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ABSTRACT

Introduction in research articles (RAS) is perceived by many L2 writers as the
most difficult section to write (Flowerdew, 1999; Shaw, 1991; Swales, 1990). As
Swales (2004) has indicated, there may be two main reasons for this: the need to
attract an audience and the need to compete for acceptance and recognition. In
Swales’ words, these needs should be met in the rhetorical organization of “creating a
research space” in Introduction, which involves complicated moves and steps. Most
genre studies on Introduction, however, have focused on its rhetorical move structure.
Little research is concerned with how RA writers, particularly L2 writers, learn to
cope with this section, such as their writing difficulties and strategies.

Adopting the method of.case studies, the present.study presents an in-depth
qualitative study of two Taiwanese doctoral students from two disciplines (Applied
Linguistics and Computer.Science) writing.for international publication, focusing on
their difficulties and strategies during theirproecess:of writing Introduction. Multiple
sources of data were collecteds«and.analyzed, including major drafts of the student
participants’ papers, their advisors’ comments;'and, if any, correspondences with
journal editors. Moreover, interviews with the student participants and their advisors
were also conducted to further clarify and understand these novice writers’ specific
difficulties and strategies in writing Introduction.

Results show that L2 novice researcher writers’ distinctive difficulties in
writing Introduction are closely related to the rhetorical organization of Introduction.
For example, both participants seem to have difficulties and unease in making
negative evaluations after doing literature review, as in Swales’ (1990, 2004) “creating
a niche.” Furthermore, disciplinary variations in difficulties and strategy use are found,

an indication of disparities between soft science and hard science. Specifically, it is



found that knowledge construction in the discipline of Computer Science is more
method-oriented whereas the discipline of Applied Linguistics is more discursive and
argument-oriented. Such disciplinary contrasts are manifest in a number of ways in
terms of process, difficulties, and strategies of writing Introduction. At the planning
stage, the participant from Computer Science tried to ascertain his knowledge claims
on the basis of the values of his “method” whereas the participant from Applied
Linguistics used her “purpose statements” of the study to decide what to review and
what kind of knowledge claims she should form. Additionally, with regard to
difficulties of writing Introduction, the former encountered more difficulties in
delineating his own method, summarizing methods of related previous studies, and
proclaiming the values of his method, which are mostly method-related. The latter
encountered more difficulties In making appropriate topic generalization, making
logical sequencing and transitions, forming forceful arguments, all of which are
closely related to the overall argumentation. The types of strategies identified in the
study further attest the disciphnary differences: the former seems to deploy more
method-related strategies (such as‘copying the first sentence of the Conclusion from
the published paper to help him succinctly and correctly summarizing the cited study);
the latter was concerned more about her reasoning and argumentation; for instance,
she used detailed outlining to assist her writing of Introduction. Finally, pedagogical
implications regarding how to assist L2 novice researchers to grapple with such a

sophisticated genre are also discussed.
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