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ABSTRACT

Lee, Young-Ju. (2021). The relationship between text cohesion features and
English proficiency for Korean college students. Korean Journal of English
Language and Linguistics 21, 435-449.

This study investigates the relationship between text cohesion features and
English proficiency for Korean college students. That is, it examines how
cohesion features can be used to distinguish among essays written by
different English proficiency levels. The ICNALE (International Corpus
Network of Asian Learners of English) corpus was employed in this study
and 600 essays on two prompts (i.e., smoking and part-time jobs) written by
Korean students were analyzed. The Tool for the Automatic Analysis of
Cohesion (TAACO), the recently-developed program for automatic analysis of
cohesion, employed. Two statistical analyses performed; a
multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) and a stepwise discriminant
function analysis. Results of the study showed that cohesion feature indices
were significantly affected by English proficiency, implying that essays
written by Korean students with different English proficiency levels can be
differentiated in terms of various cohesion features. Results of a stepwise
discriminant function analysis revealed that the best predictor for
distinguishing three groups of English proficiency is pronoun density. High-
level Korean students produced more cohesive essays than mid- or low-level
students in that they used pronouns, overlapping arguments, and lemmas as a
way for liking ideas across sentences. However, high-level students underused
connectives, compared with low-level students. Implications of this study for
English writing pedagogy are also discussed.
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H~E § ¥ (text cohesion)& 227] o] ;A 947 FHO ouE ALstr] s A
|5 AR Ao Ao, BAES o]dfio] FES W= T8F L8<lo|t(Halliday
and Hassan 1976, Witte and Faigley 1981). @A o4lo]e] omi= /E EFE5] o FF
o] ojme] Q& Aol 0}‘43} NE g5l ofEA AR AdAEo =7kl @8 AtH(Crossley
and McNamara 2009). &, F3Z2 9v& zta JHee w0 ofdA fr7|doz AZds o 3
=7t webA giEC] O]'GHJ«% gt = ok H2o] 2] AkE B A A Ak A

% (a process—approach to writing instruction)S wW=i glow EW  Zo A3 A7, A4
gk o3 o] AMES ARt A Eskal vk AR tigte] AT A HgAE FHE HF
& 3A gow AAR = FAEY dAoldA "HiE FFHol Jo FEERE WA e

=7kl gigk At FaE A X

2 AT e g iAol A o Aojo yEhd g2E SHe] Aol go] e
2 oj'A tE2A YehteEAE ¥ SAEAN S Sl AuEaA g Ag7hA o] dgdT
(Crossley, Kyle and McNamara 2015, Guo, Crossley and McNamara 2013)+ ojA|o]o] H4=
7 & dSe gxE XY Axvb FAARJMAE dAA I A4 (stepwise regression
analysis)S Eaf Ay uotony E Aqto|x= #HEHEM (discriminant function analysis)S =3
-7E Aot Fo 7 1He] AAE AAE] ARzt g

g2E 392 54 3% (local cohesion), A HAE 3
A A SH = (global cohesion)®] Al M2 FR{E=dH 2H7he] 5433 Ao
Zt}H(Crossley, Kyle and McNamara 2016). RHA, {4 S3HL 3 F=Fd A9 %@Eﬂ%
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19
Am g

2
(03
1>_~‘

)

fz

B

31
dlo

_E

E e ET AAAE $9Ye) B B AFe, B4R selF B4 Atelel g
WA #do] 9eS BAFL A, FAY $HLL UG FF oA WAL v, o
2 59 9 el 54 WAk feolol(synonym)7h FHEE AL wath we £ze) gAY
o muAon moux @] dEe FA4 54 A, wet Aol AAH A3 A
ould fAS TR o B, @ vl AAE Wi} 77 Hel et wete] vy
of dow, oz fAgel AXY] Wl FAH FHHel FolAA Ak AR, A YrE)
$HEe 54 $xee] Aol WAl HiEd AAA Yot WEES BaT) o 54
wol7} ol Ale] A WEA o e MEE e

SR ghd, A $99, A4 9aE S Aols) S A <E 1> 2o
<E 129 Aol APgHE $HY ARE olBYAZ A Uk A $PLL FAR
= ogel el fALE elRlE 2 ol b wERE AL wah, dA: oldE F71 Sl
B4 grol W wolzh ghers] A4l ok
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1. Z83A Z2AF, AA d2E 232 v (Crossley, Kyle and McNamara 2016)

x
+389 &F =9 A 339 o o A
54 =% AZAA} First, she was happy.
Fappe —_— o} o] The animal was small.
o = uj & FARA It was a cat.
AA O~E A A o Al o] =4 o The big dog saw the big cat.

1.2 TAACO =219 A7)

2o ApdAE Aol AwE AFsE o9x

E

T —
121N
11—

(M de

X 2139 TAACO(the Tool for the
H8 EAE T TAACO ZZ T30

ll
1
o
o

Y

Automatic Analysis of Cohesion)S 83}
M= 7] o] del = Tt AaAFo A= Coh—Metrix
TR gAE SHHE ofyg) o3 Husl, SAMY & | 2E F2E AsHoE F
28 ¢ 9}, Coh—Metrix Z2I18MLE 25719 HAE &34

A &85t Coh—Metrix

o

4
u
g

3

’

a9
=

=g

2

el
- = 1"&:@; st QIE Ul Aol
ghofeb shar gk Wl gk 7o) o Aolrt o] 7hE stz Alekol Tk A%k TAACO 2=
A2 168709 H2E FHESs FA4E F don g Ho| #4 7}L"5L o Aol o] FH=ell Aol
3 QEYle AEr e 7 314 FEtheE AH S 2= (Crossley et al. 2015). TAACO ==&
I 7} Coh—Metrix Z219E vl wshA olefe] <z 2>¢ 7t}

S
=
o

_1

rr

# 2. TAACO =235 Coh—Metrix T2 v

TAACO X213 Coh—Metrix X213
5] o 74_1" Eﬂ/RE © 2148
FAH By, GAE PE
A4 bsd $AY AE AF 1687 257}
1) =54 ) 2R
- 1 %
=S| = O 18490 = Bl A E
=4 7tsd 1™ T F 2) AA gxE 9) Az BAE

3) FA4
Byl A& "o oF A& Fde s
7} gt ol Alo] sl M A A&

Mol WEA oY
174

Kyleo] 7R3k &A1l 7} HAl BlHe TAACO 2.0 T2 3hA oA <ad 1>3 2
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o] ® TAACO 2.0
Tool for the Automatic Analysis of Cohesion
Instructions
Options

Source text analysis (optional)
Your selected source text:

(No Source Text Chosen) Select
Source text options
Key item overlap LSA LDA Word2vec

Lemma tokens to analyze for lexical overlap and TTR
All Content Function Noun Pronoun
Argument Verb ADJ ADV N-grams
Lexical overlap options
Sentence Paragraph Adjacent Adjacent 2
Semantic overlap options

LSA LDA Word2vec Synonym overlap

Other indices
TTR Connectives Givenness
Select All Select None

Diagnostic output options
Output diagnostic file Output tagged files

Data Input

Your selected input folder:

(No Folder Chosen) Select
Your selected output filename:

(No Output Filename Chosen) Select

Run Program

Process Texts
Program Status
...Waiting for Data to Process

I 1. TAACO 2.0 Z21 3 s oA

TAACO ZEad@e BNstad shs $9Y ARE 2% A=se] txt Feie] Aol e
Aesin B4 Aelrh g, PAe] gEvw 9 AE A3 AW o) Ak
FA),

2

1.3 A8 A7) Ads

B Aol AR s AR A

Ea) gaE ge0A ofm e 2ol

Aol sl A4, TAACO= 2015

o] h=AE *ab%_ﬂuﬂ o5 Al A %— oA g
dol At MAE 48 £4 =R SlldA ols &8st @5 5 dAlels w4
A7+ A E‘r. Z B P TAACOS @8dte] a3t atao] ojo] F¥a HAEe &3

iﬁ
&9,

B
@A oA debeste gaels Aze] Aol B, B AT wule] 4
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Aol A wipA o] ThA AAA A ok V&S IT A AT FAlAA gk, gl o
Alo] 2o A o] R SJHY 5ol oud AfolE Hol=rkE A¥E A g Al
A, 2 Ao s Bt FJustE FAEA WS &85te] oo R HAES FHHE &
gol 01“474] =2 YetueErtE AERaa ok g7 s 9o dEd ATte ddlAol
o] H4E 7 # d53 TAACO9 (Y Axn7F FUAJMAE EAA 3434 (stepwise
regression analysis)S S AHHoY B Afor= FHEE A (discriminant function
analysis)< &3l 39 Axet dof = 1o BAE A A E A} o)

r£

[ A T2 gE] S0 A A

A= AR e R/E FuetAY Au R At sk o Alo] i

T HF2 Aol 8xe] Akl mE FHrel flth(Crossley and McNamara 2009, Reid 1992).

Coh—MetrixQ] st 92E #4 zZ2adlo] JEHA B A7F Coh—Metrix #he 3Z

151S FA sk o, Aa7hA di-E9 A8 A (Crossley and

McNamara 2012, Guo, Crossley and McNamara 2013, Jung, Crossley and McNamara 2015)+=
F = oo T AT

L

U] 9 Coh—Metrix 2138 &83fo] wAAe gd 3+ YAE 43 AFH(HH-HE
2014, &34 2013, AE7], AeA 2009)7F FAEPOL} AAR gAolE BAS 3= i
A AE71(2016)5 ALlshd Bx] &2 AAo|th, AAAY AE7|(2016)= Zsgnl 634

t}

=
g4yl ol Alo] 17670% Coh—Metrix Z219S Fgste] BAPom, AT AWEs 2ok
.O_j,]. 2o R, A9 Fxo xTshye \3%_3_ <
Rl o139 tefdel tiefr= 9 %
o= sste] Al Hek ghell o3 H e 31%3}3}5 A BolErh A, Al Hek gkl ¢
] =

£
HN
Hu
offt
0

;

4 Azl Wil AL O felula Aol T welu, ol B9 SEel 2ol Y
o] olsEst Jbg wrhe AL melFth WA, 49 £E 2FIME 9 FF Fun
O owe AEAS fEAE Feste] olAelE AR F ol A9 £Eo 2FA0] B9

2o o Y A= cdAMolE A USES AT

Guo, Crossley®t McNamara(2013)E ©]3] ¢ AHa3}(lexical sophistication), EAMA E7HAl
(syntactic complexity), =& 7S AAojx}A o] TOEFL iBT 227] 39 ofAo] A
& & JEAZS Coh—Metrix ZZIWE &g3le] B35 th. TOEFL iBT 7] 34
¢ (independent task)¥ E34& 3¢ (integrated task) 0.®2 FEHT. =HE 3o shay
steda Folxl FAld gl =l os dqAelE A ES o, TFF P 54 FA
3 A= gRkE S Uetdle £7] Asek ¢7] Aro] AAE Fo &
o A A3E Ay Ed g3 2y A9 ¥ (aspect repetition), W8-9] ¥HE-(content word

M

overlap), Z7% < ZA} conditional connectives)®} e =H% 232 A HE(indices of local
cohesion) &= HH3 e dAe] HFE FAHHoR oS o=z veyt vbde &7]9)
e17] A9 olsllE 875t Y AP w54 Y AxmTt dAe] H4E AHoR 45

s o2 velgth o83 A7 An= TOEFL BT 5H3 79y 533 #el A= o
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2 F2d &3t S AARSH

Crossley®} McNamara(2012)E £ u58HAo] 2t Algdoz ZAgh 5147 o Ale]e] §
A&7 o3 o] HustE Coh—Metrixs &-831¢ %@.:O‘PJ‘:} o]2 & 514709 oJAHo]E dn
-Er"ﬁ“l ol Alo] M E(training set) 34470¢} A A B8 o Ao] AN E(testing set) 17O7H9] = 7

ERskth 78 A A3E AvEY s %L‘“/i. AA, of3le] A, @ Hs(word
familiarity), go] W %x(content word frequency), ¢3¢ Qﬂ]”(word meaningfulness), 9]
HEE (aspect repetition) ] 57] ®HQL o Ao] Hg Wl 21%E A X3 AR YEWL. &
A, F9 e Ag o139 RbEolu, Ao wkE %% +HEs @ AHgeke Ao E U
bkt AR, o139 Hauste] A, A9 oo FALFF dA5sA Fil(less familiar), T4
Ao]x grom(less concrete), °|H|XE PFA3}7] o] (less imageable) 913 & AF83h= AL

2 vEbsie

o

¥
ol

o] HAE SHYTHS BAEE =9 TAACO Z=Zalo] /s ol o5 &835te +
sk A7) Yol A ut =3 E AT}, Crossley, Kyle®d McNamara(2016)E 3k 87] Z=¢F 6l AE
SHEo] oA WHAHEAE TAACO ZR2IHE FEalo] BT Aol Fod e
5779 ¢ ESL &Aolw, 87 %, st7] 5, &7] el 242} 303 &<t olAolE AAM A= A
TAY & 7] FF FAASE TP fofu|g AfolE B SH{Y Axe dEr o] AR e
(adjacent overlap two paragraphs: noun) &2 YEISTL 3784 A3} oMol H4E FAHL

= feuaAl dZF WML solsl AnE g1Y Aww, vk k] o] W (adjacent
overlap two paragraphs: function words), 7

sentences: function words), w2 ko] ojw
pronouns) S 2 UEFT]

AF7HA B2E gl tigh A8 A4 A F /AR ok 5 vk AA, giFEe
A8 A 9] 2% Coh—Metrix 2He Z2a3S 8319 'Hgioﬂ/\i% Coh—Metrix %
2OHE GEato] Aele SHHI o3 FustE EAF A7 Bou, sl oAl
o] B4 W= gol waAe] shd 3+ AAA % A% A7 gk =4, Asstd 92E &
A8 B4 zzaed TAACOZE /s A li ggsto] ESL s thidoez 48 A7t
94°ﬂ/\i”& Xilffix o F EEiMDi R R

-~ 11
o
kL
Ak
Coolr

o] WhE(adjacent overlap two

A} WHE-(adjacent overlap two paragraphs:

T+ TAACO Z2Ia9HS &85t = Ay
2 ofdA tEd teEte: ARE Fo,
How a9

A4+ ICNALE (International Corpus Network of Asian Learners of English) F 329
gk Sk ok 3007 o] Ak ol Alo]l 6007 o]t o AMlo] FA= g doe] TEEY A
o

o

| o Ta3gtA e} FAo] HaEGA s g EofoF = tjsl] =4l A
2 408 9 AEskE Aot
of Ab&¥l ICNALE Z# 29| ko tishA o Alole] gt FR&= <3 3>¢ AA| = o

A
ar
2)

o

oy
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It} Skar A ol Alo] 60071 FollAl IFEED FA ol Mlol= 30071, < FA olAlol= 30071
7F EgEo] ul <3 3>o AAE AAYH FEERD FALE S FA dAole HF do] &
Z}z} 295.05, 225.24% H|SF o FEAAE 26.88, 29.14%

= A FA AMeol7b <kt AA
Lheb
X 3. g UiEA dlAlo] do] F2] 7I&FA
2 S 23k = o gk Ht F=HA H 2
3 E B} 181 334 225.05 26.88 153

A 181 325 225.24 29.14 144

ol

3= stA 300 FolM 75 F9H FF ¥57]|59 CEFR(Common European Framework
of Reference)® A2, 1499%-& Bl, 76 S B2 #Ho] &3t} CEFRY A2 58 EQ AFH 9
545 m"k Bl &L 550 oA 670 W ¥ B2 £FL 670 o)A 800 mwrd] &3ttt = 3004

A o] SHER BREW 759L o 4%, 1499 F 4F, 769e 4 FEd S9dn
¥ % gvh

3.2 AREY

SPSS 25.0% o]&3te] oz BEAIEM 3 dA % #HE A (a stepwise discriminant function
analysis)®] EAEA o] FHEIATt Tote] Fo FEERE SHY ARV FAALE Foy|
sHA B E2A YEEAlE ARy s au® SAhEAS st B1e gAE S e
Azzet ol FF o] #AE Fotstr] 98 WwEEAS Tt WHEA A SHHlE
+1E AFolal, THWMAL CEFRE #73 4-5-3te] 9o 59 FFolth. HHIAS &3
TAACE Fougt JAEF sl e SHE Axe Fololw P FeEEHE Y Ax
o] o] o' gEXE FME & 4 vk

4, A+ 43¢

4.1 MANOVA #4

Ao 5Ao] TAASE Fou|stA v=2A HEUYETHE dotR 7]
3 o, A3 <3 4> AAEo] Yt 34719 HAE X
™ (Wilks’ lambda=0.578, F=3.380, p<0.000) o]=
o] el fFojn gk pol7F lar Zhzbe] ek

B (o

¥ 4. P BARY Az
& F A T
o] &= FAuk 0.578 3.380 102 0.000

© 2021 KASELL All rights reserved 441



Young-Ju Lee The relationship between text cohesion features and English
proficiency for Korean college students

4.2 @AH #IEY

T 38 AR FolRIAE do}
3E 5>9F Zrh AFske] Al e 9o
3l AR Fofulstitt. WES
841, = A FJeFAade -0.052, 3
-0.75% YElomn o] FFEo] FolAFE FJukgAHel A yERTh
g Ao Hitol ¥ HohE AE & F Atk <xE 5> AAH

J

1ol Sle BAN wARAe] S,

ofy
ko
b
HU
T
=} PN
O?é",
i
N
&
~
o
w
wW
5
N
L
N
%
o
o

¥ 5. GAH #EEA a9

gk S| s

EAte] H= 0.573% 0.218

cz HALel thALe] S0 the EAo] whEE = B 4 0.371x 0.062

ga AN —0.357+ -0.208

T e el WHEE = WAL tigAte] Al 0.352+% 0.35

Avpo] vl 0.332% -0.171

g A2 GEw AW —0.750 0.222

H v 2~ 2 — —

s Bl (T FEAD 0.052 0.199

CEE By (4 4FE Qv 0.841 0.171

A=A 4 0.494 0.195

ololZl gk 0.322 0.040

AgwEE (%) 89.1 10.9

EiaRs 0.727 0.962
A AR FEstgel & F o S g o T o FAoEREH 4 e S E
AFgllE= 5707 e, diwgale] W (pronoun_density, +Z#E A4 = 0.573), BALe}H o
ALY FEo] g Ao Wy = A9 Jl4(adjacent_overlap_2_argument_sent, T332 7

g = 0.371), AZAA}(basic_connectives, T23E A4 = —-0.357), F e EF HEI=

wALe} i ALe]l Jl4=(adjacent_overlap_binary_argument_sent, -3 d A = 0.352), #Aule]

W= (lemma_mattr, 7334 A4 = 0.332)9 o2 YERt, @44 #EEA A3 542 o
q

2 o 5708 Y A% FolA e dek Hwuhe] wikE AA ¥9iE S
(overall text cohesion), A2} thH AL % o] g Aol Wy = B4 g, AZAAL F
Me] el whEE = WAL ALY s w54 33 ¥ (local cohesion)ell gt

WHHTTE o] TR FTHE ‘:*‘ﬁ} st <9 2>, <9 3>, <719 4>¢} P} 8
TEe Ay dEE B 0.75, T 4w M WA S -0.05, F e
Aol WS 0.8410]aL, <3 5>9 WAA WHEA g9 AAE HeE A 2ok A
S A HY TAH] 7P EkEd ol A £ gAY A9 AnbHom $HE ARE
o2 Je] Aol Bl wol AR HS S dAoR HoFEr

© 2021 KASELL All rights reserved 442



Young-Ju Lee The relationship between text cohesion features and English

proficiency for Korean college students

Canonical Discriminant Functions

KGroup =1
Group
Centroid
5.0
M Group Centroid
[@]]

25|
o~
s oc
B oo
-
=
(T8

-25 )

50

-5.0 -25 0o 25 50
Function 1
=] A2 B o
a9 2. 3 F A9 s
Canonical Discriminant Functions
KGroup=2
Group
Centroid
50
B Group Centroid
02

25
(]
=
k=]
T oo
=
3
[

=25

-50

-5.0 -25 0.0 25 5.0

Function 1

39 3. % £F stde wERS

© 2021 KASELL All rights reserved 443



Young-Ju Lee The relationship between text cohesion features and English

proficiency for Korean college students

Canonical Discriminant Functions
KGroup=3

Group
Centroid

M Group Centroid
o3

507

25

o™
c
2
+ oof
c
=]
[
25
50
50 25 00 25 5.0
Function 1
a9 4.4 $E A9 wERS
A sl wEdrE <y 5>¢F P WHIF XHE Ve R A FES LER, T
STl kg, 3 FES YF AWt or REiHol glom, oo F&Hkol wel Al Fdol
g2 2xEY drt
Canonical Discriminant Functions
KGroup
50 O;
O3
M Group Centroid
25
o~
S o
B oo
=
i

25

-50

-2.0 =25 0.0 25 S0

Function 1
a4 5. AA A I

FHR ANAOlE Fov|sA FRE B )

olo

A8 Axe] @S <k 6>l AAl
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6. BERAN A3t #
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Young-Ju Lee

—

B e R @ M R R EL T o o TETZ Ty
— Ing — = 0 = X
Mwwmmmw %%& SoT S ATMTW = B o @;ﬂy?%
ssSss| Yo SRF SRy TRI TS2Tw B
< = o T — A o =0 TR T LT
wmn Pe g PP w He =4 0w b i w0
CwB LelZZe¥ g sElw il
— o P 7 ~ T Y
MWMM%%M %.1_7;] ﬁé%ﬂo?mﬂdﬂowo %%Mm H,_ﬂpéﬂw?”“ ﬂﬁ“fwwmih_
S MmO~ —_ . - W
Nolo o o o & OOMM ﬂodﬂ&mlammowOA Oor_mm‘_ ﬂ_ﬂonv,ﬁ_.oﬂo W.M 0.,%
oy TH N s VO R s TR o0 N o - e
0 0 9 o = S S Nr e A T
R A Jl,.rﬁﬂloi NE .crﬁow 7~ .Aﬂojmo
o ) i = _ S o M W X
1I4 0 © o ogo OT zT_ ~ AT EE o) DT_ ,le OT ‘ul ﬂ ,ﬂw‘._ o ol
HEgEIRo TR LTy TR E o o Koo T
R R S - A S W = W 9 F :uﬂuu o e W
PIESSSS B ® T b oMy Mg g P LR
o) —_— )
Wi LamNLS L N A%
- N~ X XK X AR .mﬂﬂoizin T ' U
TeE S ERETNSPELwE EZg i, R R
2o o K N O - S w8 5
<0 s o N OEL‘,_UH = 2oy B 0
W @TM Mto#‘_ﬂgﬁﬂmmrmﬁumﬂ%mﬂ.S,ﬂuztloi% W%ﬂﬁmq
~ M%nﬁl SEC) i) LAT_meo\DFWbAT_X N s
e c 87 WPRog4H P e PTISSEET T R -
%o RS WY gmoh o B oo D o L e _N T T M o
e SRS TR B o 9 oo moﬂﬂoﬁmﬂwﬁ%ﬁu.mc:,ﬂl,%ﬂu 7 KR
Lok ﬂﬂ% %%%%Maﬁ%m_mrﬁo#%sﬂw%% G T
R B =% P 5 3 N A RACI-
T T | tFg TrLEipirEatenTciy TITEE
= ﬂA_l = o XO ZE E_l T Cl ~o o =0 Zrl RS A ot N e &o B V él
- il T T M SR T T T BT %D
o T EFE gpntrf LI LT TR W TR 5
T Mg F ,iﬂﬂ%wﬁwﬁ?w%mz%ﬂﬂw B
oﬂu Ao ]1m_I4U S ELiaE N ~ NR N "
iy B Jlélﬁo ooﬁ%oﬁﬁeOzIEanTﬂloEwﬂ%WOAW.IPL X:;zdﬂw
I e M A B B VTR o i R« T E oMo
: T Tow FR R T T A AR
o FTEYW gIT N B =S WA= RN
= > -~ < ST Y oy N oo Al
T o= | B3 XemepdaVerl #7200 N T o MresT=
A R Bt Es o m Ve ke S w e W T
n HO . 0 = N iy o 0 —_ )
SE R rlez wla3vLagBRf 5ERT 3 REEZs
—_ —_ o . = = — . o= L
T =T moga:Terimoﬁiwww7ﬂga_1uro70z T T A0 =T
ESRus =g T PbrRgE P pdE o, ®NF RO
EEEE REW Ak R O FmHET NRERT TG TED W R

445

I think that it is very important for college student to do some part time jobs. At this
age, they are not just a baby of their parents anymore. They are not also just students
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of the school anymore who can't do his or her own works alone. As a college student,
they have to prepare for their independent life when graduating from the school.

Therefore, they have to learn how to earn the money to sustain their lives themselves.
(2 3 A ol Ho], tAte] Wx A F FE 0.141553)

So, I want to suggest to college students that they have to get a part—time job to make
money by themselves. Part—time job is good way to make money even though they are
not graduated from their school. Part— time job can make people earn money not giving
up their study. Also, there is another good point of doing part—time job. If college

students do the part—time job, they can feel economical society prior to getting a job.
(8l 7<= A ol Alo], tiALe] % A E k& 0.004651)
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Some people argue that we should not completely ban smoking at all the restaurants.
They say that it violates the human freedom right. However, I disagree with this
argument because if human right is important, we should also respect other people's
right to be healthy as well as our own right of freedom. Above all, I oppose to the idea
that we should allow people to smoke anywhere including public areas because it is the
same as the behavior to make other people's health worse. (% 5 A Al Ao], HEA}
A ¥ 2 0.003289)

Do you like smoking and where will you smoke? Like it or you are alone? Smoking is a
bad ways not in home but outside if you do something yourself and your friends or
others, you can smoke in WC or outside you are not live for yourself but others, you
can do it in the place where have nobody if you can you should not smoking in
somewhere if you should do it never because it is a bad habited health is important to
protect your health someone think smoking is a way to relax yourself but in public it is
harmful to others. (3} & A ol Alo], H&HAF A& 72 0.07451)
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