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中文摘要 

  對許多英語為非母語人士而言，英文期刊論文中的序論是最難撰寫的一章。

Swales 認為撰寫的難處在於滿足兩種需求：吸引讀者以及獲得認可並被接受。

Swales 認為這些需求必須展現在所謂的創造研究空間(Create a Research Space or 

CARS)的修辭結構中，這個結構蘊含複雜的文步(moves)與次要文步(steps)。然

而，期刊序論的文體分析大部分僅限於修辭結構上的分析。鮮少有研究探討英語

為非母語的人士撰寫這一個章節所經歷的寫作過程，例如探討他們在寫作上的困

難及寫作策略的運用。 

  本研究採用個案研究(case study)之研究方法，以質化的角度來看兩位來自不

同領域(應用語言學、資訊工程)的台灣博士班學生如何撰寫國際期刊論文，特別

著重在他們寫序論的過程中所遭遇到的各種困難與使用的寫作策略。本研究的資

料蒐集來自多重來源(multiple sources)，以便能呈現更完整的寫作面向以及整體

的寫作歷程。資料的蒐集來源包含博士班學生所撰寫的投稿稿件，指導教授的評

論，及與期刊審查者的審查意見。此外，研究者亦與這些博士班學生以及他們的

指導教授進行深度訪談，以澄清、明瞭這些新進學者在撰寫序論時的寫作困難及

策略。 

  研究的結果顯示這些新手寫作上的困難和序論的修辭結構十分相關。例如，

這兩位研究參與者都覺得要在文獻探討後批評前人研究的缺點是件困難及令他

們不安的事情。另外，我們也發現寫作序論的困難與策略在不同領域之間有所不
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同，這似乎顯示了理工與社會人文領域之間的差異。像是資訊工程的知識建構是

比較偏重在「方法」上（method-oriented），而應用語言學則是比較偏向「言談」

（discursive）及「論說」性質（argument-oriented）。事實上，這樣的領域差異性

展現在序論寫作的許多層面上，從寫作的歷程、寫作上所遇到的問題、及寫作時

所運用的策略都在在顯示了領域的相異性。舉例來說，在寫作之前的規劃上，資

訊工程的研究參與者試圖將其知識宣稱（knowledge claims）建構在他所使用的

「研究方法」的價值上;相對而言，應用語言學的研究參與者則是從「研究目的」

來決定該探討哪些文獻及提出何種知識宣稱。甚者，就寫作困難而言，前者遭遇

較多的困難包含如何清楚描述採用的研究方法、簡潔正確地總結前人研究的方

法、及顯示本身研究方法的價值，這些困難幾乎都跟「方法」有關；相對地，後

者的主要困難在於：提供讀者適切的主題背景概論（topic generalization）、使用

合乎邏輯的論述、文章具有連貫性與轉折銜接、及提出有力的論點，這些問題的

本質都跟文章整體的「論證」極為相關。除此之外，寫作策略的不同更進一步顯

現領域之間的差異性：前者偏向採用跟方法有關的寫作策略（像是在做文獻探討

時，為了要正確、精簡地總結前人的方法，他所發展出來的策略是模仿所要引用

文章中結論的第一句話）；後者的策略則是跟她的論證與推理有關，比方說，寫

作前的規劃，她會詳盡地列出要點(outlining)，安排順序，以便協助她撰寫出具

有邏輯的序論。最後，根據這些質化的主要研究結果，本論文討論了期刊論文寫

作教學上的應用與省思，期待能協助英文為非母語的新進學者成功地撰寫這個艱

難的文體。 
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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 their process of writing Introduction. Multiple 

sources of data were collected 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 
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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 disciplinary 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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