong, Singapore, and the Philippines 

learners (the outer circle), and native speakers(the inner circle). The present study 

extracted data from different countries in ICNALE and analyzed them through 

AntConc. We can note that the writing from both Taiwan and ESL countries were all 

written by college students while the writing of native speakers were produced by 

both college students and teachers. 

 
  4.2.1 The Overall Distributions of ACs in ICNALE 

Table 4.4 summarizes the frequency of occurrences of the four ACs. The present 

study counted the raw data of ACs and calculated the frequency of ACs per 1000 

words. The total number of words in Taiwan, the outer circle, and the inner circle 

corpus are 92384 tokens, 246235 tokens, and 94447 tokens respectively. According to 

Table 4.4, the mostly used AC was on the other hand, with the outer circle corpus 

having the highest number (0.25) and followed by the corpus of Taiwan (0.21). The 

inner circle group had the lowest score of frequency of ACs (0.11). 

Nevertheless ranked number two among the four ACs; nonetheless, compared to 

Taiwanese students and students in the outer circle, native speakers used fewer 

nevertheless (only 0.01) than the other two groups did (0.108 in Taiwan and 0.093 in 

the outer circle). As for on the contrary and in/by contrast, seldom did students use 

these two ACs in their writing and so did the native speakers. The number of 

frequency was around 0 to 0.01, showing that students might not be familiar with 

these two ACs. Lastly, the total frequency of occurrences per 1000 words in the 

corpus of Taiwan was 0.35, the outer circle was 0.39 and the inner circle was 0.13. In 

Table 4.4, the figure of frequency reveals that EFL and ESL students used more ACs 

than native speakers did. 
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Table 4.4 The Frequency of Occurrences of ACs in ICNALE 

 
ACs 

 
Taiwan 

 
The Outer Circle 

 
The Inner Circle 

total  
tokens 

92384 246235 94447 

 
on the other 
hand 

R.F. 
20 

F.P.W. 
0.21 

R.F. 
64 

F.P.W. 
0.25 

R.F. 
11 

F.P.W. 
0.11 

 
nevertheless 

 
10 

 
0.108 

 
23 

 
0.093 

 
1 

 
0.01 

on the 
contrary 

 
2 

 
0.021 

 
6 

 
0.024 

 
1 

 
0.01 

in/by 
contrast 

 
1 

 
0.01 

 
4 

 
0.016 

 
0 

 
0 

Total 33 0.35 97 0.39 13 0.13 

R.F.: Raw Frequency             F.T.W.: The frequency of AC per 1000 words    
 

4.2.2 The Analysis of Students’ Use of ACs in ICNALE 

Through analyzing the data from ICNALE, this study focuses on the comparison 

of the use of four ACs among students in Taiwan, the outer circle, and the inner circle. 

The purpose of this analysis is to find out if the patterns of ACs used by students are 

in line with those with we found in COCA. As stated in Chapter 3.3.2,the analysis in 

ICNALE only centered on the perspective of discourse relations rather than the topic 

categorization, for the discourse topics in ICNALE were almost fixed. They asked 

students to express the personal opinion so the topic categorization would be prone to 

‘viewpoint’; therefore, there were no obvious differences of topic categorization in 

ICNALE. 
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4.2.2.1 The Pattern of On the Other Hand 

Table 4.5 lists both the raw frequency and frequency of on the other hand of the 

three groups in ICNALE. In accordance with the pattern in COCA, on the other hand 

was mostly used in the category of ‘different’ in students’ writing. The highest 

frequency is in the outer circle (0.129), and followed the corpus of Taiwan (0.097), 

and the inner circle (0.063) used fewer on the other hand.  

It is noticeable that compared to native speakers, both Taiwan and the outer 

circle frequently used on the other hand in writing. The finding is consistent with 

many previous studies (Crewe, 1990; Bolton et al., 2003; Liu & Braine, 2005), which 

also found that Chinese or Cantonese learners used on the other hand more often 

compared to other adversative connectives. In the current study, the countries in the 

outer circle consisted of Hong Kong, Singapore, and the Philippines, where a large 

number of Chinese speakers live. It is interesting to find that Chinese speakers are 

more familiar to use on the other hand in writing. 

Table 4.5 The Comparison of the Use of On the Other Hand 

 Taiwan The Outer Circle The Inner Circle 

Total Tokens 92384 246235 94447 

Contrast Relations 

  complementary 

  gradable 

different 

  denial  

R.F.   F.T.W 

0    0 

4    0.043 

9    0.097 

0    0 

R.F.   F.T.W 

4     0.016 

9     0.036 

32    0.129 

0      0 

R.F.   F.T.W 

2     0.021 

2     0.021 

6     0.063 

0     0 

Addition 7    0.075 17    0.069 1     0.01 

Concession 0    0 0      0 0     0 

Misuse  0    0 2     0.008 0     0 

Total 20   0.21 64    0.25 11    0.11 

R.F.: Raw Frequency                F.T.W.: The frequency of AC per 1000 words 
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Excerpt (4.1) typically presents how students used on the other hand . In (4.1), 

the sentence before on the other hand criticized having a part time-time job and 

viewed it as a waste of time. In the following sentence, the writer rendered another 

opinion of having the part-time job: it can help students learn something we cannot 

learn at schools or in textbooks. The example shows that the student was able to use 

on the other hand to describe two sides of opinion. 

 

Excerpt (4.1) PTJ, Taiwan, B1_1, the ‘Different Pair’ 

I believe that someone who does a part time job just for salary, they are wasting 

their time and energy on trifles. On the other hand, if we can learn something 

never being taught at schools or in textbooks from the experience, it is worth for 

us to pay our time and energy on it. 

 

Apart from the ‘contrast’ use of on the other hand in excerpt (4.1), the data also 

showed that the AC was frequently used as “addition.” Some of the students in 

Taiwan and in the outer circle frequently utilized on the other hand to add to new 

information in the discourse, as shown in (4.2) to (4.4).  

 

Excerpt (4.2) PTJ, Taiwan, B1_2, ‘Addition’ 

I strongly regard that it is very important for a college student to take a part-time 

job. First….. It can help you to be more mature and sophisticated. Having some 

working experiences also can make your resume more colorful.  

On the other hand, many senior citizens would tend to nicknaming the younger 

generation as a “peach generation” ……is a really good chance for younger 

people to develop their endurable of pressure.  

 

In (4.2), the Taiwanese student used on the other hand to explain two benefits of 

having a part-time job. One is enriching the resume, and the other is learning to deal 

with pressure. The preceding and following sentences of on the other hand does not 
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show a real contrast relation. The pattern is also the same as in excerpt (4.3), where 

the Singaporean student claimed that working part-time jobs enables them to release 

the financial burden and to learn skills. Here, the two benefits of doing a part-time job 

is not a contradiction but an addition. 

 

Excerpt (4.3) PTJ, Singapore, B2, ‘Addition’ 

As a college student, he would have reached a level of maturity of which he 

should make effort to contribute to the family instead of fully relying on his 

parents. Hence, working part-time to lessen the financial burden of his family 

would be one way to do so. On the other hand, working part-time could also be 

seen as an opportunity to learn time management and application of skills.  
 

In excerpt (4.4), the native writer utilized on the other hand to enumerate the 

disadvantages of having the useless part-time jobs, including the unhelpful working 

experiences and the burden from academic learning. The discourse relation in excerpt 

(4.4) is also an ‘addition’ in writing. 

 
Excerpt (4.4) PTJ, ENG, Student, ‘Addition’ 

Although, if one works part-time at the local fast-food restaurant and hopes to 

secure a position as a computer programmer upon graduation, then burger 

flipping experience might not be very helpful. On the other hand, a part-time job 

can also have a decidedly negative impact on studies. For example, if a student, 

particularly a first-year student, is already stretched thin by the requirements of 

college-level courses, then in no way is a part-time job beneficial. 

 

From the above results, on the other hand was the most frequently used AC in 

ICNALE. Students used it not merely to describe two different sides of opinion but to 

complement a new viewpoint in the co-text. 
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4.2.2.2 The Pattern of In/By Contrast 

In/By contrast was the least used AC in the present study. Based on Table 4.6, 

only one Taiwanese student, and four students in the outer circle, while none of the 

native speakers utilized the AC in their writing. A partial explanation for this result 

may lie in the fact that the writing topics might not be suitable to elicit the use of in/by 

contrast or the AC appear less in writing compared to other ACs such as however or 

on the other hand (Liu, 2008; 514). 

Table 4.6 The Comparison of the Use of In/By Contrast 

Taiwan The Outer Circle The Inner Circle 

Total Tokens 92384 246235 94447 

Contrast Relations 

  complementary 

  gradable 

different 

  denial  

R.F. F.P.W

0    0 

0    0 

0    0 

0    0 

R.F.    F.P.W 

1     0.004 

1     0.004 

2     0.008 

0     0 

R.F. F.P.W

0     0 

0     0 

0     0 

0     0 

Addition 0    0 0     0 0     0 

Concession 0    0 0     0 0     0 

Misuse 1    0.01 0     0 0     0 

Total 1    0.01 4     0.016 0     0 

R.F.: Raw Frequency F.T.W.: The frequency of AC per 1000 words 

Excerpt (4.5) and (4.6) are two different uses of in/by contrast in the inner circle. 

In (4.5), the student pointed out the contrast that compared to the school environment 

where they meet the same age classmates, part-time jobs helps students deal with 

different ages of people from different backgrounds. The co-text here shows two 

totally opposite environments; therefore the discourse relation is regarded as the 

‘complementary pair’.  
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Excerpt (4.5) PTJ, Singapore, B1_2, the ‘Complementary Pair’ 

In particular, work culture and school culture differs to a large extent, whereby 

in schools, students are age-segregated and students learn to work with people of 

similar backgrounds and age. In contrast, students are expected to mingle with 

people of diverse backgrounds and age in the workplace, hence this highlights 

another important positive element of having college students to take on 

part-time jobs. 

 

As for (4.6), the students compared the financial conditions between the poor 

students and wealth students. The poor students are worried about the high tuition fee 

so having a part-time helps them release the economic burden. For students from 

wealthy family, they don’t need to worry about money but only focus on other 

activities. Hence, the discourse relation is a ‘gradable pair’, comparing two opposite 

economic conditions of students.  

 
Excerpt (4.6) PTJ, Hong Kong, B1_2, the ‘Gradable Pair’ 

The high university’s tuition fee is not affordable for the poor students. They have 

to spend extra time to work for money in order to reduce the economic pressure 

of their family. In contrast, those wealthy students are not worried about the 

expenses. The most important thing in their mind is to broaden their social 

network by joining different gatherings or concentrate on their studies. 
 
 

4.2.2.3 The Pattern of On the Contrary 

Similar to in/by contrast, seldom did students use the on the contrary in their 

writing in the present study. In Table 4.7, the frequency of the AC per 1000 words was 

0.021 in Taiwan, 0.024 in the outer circle, and 0.01 in the inner circle. In addition, the 

discourse relation of on the contrary is ‘denial’ but only two students used the AC to 

show the ‘denial’ relation. 
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Table 4.7 The Comparison of the Use of On the Contrary 

R.F.: Raw Frequency                F.T.W.: The frequency of AC per 1000 words 

 

Two reasons might account for the few use of on the contrary. One might be that 

students might not truly understand the meaning or use of on the contrary. Another 

reason might be that the AC in nature is relatively seldom used in writing. 

 

4.2.2.4 The Pattern of Nevertheless 

Based on Table 4.8, nevertheless was mostly used in the corpus of Taiwan (0.108) 

and in the outer circle (0.093). The discourse relation of nevertheless is mainly 

‘concession’, which refers to the concept that the contention or assumption made from 

the previous statement is cancelled in the following statement. Different from other 

ACs in the present study, the meaning of nevertheless is more distinct. However, it 

was also the mostly misused ACs in the present study. Thirteen instances out of 34 

instances of nevertheless were marked as misuse(the results of misuse will be 

presented in the next section), indicating that students were not capable of using the 

AC correctly. 

 

 Taiwan Outer Circle Inner Circle 

Total Tokens 92384 246235 94447 

Contrast Relations 

  complementary 

  gradable 

different 

  denial  

R.F.   F.P.W 

1    0.010 

1    0.010 

0    0 

0    0 

R.F.    F.P.W 

2     0.008 

0     0 

1     0.004 

1     0.004 

R.F.   F.P.W 

0     0 

0     0 

0     0 

1     0.01 

Addition 0    0 0     0 0     0 

Concession 0    0 0     0 0     0 

Misuse  0    0 2     0.008 0     0 

Total 2    0.021 6     0.024 1     0.01 
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Table 4.8 The Comparison of the Use of Nevertheless 

 Taiwan Outer Circle Inner Circle 

Total Tokens 92384 246235 94447 

Contrast Relations 

  complementary 

  gradable 

different 

  denial  

R.F.   F.P.W 

0    0 

0    0 

0    0 

0    0 

R.F.   F.P.W 

1     0.004 

1     0.004 

2     0.008 

0     0 

R.F.   F.P.W 

0     0 

0     0 

0     0 

0     0 

Addition 0    0 0     0 0     0 

Concession 4    0.043 12    0.048 1     0.01 

Misuse  6    0.064 7     0.028 0     0 

Total 10   0.108 23    0.093 1     0.01 

R.F.: Raw Frequency                F.T.W.: The frequency of AC per 1000 words 

 

Excerpt (4.7) is a typical use of nevertheless for students. The student contended 

that despite the immediate release smoking brought about, the duration of relax is 

very short. Therefore, the concession here is that smoking ought to release smokers’ 

pressure but against the original expectation, the relaxing time is very short. The 

discourse relation here, therefore was tagged as ‘concession’. 

 

Excerpt (4.7) SMK, Taiwan, B1_1, ‘Concession’ 

Some smokers share their experience with me. When they smoke, they feel cool 

and forget pressure shortly. Nevertheless, it just cut down in a short time. When 

they go back to the real world, they feel upset. That is why they need to smoke 

many times in a day. If we can make them full in their mind, maybe they will not 

need to choose to smoke. 

 

62 
 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

Table 4.9 The Comparison of Discourse Relations in COCA and ICNALE 

 COCA ICNALE 

total texts 100 texts for each AC on the other hand (84 texts), in/by contrast (5 texts) 
on the contrary (8 texts), nevertheless (33 texts) 

ACS Discourse Relation      RW.   Percentage 
   (ranking) 

Discourse Relation      RW.   F.T.W 
(ranking) 

on the other 
hand 

1. ‘different pair’        48    (48%) 
2. ‘gradable pair’        31    (31%) 
3.‘complementary pair’   18    (18%) 
4. ‘addition’             2     (2%) 

1. ‘different pair’        41     0.226 
2. ‘addition’            24     0.144 
3. ‘gradable pair’        13     0.079 

in/by 
contrast 

1. ‘gradable pair’        49    (49%) 
2. ‘complementary pair’   33    (33%) 
3. ‘different pair’        16    (16%) 
4. ‘others’              0      (0%) 

1. ‘different pair’         2     0.008 
2. ‘gradable pair’         1     0.004 
2.‘complementary pair’    1     0.004 
 

on the 
contrary 
 

1. ‘denial pair’          43    (43%) 
2. ‘different pair’        24    (24%) 
3. ‘gradable pair’        20    (20%) 
4.‘complementary pair’   12    (12%) 

1. ‘complementary pair’   3     0.018 
2. misuse               2     0.008 
3. ‘different pair’         1     0.004 

nevertheless 1. ‘concession’          93    (93%) 
2. ‘different pair’         4     (4%) 
3.‘complementary pair’    2     (2%) 
4. gradable pair’          1     (1%) 

1. ‘concession’          16     0.172 
2.  misuse             13     0.139 
3. ‘different pair’         2     0.008 
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4.3The Comparison of the Use of ACs in COCA and ICNALE 

In section 4.1, we explored the authentic data from COCA to find the patterns of 

each AC and in section 4.2, we examined how students in the expanding, outer, and 

inner circles used the four ACs and their distribution in ICNALE. In this section, we 

aim at the comparison the use of ACs between native and non-native speakers.  

Table 4.9 illustrated the distributions of discourse relations in COCA and 

ICNALE. Before the comparison, two issues need to be further explained. In COCA, 

we used percentage to stand for the proportion of discourse relations in 100 total texts. 

While in ICNALE, because the number of texts containing the ACs was relatively few, 

we employed the number of frequency per 1000 words. The other issue is that the data 

here in ICNALE excluded the data of native students’, for the comparison only 

focused on native (COCA) and non-native (ICNALE) speakers. 

First according to Table 4.9, the mostly used discourse relation of on the other 

hand in COCA and ICNALE was ‘different pair’, indicating that most of the 

non-native speakers were aware that on the other hand is usually used to describe two 

different aspects. However, when it comes to the discourse relation of ‘addition’, the 

two groups performed differently. In COCA, there were only 2 results of ‘addition’ 

out of the 100 texts whereas in ICNALE, 24 results out of 84 texts were regarded as 

‘addition’, showing that non-native speakers consider on the other hand could be  

widely used to add more information to the previous co-text, which rarely occur in the 

writing of native speakers. 

As for nevertheless, 93 results out of 100 texts in COCA used the AC as 

‘concession’. The high percentage signifies that nevertheless has a very distinctive 

feature. On the other hand, the frequency was relatively low in ICNALE. Sixteen 

results out of 33 texts, that is, about 50 percent were categorized as ‘concession’ and 

13 results out of 33 texts were misuse. The figure indicates that non-native speakers 
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cannot use nevertheless accurately in their writing. For on the contrary and in/by 

contrast in COCA, on the contrary tends to be the ‘gradable pair’ and in/by contrast 

belongs to the ‘denial pair’. However, the results of the two ACs in ICNALE were too 

few to find the same patterns as in COCA. 

 

4.4 The Misuse Patterns of ACs 

When categorizing and analyzing the data in the learner corpus, the present study 

found out some common misuse in students’ writing and the misuse is presented in 

this section. The ACs would be marked as misuse when they fail to logically connect 

the sentences or do not appropriately fit the co-text. The purpose of the misuse 

analysis is to provide teachers with the common errors made by students when 

students use the ACs in their writing. The misuse patterns investigated in the present 

study mainly focused on the misuse in meaning, or also called “non-equivalent 

exchange,” proposed by Crewe (1990). It refers to the situation where writers use the 

ACs such as on the other hand and on the contrary and regard them as 

interchangeable but in fact they are not. The first common misuse is that many 

examples from students’ writing reveal that they mistakenly replaced on the other 

hand with on the contrary or in/by contrast, such as in excerpt (4.8) and (4.9). Excerpt 

(4.8) describes two viewpoints; one is from the viewpoint of the working student 

while the other is from the well-off student. On the other hand rather than on the 

contrary would be more suitable here because the co-text is about ‘different’ opinion 

from two sides; on the contrary is usually used to negate the previous statement. 
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Excerpt (4.8) PTJ, Philippines, B1_2 

Studying and working concurrently would, however, make the students less 

focused and stressed. Looking at it at a different perspective, working students 

give value to money at an early age, as they know how hard money is earned. 

They learn how to budget, save for rainy days and be wise in spending. On the 

contrary, looking at it from the point of view from well-off families, which, of 

course, comprised a smaller chunk of our population, they prefer their children 

to focus first on their studies. 

 

In excerpt (4.9), the student pointed out the different point of views of the 

government and smokers. The government might not have the right to demand  

restaurants ban smoking; whereas smokers they promote their basic human right of 

smoking. Here both of their contentions did not develop a strong and opposite contrast 

so on the other hand would be more appropriate in the co-text. 

 
Excerpt (4.9) SMK, Taiwan, B1_1  

But the question is whether restaurants should be regarded as a public area or 

not. We don’t know government has the right to limit owners’ way of conduction. 

In contrast, smokers would consider smoking should belong to the basic human 

right and law can’t intervene into their life. In my eyes, it is not easy to determine 

the relationship between the restaurant and smoking. 

 

It is also noticeable that nevertheless is frequently used by students in Taiwan 

and in the outer circle but a majority of them (13 out of 30 instances) were misuse. 

The main reason might be that students misunderstood the meaning of nevertheless. 

There were two examples of the misuse of nevertheless as after all and were all 

written by Taiwanese students. Excerpt (4.10) is an example of students’ misuse of 

nevertheless as after all. 
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Excerpt (4.10) SMK, Taiwan, B1_1 

There are lots of things can replace smoking. Since smoking can do nothing but 

do harm to everyone’s health. Let’s just quit it. It is hard to quit it, nevertheless, 

if you have been addicted to it for a long time. It is like the drug which makes 

you very uncomfortable when you do not take it.  

 

In excerpt (4.10), the Taiwanese student want to confirm the fact that it is hard to 

quit smoking because smokers have long been addicted to it. The latter statement in 

fact provide the reason why smokers cannot quit smoking. A possible explanation for 

this is that the two ACs, nevertheless and after all share the similar concessive tone in 

Chinese. However, after all is used to add information that shows what you have just 

said is true, such as “ I do like her; after all she is my sister.” Nevertheless, requires 

a situation where one expects one thing but finds that it is not true, such as “It rains 

heavily outside; nevertheless the baseball game is not called off.” The slight 

difference in meanings and uses of nevertheless and after all make students misuse 

the two ACs. 

Students in Taiwan and in the outer circle also misused nevertheless as in addition. 

Excerpt (4.11) is about the seriousness of increasing smokers and the students used 

nevertheless to add a fact that more and more people will die of smoking.  

 

Excerpt (4.11) SMK, Philippines, B1_1 

Currently, there are about 1. 1 billion smokers worldwide. At this rate, that 

number is expected to increase to about 1. 6 billion in 2015.Nevertheless, around 

6 million people may die each year worldwide because of tobacco smoking and 

diseases related to it. How can one fathom in preventing these increasing figures 

to smoke in restaurants?  
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Excerpt (4.12) SMK, Taiwan, B1_1 

According to many medical researchers, they show that cigarettes are harm for 

human. It may cause the disease of lung, moreover, may lead the cancer. That is 

why I think that cigarettes may even not be produced. Most worst of all, the 

container of cigarettes will make people addict to so it is hard for those who likes 

smoking to quit it. Nevertheless, more and more reports show that smoking is not 

only harm for smoker but anyone who breathe smoke in.  

 

Excerpt (4.12) depicts the negative effect of cigarettes but later the students used 

nevertheless to complement another negative fact of smoking. One is that smoking 

makes people addicted to it, and the other is it will harm not only smokers but also 

anyone who breathe smoke in. Both excerpts (4.11) and (4.12) demonstrate that 

students are not capable of acquiring the meaning of nevertheless. 

 

4.5 Summary of the Chapter 

This chapter presents the results of corpus analysis of the four ACs in two corpora, 

COCA and ICNALE. In COCA, we investigated the distributions of discourse 

relations and topic categorization of the four ACs. In ICNALE, the distribution of 

ACs in the writing of NS and NNS are also provided. Finally, the misuse in both 

meanings and forms are demonstrated and explicated through students’ writing 

excerpts. More in-depth analysis and discussion will be shown in the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
 

DISCUSSION 
 

This chapter is divided into three parts. Section 5.1 compares the findings of the 

uses of adversative connectives (ACs) in the present study with previous studies. The 

summary of uses of AC is also presented. Section 5.2 discusses the different use of 

ACs in Taiwan, in the outer circle and in the inner circle. Section 5.3 indicates the 

misuse patterns of learners. 

 

5.1 The Patterns of the Four ACs in COCA 

This section is about the patterns of the four ACs, on the other hand, in/by 

contrast, on the contrary, and nevertheless. We found in the present study and 

previous studies. The findings are based on the analysis in the Corpus of 

Contemporary American English (COCA) and the findings are summarized in Table 

5.1. We compared the findings to Williams (1996), Lake (2004) because previous 

studies rarely investigated the patterns of the specific ACs. Williams (1996) proposed 

the propositional frames for the four ACs while Lake (2004) also provided a checklist 

of contextual features of the ACs. Hence, the present study adopted the two studies, 

comparing the similarities and differences. 

First, the findings of on the other hand are not in contradiction with other 

literature. On the other hand is used to compare two different contrasting aspects 

under the same topic. Our finding confirms the studies of Williams (1996) and Lake 

(2004), who also claimed that on the other hand is used to compare two opposite 

aspects between two subjects or topics. However, in the present study, we contend that 

‘different’ is not the same as ‘opposite’.  
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Table 5.1 The Patterns of the Four ACs 

 on the other hand in/by contrast on the contrary nevertheless 

Williams 
(1996) 

one subject or topic that is contrasted to 

two contrasting aspects(p.39). 

two topics or subjects that differ in    

  at least one aspect (p.40). 

N/A requires a situation where one 

is led to expect one thing but 

finds something different to be 

true (p.40). 

Lake 
(2004) 
 

have the same topic and present in 

opposing or different points of view. 

  (p.141) 

N/A used in one subject with two contrasting 

qualities. 

one positive statement and one negative 

statement open to similar interpretations. 

the two statements adjacent to the phrase 

both form a refutation (p.142). 

N/A 

Online 
Dictiona-
ries 

used to introduce statements that 
describe two different or opposite ideas, 
people, etc. (Merriam-Webster Learner’s 

Dictionary) 
used when compare two 

different facts or two  
oppositeways of thinking about  
a situation.(Oxford Learner’s Dictionary) 

used when you are comparing two   
  things or people and saying that  
  the second one is very different  

the first.(Macmillan Dictionary) 

to describe the obvious difference 
   between two or more things. 
   (Cambridge Online Dictionary) 

used to state that the opposite  
of what was said before is true.       
(Merriam-Webster Learner’s Dictionary) 

 
 used to add to add and disagree a 
negative by someone else, or to answer no 
to a question.( Longman Dictionary Online ) 

used to describe in spite of 
what has just been 
said.(Merriam-Webster Learner’s 

Dictionary) 

in spite of a fact that you have 
just mentioned. (Longman 

Dictionary Online) 

The 
Present 
Study 

 used to describe two or more ‘different’ 

contrasting aspects under the same 

discourse topic. 

 usually to describe ‘viewpoints’ and 

‘behaviors’. 

used to describe the contrasting 

relation between two topics. 

 the relation tend to be in 

‘complementary’ and  

‘gradable pair’. 

describe ‘fact/phenomenon’. 

 used to show the ‘denial’ relation. 

usually to describe ‘viewpoints’, 

‘behaviors’, and ‘facts / phenomenon’. 

 

 used to show a presupposition 

which is an implicit assumption 

related to the preceding co-text. 

usually to describe ‘behavior’, 

and ‘attribute’. 
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For example, in excerpt (5.1.a), the writer compares two opposite consequences 

that dengue brought about. The deaths caused by the disease were more severe in 

New Guinea than those in the Philippines, which shows an apparent contrast in the 

two places. The AC, by contrast is used to show a totally opposite relation.  

 

Excerpt (5.1) 

(a) In New Guinea, dengue was a major cause of loss of troop strength. 

Statistics available for 1944-1945 indicated 27,000; By contrast, in the 

Philippines, dengue occurred only sporadically and without epidemic 

proportions… 

(b)Travelers are fascinated by with this 21-mile-long island off the coast of 

Puerto Rico love it as much for….. Newcomers, on the other hand, are 

wowed by what Vieques does have. Pristine beaches stretch for miles… 

 

However in (5.1.b), the co-text is about two different groups of people who were 

amazed at one scenic spot. On the one hand, travelers were fascinated by the coastal 

views and on the other hand, new comers were also wowed about the natural 

landscape. The AC, on the other hand here in the co-text, did not show an ‘opposite’ 

relation but a ‘different’ aspect toward the topic. Unlike in/by contrast, on the other 

hand emphasizes more on a different point of view rather than the contrasting states 

between two things; hence L2 learners are often confused about the difference 

between on the other hand and in/by contrast. Moreover, the definitions of the two 

ACs in the online dictionaries might muddle L2 learners. For example, according to 

Table 5, the definitions on Merriam-Webster Learners’ Dictionary is used to introduce 

statements that describe two different or opposite ideas. Oxford’s Leaners’ Dictionary 

provides the definition: used when you are comparing two different facts or two 

opposite ways of thinking about a situation. The online dictionaries use both ‘different’ 

and ‘opposite’ to define on the other hand and in/by contrast, which might not be 
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clear enough. 

     Another issue of the use ACs is the definitions of ‘topic’ and ‘subject’. Williams 

suggested that the propositional frame of on the other hand is “one subject or topic 

that is contrasted to two contrasting aspects.” For example, (5.2) introduces the two 

aspects of Minnesota. The topic is Minnesota. One aspect is the climate while the 

other is about its scenic views. However, we found that many examples that are 

similar to excerpt (5.3) contradict what Williams has proposed. In excerpt (5.3), the 

discourse contains more than one topic/subject. Both the dangerous sport and deadly 

sports are the two ‘topics/subjects’ and they differ in different aspects. To decide what 

the ‘topics/subjects’ are might be hard for learners. The present study provides an 

alternative way, focusing on the discourse relations and topic categorization of ACs. 

For example, the discourse relation in (5.3) is in the ‘different’ category and the 

discourse topic is about the ‘attribute’ of two sports. 

Excerpt (5.2)  

Minnesota is bitterly cold in the winter. On the other hand, it is one of the  

 topic/subject 1  aspect 1 

more scenic states. 

  aspect 2Williams (1996; 39) 
 
Excerpt (5.3) 

Still, it should be noted that there is an established difference in the definition 

of dangerous versus deadly. A dangerous sport has the potential risk of being 

deadly, but the incidents of actual death are not that great. A dangerous sport 

topic/subject 1 

 could be defined as participation in an activity that can cause physical and  

aspect 1 

emotional damage, from mild to extreme, where there is a small risk of fatal 

injury. A deadly sport, on the other hand, will be one that has a higher risk of  

topic/subject 2                              aspect 2 

death each and every time an athlete chooses to participate(COCA, Mag., 2014) 
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Next, the findings of on the contrary and nevertheless are mostly in agreement 

with the definitions of previous studies. On the contrary is used to deny, or to negate 

the previous statement while nevertheless refers to the ‘presupposition’, an implicit 

assumption related to the preceding co-text. It can be noted that Lake (2004) proposed 

a similar but different interpretation of on the contrary. He contended that “on the 

contrary represents not contrast, contradiction, or opposition, but rather reiterative 

emphasis (p.142).”  

 
Excerpt (5.4) 
It doesn’t seem ugly to me; on the contrary, I think it’s rather beautiful. 

Lake (2004:141) 
Excerpt (5.5) 
In raising these questions I am not suggesting that they can be easily 

answered. On the contrary, I am suggesting that they should remain questions 

that we continue to engage rather than presume to have already settled. 

(COCA, Academic, 1996) 

Take (5.4) as an example. It doesn’t seem ugly and rather beautiful are 

complementary in meaning. Lake viewed not ugly and beautiful as a complementary 

with the same interpretation. Different from Lake, the present study finds that the use 

of on the contrary is closely related the pattern of “not …but..,” signifying a denial 

relation. For example, in excerpt (5.5), the writer contended that I am not suggesting; 

On the contrary, I am suggesting that is a typical denial discourse relation. 

    The above discussion focuses on the patterns of four ACs we found from COCA 

and the comparison with other studies. In the following section, the findings of EFL 

and ESL writing in the International Corpus Network of Asian Learners of English 

(ICNALE) will be discussed. 
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5.2 The Use of ACs in the Writing of Non-Native Speakers (NNS) and  

Native-Speakers (NS) in ICNALE 

In the present study, we found that NNS writers utilized slightly more ACs than 

NS writers did in ICNALE. The frequencies of per 1000 words of the four ACs in the 

inner circle, in the outer circle, and in Taiwan are 0.13, 0.37, and 0.4 respectively. 

This is likely due to what Crewe’s (1990) had suggested that NNS writers, especially 

low-achievers, used ACs to “impose surface logicality or disguise the poor writing” 

(p.320). However, the findings are in contradiction with other previous studies. For 

example, Chen (2007) explored the use of different types of AC between Taiwanese 

TESOL master students and professional scholars, finding that the frequency of the 

ACs is the highest (37%) in the native corpus, with the mostly used ACs being 

however, and on the other hand. Yang and Sun (2012) also pointed out that as in the 

writing of NS, the argumentation structures are more complex, using ACs to provide 

more counterarguments.  

As for the four ACs in the present study, the finding of on the other hand in 

ICNALE is in agreement with previous studies (Bolton et al., 2003; Leech & Cai, 

2013; Saud & Hussein, 2014). Bolton et al. (2013) found that the use of on the other 

hand in Hong Kong college students’ writing was higher than that in British college 

students’ writing. Leech and Cai (2013) investigated the higher use of particular 

linking adverbial such as on the other hand in Chinese students’ writing in UK 

universities. They contended that under the influence of teaching material in Mainland 

China, Chinese students are “primed” to favor particular linking adverbials. Saud and 

Hussein (2014) also compared the use of ACs among Kuwaiti and American college 

students, finding that on the other hand was one of the top three mostly used ACs (the 

other two are also and however) for EFL learners. As for the present study, one 

possible reason accounting for this result might be that learners tended to use on the 
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other hand to express different opinions on the two writing topics. We found that in 

the 95 results of on the other hand, 59% texts used on the other hand in the topic of 

‘part-time job’ and 36 texts were in the topic of ‘ban smoking’. For example, (5.6) is a 

typical one that the student used on the other hand to describe two perspectives of 

having a part-time job: part-time job provides work experiences that can be applied to 

the academics while it is hard strike the balance between working and learning. 

 

Excerpt (5.6) ICNALE, Hong Kong 

In my opinion, it is important for the student to work while having his education 

because they tend to learn more through experiences. Works just don’t give salary 

for the working students; they also give sufficient experiences that the students 

can apply to their academics. On the other hand, the student might find it hard to 

balance education to their work. 

 

Excerpt (5.7) ICNALE, Taiwan 

We don’t know government has the right to limit owners’ way of conduction. In 

contrast, smokers would consider smoking should belong to the basic human right 

and law can’t intervene into their life…. 

 

In regard to the findings of on the contrary and in/by contrast, both ACs were less 

used by NS and NNS writers. The result is partly in line with Liu and Braine (2005) 

who explored Chinese students’ use conjunctions. They found that learners seldom 

used the adversative conjunction such as in/by contrast or on the contrary, for they 

are not competent enough and are not familiar with these ACs. For example, in (5.7), 

the student tried to describe that the government might not have the right to limit the 

restaurants to ban smoking. The other perspective is for the smokers who might 

consider smoking to be their basic human right. Here the student used in contrast as 

on the other hand to show different opinions of different groups of people. The 
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example shows that students indeed might not fully understand the meaning and use 

of in/by contrast. 

 
5.3 The Misuse of ACs 

The present study analyzes learners’ misuse of ACs in ICNALE. Table 5.2 

summarizes the misuse patterns, which are mainly about misuse in meanings. First, in 

line with previous studies (Crewe, 1990; Granger & Tyson, 1996; Hung, 2003), the 

results show that students tend to use on the other hand to replace in addition in the 

discourse. The misuse of on the other hand to replace in addition might be due to the 

interferences of students’ first languages, especially for Chinese students. Hung (2003) 

conducted the contrastive analysis of Chinese and English, contending that on the 

other hand in Chinese, ling yi fan mian, shows a complex additive relation in the 

discourse. Such an explanation may account for the results in the present study. We 

found that students in Taiwan and Hong Kong frequently substitute in addition 

for on the other hand. 

Additionally, one of the new findings of the present study is that nevertheless is 

misused as after all by two Taiwanese students. This is probably because after all and 

nevertheless share the same concessive expression in Chinese. 

 
Table 5.2 The Misuse of Word Meaning in the Present Study 

Correct ACs Misused ACs 

on the other hand 1. in addition 
2. on the contrary 
3. in contrast 

nevertheless 1. after all 
2. in addition 
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Next, on the other hand is also misused as in contrast or on the contrary, for the 

students might have difficulty acquiring the meanings of these ACs. As Crewe (1990) 

pointed out that most of the teaching strategies of ACs is to provide learners with the 

lists of different categories of ACs without further telling their differences. 

There is no doubt that students might easily misunderstand the meanings and uses of 

the ACs. Therefore, in the present study, not only Taiwanese students but also students 

from Singapore and the Philippines misuse on the contrary and in/by contrast. It is 

not their first languages but the process of learning that leads to the writing errors. 

 
5.4 Summary of the Chapter 

The present study employed the corpus analysis to analyze four ACs in COCA 

and ICNALE. In terms of discourse relations, we found that different ACs possess 

specific discourse relations and this can help L2 learners distinguish their differences 

and apply them in writing. In terms of topic categorization, the present study provided 

an alternative way to define the topic/subject in the co-text. As for the comparison 

between NNS and NS writing in ICNALE, we compared the differences with 

previous studies and explained the distributions of four ACs in writing. Last, the 

present study also discussed the possible reasons why learners misused the ACs. It is 

hoped that the findings provides a different perspective for learners to acquire the four 

ACs. 
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CHAPTER SIX 

CONCLUSION 

 

6.1 Summary  

The purpose of the study is to examine the use of the four adversative 

connectives (ACs), on the other hand, in/by contrast, on the contrary, and 

nevertheless in the Corpus of Contemporary American English (COCA) and the 

International Corpus Network of Asian Learners of English (ICNALE). The 

hypothesis is that although these ACs are defined as the ‘adversative’ type, they could 

be differentiated through analyzing their patterns in the co-texts. 

The data were analyzed from two perspectives. One was to probe into the 

discourse relations of ACs. The present study explored whether the co-texts preceding 

and following the ACs reveal certain discourse relations. The discourse relations were 

divided into three main categories, ‘contrast’, ‘addition’, and ‘presupposition’. The 

other perspective was to investigate the discourse topics between the ACs. The 

consistency of topics was first examined and then the topics were generally 

categorized into different types such as ‘behavior’, ‘viewpoint’ and ‘attribute’. The 

aim is to see if ACs occur in some specific topics. 

In terms of the patterns of the four ACs in COCA, the findings first showed that 

on the other hand frequently occurs in a ‘different’ discourse relation, which means 

that the on the other hand is often used to denote two different but not completely 

opposite ideas. The topics of on the other hand are usually about ‘viewpoint’ and 

‘behavior’. As for in/by contrast, the AC tends to be the ‘gradable pair’ in discourse 

relations and the topics of in/by contrast are usually related to ‘phenomenon/fact’. 

Next, on the contrary is often viewed as ‘the denial pair’ and the topics are much 

more various, including ‘phenomenon/fact’, ‘behavior’, and ‘viewpoints’. Last, 
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nevertheless often appears in the discourse relations of ‘presupposition’ and the 

consistency of topics of nevertheless is relatively low. The topics are more about 

‘attribute’ and ‘behavior’. 

Students’ use in learner corpus, ICNALE, was also examined in order to compare 

with the patterns in COCA. Among the data from Taiwan, the outer circle, and the 

inner circle, on the other hand is the most frequently used and the discourse relation is 

prone to compare two different sides of one topic/subject, which is similar to the 

pattern of COCA. In addition, the uses of on the contrary and in/by contrast are too 

few to judge the patterns, both in the writing of NS and NNS. This might be due to the 

fact that the two ACs could be seldom used in writing in nature or students might not 

be truly capable of using the ACs in their writing. As for nevertheless, it is seldom 

used by NS writers in the present study. Although the NNS writers used more 

nevertheless in their writing, about one third of uses are considered to be misuse.  

The present study adopts corpus analysis to present the patterns of ACs in both 

native corpus and leaner corpus. Consequently, the outcome is regarded as being 

capable of rendering valuable implications for EFL/ESL teachers and learners as well 

as researchers. Unlike the previous research on different types of ACs in Chapter 2, 

the present study conducts an in-depth research on the four ACs, tries to identify the 

patterns of discourse relations and topic categorization, and helps 

learners distinguish the similarities and differences. 

 

6.2 Implications and Suggestions for Teaching 

The present study claims that despite under the same ‘adversative’ type, the four 

connectives vary from each other. From the pedagogical point of view, it is essential 

for L2 teachers and learners to be aware that when teaching and learning ACs, instead 

of focusing the lexical meanings of ACs themselves, it is essential to attend to the  
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the contrastive relations in the co-texts before and after the ACs. The present study 

proposes the importance of the discourse relations, which were adopted from the idea 

of antonym, such as the ‘complementary pair’, or the ‘gradable pair’. Focusing on the 

discourse relations in the co-texts could enable the L2 learners to learn the ACs more 

effectively. 

When teaching writing, instead of providing many misleading lists of so-called 

interchangeable connectors, teachers should inform students of the differences 

between ACs, such as the difference between on the other hand or in/by contrast 

through providing the co-texts. For example, the teacher could create four similar 

co-texts and lead students to discuss which AC is more appropriate in each co-text, as 

shown in example (6.1). 

Example (6.1) Provide Similar Co-texts 

Please choose the suitable ACs and fill in the blanks. 

a. The job was monotonous but _____________, it was well-paid. 

b. The job was not monotonous at all. ____________, it was exciting. 

c. I supposed the job was monotonous. ____________, I found that it is exciting. 

d. The job was boring. __________, I still worked hard on it. 

 

Example (6.1) requires students to distinguish the different meanings of ACs in 

the similar co-texts. It should be noted that teachers should tell students that the 

answer is not fixed to one AC, because ACs sometimes overlap in meanings and uses. 

For example in (6.1.b), the possible answers would be in contrast or on the contrary, 

both of which signify the two contrasting qualities. However, the answer of (6.1.a) 

should be on the other hand, for monotonous and well-paid are two different but not 

opposite concepts so the discourse relation of on the other hand is usually a ‘different 

nevertheless on the other hand in contrast on the contrary 
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pair’. The activity is suitable for learners who just learn the ACs. By explicitly 

comparing the differences, students might gradually acquire the various meanings and 

functions of each AC. 

In terms of teaching reading, the emphasis on transition in the reading material is 

also indispensable. Teachers can lead the students to read intensively the co-texts 

surrounding the AC and discuss which AC is the most appropriate in the co-text. 

Some previous studies offer practical approaches and activity for teaching ACs. For 

example, Crewe (1990:323) proposed the “deductionist approach,” which requires 

students to analyze the co-text, answer a series of discourse questions, and then 

further deicide the selection of words. The questions might be: 

 

Example (6.2) 

 Does your next section add an opposing point to the argument? 

If so, are both points valid or does the second one cancel out the first? 

Both valid? Use but, however, nevertheless, or on the other hand. 

The second cancels out the first? Use on the contrary. 

                                                     (Crewe, 1990) 

The deductionist approach enables students to be conscious of the relations in the 

co-text and helps them to choose the correct AC. The above two activities are more 

suitable for beginners or intermediate students. For advanced learners, teachers can 

adopt the Data Driven Learning (Johns, 1991), which is a learner-centered approach 

that employs the tools and technique of corpus linguistics to classroom practice like 

developing corpus-informed syllabi, teaching materials, and classroom activities. For 

instance, the teacher can extract some examples from the corpus, highlight the clues 

of ACs, and ask students to figure out the pattern of ACs. 
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Example (6.3) 

Features of On the Contrary 

Features Concordance Lines 

1.  (two 

contrasting  

  ideas) 

Some people may argue that restaurants will suffer a loss if smoking 

is banned because they loss a large number of customers who like 

smoking. However, on the contrary, restaurants can attract many 

people who dislike eating with any second-hand smoke. 

2. (denial) Elaine is not angry that each summer when she goes to visit her 

father in Italy, he has a mistress. On the contrary, she is relieved 

 

In example (6.3), the concordance lines are provided and the important clues can 

be underlined. Students can read through the lines and generalize the use of ACs in 

their own words and discuss with teachers. 

To conclude, ACs, viewed as a cohesive device (Halliday & Hassan, 1997), play 

an important part in writing. As Yang and Sun (2012) contended, “cohesion, the 

grammatical and lexical glue of discourse, aid in the formation of textual/discourse 

competence, the ability to handle language above the sentence or to structure a series 

of sentences as a meaningful whole, which has been increasingly deemed in the SLA 

field as one of the most important constituent abilities that contribute to a language 

learners' overall proficiency” (p.33). If teachers can lead students to closely examine 

the differences of ACs, students might not be so confusing about these similar words. 

 

6.3 Limitations of the Present Study 

Despite the findings in the present study, it does have some restrictions. First, the 

data extracted from the two corpora were limited. The number of texts in COCA is not 

very large, with only 400 texts about 79,420 tokens (100 texts for each AC) analyzed. 

As for ICNALE, around 433,066 tokens 1800 essays were analyzed but some ACs 
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such as in/by contrast and on the contrary rarely appear in texts. As Chen (2007) 

pointed out that “although it is not clear how big of a corpus we need for this kind of 

study, researchers can aim at collecting as many sample writings as possible from the 

target group.” Perhaps the more data the present study examines, the more valid use 

of ACs we can observe. Although we have acknowledged the limitation of the amount 

of data, the present study still discovers some differences of ACs under the limited 

scope. Moreover, we had explored the use of ACs in some of the EFL/ESL countries; 

the findings still can represent the real use of ACs and have implications in teaching 

and learning ACs. 

Another limitation is the inconsistency of genres. COCA consists of news, 

fictions, academic journals, and magazines while the texts in ICNALE are made up of 

argumentative essays, with two writing topics included. This might have affected the 

results. Since one of the intentions of the present study is to compare the use of ACs 

between NS writers and NNS writers, it is recommended that we should use the texts 

in the same genre. However, due to the limitation of resources in the present study, we 

still revealed some part of the comparison. 

In the data of ICNALE, the present study counted the frequency per 1000 words 

by dividing the total number of tokens in the corpus. However, some researchers 

(Bolton et al., 2003; Chen, 2006) claimed that the primary function of connectors in 

academic texts is to relate linguistic units at the sentential level. The results of 

word-based or sentence-based calculation might be different. More further analysis of 

the frequency per 100 sentences would be further carried out. 

 Last, as mentioned in Chapter 3, the ambiguity of categorizing the discourse 

relation and the topic categorization might be unavoidable. Not all the texts of ACs 

would be accurately and consistently classified. To solve the thorny problem, the 

present study provided the criteria to determine the category. 
84 

 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

6.4 Suggestions for Future Study 

    For future research, more large-scale and corpus-based studies would focus on 

both NS writers and NNS writers’ use of ACs so as to render a more comprehensive 

analysis of the use of ACs. In addition, the present study found the misuse of ACs 

should not be confined to one type, such as the misuse of on the other hand as in 

addition or the misuse of nevertheless as after all. It is hoped that the cross-types 

research of different ACs would be conducted. Last, the present study is based on 

previous studies and the findings in two corpora. We are not so sure whether what 

students write equal to what they really mean. The misinterpretation of the results 

may occur. Accordingly, if feasible, an interview with the individual learners to 

examine the reasons behind their use of ACs would be further conducted and 

investigated. 
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APPENDIX 1 

Yong (2013) Categorization of Contrastive Conjunctive Adverbials  

Researchers Subcategories Conjunctive Adverbials 

Halliday and 

Hasan(1976) 

Adversative 

Contrastive 

 

Correction 

Dismissal 

yet, though, only, but, however; nevertheless, despite this 

in fact, actually, as a matter of fact, but and, however; on 

the other hand, at the same time 

instead, rather; on the contrary, at least, rather, I mean 

in any ACse, in either ACse, whichever way it is, anyhow, 

at any rate, however it is 

Quirk, 

Greenbaum, 

Reforrnulatory 

Leech, and 

Svartvik (1985) 

Reformulatory 

 

Replacive 

Antithetic 

 

 

 

Concessive 

better; rather; more accurately, more precisely, alias, 

alternatively, in other words  

again, alternatively, rather; better; on the other hand, etc. 

Contrariwise (formal), conversely (formal), instead 

(blend of antithetic with replacive), oppositely (rare), 

then, on the contrary, in/by/by way of contrast, on the 

other hand 

anyways (informal), nonetheless (formal), 

notwithstanding (formal), only (informal), though, yet, in 

any event (formal), in spite of that, on the other hand, 

admittedly, of course, etc. 

Biber et al (1999) Contrastive/concession On the other hand, in contrast, alternatively, though, 

anyway, however, yet, conversely, instead, on the 

contrary, nevertheless, still, in any ACse, in spite of that, 

after all, etc. 

Celce-Murcia and 

Larsen Freeman 

(1999) 

Proper adversative 

Contrastive 

Correction  

Dismissal 

however; nevertheless, despite this, in contrast 

in fact, actually, however, on the other hand, etc. 

instead, rather, on the contrary, at least 

in any ACse, anyhow, at any rate 

Carter and 

McCarthy (2006) 

Contrastive alternatively, instead, in/by contrast, more 

accurately/more precisely, on the contrary, then again 
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APPENDIX 2 

The Table of Mutual Conversion of Proficiency Level Adopted in ICNALE 

 Levels in ICNALE TOEFL 
PBT  

TOEFL 
iBT 

TOEIC IELTS STEP  TEPS  CET/TEM VST  

A2 (Waystage) -486 -56 -545 3+  3+  --- --- -24

B1_1 (Threshold, Lower) 487+ 57+ 550+  4+  2+  417+  CET4  25+  

B1_2 (Threshold, Upper) 527+ 72+ 670+  4+  2+  513+  CET4  36+  

B2+ (Vantage or Higher) 567+ 87+ 785+  5+  Pre1+ 608+  CET6/ 
TEM4  

47+  

91 


