CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

Over the last two decades, there has been growing importance placed on research
in English for Academic Purposes (EAP), which is a major branch of English for
Specific Purposes (ESP) (Hyland & Hamp-Lyons, 2002). The objective of EAP is to
cater to the specific communication needs of professionals in various academic
contexts. As English has become the lingua franca in the academic world, many
non-native English speakers are faced with difficulties in communicating effectively
with the academic discourse community. One of the growing concerns of EAP
researchers is the plight encountered by L2 researchers aiming to publish their studies
in referreed journals, which, so far,-aregmostly published<in English (Tardy, 2004).
Because of the great strain.of ““publish or perish™environment in the academic arena,
many L2 researchers strive:to gain acceptance inthese Anglophone-dominated
journals, thereby making their research into certified:knewledge. However, previous
studies have suggested that L2 researchers;in comparison with their native
English-speaking peers, find themselves at a disadvantage in this ratification process
owing to their relatively insufficient linguistic proficiency (Belcher, 2007; Flowerdew,
19993, 1999b, 2007; Gosden, 1995; St. John, 1987). As expected, significantly more
time, effort, and patience are required of them to devote to this publication process
(Gosden, 1995). Worse yet, linguistic obstacles may hinder an otherwise
scientifically-sound study from publication.

Besides linguistic insufficiency, many L2 writers also encounter considerable
discourse-level difficulties in writing research articles (henceforth RASs). This is
because the scholarly publication process is, in fact, rife with “conflicts over novelty

claim” between researcher-writers and journal referees (Li, 2006, p. 458). Writing for
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publication requires writers to maneuver through various rhetorical strategies to
negotiate knowledge claims and convince their journal “gatekeepers” that their study
is of great contribution to their disciplines. Unfortunately, L2 writers often have less
facility in using various rhetorical strategies, partly due to their linguistic constraints
and limited awareness of the subtitles of Anglophone writers’ practices. These
nuanced aspects, such as tense, articles, modal verbs, metadiscourse, etc., carry more
than just surface lexical-syntactic meanings in RAs (Burrough-Boenisch, 2003;
Kourilova, 1998; Swales, 1990). Furthermore, cultural disparities in what actually
constitute appropriate arguments may also make L2 writers” argumentation
incongruent with the expectations of the Anglophone-dominated journal referees
(Ahmad, 1997; Mauranen, 1993): Considering these:linguistic constraints and
rhetorical incongruities, L2 writers-seem to be severely disadvantaged in this
international publication game;,

Nevertheless, an increasing number.of non-English'medium doctoral programs
are adopting the policy that each doctoral student needs:to publish in internationally
referred journals as a graduation requirement. Such'is the case in Japan (Gosden,
1995), the Netherlands (Burrough-Boenisch, 2003), China (Li, 2006, 2007), and
Taiwan. L2 doctoral students, being novice researchers, usually are still learning to
grasp various writing conventions of RAs in their own disciplines. Lack of experience
in journal article writing and insufficient knowledge of this academic genre, they are
more likely to encounter greater writing obstacles both linguistically and rhetorically.

Fueled by such urgent needs to publish RAs in primary journals, numerous EAP
researchers have adopted a genre-based approach to identifying the conventionalized
information structures and linguistic features that are routinely used by the academic
discourse community to achieve various communicative purposes of this genre. The

aim of genre analysis on RAs is to provide L2 writers and novice writers with some
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principles to follow when writing this sophisticated genre (Swales, 1990; Hyland,
2004). Analyzing the structural organization of the RA Introduction, Swales (1990)
proposed the seminal Create-a-Research-Space (CARS) model to account for the
rhetorical structure commonly used in this section. Ensuing studies have adopted this
model to examine Introduction texts in different disciplines (e.g. Anthony, 1999;
Posteguillo 1999; Samraj, 2002). Additionally, studies have extended inquiry into
other RA sections as well, such as Method (Lim, 2006), Results (Williams, 1999;
Thompson, 1993), Discussion and Conclusion (Young & Allison, 2003; Hopkins &
Dudley-Evans, 1988). On the other hand, other research endeavors have delved into
the communicative functions of micro-level aspects of RAs, such as tense (e.g.
Lackstrom et al., 1972; Malcolm;. 1987; Oster, 1981), first-person pronouns (e.g.
Hyland, 2002; Kuo, 1999; Martinez,-2005), hedges (e.g.*Hyland, 1998). This line of
research, as Swales (1990).aptly concludes, has foundthat-since each rhetorical
section serves its own unique communicative purposes, it thus requires distinctive
linguistic and rhetorical realizations.

In fact, writing Introduction is linguistically and rhetorically more complex than
other sections of RAs, in that Introduction, as Swales (1990) claims, is a rhetorically
crafted section where writers need to skillfully justify and position the present study,
and showecase its contribution to the current knowledge, this being the major criterion
for publication (Berkenkotter & Huckin, 1995). Accordingly, it comes as no surprise
that many L2 writers perceive Introduction to be the most difficult section to write
(Flowerdew, 1999b; Shaw, 1991; St. John, 1987; Swales, 1990). Moreover, in
Knorr-Cetina’s (1981; cited in Swales, 1990) case study, the participant underwent
several revisions in Introduction, along with Discussion, before actual journal
submission while the other sections remained largely intact since the first draft, thus

revealing the complicated nature of composing this section. However, so far, most of
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the EAP inquiries concerning difficulties in publication have tended to examine the
difficulties of writing RAs as a whole (e.g. Cho, 2004; Flowerdew, 1999a, 1999b;
Gosden, 1996; Kuo, 2001; Li, 2006). In the current researcher’s knowledge, very few
studies have pinpointed the difficulties of writing a particular rhetorical section of
RAs (but see Bitchener & Basturkmen (2006), which addressed L2 graduate students’
perceived difficulties in writing thesis Discussion). Given that Introduction employs
distinctive linguistic and rhetorical realizations to realize its communicative functions,
which elements specifically pose great difficulty to L2 novice writers still remain
unanswered. Most importantly, although Introduction has been the most researched
RA section since Swales proposed CARS model in the 1990s (Flowerdew, 2005), still
many L2 writers regard it as the most troublesome Section to write. It is thus
paramount to identify the particular-problematic areas for L2 writers in composing
Introduction.

In addition, central to-this exploration of writing difficulties is the composing
process that L2 writers undergo when writing RAS. Prior L2 process-oriented writing
research has offered abundant information about the more cognitive aspects of L2
writers’ composing process and tracking their moment-by-moment writing behaviors
in various short essay composition tasks (e.g. Bosher, 1998; Raimes, 1985; Zamel,
1983; Victori, 1999). However, such lines of research provide rather limited
information to L2 researcher-writers bidding for publication in that the writing
context and genres are very different. Also, even though a few EAP studies have
investigated the RA writing process (Gosden, 1996; Parkhurst, 1990; Rymer, 1988; St.
John, 1987) and writing strategies (Hsu, 2008; Matsumoto, 1995; Okamura, 2006;
Sinois, 1995), they did not examine particularly the process of writing Introduction. In
addition, specific writing strategies for Introduction may be linked to its rhetorical

structure or distinctive linguistic realizations that characterize this section.
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To address such gaps in the literature, the present study thus adopts a
genre-based approach to examining L2 postgraduate students’ writing process of
Introduction, aiming to identify their challenges in writing this particularly
troublesome section and their writing strategies which facilitate their composing
process of Introduction. In detail, the researcher intends to locate specific difficulties
during L2 student writers’ process of planning, drafting, and revising Introduction,
which may be different from those of writing other RA sections. In terms of writing
strategies, this study seeks to identify two major types of writing strategies: firstly, the
coping strategies employed to deal with the linguistic and rhetorical problems in
writing Introduction; secondly, the rhetorical strategies used either to augment their
argumentation or to make their presentation of information more effective in this
particular section.

Finally, the study also.attempts to explore the possible disciplinary variations of
L2 novice writers’ practicesin writing Introduction. Although previous genre analysis
has generally identified conventionalized linguistic realizations and rhetorical
structures of this section, later studies have suggested that disciplinary variations exist
at both macro and micro levels (e.g. Anthony, 1999; Hyland, 1998, 1999, 2005;
Posteguillo 1999; Samraj, 2002; Thompson & Tribble, 2001). Of note is that
significant contrasts in Introduction texts are found between the hard sciences (i.e.
natural sciences and engineering) on the one side, and the soft sciences (i.e. social
sciences and humanities) on the other (Hyland, 2005). These disciplinary contrasts, as
Hyland forcefully argues, may be attributed to the distinctive argumentation and
different nature of knowledge construction between these two arenas. Additionally, as
indicated by Casanave & Hubbard (1992), professors in the soft and the hard sciences
also expect different academic writing skills from their postgraduate students.

Therefore, it is strongly suspected that the hard and the soft sciences may require

5



different argumentation from their discourse community members, and thus require
them to enlist disparate writing skills in writing Introduction. Arguably, L2
postgraduate writers in the soft and the hard fields may encounter different difficulties
in writing this section and thereby evoke different writing strategies. In view of these
possible disciplinary contrasts between the two fields, the present study recruits L2
postgraduate students from both the hard sciences and the soft sciences, hoping to
explore possible disciplinary influences on the student researchers’ writing difficulties
and strategy use during the process of writing Introduction.
In short, the present study aims to examine L2 postgraduate students’ process of
writing the Introduction section of RAs, exploring their specific writing difficulties
and strategies for meeting the expéctations of their disciplinary discourse
communities. By gaining an‘understanding of this critical information, EAP language
professionals and L2 postgraduate students’ advisors may be better equipped to
provide adequate assistance to their students in this writing process, thereby
empowering L2 novice researchers to participate more successfully in this
English-medium publication game.
To this end, the primary research questions addressed in this study are as follows:
1. What are the writing processes that L2 postgraduate students go through in writing
the Introduction section of RAs intended for international publication?

2. What are the writing difficulties that L2 postgraduate students encounter when
writing Introduction?

3. What are the writing strategies that L2 postgraduate students employ to facilitate
their writing process in Introduction?

4. Do students in different disciplines have disparate writing difficulties and

preferable writing strategies?



CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW

As indicated in Chapter 1, the present study intends to adopt genre-based
approach to exploring L2 postgraduate students’ process of writing the Introduction
section of RAs, specifically focusing on their writing difficulties and writing
strategies. Special attention is also given to the disciplinary variations involved in
wiring this particular section. Thus, this chapter will address three major themes:
genre analysis of RA Introductions, difficulties faced by L2 writers for journal
publication, and their composing process and strategies in writing RAs. In detail, in
the first section, an extensive review of genre analysis of the RA Introduction will be
first presented. Studies on the rhetorical structure and lexico-grammatical aspects of
Introduction will be reviewed respectively. We will also discuss disciplinary
variations of this section at‘both maco--and micro- levels. In the next section,
difficulties in writing RAs will be reviewed. We will-also examine L2 writers’
problems in writing Introduction. In thelast Section, reviews on studies pertinent to
L2 writers” writing process of RAs as well as their coping and rhetorical strategies for

writing this genre will also be presented.

Move Analysis of RA Introduction
Swales’ (1981) pioneering analysis of 48 RA Introductions from three different
disciplines (hard sciences, biology and medical field, and social sciences) rendered a
useful four-move structure to describe the schematic pattern of the Introduction
section in RAs. According to Swales (2004,), “a move in genre analysis is a discoursal
or rhetorical unit that performs a coherent communicative function” in a written

discourse (p. 228). A move is not a grammatical unit such as a clause or a sentence,
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but more as a functional unit used for some identifiable rhetorical purposes. Revision
of the earlier four-move structure brings about Swales’ later seminal
“Create-a-Research-Space model”, widely known as the CARS model (Swales, 1990),

which is shown in Table 2.1.

Table 2.1 The CARS Model for RA Introduction

Move 1 Establishing a territory
Step 1 Claiming centrality and/ or
Step 2 Making topic generalization(s) and/ or
Step 3 Reviewing items of previous research

Move 2 Establishing a niche
Step 1A Counter-claiming or
Step 1B Indicating a gap or
Step 1C Question=raising or
Step 1D  Continuing a tradition

Move 3 Occupying the niche
Step 1A Outlining purposes or

Step 1B Announcing/present research
Step 2 Announcing principal findings
Step 3 Indicatingrarticle structure

Using ecological analogy to name this model, Swales postulates that RA
Introduction often begins by establishing a territory (Move 1), followed by indicating
a niche (Move 2), and finally end the section by filling the niche created (Move 3). In
the following, a brief introduction of each move and step in CARS model is provided.

Move 1 is to “establish a territory.” Move 1- Step 1 is for claiming centrality of
the study in order to draw discourse community members’ attention while showing
them that the research being reported is part of a significant area and thus worth
further reading. This step usually appears first in RAs, and is commonly present in

various disciplinary areas, though, as Swales (1990) notes, this step is “somewhat less



common in the physical sciences” (p.144). Compared with Move 1- Step 1, Step 2
represents “a more neutral and general kind of statement” (p. 146) about the general
knowledge, practice, or phenomenon in a given field.

Another rhetorical function of Move 1 is its Step 3, reviewing literature related to
the study undertaken. From the corpus perspective, Step 3 is the only obligatory step
in Move 1 across various disciplines while the other two steps remain discretional
(Swales, 1990). Characterized by high density of citations and reporting verbs, Step 3
is where RA writers ought to show attribution to previous research while at the same
time demonstrate their stance towards others’ works or claims. By doing so, the
researcher-writers seek to justify that the choice of the field is out of the concerns of
its significance, importance, or worthwhileness. Generally speaking, the function of
Move 1 could be summarized as “claiming relevance of the field” to the readers
(Lewin et al., 2001, p. 40).

After setting the background and creating relevance of the research area to the
readers, RA writers then strive to Create a research space in the territory of established
knowledge. Thus, Move 2, which aptly named *“establishing a niche,” is where writers
provide justifications for the study by pinpointing the inadequacies or obscurities in
the previous literature. Contrary to the other two moves where many steps are
embedded, Move 2 only has one step, that is, to create the gap in the literature; yet, it
has four options to realize this very rhetorical function, which includes
counter-claiming (Step 1A), indicating a gap (Step 1B), question-raising (Step 1C), or
continuing a tradition (Step 1D). Despite various options provided in Move 2, some
studies have indicated that Step 1C and 1D rarely occur (Anthony 1998; Lee, 1999).
In fact, Step 1B (indicating a gap) is the most common option. Moreover, several
studies (Cooper, 1985; Crooks, 1986) have observed the cycling of Move 2

(niche-establishment) and Move 1-Step 3 (literature review), this being particularly
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noticeable in longer Introductions (Crooks, 1986; Anthony, 1999) and in the discipline
of social sciences (Lewin et al, 2001).

Responding to the gap created in Move 2, the last move, “occupying the niche,”
is to fulfill the gap by proclaiming writers’ aims in research. Therefore, this move
usually ensues right after the occurrence of Move 2, setting the forceful rhetorical
flow for the topic being investigated. Based on the results of corpus analysis, Swales
outlined three steps in Move 3, among which step 1 (outlining purpose or announcing
present research) is the obligatory step whilst the other two are optional and are highly
contingent on the convention of various disciplines. For example, Swales and Najjar
(1987) observed that their corpus analysis of Introductions between two different
areas show different practices of step 2 — announcing principal findings. Around half
of the Introductions in physies would-report their major findings (Step 2) as a means
of appeal to the readers whereas few in educational psychology would do the same.

Triggered by a wave of later studies-identifying new steps in different fields (e.g.
Anthony, 1999; Samraj, 2002), Swales (2004) incorperated four more steps in Move 3
in his revised CARS model, enabling the model to reflect the rhetorical structure of
Introduction of various disciplines more fittingly. These four additions are “presenting

77 L

research questions or hypothesis,” “definitional clarifications,” “summarizing
methods,” and “stating the value of the present research.” These additions, together
with former options in Move 3, all seem to share a similar communicative purpose ---
providing specific details of the undertaken study. Swales (2004) suggests that
providing more details of the study in Introduction at this juncture, particularly
showing positive evaluations, justifications, and clarifications earlier could
successfully retain the readers’ interest to continue perusing the study. However,

similar to Step 2 and Step 3 in the original Move 3, these new additions are also

discretional. More precisely, as Swales explicates, whether RA writers will actually
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uptake these steps at the end of Introduction would be influenced by an array of
factors, such as the nature of their research, the status of the researchers, the

disciplinary practices, and so forth.

Macro-level studies on RA Introduction

Following Swales’ (1981, 1990) groundbreaking text analyses on RA
Introductions, many more genre-analysis studies have been carried out to explore the
rhetorical structures of different sections either in RAs or in other academic genres.
Still, RA Introduction has received the most attention from EAP researchers
(Flowerdew, 2005). This line of studies have adopted Swales” CARS model to see
whether the model fits the rhetorical structures of the Introduction section in different
disciplines and contexts. Cross disciplinary variations seem to be the major theme of
these studies as they identify several new discipline-specific steps. In the following,
studies pertinent to the schematic structures of RA Introduction are reviewed.

Generally speaking, there are two major types of research on macro-level
organization of introductions. Earlier studies tend to focus on schematic organization
in a single discipline, whilst later research endeavor explores macro organization of
this section across disciplines. Studies focusing on a single discipline are reviewed
first. Analyzing 40 RA Introductions in computer science, Posteguillo (1999) found
that Swales CARS model generally reflect the schematic structure of Introduction in
the discipline. However, while Swales argues that reviewing the literature (Move 1,
Step 3) is the obligatory sub-moves, Posteguillo found this step to be optional (70%)
in his corpus. It is postulated that the comparatively light referencing to the previous
research in Introduction in this field might be attributed to the fact that the field is still
relatively new. On the other hand, two optional steps in Move 3 were found to be of
high incidence in this discipline, that is, Step 2 (announcing principal findings) and
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Step 3 (indicating article structure). In the discipline of computer science, it is quite
common (70%) to show the major findings of the research in the first section of RASs,
comparing with 45% adopting Step 2 in Physics and only 7% in educational
psychology (Swales & Najjar, 1986). Moreover, since this newly established
discipline has not yet developed a conventionalized organizational pattern of the
whole RAs, indicating the structure of the RAs at the end of Introduction is a very
welcomed practice to guide the readers.

In a similar vein, Anthony (1999) also adopted CARS model to examine whether
it fits the organization of Introduction in software engineering. Analyzing 12
Introduction texts, the researcher observed that some steps are discipline-dependent.
For example, in the niche-establishment (Move 2), among the four options outlined in
CARS model, writers in software engineering show strong preference of using either
“indicating a gap” or “continuing a tradition,”.whereas “counter-claiming” and
“question-raising” are never used. Contrastively, Swales (1990) noted that social
sciences such as education, management, and linguistics-tend to favor the latter two
options. This seems to indicate that there is-asignificant difference between hard
sciences and social sciences when establishing a niche in an RA. Moreover, Anthony
identified a new step, evaluation of research, which plays a central part in Move 3. In
fact, he observed that in all the RA Introductions in his corpus, writers devote a
substantial amount of space in Move 3 to provide positive evaluation of the research
concerning either the applicability or the novelty of the research. This positive
evaluation of research can serve as a way to appeal to the readers while persuade them
that this is a valued work. Since this step was missing in Swales’ CARS model,
Anthony included this new step in his revised CARS model, arguing that this step
may be “not only obligatory, but a crucial element in achieving the aims of the

introduction” in this discipline (p. 45).
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Interestingly, on the issue of referencing to previous studies, Anthony’s data
seem to be in paradox with a number of previous studies. To begin with, while
Posteguillo (1999) indicates that reviewing previous research (Move 1, Step 3) was
used 70 percent by the writers in computer science, Anthony’s data showed that all the
writers in his data utilize this step, thus supporting Swales’” argument that reviewing
previous research is obligatory. Moreover, the long Introductions in Anthony’s data
may appear to contradict the views of many scientific writing manuals and stuides
which stipulate that reviewing literature should be brief (Brusaw et al, 1993; Day,
1977; Harmon, 1989; cited in Anthony, 1999). Anthony thus inquired the specialists
about this practice and found that given that the readers to this journal mostly coming
from a broad range of different backgrounds, it became essential for the writers to
provide detailed description‘of the reviewed works. so asto equip readers with
sufficient background knowledge. In fact, besides an elaborated delineation in
reviewing literature, writers may assist:readers to.understand some difficult concepts
by providing them with definitions of important terms and examples. Therefore, this
seemingly deviation from other prior comparable data or writing manuals suggests
that not only do disciplinary conventions play a part in shaping the choices of what to
include and what not to include in Introduction, but the nature of the journal as well as

the readership might also influence how Introduction should be written.

Macro-level disciplinary variation

Another type of research adopts Swales’ model to analyze the overall structure of
RA Introductions from more than one field, with results often indicating
inter-disciplinary variations or even intra-disciplinary differences. One of the early
testing of the model among several disciplines was conducted by Crookes (1986),

collecting 96 popular journal articles from three areas in the 1980s: hard sciences,
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biology/ medical field, and social sciences for interdisciplinary comparison. The
findings showed the four-move structure (Swales, 1981) could generally reflect the
organization of Introductions in his corpus. It was noted that in more complex
passages, there are many more alternatives than simply the sequential four move
structures. In fact, Crookes observed the common cycling occurred between Move 2
(literature review) and Move 3 (niche-establishment). Besides, a few subject-specific
practices, particularly those characterized in social sciences, were also observed. To
begin with, compared with those in hard and soft sciences, Introductions in social
sciences tended to be longer and more complex, which was believed to be related to
the iterated cycling of moves. Second, social sciences Introductions demonstrated
common topic-specific subheadings, which were rarely found in the Introductions of
the other two fields. Lastly, the corpus-also indicated that writers in social sciences
might occasionally dedicate a long stretch of discourse to delineate a “general,
non-referenced theoretical-background’*of the present study (p. 67).

Samraj (2002) compared the schematic organization of Introduction between
two-related fields in biology, Wildlife Biology (WB) and Conservation Biology (CB).
A number of differences were found between these two related fields. One interesting
finding is that the centrality claims were more emphasized and well-developed in CB
Introductions than WB ones. CB writers usually relate the present study to the
problems in the real world, attempting to establish the importance of the general
research topic. This could be attributed to the fact that CB is an “emerging” field
where not much research is available for the writers to pinpoint the inadequacies or
defects of previous research. Accordingly, reporting serious problems that happened
in reality becomes a forceful rhetorical strategy for later justification of the study, and
this needs to be established at the outset of a CB Introduction. The explicit use of

centrality claims in an emerging field suggests that writing Introductions requires the
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writers to employ necessary maneuvers to create the adequate rhetorical force not
only to appeal to the readers but also to convince them of the worthiness of the
present study. This seems to support what Swales (1981, p. 179) argued earlier that
“the smaller the research space, the greater the rhetorical work needed.” On the other
hand, the different treatment of the centrality claims between CB and WB further
attests to the fact that disciplinary variations is a prevalent phenomenon in the
academic arena, albeit the closeness of some disciplines.

While previous studies have demonstrated that considerable disparities exist in
the rhetorical organization of RA introductions across disciplines, more recently,
Ozturk’s (2007) study points that such organizational variations may even occur
within the same discipline. A small .corpus was created based on 20 RAs collecting
from the two established journals in-the field of applied linguistics — Studies in Second
Language Acquisition (SSLA)iand Journal of Second Language Writing (JSLW). The
findings indicated that most of the, SSLAwriters tended tofollow the Move 1-Move
2-Move 3 sequence as outlined in the CARS model whereas JSLW writers generally
showed much deviation from the model‘in - move sequence. It is argued that the
contrasts between these two sub-disciplines might stem from the disparities between
what Samraj (2002; 2005) termed “the established field” and “the emerging field.”
The former is described as the field in which researchers share a clearly identifiable
goal for research and could usually precede their studies along a well-defined path.
The latter refers to the “fields of inquiry that borrow from more than one parent
discipline” (p. 144).

Ozturk postulated that writers in an established field such as second language
acquisition may presuppose that their readers share similar background knowledge of
research, thereby devoting less amount of space and effort in Move 1. Moreover,

writers may also presume that readers share the same “procedure expertise” or
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schemata of how an introduction should be developed, which in turn allow writers to
simply follow the similar structural organization in their field (Hyland, 1999, p. 353,
cited in Ozturk, 2007). On the contrary, given the interdisciplinary nature of the
emerging field such as second language writing, extensive use of “topic
generalization” and “literature review” become essential practices to enable the
potential readers with different backgrounds to clearly understand the study. This
seems to be in line with Anthony’s (1999) study, which found that writers may use
long and elaborated literature review to orient their diversified readers. Further,
distinct from the established field where the area of study is well defined, writers in
the emerging fields need more than the normal sequential move patterns to pinpoint
the study of inquiry from an array of lively topics-and diversifying areas. That is,
higher variability in organization and-more cyclings of move structures are necessary
for writers in emerging fields to justify their studies undertaken in Introduction.

Although the abovereviewed studies have pointed out more discipline
dependent practices than what Swales might originally have expected, they have
indicated that the CARS model is reliable in describing the overall organization of
Introduction across various fields. Moreover, these studies also prove that the general
sequence of Move 1-Move 2- Move 3 is logical, though more variations should be
expected in terms of move combinations and ordering.

Besides attesting the general applicability of the CARS model, these studies have
also pointed out that rhetorical organization varies considerably across or even within
the same discipline. Of note is that hard sciences and natural sciences seem to differ
from social sciences at this macro-level in a number of ways. To begin with,
Introductions in hard sciences are mostly short and follow the move sequence of the
CARS model; Introductions in social sciences are comparatively longer, thus resulting

in various combinations of moves or cycling of moves (Crookes, 1986). In addition,
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Swales (1990, p.160) further suggested that how research is perceived may also
contribute to the cycling of moves. That is, the cyclicity of the moves is more
characteristic of social sciences, where the research tradition is perceived as
“branching” — consisting of several loosely-connected topics. By contrast, the
research tradition in natural sciences is regarded as “linear and cumulative, then a
composite arrangement may work well” (p. 160). Second, hard sciences differ from
social sciences in rhetorical options in creating the research space for their studies. It
is suggested that hard sciences may prefer using “indicating a gap” and “continuing
the tradition” whilst social sciences are more likely to use “counter-claiming” and
“question-raising” (Anthony, 1999; Swales, 1990.) Third, disparities also exist
between these two fields in terms.of the rhetorical Strategies used to appeal to the
potential readers. While writers-inthe-social sciences may have weighted Move 1 and
make efforts to claim the centrality of the study as a way to attract the readers (Hsieh
et al., 2006), writers in hard sciences tendto do se.in Move 3, using rhetorical
strategies such as providing principlefindings (Swales & Najjar, 1986; Posteguillo,
1999) or positive evaluation of the model (Anthony, 1999) to appeal to the readers.
Last but not least, these two fields also seem to differ in the way how they orient their
readers to better comprehend their studies. Crookes (1986) and Ozturk (2007) have
observed that subheadings are evident in social sciences Introductions to assist the
readers to grasp various topics in relevant works. Hard sciences, on the other hand,
may provide definitions and examples to illustrate difficult concepts appeared in the
Introduction (Anthony, 1999). Some hard science, such as computer science, where
the rhetorical schema for reporting research is not yet established, indication of the
RA overall organization at the end of this section appear to be prevalent (Cooper,
1985, cited in Swales, 1990; Posteguillo, 1999). However, the contrasts between these

two arenas are only relative. It is dangerous to predict that a particular discipline can
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perfectly fit into this dichotomy and presuppose its preferred organizational
conventions. As we have seen from a number of studies, the nature of the disciplines,
such as whether the discipline in concern is an emerging or established one, the
readership is of similar or diverse backgrounds, etc. may complicate the scene of a

clear-cut dichotomy.

Micro-level Studies on RA Introduction

Since the rhetorical-grammatical approach to EAP blossomed in the 1970s,
research has been exploring numerous lexical-grammatical features of RAs, such as
tense and aspect (e.g. Lackstrom et al., 1972; Malcolm, 1987; Oster, 1981), voice (e.g.
Tarone et al., 1981, 1998), the article system (eig: Lackstrom et al., 1972), first-person
pronouns (e.g. Hyland, 2002;:Kuo, 1999;-Matrtinez, 2005), phraseology (e.g. Gledhill,
1995, 2000; Kuo, 2002; Marco, 2000), and so forth. As Swales (1990) notes, a major
conclusion from this line of research is that.since RA sections are intended to realize
disparate communicative purposes, they thus require different linguistic realizations to
achieve these functions. RA Introduetion is found to-be characteristic of numerous
distinctive micro-level features, such as high ratio of that-nominals, reporting verbs,
citations, first person pronouns, certain fixed expressions, etc. that can be linked to the
communicative functions of this section (Biber and Finegan, 1994; West, 1980, cited
in Swales, 1990).

For example, analyzing that-nominal structure in 15 medical RAs, West (1980)
suggested that the high frequency of this grammatical structure in Introduction may be
associated with the great demand of making claims in this section. Similarly, based on
the text analysis of 16 RAs from the field of Phytopathology, Heslot (1982) also
indicated the Introduction contains distinctive distribution of voice, tense, and person

markers, which may serve for its rhetorical functions. To begin with, contrary to
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Method and Results where the use of passive voice is prevalent, Introduction, more
similar to Discussion, demonstrates preponderance of active voice. With regard to
tense distribution, there is a high percentage of present tense and relatively low
percentage of past tense in Introduction. The researcher also suggested that the tense
options in Introduction were more than temporal concern. Rather, the use of tenses
could reveal the writers’ attitude towards the works cited, indicating the degree of
generality of a statement or writers’ supporting attitude towards a statement. More
specifically, when the writer refers to general knowledge that has been widely agreed
upon, present tense would be used; when the writer cite recent works which have
contributed to the present view on a subject or demonstrated a trend in a specific area,
present perfect would be used; the’past tense would be used either to indicate that the
cited works might only fit insprovisionally or to offer criticism to the referred studies.
Last but not least, Heslot found that first person forms‘occurred only in Introduction
and Discussion, but not inithe other two'sections..Here, Heslot contended that the use
of first person forms in Introduction serves to signal ‘“the purpose of the research
undertaken.”

Biber and Finegan’s (1994) corpus-based textual analysis of 20 medical RAs
also attests West’s and Heslot’s findings, indicating that Introduction, compared with
other sections, showed comparatively higher percentage of that verb complements,
fairly common use of present tense and notable occurrence of first person pronouns,
while showing relatively low occurrences of passive voice. In addition to identifying
the linguistic features of each section, Biber and Finegan also compare the linguistic
characterizations among the Introduction-Method-Results-Discussion (I-M-R-D)
sections. Differences among the I-M-R-D sections were found. For instance,
compared with the other three sections, Introductions displayed a smallish propensity

to narrative dimension, indicated by the linguistic features such as present perfect
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tense, past tense, and public verbs (e.g. suggest, find). Yet, the most contrasting
feature is that this section was most marked by their elaborated reference,
characterized with the linguistic features such as phrasal coordination, nominalization,
wh relative clauses. This, again, showcases that Introduction encompasses some
distinct sub-register features that are very different from the other sections.

In fact, besides the more clear-cut distinction of the lexical and grammatical
features of Introductions as reviewed above, genre analysis has also extended research
scope into phraseology, pre-patterning of language that is concerned with both lexical
words and grammatical words (Marco, 2000). Phraseology refers to
lexical-grammatical units that are characterized by high frequency and
conventionality. Moreover, thesedfixed expressions are usually identified to be
associated with certain discourse contexts and functions(Kuo, 2002). An indicative
study of such was conducted by Gledhill (2000) to examine the phraseology in the
Introduction sections from-a corpus of 150 pharmaceutical-RAs, with the primary
focus on how phraseologies of grammatical items are realized in contexts. The results
revealed that certain phraseologies were related to the rhetorical functions of
Introductions. For instance, compatible with Heslot’s (1982) earlier observation,
Gledhill noted that the use of we in Introductions was to express the rhetorical move
“occupy the research gap,” as in Swales’s (1990) CARS model (e.g. we have in this
article studied cell susceptibility). Additionally, the present perfect passive structure
has been/have been was found to be typical of reporting results from previous studies
in this section.

To conclude, given that Introduction has different rhetorical functions from the
other RA sections, distinctive lexical-grammatical units thus are utilized. These
micro-level features not only characterize this sub-genre but also become the

conventional practice of the academic discourse community.
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Micro-level disciplinary variation

As reviewed earlier, numerous studies adopting Swales” CARS model (1990)
have pointed out that although most disciplines conform to the CARS model, still
cross-disciplinary variations in macro structures of Introduction could be found.
Similarly, while studies have identified specific lexical-grammatical units that
characterize the RA Introductions, a number of studies have also revealed a rather
systematic disciplinary disparities at the micro level, such as knowledge claims (Kuo,
2006), hedges (Hsieh, et al., 2006; Hyland, 1998), reporting verbs (Hyland, 1999a;
Kuo, 2001; Thompson & Tribble, 1991), metadiscourse (Hyland,1998, 1999b, 2005),
lexical bundles (Hyland, 2008), etc. Considering that citation and metadiscourse are
two of the most prevalent and important practices in:Introduction, a brief review on
these two linguistic and rhetorical features across disciplines would be presented in

the following.

Citation practice

Analyzing citations in RAs from eight disciplines, Hyland (1999) intended to
investigate the discipline-specific conventions of citation practice, including the
density of citations, forms of citation, presentation types, and reporting verbs. To
begin with, soft sciences (e.g. applied linguistics, sociology, and philosophy)
demonstrated twice as many the citation incidences as the hard sciences (e.g. hard
sciences such as mechanical engineering, physics, and electronic engineering). It is
suggested that linear progression of hard knowledge may contribute to more
predictability of the problem, and therefore it is less necessary for writers to point out
the relatedness of the current work with the existing knowledge through the means of
citation. On the other hand, knowledge-building in social sciences is usually

dependent on several strands of development. Further, greater interpretation for the
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prior research, coupled with less definite caliber for establishing claims, require
writers to elaborate a context through citation so as to strengthen the claims and
provide interpretive knowledge to readers.

As for the forms of citations, Hyland also identified sharp contrasts between the
soft and the hard fields. Based on Swales’s (1990) structural classification of citations,
integral citations refer to the citation that has the name of the cited author/researcher
appears in the citation sentence as a sentence element. On the other hand, if the
author/researcher’s name is given in parentheses or is referred to elsewhere such as by
a superscript number, it is categorized as non-integral citations. Using one citation
form rather than the other can reflect writers’ decision whether to foreground the cited
authors or the reported informatien(Hyland, 1998).4t was found that writers in soft
disciplines were more inclined to use-integral citation and to place the cited authors in
subject position as a way to underscore the importance that they afforded cited
authors. In stark contrast, hard sciences’'showed strong proclivity to use non-integral
citations. Additionally, numerical footnote format was requested by many journals of
hard sciences, thus lowering the prominence of the cited authors and remaining the
“impersonality” of the scientific discourse. As Hyland (2005) later construes,
“removing the agent helps remove the implication of human intervention and the
possible subjectivity and distortions this might introduce, maintaining instead the
authority of scientific knowledge as built on non-contingent pillars of replication,
falsification and induction” (p. 160).

Hyland also identified community-based preferences of using reporting verbs.
In fact, the choice of varying reporting verbs in making reference can signal author’s
position toward the cited works. In general, the soft disciplines favor “discourse
reporting verbs” such as discuss and state, whereas hard sciences are characterized

with the use of “research reporting verbs” such as observe and analyze. Furthermore,
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evaluation verbs (e.g. argue, suggest) were found to be more commonly used in soft
fields, suggesting that writers in the soft disciplines are more inclined to review
previous studies more critically either to lend reliability to their arguments or to
“elaborate a shared context” in which the relevance and significance of the study with
the existing knowledge is created (Hylnad, 1998).

To summarize, such various disciplinary citation practices reveal that each
discipline has its preferred way of forming persuasive and effective argumentation, so
writers should follow such citation conventions lest they should invite unwanted

objection from the disciplinary discourse communities.

Metadiscourse

Besides examining the eross-disciplinary differences in citation practice, Hyland
(1998, 1999) also conducted a'number of studies-on metadiscourse from eight
disciplines, intending to shed light on the-discipline-specific metadiscoursal practice
in RAs. Metadiscourse is often simply considered as:“discourse about discourse”
(Hyland, 2000, 2005; Swales, 2000). It serves an important rhetorical function for
academic writers — contextualizing their argument and claims in academic discourse.
The idea of metadiscourse is based on the assumption that writing is a way of social
and communicative engagement through which writers project themselves into texts
to manage their communicative intentions. That is, writers need to always have their
readers in mind and “intrude” whenever adequate in the discourse to guide readers in
some ways to “organize, classify, interpret, evaluate, and react to such material”
(Vande Kopple, 1985, p. 83; cited in Swales, 1990, p. 188). In fact, metadiscourse is
one of the vital linguistic resources that researcher-writers can exploit to influence
readers’ response to claims in RAs (Hyland, 1998). Given that the RA Introduction is

where writers need to contextualize their research within the relevant field and
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negotiate novelty and contribution claims, while, at the same time, establish solidarity
with their readers, an adequate dose of metadiscourse into this highly argumentative
section thus becomes a pivotal practice for researcher-writers.

Hyland’s (1998) taxonomy of metadiscourse provides a useful glimpse of the
various types commonly used in RAs. His taxonomy comprises two broad categories
with more specific functional types within these two, which is shown in Table 2.2
overleaf. The two categories of metadiscourse are textual metadiscourse and
interpersonal metadiscourse. Textual metadiscourse refers to linguistic devices which
primarily serve the function of organizing the propositional content in a coherent way.
On the other hand, interpersonal metadiscourse is used to inject a writer’s persona into
the text, forming a unique writer<reader relattonshipsand directing the readers to
interpret a discussed topic or:cited work following the writer’s conviction.

Hyland’s (1998, 1999) text analysis of metadiscourse-in RAs across disciplines
attests that metadiscourse 1s utilized to.aid effective community-specific interactions
in the knowledge-making process. This metadiscoursal practice, similar to citation
practice, generally reflects the marked contrast between social sciences/ humanities
and natural sciences/ engineering. It was found that writers in the soft disciplines
utilized much more interpersonal metadiscourse, whereas writers in hard disciplines
showed relatively low incidence of interpersonal metadiscourse and yet had a strong
affinity to textual metadiscourse (Hyland, 1998, 1999). Such disparities of
metadiscourse practices, as explained by Hyland, could be attributed to the different
conventions of field-specific argumentation and distinct knowledge-making processes
among academic disciplines.

According to Hyland’s (1998) explication, knowledge construction in science
and engineering is characterized by relatively steady cumulative growth, predictability

of problems and clear criteria of acceptability. On the contrary, knowledge-building in
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Table 2.2  Functions of Metadiscourse in Academic Texts

Category Function Examples
Textual metadiscourse
Logical connectives |Express semantic relation between |In addition/ but/
main clauses therefore/ thus/and

Frame markers

Explicitly refer to discourse acts
or text stages

Finally/ to report/ our
aim here/ we try

Endophoric markers

Refer to information in other parts
of the text

Noted above/ see Fig.1/
table 2/ below

Evidentials

Refer to source of information
from other texts

According to X/, 1990/
Z states

Code glosses

Help readers grasp meanings of
ideational material

Namely/ e.g./ in other
words/ such as

Interpersonal metadiscourse

cerfainty In-message

Hedges Withhold writer’s full Might/ perhaps/ it is
commitment to statements possible/ about
Emphatics Emphasize force-or-writer’s In fact/ definitely/ it is

clear/ obvious

Attitude markers

Express writer’s attitude to
propositional content

Surprisingly/ 1 agree/ X
claims

Relational markers

Explicitly refer to-or-build
relationship*with reader

Frankly/ note that/ you
can see that

Person markers

Explicitireference to author(s)

I/ we/ my/ mine/ our

the social sciences and humanities is less definite and involved with more authorial

interpretations and evaluations. This is because the research inquiries in soft fields are

usually concerned with how human actions influence events, and thereby more

variables are involved and more tenuous causal relationships could be made. Given

such differences in knowledge construction, the argumentation in RAs reflects such

phenomena as well. For instance, when writing RA Introductions, writers in hard

sciences usually present their research topics following a linear development of

existing research. Evidentials thus become one of the primary metadiscourse devices

to create “a recognized gap” in the existing knowledge (Hyland, 2005, p. 150).

25




Writers in more discursive soft fields (e.g. sociology, philosophy), on the other hand,
employ consecutive attitude markers (e.g. a neglected area, limitations, lack of
systematic analysis) to augment “the negative tone of the introduction to create a
rhetorical effect which constructs a problematic issue worthy of research” (Hyland,
2005, p. 150). As expectedly, more personal positions could be observed in
soft-knowledge papers.

Moreover, Hyland (1998) also notes that readers of scientific RAs are more
likely to be of specialized backgrounds and probably engaged in a similar type of
experimentation. Therefore, fewer metadiscourse devices, particularly interpersonal
ones, are required to fill the gap in readers’ knowledge or direct them to the preferred
interpretations. On the other hand, comparatively more diversified readership
demands writers in the soft fields to-orient readers:more often and negotiate claims by
means of metadiscourse.

Thus, metadiscourse 1s an impartant:-means for RA writers to present themselves,
negotiate claims, as well as engage their readers, all of which is to ensure that their
propositional content can be understood and accepted. Various linguistic realizations
of metadiscourse offer writers an array of choices to orient their readers. Nevertheless,
in order to have effective arguments, writers need to deploy their discipline-specific
metadiscourse devices to meet the norms and expectations of their discourse
communities.

The foregoing genre-analysis studies on the Introduction section have indicated
that the Introduction is a highly conventionalized part-genre in which distinctive
linguistic features and rhetorical organization are present to realize its communicative
functions. Yet, disciplinary variations within this section also abound at both macro
and micro levels. These variations are especially apparent between the hard fields and

the soft fields, which may be reflective of the distinctive argumentation and
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knowledge-construction process between these two fields. It is thus suggestive that
these two contrastive fields may also require their disciplinary community members
to construct their argumentation differently in the Introduction and they may
encounter disparate difficulties in writing this section. Therefore, the next section, we
will first review the difficulties in writing RAs, and then move on to the possible

difficulties of writing Introduction.

Difficulties of L2 Researcher Writers

It is well-documented in the literature that a great number of L2 writers are at a
disadvantage than their native peers to publish their scientific research in
internationally-referred journals (e.g. Belcher, 2007; Flowerdew, 1999a, 1999b, 2007;
Gosden, 1995; St. John, 1987), which-remain mostly English-medium (Tardy, 2004).
Due to L2 writers’ linguistic insufficiency, their incomprehensible written texts might
possibly inhibit scientifically rigorous studies from publishing in the Center journals.
Moreover, the “non-standard’ English might also test'reviewers’ and editors’ tolerance
of acceptance. While some studies (Flowerdew, 2001) found that journal editors and
reviewers do not hold biased attitude towards “accented” written works, a few studies
indicate otherwise (Curry & Lillis, 2004; Coates et al., 2002; Gibbs, 1995). For
example, Coates et al. (2002, cited in Li & Flowerdew, 2007) reported that a high
rejection rate is related to the language “errors” identified in the manuscripts written
by L2 authors. Moreover, Gosden’s (1993) survey with journal editors in
English-speaking countries further revealed that as journal editors are looking for
reasons to reject ever swarming submitted works, “linguistic grounds are as good a
reason as any for rejection” (p. 129). The above-mentioned reports seem to suggest
that many L2 scholars are caught in this predicament due to their relative linguistic
insufficiency.
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Some common linguistic handicaps indicated in previous literature could be
broadly categorized into three major levels — local surface problems, discoursal
problems, and rhetorical problems. On the surface level, a limited range of vocabulary
is one of the major common difficulties perceived by L2 scholars (Flowerdew, 1999b;
Gosden, 1996; Okamura, 2006). Moreover, some other local surface problems
identified include using false cognates (Sionis, 1995), choosing words with multiple
meanings (Flowerdew, 2000), selecting words that is suitable for the formal written
style (Parkhurst, 1990; Powers & Nelson, 1995; Sionis, 1995; St. John, 1987) , using
terms or expressions that are either too verbose or imprecise (Cooley & Lewkowicz,
1995), and so forth. These surface problems, though evident in the written products by
L2 writers, could be fixed relatively easily by experienced language professionals and,
more importantly, are less frowned-upan by journal editors or reviewers for these
problems usually may not.obscure intended meanings (Li & Flowerdew, 2007). Yet, it
is possible that insufficientrepertoire of lexis may engender more serious problems,
such as poorly developed ideas or arguments, which-aresmore concerned by the
international gatekeepers.

Another common surface problem stems from L2 scholars’ poor command of
English grammar, ranging from grammatical correctness to structural variety to more
nuanced grammatical aspects such as tense or modality (Gosden, 1995; Kourilova,
1998; Okamura, 2006; St. John, 1987). For example, Kourilova (1998) examined the
peer reviews (PRs) of the Slovak medical researchers’ works and found that a few
serious criticisms offered by journal reviewers are in fact related to the “hidden
grammar” of the English language (p. 112). It was pointed out that Slovak scholars
generally lack appropriate modality in their writing to hedge excessive assertive
claims. Furthermore, other grammatical misuses in the study include inadequate

applications of the generic article (e.g. the), which may signal “unsubstantiated
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generalizations” as well as the overuse of present and present perfect tense in which
“the neutral simple past was required to leave the knowledge claim open to
negotiation by the scientific community” (p. 112). These examples indicate that the
grammatical aspects such as tense, modality, and article may exert distinct rhetorical
functions of RAs that are central to Anglophone discourse community and that it is
these tacit grammar that could pose greater challenges to L2 writers, rather than the
general English grammar per se.

While sentential surface lapses are notable in L2 writers’ manuscripts, discoursal
problems, in fact, seem to have more detrimental effects on journal publication in
that the latter could distract the referee’s attention from judgment on the scientific
contribution of the RAs (Gosden, 1992). Unfortunately, since language service
providers usually do not share the-same content expertise with the authors, they are
less capable to identify or.tackle the discoursal problems (Flowerdew, 1999b; St.
John, 1987). Consequently, disoursal problems are proneto persist in the L2 writers’
manuscripts till final submission. These problems existin various forms and could
obscure intelligibility to different degrees. Prior research has indicated that L2
writers generally have less facility for handling logical development of ideas or
arguments over a long stretch of discourse, resulting in incoherent reference or jerky
flow of presentation (Cooley & Lewkowicz, 1995; Gupta, 1995; Matsumoto, 1995;
Swales, 2004). As in Matsumoto’s (1995) study, one Japanese professor incisively
commented that “a sentence is itself a perfectly well-formed one, but it stands
somehow independently from the previous or the next one” (p. 24). Additionally,
sentence or paragraph connection is often weak, which, in turn, not only causes
confusion to readers but also seriously weakens authors” arguments (Shaw, 1991).

In fact, besides the above-mentioned macro and micro level problems, a number

of studies have also indicated that many L2 writers are baffled by rhetorical issues. It
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was found that L2 writers encounter considerable difficulties in making claims about
the news value or contribution of their research (Flowerdew, 1999b; Lillis & Curry,
2008), which, critically, is the major criterion for international publication
(Berkenkotter & Huckin, 1995). In detail, weighing when to put forward assertive
claims, and when, less assertive often perplexes L2 writers. They tend to put forward
overassertive claims without using the appropriate hedged language to indicate
caution expected by the academic discourse community (Flowerdew, 1999b;
Kourilova, 1998). Worse yet, to some L2 scholars, particularly those in the social
sciences and humanities, choosing either to background the local national context or
foreground the “exotic” context is a serious issue that L2 scholars need to tackle with
care. While Flowerdew (2001) neted that many Center journal editors criticized many
periphery writers for being too “parochial” (p. 134), Lillis & Curry’s (2008) case
studies of scholars writing.from Central Europe foundthat.it is this localness that
could be attributed to the value of the periphery works (see also Cho, 2004). This
stark contrast seems to be an.issue of making the right type of knowledge claims. L2
writers thus need to strike a balance'between asserting for the contribution from the
perspective of a unique local context while showing the study’s relevance to the
readers in a more global community. Although this conundrum faced by L2 periphery
writers may be related to sociopolitical issues, it should also be considered as a
rhetorical complexity that many L2 writers ought to deal with using their constrained
linguistic proficiency.

In sum, studies have indicated that numerous L2 writers are plagued with
language deficiency in writing for English-medium scholarly publication. It appears
that local surface problems are quite evident in the NNS’ manuscripts, and yet they
are comparatively less concerned by journal editors and referees. On the other hand,

discoursal and rhetorical problems, which are inextricably linked to the success of
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journal publication, seem to pose even greater obstacles for L2 writers.
In the next section, difficulties in writing Introduction are discussed, with a
special focus on L2 student researchers’ possible difficulties in writing this particular

section.

Difficulties in writing RA Introduction

Introduction at the level of published text, as Swales (1990) aptly puts it, is “a
crafted rhetorical artifact,” serving the function of convincing readers that the study is
of great contribution as well as relevance to the research field (p. 157). This invariably
requires writers to maneuver skillfully to achieve such rhetorical functions. It comes
as no surprise that this section is-eften perceived by.2 writers to be particularly more
troublesome than the other more formulaic sections of Method and Results
(Flowerdew, 1999b; Shaw,.1991; St. John, 1987): Considering that L2 postgraduate
students, being novice scholars in research and academic writing, may still cultivate
their academic literacy and may: lack:the necessary rhetorical strategies to write a
well-crafted Introduction, they are"maore likely to'encounter more serious challenges
than other more experienced scholars.

In writing this rhetorically demanding part-genre, numerous crucial yet tough
decisions need to be made (Swales, 1990). First and foremost, writers need to decide
what type and what level of knowledge claims should be made in Introduction, for
this being the principle criterion for publication. Swales (1990) notes that “high-level
claims are likely to be important but risky, whilst low-level claims are likely to be
trivial but safe” (p. 117). In detail, even though higher level of knowledge claims
could produce the higher news value or greater contribution to the current knowledge
that gatekeepers are specifically looking for, these claims may contradict with a large

body of related previous works or fundamentally important assumptions, hence
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inviting criticisms and suspicions from the research communities. On the other hand,
low-level claims, though are seldom questioned by journal referees or academic peers,
may lack the news value necessary for publication. Accordingly, weighing the right
amount of claim is very crucial yet difficult. This complicated claim-making practice
undoubtedly requires high skills of rhetorical work, and, expectedly, it is reported to
be troublesome for L2 scholars (Flowerdew, 1999b). Conceivably, given L2 student
researchers’ limited experiences of writing RAs for publication, they are inclined to
encounter more obstacles in choosing the right amount of claims in Introduction.
Secondly, while more experienced writers do not seem to experience
considerable difficulties in dealing with previous literature such as incorporating
existing literature or weighing the value of literature: (Flowerdew, 1999a), it seems to
be particularly troublesome for novicewriters to select from a wealth of related
literature and, more importantly, using citations to contextualize their study in the
existing knowledge. Moreover, they/appear to be:less able'to use citation to develop
forceful arguments to convinge theirreaders that their studies are sound, significant,
and worthy of publication (Dong, 1996). A'study reflecting L2 student writers’
difficulty in reviewing literature can be drawn from Liu’s (2007) study, which
investigated one MA applied linguistic student’s process of writing thesis literature
review (LR). Interviews and text-analysis of the participant’s written drafts revealed
that due to his less proficiency in critical reading and evaluating previous works, this
student was unable to decide what study should be included in his thesis LR. As a
consequence, this student writer provided detailed description of each study, hoping
that his advisor could help him identify the important information. Further,
incoherence and irrelevance among studies reviewed only rendered the whole LR
harder to grasp the author’s stance and argument. It is possible that L2 student

researchers may be still forming the critical insights necessary to evaluate previous
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research and are still learning various highly sophisticated rhetorical citation practices
through situated learning. They thus may need extra help from more experienced
researchers, such as their advisors or journal referees (see also Dong, 1996).

In addition to choosing literature to support their claims, L2 novice scholars may
encounter obstacles in deciding the adequate amount and type of background
knowledge to be included so as to bridge the gap between the potential reader’s
knowledge base and the present study. Two reasons might be attributed to this
difficulty (Shaw, 1991). For one thing, compared with senior or more experienced
researchers who may write to target at specific audience of RAs, junior researchers
tend not to think about their potential readers (Okamura, 2006). Therefore, it seems
plausible that this limited awareness of intended readership contributes to their
difficulty in providing adequate amount of background information in Introduction.
For the other, the difficulty.of providing adequate background information may be
related to the writers’ overwhelming atténtion given to local ongoing development of
the written texts while overlooking the overall structureythereby providing unequal
proportion to each study or topic reviewed, with some sections being over specific
whilst others too general (Gupta, 1995). More specifically, Gupta (1995) pointed out
that this disproportionate review of previous works could be attributed to L2 student
writers’ fixated “concern with linear structuring, which leads them to ignore the
overall hierarchical structure” in Introduction (p. 62). Therefore, given limited
experience in writing RAs, particularly those for publication, L2 student writers may
be in lack of the specific readership and awareness of their overall hierarchical
structure, it seems that they would be more likely to provide inadequate amount of
background information in this part-genre.

As reviewed so far, L2 novice scholars are imposed with several thorny decisions

such as in choosing the right level of knowledge claims, selecting suitable literature to
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support their arguments or to provide sufficient background knowledge, their
comparatively less proficiency in L2 reading further compounds their difficulty in
writing this section (Dong, 1996; Okamura, 2006). For starters, perusing over copious
literature is a required yet painful process. However, poor academic reading
proficiency in English constrain L2 writers to read much less of the prior research
than that of their native counterparts, thus leading to unsubstantiated claims or limited
reference to previous studies, which may not be representative of the current
knowledge (Dong, 1996; Okamura, 2006). Moreover, misunderstanding or
misinterpretation is prone to happen in reading L2 written texts (Liu, 2007),
contributing to wrong interpretation or even false claims in their writing. It is
postulated that the effect of poors@ading on writingsmay be more apparent in the
more discursive disciplines of humanities-and social sciences in that the texts tend to
be longer and more complicated. In addition, such texts may not have “mathematical
language” (Sinois, 1995) as those inithe'science and technelogy, which could possibly
facilitate L2 scholars’ comprehension. Therefore, to L:2 novice researchers, writing a
good Introduction takes more than just good command of academic writing. Rather,
academic reading proficiency, particularly in the softer fields, may also play a critical
part in writing this particular section.

Finally, in addition to the above-mentioned language hurdles and difficult
rhetorical options, L2 writers may also need to overcome the cultural barrier in
writing Introduction. Cultural disparities may make the Introduction written by
non-Anglophone writers to be incongruent with the expectations of the Anglophone
readers, which critically include most of the journal referees and editors (Mauranen,
1993). A case in point, while Swales (1990) suggests that indicating a gap in previous
research is an important rhetorical practice to justify one’s research, a few studies

have revealed this practice might be too face-threatening in some non-Anglophone

34



cultures (Ahmad, 1997; Bolch & Chi, 1995; Taylor & Chen, 1991). For example,
from a contrastive rhetoric approach between Chinese and English RA Introduction
texts, Taylor and Chen (1991) observed that Chinese writers have the tendency to
avoid exposing “gaps” in previous research as a way of motivating their own research.
Similarly, Bolch & Chi (1995) found that Chinese writers when writing Chinese RA
Introduction tend to be less argumentative and employ fewer direct criticisms of the
reviewed studies than their English counterparts, adding another prove that disparities
may exist between these two cultures when creating a research space. Arguably, L2
novice researchers who have been raised and educated in EFL contexts and who are
less aware of the genre conventions of English-medium journals may have the
proclivity to produce “anomalous,™.or even “illogical” Introduction to the eyes of
Anglophone gatekeepers, thereby loosing the chance forinternational publishing in
the first place.

Although previous research has anecdotally recorded:the multiple challenges of
writing Introduction faced by:L2 writers, comparatively:few studies examined this
issue systematically or in-depth. Mare specifically, it is still unknown whether some
subcomponents or linguistic realizations of Introduction are more difficult to write
than those in other sections of the RAs, and why such difficulties are caused, in
particular, the writing difficulties of L2 writers in relation to generic features of RAs

as a whole and communicative purposes of the Introduction section.

L2 Writers’ Composing Process
In light of the above mentioned difficulties thwarting L2 researchers from
writing RAs effectively, it seems all the more critical to understand these writers’
writing behaviors during their composing process, which could provide insights to

their writing problems and how they cope with them. Central to RA composing
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process is the composing strategies that writers brought with them from their former
experience either in L1 or L2 writing as well as their coping and rhetorical strategies
to match the demands and expectations of the target academic discourse community.
In this section, studies related to researchers’ writing process for RAs are reviewed
first; coping strategies utilized by L2 writers to overcome their difficulties or
disadvantages are also presented; lastly, we also review previous literature concerning
the rhetorical strategies adopted by L2 researcher-writers either to get their ideas
across to the intended readers more effectively or utilize such strategies to enhance the
acceptance by journal referees.

During the past three decades, there has been a dramatic proliferation of
research concerned with L2 writerscomposing proecess. One important thread of this
process-oriented research has investigated the writing behaviors of skilled and less
skilled L2 writers during their composing proeess and shown marked difference
between them in planning;composing,-and revision (e.g. Bosher, 1998; Raimes, 1985;
Zamel, 1983; Victori, 1999)..70 begin with, unskilled writers generally spend little
time on planning yet stick to the original plan or outline rigidly; skilled writers tend to
spend more time on planning but are willing to change their plan once a new or better
idea has come up during their composing process (Raimes, 1985; Zamel, 1983).
Further, these two groups contrast significantly during the revision stage. Less
proficient writers rarely revise and tend to revise only at the surface level such as
spelling, punctuation, and grammar, rather than the overall flow of meaning or logic.
Proficient writers, on the other hand, concern more about the development of ideas
and revise globally to ensure discoursal coherence while postponing editing surface
level relatively later at the revision stage (Zamel, 1983). Finally, another distinction
lies in how these two groups go about their writing. Contrary to unskilled writers who

generally treat writing as mere expansion of an original plan, skilled writers regard
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writing as “a nonlinear, creative, and generative process” (Matsumoto, 1995, p.17)
where they discover new ideas and incorporate these developing ideas into their
composition. Thus, it seems that writing a good composition involves having an
organized yet flexible plan, undertaking not only local-level but also global-level
revisions, discovering and adopting new ideas whenever writers deem adequate.

The composing process and writing behaviors of L2 researchers writing for
publication is more similar to that of proficient L2 writers as mentioned above
(Matsumoto, 1995). Similar to general L2 composing behaviors, L2 researchers also
undergo comparable stages in writing, that is, planning, composing, and revising.
Additionally, they utilize many similar composing strategies, such as generating ideas
by first thinking in L1, making an outline before writing, refining words and
modifying structures, etc. (Rymer; 1988).-This may be in*part due to the fact that L2
researchers do not need to.discard all the strategies gained-from former experience
either in L1 or L2 writing.-Rather, many-of the L1 and L2 general/academic writing
strategies could be naturally transferrable to writing for RAs in L2, though some
modifications need to be made (Matsumoto; 1995; Riazi, 1997). More importantly,
comparable to L2 proficient writers’ composing process, writing for research in L2 is
also a “recursive” and “heuristic” process (Swales, 1990, p. 220). Recursive because
researchers seek perfection for their writing, so they usually undergo careful planning,
laborious composing, multiple revisions and going through these processes back and
forth for each draft (Matsumoto, 1995; Mu, 2007; Rymer, 1988). This non-linear
writing process generally characterizes academic writing process of many L2
researchers. In addition, the process of writing RAs is also characteristic of its
heuristic nature in that through writing process per se researchers discover
“connections” among what may be originally scattered in notes or in researchers’

mind, gradually gaining a more comprehensive picture of the study content (Swales,
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1990, p. 220). Through the process of writing, L2 researchers may also form new
ideas and make these ideas more precise and accurate (Matsumoto, 1995). For many
researchers, writing RAs thus becomes the means to further explore ideas and refine
meanings.

Despite the seeming similarities of the composing process between L2 proficient
writers and L2 researchers, much more complexity and disparities could be noted in
the writing behaviors of L2 researchers. This is because L2 researchers are engaged in
a much more sophisticated and demanding writing task than general essay writing.
Much more complicated issues are involved in writing for publication, such as
integrating from various sources, orienting readers, making cogent and appropriate
arguments, organizing complex_information, and soforth (Li, 2006). Therefore, in
addition to considering theiriinternal-mental cognition process in writing, it seems
equally important, if not more, to explore L2 reSearchers’ strategies to tackle the
external demands made by-the academic.discourse community. These strategies are
one of the research foci of the present study, which can be categorized into two major
types: the coping strategies adopted by L2 writers:to tackle the difficulties or
disadvantages encountered in writing for publication as well as the rhetorical
strategies utilized by L2 writers to help them express their ideas more effectively. In
the following section, various types of coping strategies that have been documented in
the previous literature will be presented first; then, research focusing on the rhetorical

strategies will also be reviewed.

Coping strategies
The use of L1
Writing RAs is an extremely complicated and challenging task where L2

researchers need to juggle not only the cognitive demand of turning experimental data
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or ideas into persuasive and valid content but also the linguistic burden of writing
coherently in a language that is not totally under their control. Mental overtaxing
makes these L2 researchers turn to their L1 for help in different stages of writing
process. Thinking first in their L1 enables L2 researchers to discard momentarily the
linguistic burden of L2 writing, thus focusing on generating ideas or sharpening
meanings. With ideas clarified, some L2 writers can start to write directly in English
(Matsumoto, 1995; Li, 2007; Shaw, 1991). However, other L2 researchers may not
only think in their L1 but also write first in their L1 and then translate the texts (St.
John, 1987; Gosden, 1996). For example, Gosden (1996) found that the majority of
Japanese novice researchers reported writing their first draft of the Introduction in
Japanese and later translated it into-English, for they: thought Introduction contains
complicated rhetorical functions. Similarly, St. John (1987) observed that her Spanish
researchers shifted to thinking'and writing in Spanish first;.then translating the text
into English when writings-more difficult-areas of RAs such as Introduction and
Discussion.

Interestingly, these two studies'also reported distinctive translation strategies
utilized by these two groups of L2 researchers writing in EFL contexts. In Gosden’s
study, novice Japanese researchers were found to use “discourse features” that are
distinctive to English RAs in their Japanese drafts. For instance, they incorporated
“overt transition markers than might normally occur in a Japanese text” (p. 117). Such
practice was perceived to be beneficial for later translation. Similarly, for the same
purpose of efficient translation, St. John observed that some Spanish writers used a
very specialized variety of Spanish consisting of concise and short expressions, as
opposed to the conventional Spanish writing, which is “less precise, longer, and more
variable in structure” (p. 116). It thus seems that translation strategies become a

notable interim strategy between L1 and L2 RA writing for some L2 researchers. To
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conclude, whereas some L2 researchers may simply count on their L1 for
brainstorming or clarifying ideas, others may use their L1 for the whole process of
thinking about and writing their drafts while also employing strategies for the ease of

translation.

Using previous literature as models

Prior studies concerning academic literacy has well-documented that examining
and imitating successfully completed texts, such as mimicking the format and style, or
borrowing fixed phraseology or formulaic expressions, is commonly practiced by L2
graduate students writing for their course assignments (Leki, 1995; Riazi, 1997) or for
their theses (Shaw, 1991). Whenwriting RAS for international publication, L2 novice
researchers also adopt this copingstrategy to overcome their linguistic inflexibility as
well as their unfamiliarity with the written task at hand. As;reported in Okamura’s
(2006) and Flowerdew & Li’s (2007) studies, many L2 researchers perceive that the
academic language for RAs is highly*codified,” meaning that writers can use a
specific set of highly conventionalized expressions to achieve their intention.
Therefore, they suggest that it is this codified nature of academic writing that enables
them to “borrow” linguistic expressions from published texts. Accordingly, many L2
novice researchers take previous works as a major reference to imitate both their
language and rhetorical structure so as to produce the type of texts that are expected
from the discourse community, such are the cases in Gosden’s (1996) and Li’s (2005,
2006 a, b, 2007)studies. However, it should be noted that even experienced L2
researchers may adopt the so-called “language reuse” (Flowerdew & Li, 2007) or
“textual borrowing” (Casanave, 2004) from published works, and this could possibly
result in unwanted “textual plagiarism” (Flowerdew & Li, 2007).

Notwithstanding the serious plagiarism issues, collecting and utilizing formulaic
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expressions from published texts seems to be a prevalent and useful coping strategy
for L2 researchers writing for international publication. L2 novice researchers, in
particular, may still grapple with the rhetorical structure and rhetorical purposes of
each section. Therefore, apart from imitating the surface linguistic structures and
formulaic expressions, novices are reported to benefit from analyzing and imitating
rhetorical organization from previous published works, especially those written by the
“big hands” in their fields (Li, 2007, p. 67). In other words, this strategy appears to be
more than just a coping strategy for them to produce the type of texts that are required
by the discourse community. It also serves as a developing strategy for L2 novice
researchers to acquire the advanced academic literacy of a specialized discipline
(Flowerdew & Li, 2007; Hsu, 2008; L1, 2006), enabling these novice writers to gain
insights to how the study should be presented adequatelyto readers on both linguistic

and rhetorical grounds.

Exploiting the linguistic resources atthand

Previous studies have indicated that L2 writers perceive that they should keep to
a simple style of writing (Flowerdew, 1999b; Okamura, 2006). Many L2 researchers
in Flowerdew’s (1999b) study noted that they should use simple language to express
themselves since they thought they would never be able to write “flowery phrases” as
naturally as their native peers (p. 257). In a similar vein, Okamura (2006) found that
many Japanese researchers preferred to write their arguments in simple English. They
expressed that they have little time to polish up their English given the highly
competitive nature of the international publication game. Most importantly, they
thought that the purpose of publishing studies was to get their message across to the
intended readers, copying complex sentence structures or patterns from NSs’ texts that

they can not fully integrate with their intentions may not work to their advantage.
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They thus opted to write in a simple style. Accordingly, while some researchers will
use “language reuse” strategy of using useful sentence patterns or phrases from the
published manuscripts, some other L2 researchers may relegate to take up a simple
style of English writing due to the constraints of time and insufficient linguistic

prowess of integrating complicated patterns from others’ with their own.

Consulting resource material

Besides examining the textual models from the published works, L2 writers also
resort to resource books to compensate for their language problems. The resource
books include dictionary, thesauruses, grammar usage books, writing manuals, etc.
(Gosden, 1996; Hsu, 2008; Shaw;1991). In general sthe use of such resource materials
appear to be more commonly reported;in-studies of L2 student researchers, which may
be attributed to the fact that they are still grasping various linguistic conventions of
the research genres. So faryin the literature, it seems that the most documented
resource materials by L2 writers is the use of dictionary;indicating L2 writers’
prevalent difficulty of vocabulary in writing English-medium research genres. For
instance, Shaw (1991) found that L2 graduate students in a British university used
dictionaries, particularly bilingual ones, as thesauruses either to look for words “on
the tip of the tongue” or to maintain “elegant variation” in writing thesis (p. 196).
More recently, Hsu (2008) noted that her L2 graduate students in Taiwan would also
consult bilingual dictionaries in writing RAs, though for a slightly different reason —
most often to find the correct word choice.

Interestingly, even though few studies have documented the use of dictionary by
more experienced L2 writers, such as professors, they seem to vary significantly with
the use of this resource material. Some professors such as those in Matsumoto’s (1995)

study, expressed they can solve basically all the vocabulary problems from reading
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the referenced materials, commenting that “because the vocabulary used in research
paper writing in a specific field is actually very limited, it is not even necessary to
consult a dictionary, although I might have to do so in other types of writing” (p. 22).
On the stark contrary, the L2 Japanese professors in Okamura’s (2006) study noted
they needed to use dictionary to check for some problematic word usage because of
their limited vocabulary repertoire. In fact, a few professors also explicated that their
difficulty with this linguistic handicap may be related to the discipline. For example,
they mentioned that the discipline of biology required them to use a variety of
vocabulary items “to describe the shape, size, and color of an item in English, and
could not highlight subtle differences” (p. 72). They thought that writers in some other
fields, such as chemistry, where researcher-writers can use mathematical formulae to

present their findings, may encounter-fewer such linguistic constraints.

Seeking external help from=NSs

To overcome various lipguistic hurdles; L.2-researchers may turn to NSs for help
during their publication process (Casanave, 1998; Cho, 2004; Flowerdew, 1999a;
Okamura, 2006). Flowerdew’s (1999a) large-scale survey with L2 researchers in
Hong Kong found that one of the major strategies is to seek co-authorships with NS
researchers, including their former overseas supervisors, overseas colleagues, or local
NS peers. Also, Cho (2004) discovered that all of her student researchers received
NS’s assistance, at least in their final drafts. These L2 doctoral researchers were
assisted via two major channels: firstly, seeking help from language editors or
professionals in university writing centers; secondly, collaborating with NS
researchers in the same field, including their peers or advisors. However, the former is
not perceived by these L2 student researchers to be as beneficial as they might have

expected, mostly because the NS language professionals did not share the same
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disciplinary knowledge with them. This condition is exacerbated by the limited time
and energy that language professionals can provide to each student researcher. Not
surprisingly, editing and suggestions provided by NS staff at writing centers were
restricted to linguistic surface levels, such as grammatical and stylistic changes.
Collaborating with NS advisors or peers seemed to solve the above-mentioned
problem. Moreover, NNS’s collaboration with NS researchers is also conducive to
exchanging ideas, giving feedback, or sharing the workload.

Yet, as revealed in other studies (e.g. Casanave, 1998), unequal power in
coauthoring or collaboration between NS and NNS could be problematic, especially
when one is a NS supervisor and the other is a NNS subordinate. Political issues arise
such as deciding who should be listed as first authors and how to settle disagreements
on content. Not just for NNS:researchersto comply with*NS counterparts simply
because the latter have mare sophisticated linguistic command. Albeit for the potential
power disparities, collaborating with NS-researchers is generally regarded as a useful

coping strategy for L2 researchers.

Opting for certain types of research
In the field of social sciences and humanities, a few previous studies have

indicated that L2 researchers may resort to choosing quantitative research over
qualitative research as a strategy to get their papers published in internationally
referred journals. Flowerdew (1999b) found that many Cantonese-speaking
researchers in Hong Kong perceived that it is better for L2 researchers to publish
quantitative research in primary journals, given that this type of research contains
more fixed steps and formulaic expressions of which L2 writers have better command.
Likewise, Cho (2004) noted that all of her four doctoral researchers in the U.S. opted

to publish quantitative research and that at least two averred that they avoided
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choosing qualitative research owing to their limited linguistic facility in L2 writing.
Therefore, for L2 scholars, choosing a certain type of research to publish may not be
merely out of the concerns of knowledge contribution or research values; linguistic
consideration may also play a critical role in swaying their research and publication

decisions.

To summarize, from the above reviewed, it suggests that many difficulties and
coping strategies may be related to the writers’ experience with the genre. L2 novice
writers may encounter greater linguistic difficulties due to unfamiliarity with the
genre, so they may turn to use resource materials, textual mentorship from the
published texts, etc. more often. On the other hand, while most coping strategies may
seem to be universal across disciplines, a few coping strategies reported here are
discipline-dependent. It seems that some disciplines may.require more linguistic
ability than others; thus, for thase L2 writers,.they may be-confronted with more
difficulties, which, in turn;require.them-to enlist different.coping strategies to
overcome these problems. However, previous studies did not specifically tap into the
specific coping strategies that L2 writers can employ to write up a particular section,
such as Introduction. Given that each section has its own communicative purposes, it
is possible that the use of strategy may be related to the distinctive textual features or

rhetorical functions of the Introduction section.

Rhetorical strategies

Writing RAs for scholarly publication is more than just a mere impersonal
narrative account of research procedures and data presentation. Rather, this type of
writing involves researchers’ ingenious rhetorical construction, which, at the same

time, also needs to be conformed to the values and expectations of the discourse
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community (Berkenkotter and Huckin, 1995; Flowerdew, 2000; Myers, 1990).
Specifically, in order to gain acceptance in this highly competitive publication game,
researcher-writers need to skillfully employ various rhetorical strategies so as to
convince their specialist readers that their research is of great news value, their claims
are well-founded and adequate, and their perspective is fittingly-contextualized within
the current disciplinary knowledge (Hyland, 2000). Therefore, as suggested by Latour
and Woolgar (1979; cited in Hyland, 2000), “modern research lab devotes more
energy to producing papers than to making discoveries, and that scientists’ time is
largely spent in discussing and preparing articles for publication in competition with
other labs” (p. 3). Some L2 researchers even stated that in such a competitive
publication game, “with less impréssive data, they would need good written English
to persuade their readers” (Okamura,;2006, p.74). This “good written English” in
persuasion thus implies the heavy rhetorical work involved. in composing this
sophisticated academic genre.

Skilled L2 researcher-writers seem to have more awareness of their intended
readership, and thus employ various rhetorical strategies to have interaction with their
readers. In writing, these skilled RA writers anticipate the readers’ possible interests,
backgrounds, reading purposes, and reactions to their claims, etc. (Hyland, 2005; Li,
2006; Okamura, 2006). In fact, the use of numerous rhetorical strategies seems to be
the embodiment of the writers’” concern for readers. For example, Okamura (2006)
found that more experienced Japanese professors have a clear awareness of their
intended readers and thus evoke a few writing strategies to address their readership.
Since these experienced professionals sought to make a substantial impact on their
readers and their studies, these writers were meticulous in choosing the suitable
wording in the written works, which is also similar to the practice of more

experienced writers in Rymer’s (1988) study. In addition, in order to draw their
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readers’ interests, they cite possible readers’ works for the reason that “people would
read an article more carefully if their work was cited as an important contribution” (p.
72).

By the same token, Li’s (2006) case study of a L2 doctoral student writing for
publication in China also reflects the rhetorical strategies aimed at swaying readers’
reaction. Unlike most of the student writers documented in the literature, who tend to
restrict the readership to only their advisors (e.g. Gosden, 1996; Liu, 2007), this
doctoral student, surprisingly, demonstrated a strong awareness of his intended
readers in a more global context of the research community. A few noteworthy
rhetorical strategies were utilized to address his readers. To begin with, this doctoral
student purposefully highlighted.the “bright points”of his Abstract, such as adding

LEET1Y

“precisely positioned,” “finding the-optimized distance,”** a powerful tool,” etc. In his
words, these additions were used literally to “attract the eye-balls of the referees” (p.
70). Also, he used self-citation of the earlier work from histhome research team as a
way of self-promotion. The practice of self-citation, as the student writer believed,
served to demonstrate to the referees the contributions that their team has made to the
field, thus hoping that the journal gatekeepers would view his present work in a more
favorable light.

Furthermore, keenly aware of the problem that some concepts in his study might
be foreign to the general readership and, possibly, to some journal referees, this
student researcher deliberately lay out the basics of the background knowledge with
“plain wording” (p. 70). Such additional explication and semantic simplification
practices have reflected the writer’s concerns for his readers, thereby avoiding any
unwanted negative reactions such as misunderstanding, lost of interests, or even

rejection from his readers. From these studies, it seems that numerous rhetorical

strategies reviewed here are related to the writers’ anticipation of the critical readers,

47



such as the journal reviewers, and their general readership.

Equally important in this journal writing, however, is to create the rhetorical
work that conforms to the norms and expectations of the discourse communities. For
instance, Flowerdew’s (2000) case study with a Chinese doctoral student writing for
publication revealed his initial oversight of constructing rhetorical work in showing
the news value that his method and subject matter is appropriate for readers of the
submitting journal. It is after going through the process of publication, particularly
after journal reviews’ and in-house editor’s suggestion, that the student writer started
to understand how this rhetorical construction could play such a critical role in journal
publication. In fact, even professional writers who ignore to create the rhetorical
conventions would be seriously punished for not playing the hidden rhetorical rules in
this publication game. Such-are the-cases-in Birkenkotterrand Huckin’s (1995) and
Myers’s (1990) studies. These researcher-writers-initially did not follow the rhetorical
convention to “create the gap” within the-previous studies;:and thus their submissions
were rejected. It was not untilthey conformed to the rhetorical expectations from the
discourse community to create the'rhetorical winsomeness in the literature review did
their studies finally get into print.

To sum up, the reviewing studies have indicated that the rhetorical construction
is integral to the success of journal publication. The deployment of various kinds of
rhetorical work and strategies appears to be largely dependent on the writers’
awareness of the intended readers and understanding of the rhetorical conventions of
the discourse community. In other words, researcher-writers need to construct the
rhetorical work that should be aimed at catering to readers’ reactions towards their
claims and statements; writers should also conform to the schemata expected from the
discourse community. However, partly due to L2 writers’ insufficient linguistic

command and limited awareness of various nuanced aspects of Anglophone writers’
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practice (e.g. metadiscourse, hedges, tense, etc.), L2 writers” may be more likely to
have difficulties with such rhetorical construction and could have less facility in using
various rhetorical strategies. This might be more noticeable in less skilled writers,
particularly for those novice writers such as L2 doctoral students, who have limited
experiences in writing this advanced genre and confined understanding of how the
publication game works. Without acute awareness of how the rhetorical work is
constructed, L2 novice writers’ submitting papers may not achieve the rhetorical
intentions that the journal gatekeepers expect, so they stand higher chances of being
rejected from the international discourse communities.

In order to help these novice writers to overcome various difficulties in writing
RA Introductions, it seems pivotal to understand what coping and rhetorical strategies
they can use or learn to use so as to-meet the demands from the international discourse
communities. Despite the fact that Introduction is perceived to be the most difficult
section, insufficient attention has been.paid to the.correlation between strategies and
the distinctive textual features-and rhetorical functions of Introduction. The present
study thus intends to fill up such gaps by specifically tapping into L2 doctoral
students’ difficulties and their writing strategies during their process of composing

Introduction.
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CHAPTER THREE
METHOD

The present study seeks to understand two L2 postgraduate students’ writing
process of RA Introduction in an EFL context bidding for international publication,
specifically concerning their difficulties or disadvantages in writing this particular
section and the writing strategies they employ to facilitate their writing. Therefore, a
naturalistic approach of case study was taken to reflect the distinct sociopolitical
context of this scholarly publication game as well as the convoluted nature of
composing this demanding and sophisticated part genre, thus providing an in-depth
account for such complexities.

The major data collection methods consist of three types: questionnaire survey of
the student participants, interviews with the participants and their supervisors, and
genre analysis of participants’ major drafts of Introduction-and their complete RAs.
Correspondences with the journal editors and reviewers;if any, were also collected. It
is hoped that through such multiple sources of data collection, a more comprehensive
picture of the student participants’ perceptions, difficulties, and strategies during the

complicated writing process of Introduction can be presented.

Participants
Two L2 postgraduate students from two different disciplines were recruited by
means of convenience sampling in a major research-oriented university in northern
Taiwan. These two students assented to participate in the study and signed a consent
form (see Appendix A). Numerous genre analyses on RA Introduction have pointed
out that disparate writing conventions between the soft fields and hard fields exist at

both macro and micro levels (e.g. Anthony, 1996; Hsieh et al., 2006; Hyland, 2000;
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Swales, 1990). It is also noted that faculty members in postgraduate programs in hard
fields and soft fields value different academic writing skills (Casanave & Hubbard,
1992). However, prior research tended to focus on the scholarly literacy practices of
L2 researchers in hard fields, which may not be reflective of the distinctive writing
practices and requirements in soft fields. Motivated by this concern, student
participants from both hard and soft disciplines were recruited — one postgraduate,
Chris, was drawn from the field of hard science (Computer Science) while the other
one, Anne, was recruited from the field of social sciences (Applied Linguistics).

More specific demographic information is listed in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1  Participants’ Demographi¢ infermation

Participant  Discipline Gender Age Year of Ph. D. study
Chris Computer Science Male 31 7
Anne Applied Linguistics — Female 27 1

Note: All the student participants’ names listed here are pseudonyms.

In terms of English proficiency, Chris has-never taken any language proficiency
test; only Anne has language certificate from TOEFL IBT, scoring 103 (the total is
120), which indicates her high intermediate level in English. This certification was
actually a graduation requirement of her master’s program, which stipulates that all
graduates should pass the score of TOEFL iBT 100. The self-perceived English
proficiency in terms of the four skills, as shown in the questionnaire collected from
both participants, reveals that both participants rated their English proficiency to be
average, or above average (Table 3.2 and Table 3.3). Specifically, they both perceived
their academic English literacy to be above average. Chris perceived his academic
reading proficiency to be a bit higher than his academic writing proficiency. Anne,

however, rated her academic reading and writing proficiency to be fair.
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Table 3.2  Self-evaluated Language Proficiency in General English

Participant General General General General
Listening speaking Reading writing

Anne 4 3 4 3

Chris 4 2 4 3

Note: On the Lickert scale of 1 to 5, 1 means “very bad” whilst 5 means “very good.”

Table 3.3 Self-evaluated Academic Literacy

Participant Academic reading Academic writing
Anne 4 4
Chris 4 3

While both participants seem to have confidence in their academic literacy, it
was found that because Anne’s background is Applied Linguistics, she had more
chances of writing academic English. In fact, she-had.to turn in all her academic
reports in English during bath her master:s program and doctoral program. Her
master’s thesis was writtensin' English as well:”Chris, by contrast, seldom needed to
turn in English reports, and his master’s thesis was written.in Chinese. Moreover,
since Anne’s background is in Applied Linguistics, she.received formal instruction on
how to write English academically and some theories related to writing. On the
tertiary level, Anne’s formal instruction about academic writing includes one course in
the bachelor’s program (TOEFL Writing), two courses in the graduate institute
(Second Language Writing, Thesis Writing), and one course currently in the doctoral
program (Second Language Writing). Contrary to Anne’s early exposure, Chris did
not take any academic writing courses until his doctoral program. After taking the first
course of Academic Writing for Science and Technology, he found the course was
beneficial; therefore, he continued taking a few related writing courses, inclusive of
advanced-level Academic Writing for Science and Technology and Thesis Writing.

Finally, as Table 3.4 shows, both participants did not have any experiences of
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writing English-medium journal articles until their doctoral programs. The present
study intends to document these doctoral students’ writing practices of their first

journal article scrambling for international publication.

Table 3.4  Participants’ English-medium Scholarly Publication Experiences

Participant Journal article  Conference Journal article Conference

published/ paper published/ papers
submitted* in published in submitted in  published in
master’s master’s doctoral doctoral
program program program program
Anne 0/0 2 0/1 0
Chris 0/0 1 1/4 3

Note : * indicates the total number of papers that student participants submitted to
journals; the first figure showsithe total number of papers that finally got into
print.

Data Collection

As indicated earlier, multiple sources of data were collected, including
questionnaire data, textual data, and interview-data. First; a questionnaire was
administered to understand each participant’s former‘experiences of academic writing
and their problems in writing RAs. Then, semi-structured interviews were conducted
with these student participants to understand their various practices in writing their
first journal article, especially understanding their perceived difficulties and strategies
in writing Introduction. Each interview generally lasted from one hour to two hours.
For each participant, more than one interview was needed since in-depth
understanding of the complete composing and revising process of RA Introduction
was aimed. After these interviews, genre analysis of the participants’ Introduction
drafts was conducted, identifying the possible problematic areas and strategies.
Following genre analysis, discourse-based interviews with the student participants

were arranged to understand their motivation behind various textual changes and to
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further clarify how they formed and used their strategies. Finally, interviews with the
participants’ advisors were also conducted to provide references of the student

participant’s writing performance. In the following, each type of data is described.

Questionnaire

A four-page questionnaire comprising mostly close-ended questions (see
Appendix C) was first administered to all the student participants. It is used to gather
each participant’s personal background information, former English learning
information, previous English academic writing experiences, and self-report of the
problematic areas in writing RAs in English. The information garnered from this
questionnaire, particularly those relating to difficulty areas in writing RAS, can serve

as the basis for the researcher.to guide latersinterviews.or to interpret the textual data.

Textual data

The textual data, including. the participantsmajor drafts of Introduction and
complete submitted manuscripts, were carefully-examined to pinpoint their
problematic areas in terms of both rhetorical structures and lexico-grammatical
aspects. Major textual changes in each major draft were also identified. Motivation of
such textual changes was further clarified in the discourse-based interviews with the
participants.

In addition, advisors’ written comments and correspondences with journal
editors and reviewers, if available, were also collected. These critical comments
provided an alternative source of student participants’ writing problems that might not
be self-perceived. Also, student participants might employ an array of strategies so as
to meet the demands made by the expert readers of their disciplines. Such incidences

of strategy use, particularly those of rhetorical strategies, might be reflective in the
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participants’ modifications in their latter versions of Introduction.

Interviews

In the present study, in-depth interviews with the student participants and their
advisors were another major data collection method. Each student participant received
two types of interviews, first semi-structured interviews, and then, discourse-based
interviews. The purpose of the semi-structured interviews is to understand each
participant’s writing process of Introduction, specifically focusing on their writing
process, writing difficulties, and coping/ rhetorical strategies in composing this
rhetorically complicated and demanding sub-section. An interview guide consisting of
four sections was designed (see Appendix D). The'first section dealt with more
general issues such as perceptions of academic writing and international publication,
description of general RA writing process, and-understanding of disciplinary practice
in writing Introduction. The second section asked.about their process of writing
Introduction, demarcated into three stages: before writing, during writing, and after
writing. The third concerned about their'specific difficulties in writing Introduction at
different levels, ranging from lexico-grammatical aspects to rhetorical functions, and
then to discoursal aspects. The last section of the semi-structured interviews tapped
into the student participants’ writing strategies, inclusive of two types: coping
strategies to overcome various obstacles during their writing process, and rhetorical
strategies to make their argumentation more effective so as to be accepted by their
readers. During the interviews, the researcher tried to give participants “thinking
space” to recall their writing experiences. Additionally, while being interviewed for
the specific writing difficulties and strategies, participants first reread their manuscript,
which served as a form of “stimulated recall” to help them reflect on their composing

process. With manuscripts at hand, they could also refer to specific parts of text to
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provide examples and account for their description whenever they deemed
appropriate.

After the textual changes among various drafts were analyzed and - the writing
problems were identified based on genre analysis, discourse-based interviews were
conducted with the student participants (Flowerdew & Li, 2007; Hyland, 2000; Riazi,
1997). The interviews were intended for tracing the tacit knowledge that writers
applied to the composing process. Put differently, the aim of this approach was to
understand “why writers write the way they do” (Flowerdew & Li, 2007, p. 447), in
our case, to elicit additional explanations for the difficulties the participants had and
how they managed to overcome them in the process of planning, drafting, and
revising Introductions. Differentfrom the semi-structured interview, the researcher
did not use preconceived interview-questions.in this type*of interview. Rather,
interview questions with each participant would be somewhat different considering
that the drafts and textual data from each-participant were disparate. Questions were
raised, such as “what motivated-such'textual changesfrom one draft in relation to
another,” “did you try to get any help in‘reaction to journal gatekeepers’ comments,”
“did you use any strategies to revise this section.”

Lastly, as a number of studies have indicated that postgraduate students’
perceived problematic areas are sometimes different from what their advisors have
observed (e.g. Bitchener & Basturkmen, 2006), it thus seems necessary to gain
perspectives from the participants’ advisors concerning their advisees’ actual writing
performance. More importantly, information gained from their advisors can also offer
expert informant’s perspective of the possible distinctive disciplinary practice of
writing up this section. Accordingly, these two student participants’ advisors were
invited to be in a semi-structured interview at the end of data collection (see Appendix

E). Both of these student participants’ advisors acceded to be the informants by

56



signing a consent form (see Appendix B). Both advisors are at the status of full
professors and are experienced in supervising postgraduate students. Anne’s advisor,
Professor Liu (pseudonym), has supervised students for more than five years. Chris’
advisor, Professor Shen (pseudonym), has even supervised postgraduate students for
around three decades. Further, it should be pointed out that these two faculty have
numerous articles published internationally, establishing an enviable professional
reputation in their respective specialized fields. It is hoped that with their prodigious
experiences in supervising students and journal publication, their comments can
reveal valuable disciplinary practice in journal article writing.

All the interviews with the student participants and their advisors lasted from one
hour to two hours and were audie-taped with the interviewees’ consent. In total, four
interviews were conducted with Ghris-(total: 9 hour 15 minute), while two with his
advisor, Professor Shen (total: '3 hour 31 minute): As for Anne, she received five
interviews (total: 5 hour 45'minute); the'last two interviews were conducted via Skype
to solve the distance problems. Two interviews were:also conducted with her advisor,
Professor Liu (total: 2 hour 10 minute), In-order to fully enable the participants to
express their opinions, interview instruction and questions were delivered in the
participants’ mother tongue, in this case, Mandarin. On the other hand, all the
interviewees were allowed to use whatever language they felt comfortable to respond,

but they tended to respond the interview questions in Mandarin.

Data Analysis
In treating the survey questionnaire, given that information gathered from the
questionnaire is mostly close-ended and quantitative, data were grouped into
preconceived four categories, that is, demographic information, former English

learning experiences, and difficulties in writing RAs. These quantitative data were
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used to triangulate the qualitative data collected later.

As for the textual data, a genre-based text analysis of the participants’
manuscripts on both macro- and micro-level of Introduction was undertaken,
providing additional information to know their potential writing problems. For the
rhetorical structure of Introduction, the combined model of Swales’ two CARS
models (1990, 2004) was adopted (see Appendix F) to identify each rhetorical move
and step in the students’ written works. In detail, by identifying each rhetorical move
and step from the manuscripts, the researcher could assess the participants’ generic
knowledge of how the rhetorical purposes of Introduction were realized through
various linguistic devices and whether a particular move or step was missing or
ill-formed. Furthermore, analyses of various micro-level textual features that have
been reported by previous studiesto-beproblematic to L2 research writers were also
conducted, such as tense, article, and modal verbs. (Burrough-Boenisch, 2003;
Kourilova, 1998). Moreover, considering-that citation and'metadiscourse are two of
the important strategies which writers'can employ to.influence readers’ reactions to
texts (Hyland, 2005) and of which'l.2 novice writers have poor command (Dong,
1996; Swales, 1990), analyses of citations and metadiscourse were also performed.
Consequently, the purpose of this genre analysis is two-fold. On the one hand, such
macro and micro level analyses could identify the possible problematic areas that
affect students’ writing. On the other hand, comparison of the participants’ earlier
versions of Introduction with the later ones could reveal not only their revision
process but also their use of specific writing strategies to overcome various linguistic
and rhetorical problems.

To enhance inter-rater reliability of the genre analysis, a teacher from the
discipline of TESOL, who has the expertise and experience of doing genre analysis on

RAs, was invited to conduct the analysis separately and then compared the results
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with those from the researcher. Differences in analysis between the researcher and the
second rater were discussed to reach a consensus.

Lastly, the interview data were recorded. The most pertinent sections of the
interview were then transcribed for analysis. Transcripts pertinent to the research
questions were first organized into various themes and then emailed to the
interviewees for confirmation. Translation of the excerpts was further checked by
another rater, the same as the one in the previous genre analysis. The analysis of the
transcribed interview data followed analytic induction (Leki, 1995; Flowerdew & Li,
2007), which means that the researcher carefully read over the transcripts to identify
notable or recurring themes, which leads to creation of interpretations, and then the
researcher’s interpretations or identified problems were clarified in further data
collection (e.g. follow-up interview)-and from other sources of data (e.g. textual data,
questionnaire data). Through such cyclical induction and data triangulation, it is
hoped that a fuller understanding of the‘participants’ difficulties and strategies in

writing Introduction can thusbe reached.
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CHAPTER FOUR
RESULTS

Adopting the qualitative approach of case studies, the present study aims to shed
light on the complicated writing process that novice scholars go through in writing the
Introduction section of their first journal article. Two cases of doctoral students from
two disciplines are presented, with the research foci placed on their process,
difficulties, and strategies in writing the Introduction section. The case of a doctoral
student from the hard science is presented first, followed by the second case of a
doctoral student from the social science. Each case consists of three major sections:
background of the case, the student-participant’s perceived difficulty of writing each
RA rhetorical section, and the student participant’s.process of writing Introduction.
Since the study intends to reflect these novice.scholars’ process of writing
Introduction as well as the«distinct context of international-publication, the
presentation of the results is'demarcated into a few major sequential stages, such as
drafting by the student participants,.revising by their advisors, and/or negotiating with
the journal referees. Within each stage, specific difficulties and strategies of writing
Introduction are presented.

Casel
Background of Case 1

Chris’ research was under the realm of Artificial Intelligence (Al), which is a
major subfield in Computer Science. His research for international publication was
concerned about location estimation in robotic vehicles. Research on this topic,
according to Chris, had been very fruitful in using traditional, or the so-called
standard camera, to assist autonomous vehicles to navigate in a room. The purpose of

his study was to adopt a new type of camera called omni-directional camera to assist a
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robotic vehicle to move around in a room without hindrance from other moving
objects. Simply put, his research focused on the application of a new type of camera
in the context of robotic vehicle navigation.

Since April 2004, Chris had spent a year writing his paper, undergoing several
drafting before turning it in to his advisor. The advisor’s revised version was then
submitted to IEEE Transactions on SMC, the top journal in the field of Artificial
Intelligence; the first submission was rejected unfortunately. Based on the reviewers’
and journal editor’s comments, Chris and his advisor revised the manuscript and then
submitted it to Mecha Tronics, an SCI-index journal ranking one of the second best
journals in the field. However, the editor could not find suitable referees to review the
submitted paper and suggested Chris to submit it to other journals. Chris then
submitted the paper to Jourpal of Robatics and Autonomous Systems (JRAS), another
key SCI-Index journal in his field. The paper, after a second revision, was finally
published in December 2008. Therefore,.as indicated in Table 4.1, the manuscript

underwent a prolonged and cemplicated process of reviews and revisions.

Table 4.1 A Timeline of Chris’ Scholarly Publication Process

Apr. 2004 — Mar. 2005  Writing the early drafts

Mar. 2005 Revised by Professor Shen

May 2005 Submission to SMCB

Jul. 2005 Rejection by SMCB with reviews

Aug. 2005 Submission to Mecha Trnoics (revised version)
Nov. 2005 Editor’s suggestion of submission to other journals
June. 2006 The first submission to JARS

Sep. 2007 A request of revision

Feb. 2008 The second submission to JARS

Aug. 2008 Acceptance with a request of minor revision
Sep. 2008 The third submission to JARS

Oct. 2008 Publication in JARS
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Perceptions of Writing Major Rhetorical Sections
Table 4.2 demonstrates Chris’ perceived difficulty levels of writing each
rhetorical section of the RA. Generally speaking, it was found that writing
Introduction and Method are more challenging to Chris whilst it is comparatively

easier to write Results and Discussion/ Conclusion.

Table 4.2 Chris’ Perceived Difficulty Level of Each Rhetorical Section

Abstract Introduction Method Results Discussion/
Conclusion
Difficulty level 3 5 4 2 2

Note: On the Lickert scale of 1 to 5, 1 means “not difficult at all” whereas 5 means
“extremely difficult.”

As a matter of fact, he felt that writing Introduction‘was the most difficult mainly
because of the significant challenges of effectively presenting his study’s
contributions. As he explicated, while it was difficult to indicate the values and merits
behind the technical content (e.g. mathematical formulas, specific techniques),
showing readers these merits within'a very limited space further exacerbated the
difficulties of writing this section. Furthermore, he felt that he usually could not
present the contribution claims in a clear and impressive manner, which seriously
inhibited his readers from understanding and from appreciating the values of the study.
Specific problems of and reasons for composing this section would be described and
discussed in greater detail later.

The Method section was ranked as the second difficult section to write. He
explained that the language required for writing this section was actually not very
difficult in his discipline, and he could even use mathematical formulae as well as
charts and figures to support his English writing. Moreover, as opposed to writing

Introduction which requires writers to present information in more abstract terms
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within a rather limited space, he could expound his technical content and procedures
in Method without constraints. Nonetheless, the difficulty of writing Method lay in its
organization — organizing and presenting technical content in a reader-friendly and
easily comprehensible manner — since, in Chris’ explication, readers were very
“forgetful” in reading long technical content. This is especially true for writing a “fat
Method” (i.e. his metaphor of describing the Method section as extremely lengthy).
He noted that his advisor helped him a lot in “creating links” among these lengthy
descriptions so that readers could easily grasp the presented technical content.

Contrastively, writing Results and Conclusion was less of trouble to him. In
terms of writing experimental results, Chris noted that researcher-writers in the field
would usually claim that they have produced satisfying and promising results, but
since “numbers talk,” one can easily-know whether the results of the design are
actually that satisfying based on reading the numerical data. Reporting these factual
data was perceived to be simple. Also,.Conclusion was easy to write mainly because
he felt that by the time of writing this section almost everything that needed
explaining or reporting had been put into words in the preceding sections. He thus
only needed to restate and summarize what he had previously written, in particular the
Introduction and Results sections.

In sum, the perceived difficulty of writing the rhetorical sections of RAs and the
major contributing factors to these difficulties seem to be different. It is noteworthy
that for the two most troublesome sections, that is, Introduction and Method, the
difficulty of writing the former lies largely in concisely and forcefully presenting
contribution claims of his study whereas the latter lies in organizing and presenting

lengthy technical content of his study.
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Process of Writing Introduction
In the following, Chris’ process of writing Introduction is presented in terms of
three major stages: his drafting process of Introduction, advisor’s revision on
Introduction before journal submission, and the revision of his Introduction based on
journal referees’ comments. At each stage, specific difficulties and strategies of

writing this section are presented.

Drafting process
Difficulties in early drafting process

After discussing with his advisor about the possible topic worth researching,
Chris devoted considerable time 40 the lab, coming eut with design and trying to make
his design and equipment wark. With-some preliminary results, he started to write his
first journal article. In fact,.Chris spent about a Wwhole year.writing his first journal
paper aiming at international publication."He first.borrowed a paper from his lab mate,
which had been published in a first-tier international journal in a related field. He
modeled on the article and tried to follow the form‘and the information structure of
the RA, thinking that he knew everything about what to write. From his former
experience in reading journal articles and now with a “perfect” model at hand, he
knew that the Introduction should begin with a short paragraph of problem-definition,
followed by a review of related works, his proposed method, merits of his method,
and finally end with a short paragraph indicating the structure of the remaining RA.
Confident and promising, he embarked on his first journal paper writing.

However, once he got down to actual writing of Introduction, he found that there
were so many uncertainties and he kept rewriting almost everything that he had
written. As he painfully recollected, he spent considerable time generating sentences,

deleting sentences, adding new references, and alternating sequences, yet such
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recursive and extensive revisions were of little avail. He said that the reason why he
was being so inefficient was mainly because he was juggling writing Introduction
with doing experiment and forming mathematical formulae all at the same time.
Uncertain about his method and many mathematical formulae, he did not know what
the “selling points” of his study were. He therefore was not sure specifically what
type of studies he should review and in how detailed a manner he should write about
each study. Even more troublesome was that he did not know how to make
appropriate claims when comparing his proposed method with others’ in the literature

review.

Ascertaining the method before writing Introduction

After this painful experience; onejimportant lesson he learned was that only
when the design of the technique was complete should he start to write a research
article. “A little bit of preparation can actually save a lot'of time in writing,” he said.
He thought that the first step @fwriting RAS in this field-was to first make sure all the
mathematical formulae and the procedures of the adopted techniques are feasible.
These mathematical formulae and technical procedures, Chris believed, “sets the
tone” of the overall RA; otherwise, he would need to change his Introduction
constantly. Put differently, he learned from the experience of this first stage of RA
writing that confirming and outlining the Method section probably should go before
the actual writing of Introduction. As soon as all the mathematical formulae and
programming language were certain, he could get the sense of direction and become

more confident in the merits of his study, thus more capable of writing Introduction.

Difficulties in summarizing and paraphrasing previous studies (Move 1, Step 3)

One major difficulty in reviewing literature came from his lack of ability in
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summarizing the method of a study in a concise and yet precise manner. Prof. Shen
mentioned that his students are often not competent enough to summarize. As shown
in the following excerpt from Prof. Shen, postgraduate students often can not grasp
the main points of a paper; also, they are not able to concisely and clearly summarize

the major technical content of a study in two or three self-explanatory sentences.

Interviewer:  Are there any problems that your students have in reviewing
literature?

Prof. Shen: They can’t summarize.

Interviewer:  They can’t summarize? Too many papers to cite?

Prof. Shen: No, a single paper. (You) have to summarize in a very concise
manner. In our field, you usually need to summarize the whole paper
in two or three sentences, and sometimes even have to do so in only
one sentence. They can’t grab the main, points, and they don’t know
how to write. This is a pretty serious issue...

(March 19, 2009)

At the same time, Chris himself:mentioned that.when he reviewed a study, he
often feared that he might incorrectly summarize the author’s ideas. This seems to

bother him a lot when he wrote the part of literature review in Introduction.

Summarizing others’ methods based on published texts (Move 1, Step 3)

A few coping strategies, however, have been developed by Chris to tackle this
summarizing problem. One of the strategies is to use the author’s own words from the
first sentence of the Conclusion section in the cited paper and then to make some

modifications. For example,
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Chris: A trump card is like this — copy the cited author’s own words, like
“Tsai showed...” Then copy a bit of his sentence.

Interviewer:  Would you do some modifications?

Chris: First, change the tense; second, change the sentence patterns. To do it
(summarization) right is actually very difficult, you have to read the
whole article to know what to write. An easy way is to delete some
words and copy some words.

(March 16, 2009)

\ery often the rhetorical function of the first sentence of the Conclusion is to
summarize the whole study; it is usually written in a general yet concise manner,
reporting the most important techniques utilized in the study. Therefore, the
application of “copy the first sentenge!from the:Conclusion section” becomes a useful
strategy for him to summarize.or paraphrase.others’ study or method.

A similar strategy is to consult what other RA authors write about a particular
paper. With the advent of academic search’engines, Chris noted that “You can simply
key/type in the title of the paper in.the search'éngine (e.g. Google Scholar or Cite
Seer), and then see how that paper is-usually cited by others.” Although employing
these two strategies may run the risk of committing “textual plagiarism” (Flowerdew
& Li, 2007), they seem to help when he wrote his paper. In fact, the part of
“Reviewing items of previous research” (Move 1, Step 3) (Swales, 1990) did not
undergo significant revisions after he finished his first draft. The content of the review
basically remained intact in the process of several submissions and revisions.

The success of using these two coping strategies may be related to the fact that
the type of research he was doing is more “application-oriented” (Li, 2006). More
specifically, his research focused on a wide variety of applications of techniques in
vehicle location estimation. Summarizing the methods from other studies was the

most important thing. Moreover, as Chris said, research in his lab usually involved the
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incorporation of various types of new techniques or equipment, rather than being
based on a particular study. Therefore, a brief summary of each related method would
suffice. If he based his study on a method from a particular study, he mentioned, he
would need to read the cited paper very thoroughly, summarize it in more details, and

even have to make very critical evaluations of that study in his own words.

Using integral citations to arouse readers’ interest (Move 1, Step 3)

Besides the coping strategies in writing the literature review, Chris also
developed a few rhetorical strategies in writing literature review, which showed his
special consideration of his readers, particularly the journal referees.

Knowing that journal editors may sometimes'choose reviewers from the
reference list, he made some'citations-deliberately. Similar to Okamura’s (2006) more
experienced Japanese scientists who chose to_cite possible.readers’ works to entice
them to read, Chris also did so in his literature review to draw his readers’ attention,
though his target was more specifically the possible reviewers. Not only did he cite
these possible critical readers’ works on‘purpose but he also cited the researchers’
name (e.g. Menegatti [4] simplified...). In other words, using integral citations (or
author-prominent citations) was one of his strategies to attract the possible reviewers’
attention and to show respect for them. As he explicated, “this is human mentality. If
people are set like everyone, then they don’t feel like they are very special, but if you
set them apart from others, then they will feel “wow, you picked me among those
people.’”

Interestingly, Hyland (1998) notes that writers in the hard science are more
inclined to use non-integral citations and that through this they create the
“impersonality” of scientific discourse; Chris, by contrast, deliberately chose to use

integral citations to exert “the effect of affections” on his potential critical readers.
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Being cautious about negative evaluations (Move 2, Step 1A)

While the previous reviewing practice intends to evoke interests from his
reviewers, the following practice is to avoid engendering any negative emotions in the
readers. In order not to enrage these possible reviewers, he avoided criticizing their
works bluntly. Although Professor Shen mentioned that he often needs to remind his
postgraduate students to soften their tone and to choose carefully appropriate words
when pointing out the gaps or defects of others’ studies. Chris, however, seemed to be
very aware of this. He learned the concept that he needs to hedge the claims from the
course of Academic Writing for Science and Technology which he took in school. He
thought that the best approach was to accentuate the:importance or the merits of his
own study rather than criticize other’s- work when reviewing literature.

Therefore, in contrast.to Swales’ (1990, 2004) view that gap-indication (Move 2,
Step 1A) can create the rhetorical forcefulness needed to justify the present study,
Chris’ concern with the reactions of the journal reviewers shaped his presentation of
this step, putting more emphasis on.the contributions of his study rather than pointing
out how previous studies “suffer from some limitations” (Swales, 1990, p. 154).

That being said, examination of his version of the literature review shows he also
used negative evaluations, such as “However, it might be difficult to find natural
landmark....” “However, it might take square times of reference memory storage....”
When being asked how he generated these evaluations, he said that if he needed to do
more critical evaluation of a study, unless the gap was very obvious, he would search
that paper in the academic search engine to check what other RA writers had
commented on that paper, so as not to go overboard in making negative evaluation.
From this, it seems that, Chris, as a novice scholar in the field, may not feel

comfortable to challenge the established disciplinary community members in
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“creating a niche.” Checking the comments in published texts seems to provide him

confidence in writing this more evaluation-oriented rhetorical move.

Difficulties in summarizing his method in Introduction (Move 3, Step 4)

According to Swales (2004), RA Introduction in some fields may provide a brief
summary of the method adopted (Move 3, Step 4), which is especially common “in
papers whose principal outcome can be deemed to reside in their methodological
innovations” (p. 231). This is common in the field of Computer Science; thus, to
Chris, showing his “technical content” is very important in the Introduction section.
Despite his coping strategies, as mentioned earlier (p. 64), the problem of
summarization continues to huntsiim in reporting his own technical content in
Introduction. It is no easy task for:him:to- summarize his:own technical design in a
succinct and clear manner. He described this part as “writing a user guide of a
computer,” assisting a layman to understand how:to use the computer within a very
short period of time. In the case-of summarizing his.own design in Introduction, the
difficulty lies in how to assist a reader to understand his design in a very limited space.
Knowing his own design very well and knowing his readers’ gap would be the keys to
writing this part.

The more specific difficulty here, as he mentioned, was weighing what details he
should provide about his method at this juncture so that he could attract the reader’s
interest but did not reveal too much specifics which should belong to the Method
section of the paper. The following excerpt depicts his conundrum and anxiety in

summarizing his own technical design in Introduction.

When you write Introduction, you need to do a systematic summary of your
technical content, writing down the most important points of your method, but
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you can’t write in a too detailed manner. If you give too many details, then you
are writing the Method section. But you can’t write it too vaguely, either. If you
don’t write your method clearly enough here, readers will lose their interest in
reading on. How to keep his (the reader) interest within a limited space is the
difficult part of writing Introduction.

(March 10, 2009)

Gupta (1995) indicates that L2 graduate students have difficulties in writing
Introduction from general to specific, and that they oscillate between providing
sometimes over-specific and yet sometimes too general description of the various
reviewed studies in Introduction. To Chris, a similar problem happened to him in
writing Introduction, but his difficulties of providing information at an appropriate
level of generality is more specifically. concerned.with his own research design rather
than literature review.

To summarize this subsection, Chris’ early .ineffective writing and revisions of
Introduction seem to result-from not knowing his own technical content and values of
his own design. Later, in writing Intreduction; he also encountered grave difficulties
in precisely and succinctly summarizing the methods of previous studies. A few
coping strategies have been developed, such as copying the first sentence from the
Conclusion of the cited study, or use academic search engine to know how the paper
was cited by other researchers. Besides the difficulties in summarizing designs of
cited studies, he also had difficulties in summarizing his own technical design in
terms of how detailed it should be. On the other hand, his concern for critical readers
(that is, possible reviewers) led to a few rhetorical strategies in the use of citations

when doing literature review.

Advisor’s revision before journal submission

After a long struggle with recursive composing of Introduction, Chris finally
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managed to turn in the first complete version of Introduction to his advisor.
Comparisons between Chris’ first version and Professor Shen’s revised version show
the problematic areas in Chris’ Introduction and the rhetorical strategies that his
advisor employed in this revision. In the first place, Professor Shen helped Chris
correct many grammatical mistakes as well as revise a lot of sentences so as to make
them more concise and comprehensible to readers. Although Prof. Shen mentioned
that Chris’ English proficiency is above average among his advisees, these local errors

span the whole Introduction.

Adding a clear illustration of the model (Move 3, Step 4)

Also, readability level was greatly improved by adding a clear picture of their
design in the first paragraphright after;the special equipment used in the study was
mentioned. According to Chris, providing a clear and large.figure of his design was a
very useful and effective strategy to help.readers quickly understand the design.
Perhaps even more interesting is that'Chris also mentioned that the addition of a
quality figure is a highly valued practice by his advisor; this is because a good figure
can pique reviewers’ interests in reading the paper. As Chris explained, “When
reviewers received your manuscript, as human beings, they also mount resistance to
read a heavy manuscript.” A clear picture, especially at the outset of Introduction, can
lure them into reading. Further, the larger the size and the higher the resolution of the
picture, the more likely that journal reviewers will have good impression on your
submitted work, thinking that your paper is of high quality as well. In his own words,
“while people often judge a book by its cover, reviewers would somehow
unintentionally judge your work by its layout and particularly how clear your picture
is.”

To sum up, the addition of a quality picture of the design means more than just
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assist readers’ overall comprehension. This strategy is also used to arouse readers’
interests in reading the manuscript and charm them into thinking that the design is as

good as they can see.

Adding more specific information in positive justification and principal findings
Furthermore, in the first paragraph of the revised version, arguments were
greatly bolstered by adding “providing positive justification” (Move 2, Step 2)
(Swales, 2004) of the proposed solution to a problem, as indicated by the boldface in
Table 4.3. Specific merits, instead of the vaguely “unique advantages” as underlined

in Chris’ version, were spelled out for the readers.

Table 4.3  Addition of Speeific “Positive Justification’* of the Proposed Method

Chris’ ... To address=this-problem, an omni-directional camera for the location
version estimation haS unique advantages used in the navigation systems.

Advisor’s | ... A feasible solutionto.this_problem is to use-an omni-directional
revised camera, which has the unique-advantage.of providing wide-angle views.
version In this study, we propose further to setupthe omni-directional camera to
view upward the ceiling of'the indoor environment, on which are attached
circular shapes as landmarks for the purpose of vehicle navigation
guidance. In this way, fewer objects around the vehicle will appear in
the field of view of the upward-looking camera, thus reducing the
guidance error coming from the influence of the surroundings of the
vehicle, like landmark occlusion and noise creation...

In addition to the changes made by Professor Shen in the first paragraph, other
notable changes, however, were made in the last part of Introduction. More significant
additions were Swales’ (2004) rhetorical Move 3, particularly “announcing principal
outcomes” (Move 3, Step 5) and “stating the values of the present research” (Move 3,

Step 3). Again, similar to the additions of “positive justification,” the claims about
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principal findings and contributions were made in a more specific and forceful manner.
For example, as shown in Table 4.4, an emphasis structure was used to emphasize the
first time, thus pinpointing the contribution. In terms of showing principal findings
(marked with italics by the researcher), a constant, stable, and precise relative
location can be used for navigation is changed to the perspective circular landmark
shape, which is complicated in geometry with no known shape descriptor, may be well
approximated analytically by an ellipse...; notice that no known shape can now be
approximated analytically by an ellipse, thus exuding rhetorical forcefulness by

highlighting how the technique was specifically improved in the study.

Table 4.4  Addition of Specific_lnfermation in *“Principal Findings™ and

“Contributions™

Chris’ A contribution of this study is. that the circular landmark
version information is utilized for the first time in omni-directional vision. By
the estimation.of this.landmark on the ceiling, a constant, stable, and
precise relative 1ocation.can be-used-for.navigation. This application is
important for intelligence household-robot such as a cleaning robot or
robot pet, which must woerk with human in a close distance.

Advisor’s This is the first time for circular landmark information to be
revised utilized in omni-directional vision. Furthermore, it is found in this study
version that the perspective circular landmark shape, which is complicated in
geometry with no known shape descriptor, may be well approximated
analytically by an ellipse whose parameters can then be utilized for

landmark location estimation. In this way, stable and precise relative
vehicle location can be achieved for navigation. This application is
important for intelligence robots such as cleaning robots, pet robots, or
tour guide robots, which must work in humans or objects at close
distances.
In summary, merits of the proposed method include:
(1) Use of circular landmark information in omni-directional
vision.
(2) Use of ceiling images to provide suitable constant scenes for
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image processing.

(3) Guarantee of providing stable location information by use of
upward-looking cameras.

(4) Straightforwardness to detect the landmark from the
acquired image.

(5) Provision of analytic location estimation formulas for fast
computation to meet real-time applications.

Making “itemized™ presentation of the contribution claims (Move 3, Step 6)

The contribution claims in Chris’ draft were expanded from one sentence into
five “itemized” (as in his advisor’s term) merits (in boldface in Table 4.4) in the
advisor’s revised version. Looking closely at these two versions, we can find that
three out of the five merits were as a matter of fact originally indicated by Chris
himself, such as circular landmark, constantyand.stable: Yet, the “itemized”
presentation of the contribution claims'is-more organized and provides more

information for readers to:appreciate the merits of the study.

Difficulties in proclaiming contributions

Chris mentioned first in the questionnaire and several times later in the
interviews that he did not know how to present his contribution in an impressive
manner. From his publication experience, he noted that reviewers often questioned his
originality and contributions even though he thought he had pointed them out clearly
in Introduction.

Professor Shen explained that postgraduate students often fail to point out their
contributions owing to the following three reasons. Firstly, lack of a comprehensive
survey of previous works may hinder these postgraduate students from understanding
the merits of their studies through comparison with others’ works. That is, being

unfamiliar with what has been done and what has not been done on a research topic,
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they may lose sight of the true values of their own designs. Another reason stems from
students’ incompetency to clearly delineate the advantages of their studies such as
generating a listing of the concrete contributions. This actually requires deep thinking
and considerable time. Lastly, even if some students manage to perceive the values of
their studies, their poor academic English writing ability may inhibit them from
successfully showing contributions to the readers in an impressive way. Concise
writing, as Professor Shen stressed, is the key to clear presentation of the contribution
claims.

To conclude, writing contributions seems to pose a great difficulty to many
novice scholars such as Chris when writing Introduction, which demands a few
critical skills, including making careful comparisons with previous works, generating
clear and concise presentation of contribution claims, and highlighting the values of

one’s own study.

Negotiating knowledge contributions with the journal referees
Dealing with reviewers’ comments

Unfortunately, the submission to a first-class journal, SMCB, was rejected with
reviewers’ comments, even though a few additions and clarifications had been made
by Chris’ advisor. The following excerpt is taken from the letter from the associate

editor of SMCB, summarizing the critical points made by the three reviewers.

Associate Editor comments for Authors:

1) Location estimation of an indoor mobile robot is not a new problem. It is not
difficult to do this via objects in ceilings.

2) How does the depth variation of the mobile robot movements with respect to the
landmark affect the estimation? The discussion of the paper is not so complete.

3) Why should a circular object be used in the location estimation?

(Review letter, November 15, 2005)
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The comments seem to pinpoint the need for some clarification and justification,
particularly “the news value” of the study. Despite this submission failure, Chris
thought that the reviewers’ comments were beneficial, showing the reviewers’
concerns from a critical reader’s perspective. Chris explained, except for the second
comment, which was related to the clarification/discussion of a specific mathematical
problem in Method, the other two comments were, in fact, directly related to the
Introduction section. Specifically, the first comment noted that the topic is “not a new
problem” and that the method is “not difficult,” suggesting that the reviewers thought
the study lacked academic originality and contributions worthy of publication. The
third comment was concerned about.why the Circular object landmarks, rather than
the other geometry shapes, were adoptedsif.the design, a point that Chris thought was
their distinctive advantage but failed to bring-about the expected affirmation.

After discussing with-his advisor, Chris found that twe major issues needed to be
solved: (1) though location*gstimation of an-indoor robot.is a well-researched topic,
the use of the new type of camera (omni-directional ecamera) is not; (2) the use of
circular objects have several advantages over other geometrical shapes which cannot
produce comparable results in location estimation. Simply put, it seems that the two
issues can be boiled down to a single issue — providing justifications for the study’s
design: the use of a new type of equipment (omni-directional camera instead of the
standard camera) and the geometrical shape of the landmarks (the use of a circular

object instead of other shapes).

Foregrounding contribution claims
Having these two goals in mind, Professor Shen and Chris revised the

submission version, making great changes in the arrangement of information related
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to contribution claims. Comparisons between the first submission version and the
final publication version show sophisticated rhetorical maneuvers in the Introduction
section. Notably, contribution claims (Move 3, Step 6) and principal findings (Move 3,
Step 5), which originally appeared in a much later part in Introduction, were fronted
to the very beginning of Introduction. More specifically, the itemized contribution
claims and principal findings were moved to the first two paragraphs. The rest of his
Introduction remained largely unchanged.

The arrangement of informational structure in the revised version is very
different from Swales’ (1990, 2004) move sequence in that a few steps of Move 3
now precede Move 1 and Move 2. Yet, for the rhetorical effect of emphasizing
contribution, the fronting strategy. was employed, asisuggested by Professor Shen. It
was expected that fronting could highlight both the major findings and contributions
of the study and thus show. clearly to these critical reviewers the values of the study.
However, Chris mentioned-that foregrounding the study’s eontributions was difficult
given that no specifics about the study were presented at this early part of Introduction.
Yet, as Chris lamented, “since it is'hard to'sell, it thus requires a salesperson to sell in
a specific way,” demonstrating his awareness of using such a deliberate rhetorical

deployment.

Justifying and providing sufficient background information for new terms

Since reviewers questioned the use of the omni-directional camera and circular
shapes in his design, Chris decided to provide further justification. As shown in Table
4.5 overleaf, while the first paragraph of the submitted version provides the overall
design and the adopted method and equipment, the first paragraph in the published
version is devoted solely to the advantages of using omni-directional camera and the

added second paragraph attends exclusively to the advantages of using circular shape
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as landmarks.

Table 4.5 Focused Presentation of the “Omni-directional Camera’ and ““Circular

Landmarks™

Advisor’s
revised
version
(First
submitted
version)

Paragraph 1/(Overall design)

... A feasible solution to this problem is to use an omni-directional
camera, which has the unique advantage of providing wide-angle views.
In this study, we propose further to set up the omni-directional camera to
view upward the ceiling of the indoor environment, on which are
attached circular shapes as landmarks for the purpose of vehicle

navigation guidance. In this way, fewer objects around the vehicle will
appear in the field of view of the upward-looking camera, thus reducing
the guidance error coming from the influence of the surroundings of
the vehicle, like landmark occlusion and noise creation. An illustration
of the navigation environment, including the vehicle, the ceiling, and the
landmark, is shown in Figure 1.

Published
Version

Paragraph 1] (Focused-presentation on emni-directional camera)

...A feasible=solution to this.problem is to use an omni-directional
camera [1-6] which looks -Upward at certain target shapes, called
landmarks usually, attachedTon-the ceiling [7]. This solution has the
unique advantage of providing wide-angle views with fewer objects
appearing in the field-of view; thus reducing the guidance error
coming from landmark occlusion, noise inference, etc. This is
important for applications of intelligence robots such as cleaning robots,
pet robots, tour guide robots, etc., which must work among humans or
objects at close distances. On the other hand, even though obtaining the
distance and orientation of the circular landmarks on the ceiling can be
easily realized with a standard camera [8-9], a well-designed single
omni-directional camera system may be used to replace several standard
cameras so far as the image taking range is concerned.

Paragraph 2/(Focused presentation on circular landmarks)

In this study, the landmark is selected to be a circle. Analysis of
circular shapes in omni-directional images is not well studied so far. It is
found in this study that a circular shape, which becomes an irregular
shape in an omni-directional image with no known shape descriptor, can
be well approximated analytically by an elliptical shape. Consequently, it
is appropriate to guide a vehicle equipped with an upward-looking
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omni-directional camera using a circular shape attached on a ceiling as a
landmark, as is done in this study. Several merits can be identified in this
approach, including: (1) the circular-shaped landmark attached on the
ceiling is identically observable from every direction; (2) the circular
shape, being elliptical when imaged, is easier to detect in low-resolution
omni-directional images; (3) the elliptical shape provides more precise
parameters for location estimation; (4) the elliptical shape does not get
mixed up easily with other shapes found in the environment. Owing to
these merits, stable and precise relative vehicle location estimation can
be achieved for navigation. An illustration of the experimental
navigation environment for this study, including a vehicle, a ceiling, and
a landmark, is shown in Figure 1.

According to Chris, an important lesson gained from this revising experience
was that when mentioning any term:(e.g. omni-directional camera, circular shape), he
should be careful about whether the-explanation of the term is clear enough to readers
because he noticed that when readers encounter a new term, particularly one closely
related to the research design .or method,-they'would want'to fully understand the term
before they continue reading.Therefore, he thought that-writers should predict
reader’s possible problematic areas and provide necessary background information.
For example, in the submitted version, the characteristic of the omni-directional
camera was mentioned. However, the advantages of using this special type of camera
were not explained until his overall design was presented. From the comments
provided by reviewers, he observed that even though the reviewers understood that
omni-directional camera had the characteristic of wide-angle views, they might not
know that this characteristic could bring about several advantages such as reducing
the guidance error coming from the influence of the surroundings of the vehicle, like
landmark occlusion and noise creation, when used in his design, as shown in italics in
Table 4.5. Chris also indicated that he used too many terms without explaining each,

baffling readers from understanding the values of his study. In the published version,
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he showed readers that this camera has the distinctive feature of wide-angle view, and
then indicated a few advantages. Thus, providing sufficient information for new terms,
including justification, seems to be one of the concerns of reviewers or readers.

Closely related to term explication, he also noted that he should provide more
explanations of the terms shown in the titles, especially at the outset of Introduction.
As a matter of fact, “omni-directional camera” and “circular shape” both appear in the
title of his paper. In computer science RAS, researchers usually indicate the research
methods or equipment in the title. Therefore, “as soon as readers read your title,” he
said, “they will form various questions (regarding your design).” If these questions are
not properly answered as they start reading the paper, that is, in Introduction, he
believed, chances are readers would feel very confused or even hold strong
reservations against the study all the-way.

Furthermore, to Chris, term explication at the outset of Introduction was of
particular importance to studies invalving complicated designs or to studies whose
topic has been well-explored;:the latter happened to be his case. As there had already
been a wealth of related studies, if'he couldnat pinpoint what was distinctive in his
study, his readers would not be able to appreciate the values of his study. In a word,
the reviewers’ comments have helped raise his awareness of reviewers’ and readers’
rhetorical concerns in relation to the information structure in Introduction.

In summary, this sub-section has shown that through revising with his advisor,
Chris learned that he could reorganize the informational structure by fronting the
principal outcomes and values of his technical design, thereby thrusting these critical
points into limelight, despite severe difficulties in doing so at the early part of
Introduction. Further, through interpreting and responding to the reviewers’ comments,
Chris formed the increasing awareness that he should be careful with and, possibly,

predict critical readers’ reaction, especially when using terms that are relevant to his
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technical design. Such terms need sufficient explanation and justification, so that his

design could be fully understood and thus appreciated.

The story goes on

So far, Chris’ primary difficulties and adopted strategies during the stage of
writing Introduction for the first journal article have been presented. Yet, as indicated
in the background of the case, the whole process of Chris’ first journal article
publication spanned more than four years. In fact, there are some overlapping
academic publishing experiences within this period of time; he continued to write his
other three journal papers. The following sub-sections briefly present a few strategies
that he mentioned in the interviews; which indicatés:his ongoing process of

developing new strategies and learning to-write academically.

Citing the lab’s works (Move 1, stepi3)

As he gained more experience in‘international publication, he developed other
new strategies in doing citations. For example, after observing that his advisor would
cite his own previous works when reviewing previous methods, Chris also adopted
this practice. Instead of citing his own work, he intentionally cited his lab’s studies in
his three other RAs. He had two major intentions of citing his lab’s works. Firstly, the
“self-citation” practice can help expose his lab’s works in the international academic
arena, which, in turn, can promote high reputations of his lab. More importantly,
according to Chris, the practice was also meant to show the journal referees that his
lab has the credibility, experience, and expertise of doing research in this field, thus
increasing the possibility of being accepted. This is, coincidentally, similar to Li’s
(2007) case study in which a Chinese doctoral student of Chemistry purposefully cited

the homegroup’s work to impress the “snobbish” referees (p. 70).
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Citing the works from the target journal (Move 1, Step 3)

Besides using self-citations, Chris also developed another, what he called the
“unorthodox” strategy — citing papers from the journal where you aim to have the
work published. The awareness of using this unorthodox strategy actually came from

the experience of submitting his manuscript to the third journal.

Recently, | submitted my paper to a journal; the editor rejected my submission
the very next day, saying that the journal’s impact factor is 2.2. Right there, | got
his implied meaning. So | cited papers from that journal and then resubmitted
my work. The paper is now at the reviewing stage.

(March 16, 2009)

Because of this submission experience, he deliberately employed this strategy in
his fourth paper writing. In fact, so-many-were his citations of the papers published in
the journal which he intended to submit his werk that his advisor called it “flattery.”
Chris thus removed a few references from'the manuscript.”/As he explained, a journal
is usually concerned a lot about theiritmpact factor, and citation rates would
contribute to the growth of the journal’s‘impact factor. As a result, Chris thought using
this strategy may win favor with the editors in the first place. Further, he construed
that if he cited papers in the target journal, it is very likely that journal reviewers
would not reject his study simply on the grounds that his submitted work is not related
to the journal’s focal area of research. In other words, using this citation strategy can

create the impression that his work is closely related to the journal’s research interests.

Learning to grasp main points from various academic generic experiences
As mentioned previously, difficulties in grasping main points and weighing how
to underscore these points have been a writing problem for Chris. Nevertheless, Chris

indicated that the reviewers’ comments are extremely helpful for him to grasp the
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main points. That is, journal gatekeepers’ reservations or questions showed him that it
is these critical points that he should present with more clarification, explanation, and
justification. He thought that the whole publication experience had helped him
become more aware of the importance of highlighting critical points such as
distinctive features of the research design and contributions of study in writing papers
for academic publication.

In fact, besides this publication process, he mentioned a few learning strategies
for grasping main points. For instance, he thought that going to an array of
presentations in conferences raised his consciousness of grasping main points in

writing papers, as shown in the following interview excerpt.

One effective way is to go to conferences. Conference, going could be regarded
as “visiting temples” (a metaphor referring to awvery popular activity.) After
listening to thirty to forty paper presentations, you can improve a lot. You enjoy
a good speech while learning from a poor speech. When you suffer from a bad
lecture, you realize that next time you needo-grasp.the main points, mention the
important things, but skip the trivia. The same principle can be applied to writing
journal papers. And a good lecture will make you think it is very easy to
understand. A good presentation makes you think its content is very important
yet simple.

(March 16, 2009)

Another strategy in journal writing is to sprinkle “technical content” with “his
struggles to come up with such designs.” This strategy came from his recent
experience of presenting the doctoral proposal. After his presentation, one of his
committee members suggested that he should not only explain “how” the study was
done but also “why” it was done in this way. If he showed his design directly to the
audience without indicating his trial and error in the designing process, chances are

audience could not appreciate his choice of design and “feel” the significance of his
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study. In other words, indicating only “how” the design would work without
explaining why, and without describing the struggles in the process of finding the
most suitable research method cannot “move” the audience, convincing them of the
values of his study. Chris found this advice extremely beneficial and it struck him that
in journal writing such as in writing his technical content in Introduction and Method,
he should do the same thing. Instead of writing all the “hows” (technical design and
equipment), he should at some points write down the “whys,” justifying and
highlighting these main points, thus enabling readers to “feel” the values of his study.
Last but not least, while examining his submitted version and the published
version of the Introduction section in a discourse-based interview, Chris suddenly
came to this epiphany that as a writer, three types oficontribution claims should be
clearly shown to readers in Introduction — progress. claims, application claims, and
novelty claims. The concept of these three claims was firstlearned in a class about
filing technical patents. In-fact, the three criteria are used to evaluate whether a work
deserves filing a patent. Yet, it was during the examination of his two versions of
Introduction that he related the concept of patent criteria to writing Introduction. Not
only did he realize that he could evaluate an Introduction based on these three claims
but he could also write his other Introductions based on these three claims. Even more
surprisingly, in the interview, he analyzed his published version of Introduction based
on these three claims; for example, certain sentences have manifested certain claims,
how more emphasis should be put on certain claims because of the nature of his study.
The above-mentioned strategies seem to demonstrate Chris’ increasing critical
awareness in relating different academic generic experiences to RA writing.
Additionally, the formation of these strategies further suggests that the learning of
academic writing is not confined to formal instruction such as taking academic

writing classes. Incidental academic learning and different generic experiences,
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whether written or oral, could contribute to the learning of academic writing if one
has awareness. To sum up, triangulation of data from questionnaires, interviews and
discourse analysis of the first case reveals Chris as a surprisingly highly
reader-conscious and genre-aware novice researcher in the process of writing
Introduction in the hard science. Next, | will move on to the exploration of writing for

scholarly publication from another novice scholar in the field of social science.

Case 2

Background of Case 2

Anne is now a first-year doctoral student in Applied Linguistics. Even though
she had numerous English conference paper writingsexperiences back in her master’s
program, this is her first time to-write-and publish a journal article based on her
master thesis. Being a corpus-hased study, Anne’s thesis'explored a set of specialized
academic vocabulary that 1s commonly-used inthe discipline of Computer Science.
Moreover, her study was aimed:to link multi-word sequences, or the so-called lexical
bundles, to the rhetorical functions of moves in RA Introduction. In other words, the
purpose of her master thesis is twofold: firstly, compile a wordlist for a discipline
based on a specialized corpus; secondly, integrate genre analysis with corpus analysis
to explore possible relationship between words and their rhetorical functions in the
generic context of RA Introduction.

After careful discussion with her advisor, Professor Liu, Anne decided to
narrow down the scope of her paper and focus on word list and lexical bundles, which,
they both agreed, are one of the current research trends in their field; that is, Applied
Linguistics. In writing this paper, Anne did not need to write from scratch, since her
paper is based on her master thesis, which encompasses a comprehensive review,

detailed presentation of results and elaborate explication of data analysis. However, as
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Anne pointed out, given her much focused scope of this journal paper for international
publication, she could not simply copy and paste text from her thesis, nor could she
summarize the complete text into a journal paper, hence considerable rearrangements
and modifications were required. The act of rearrangement, reorientation, and
rewriting was especially pronounced in the section of Introduction, which happened to
be the focus of this current research. For example, it should be more geared towards
the more rigorous requirements of journal publication in terms of appropriate
literature review and value of the study. More importantly, as Anne mentioned, since
she started to write this journal article one year after she had completed her thesis, a
number of related studies had sprawled up; she, therefore, had to review these newly
published studies, and rearrange the presentation of the information. As a matter of
fact, she needed to rewrite basically-all-her Introduction./After two weeks of reading
sources, planning, and writing; she finally finished writing-her Introduction; she sent
it to her advisor, who helped Anne revise-the section before she went on to write the
other sections. In the current analysis, Anne’s first version of Introduction, together

with her advisor’s revised version; would be presented and analyzed.

Perceptions of Writing Major Rhetorical Sections

Anne wrote her first journal paper following the sequence of I-M-R-D. That is,
she started with Introduction, then Method, Results, Discussion and Conclusion.
Finally, she wrote Abstract. She commented that this writing sequence was natural
and common, either in writing her thesis or other research genres (e.g. conference
papers, term papers). As shown in Table 4.6, among all these rhetorical sections, she
felt that it was easy to write Method, Results, and Abstract whilst it was quite
challenging to write Introduction and Discussion. For instance, in Anne’s opinion, she

only needed to “report facts” in the Results section, indicating and describing results
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and findings from data analysis, following the framework of her research questions.

Table 4.6 Anne’s Perceived Difficulty Level of Each Rhetorical Section

Abstract Introduction Method Results  Discussion/
Conclusion

Difficulty level 2 4 2 1 4

Note: On the Lickert scale of 1 to 5, 1 means “not difficult at all” whereas 5 means
“extremely difficult.”

On the other hand, Introduction and Discussion were more troublesome to Anne,
which confirms Flowerdew’s (1999b) findings from the study on the Hong
Kong-based L2 researcher writers. In fact, she perceived Introduction as the most
difficult section to write as it wouldéave the first impression on readers, which in
turn would critically affect readers’ willingness.to. continue reading her paper. Thus,
she felt enormous pressure.to write this section effectively;trying to demonstrate not
only the ideas of the study-but also forceful-arguments andlinguistic exquisiteness.
Contrastively, the problem of writing:the Discussion section, ranked as the second
difficult section to write, stemmed more from idea .constraints in interpreting data
rather than on unsettling linguistic presentation. In other words, to Anne, the
difficulties of writing Introduction were both conceptual and linguistic in nature

whereas the difficulties of writing Discussion were more conceptual.

Process of Writing Introduction
Drafting Process
Making a detailed outline and using her mother tongue to plan
Before writing this RA Introduction, Anne commenced with careful reading of
the Introduction and Literature Review in her thesis. She highlighted important

information she would like to write in her RA Introduction. After that, she searched
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for more references, read the newly published studies, and categorized these
references into various sub-topics of her study. Then, Anne spent considerable time
planning and outlining what she would write for the Introduction section. “I would
plan in a very detailed way because | think writing up a research article requires a lot
of planning;” she said, “this is, in particular, because we are still students.” During

this planning stage, she used her native language, Chinese, to think about what kind of
arguments she should put forward, what paper she would cite, the sequence of each
cited study and information, and even transitions among various topics and arguments.
They were all deliberately planned out. She outlined these ideas primarily in Chinese
as well.

Anne felt that thinking and edtlining in Chinese at this stage, considering the
more abstract nature of Introduction, played an important role for her later writing in
that using her mother tongue not only allowed-her to “think and write at the same
time” but also enabled her«to have smoother and deeper thinking. With detailed
outlines, she would only need to focus on transforming these ideas into “beautiful
English,” rather than painstakingly languish for both ideas and linguistic expressions
simultaneously.

In fact, this planning and outlining stage, according to Anne, was the most
challenging process she needed to struggle through in writing. She even felt that more

time and effort were devoted to this stage than the actual writing or revising stage.

Difficulties in sequencing and making transitions

During the planning stage, a lot of difficulties, she noted, stemmed from her
problems with sequencing arguments and making transitions among different topics.
Making transitions was very difficult for her, especially in Introduction. As the

research topic of her study involved a number of seemingly different research fields,
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namely, EAP, genre analysis, RA and vocabulary learning, she had to introduce each
of them and make transition from one to another, and finally link and incorporate all
of them into her specific topic. Links, or relationships, between topics or propositions
must be conceived before writing in order to make the flow of text smooth and
argumentation logical. Sequencing posed a similar problem to her because in her
thesis she had a whole chapter to review literature while she had to not only select the
most relevant studies for citation but also rearrange them concisely and logically.
After generating an outline for Introduction, she discussed the outline with
Professor Liu, making sure the sequencing as well as the transitions among topics was
logical. As Anne mentioned herself, having such a detailed outline at hand was
beneficial not only for her to clarify:her own thinking but also for her advisor to have
a better understanding of the:pattern-of-her thinking, which would assist Professor Liu

to offer more appropriate help, as shown in the following interview excerpts.

When your advisor helpsyou revise, providing him/her with an outline can
enable him/her to understand the pattern of yourthinking. So I would give a
Chinese outline to my advisor so‘as to make sure the elements (that | am going
to write) are correct. Another important thing is sequencing; my advisor would
help me check the order of information. As a result, I think making an outline is
good for me to know exactly what I have in mind; it is easier for my advisor to
make sequencing rearrangement, too. Therefore, | think having an outline is a
very good practice for non-native speaking students.

(January 10, 2009)

Using CARS model as outlining scheme

Learning Swales” CARS model (1990) in her Thesis Writing class during her
master’s program, Anne used this model to plan the overall structure of Introduction.
Keenly aware of each rhetorical function of the Introduction section, she put

important references under the major rhetorical moves and steps as a rudimentary
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outline. Such an acute awareness of the CARS model could also be related to the topic
of her study, which focuses on exploring vocabulary and lexical bundles in relation to
the rhetorical functions of Introduction. It is of interest to observe that the CARS
model or the rhetorical functions of Introduction are frequently reflected in Anne’s
metacognitive awareness, which has substantial impact on her planning and writing of

Introduction.

Using “purpose statements™ to generate her outline

Besides the CARS model, Anne also used “purpose statements” (Move 3, Step 1)
to generate deductively what to write. More specifically, she used purpose statements
as the foundation from which she.derived arguments for making appropriate claims
for her study. The derived arguments,-in turn, helped heridentify what kind of
citations and topical background information she should provide. Thus, it seems she
used the strategy of “backward deduction” to generate what and how to write her
Introduction so that all the claims, propositions, and infermation could be properly
arranged and gradually led to the purposes of ‘her study in the end. This rhetorical
strategy reflects her deliberate rhetorical construction of Introduction at the planning
stage for a logical organization and presentation of Introduction based on her generic

knowledge of Introduction.

Difficulties in providing general background knowledge at the outset of Introduction
(Move 1, Steps 2)

Despite lengthy and deliberate planning and outlining as mentioned above, Anne
maintained that introducing the research topic and providing background information
for the research topic at the beginning of Introduction remained the most difficult part

for her when writing Introduction. This is the part that corresponds to what Swales
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(1990) called “making topic generalizations” (Move 1, Step 2) in which *“statements
about knowledge or practice, or statement about phenomena” of the researched area
are provided in a general way to readers (p. 146) (Italics are Swales’ original
emphasis). According to Swales’ (2004) later explication, such topic generalizations
will gradually increase its specificity through “possible recycling of increasingly
specific topics” (p. 230). That is, the Introduction section usually develops from a
general area and then gradually narrows down to more specific areas that are closely
related to the writer’s own study. However, it should be noted that Anne said her
difficulties of writing this part were not related to the specific topics of her study. She
thought she knew what to write about these specific parts very well since these parts
were directly related to her topicgher purposes, and research questions. Rather, her
difficulties lay in selecting appropriatejbackground information interesting and
rhetorically forceful enough to attract readers..Especially, it was difficult for her to
decide on the level of generality of the.background information she needed to provide.
She felt a strong sense of unease in writing this part.-Linguistic expressions were a
second source of her unease. She was not very sure how to make her propositions in
this part rhetorically effective. The following interview excerpt reveals these two

major causes of her high-anxiety when writing this rhetorical step.

I know the important ideas in this area, but I don’t know which idea I should use
for the background information so that it could be a great lead-in to my article,
and could be appealing enough to readers, yet not off-topic. That is, the
difficulties of writing this part stem from “information selection” on the one
hand; then, linguistic expression is also problematic. For instance, if | have
selected an idea to be the background information, I still don’t know what kind
of sentence patterns I should use so as to present this idea in an appealing or
forceful way.

(March, 1, 2009)
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From the above, these two reasons were in fact related to her concern about
“leaving a good impression on readers.” For the first reason, Anne also further
explicated that she was afraid of providing something that might be too common, and
thus unprofessional to readers, who are peer researchers in this field, such that they
would lose interest in reading her study. Another reason comes from her
self-perceived lack of language proficiency. In her own words, “since English is not
my mother tongue, | do not know whether the sentences | wrote are forceful or
interesting enough.” Such uncertainty in information selection and language
presentation brings about her specific difficulties in writing the very beginning of
Introduction.

The coping strategy she developed is to look at:the beginning part of
Introduction in some published papersyincluding her adwvisor’s. Anne said she would
carefully examine how the published texts developed their-lead-in to a topic, and then
she would try to form her ewn. Although-she was.still uncertain whether such a close
examination of others’ work'really helped her write effective topic generalization, she
at least dared to write this anxiety-provoking rhetorical step after employing this

strategy.

Dealing with local development of text with confidence

During actual writing, Anne transformed ideas in her outline into full-fledged
English sentences, concentrating on the local development of text. Word choice,
stylistic changes, and sentence variety were the concerns at this stage. For instance,
Anne noted that she tended to overuse adverbial participial construction in her
academic writing or repeated using some reporting verbs; consequently, she spent
some time finding other ways to express her meanings.

When encountering difficulties in expressing ideas during writing, she would
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first think about whether the expression in question was commonly used in papers. If
yes, she would use the concept of the CARS model to assist her to locate the
particular expressions; that is, she would find the expressions that were commonly
associated with a particular move or step from the Introduction of the published texts
as references. This further shows her strong awareness of the rhetorical structure of
Introduction, particularly the CARS model. In other words, besides using the model to
plan her outline, she used it to locate expressions in published papers for reference in
her own paper writing.

On the other hand, if the expression problem was unique to her own study, two
ways were usually adopted. One way was to first write the sentence in a more
“roundabout” manner in Englishyand then left it there for a while; later when she
came back for revision, she might.come up with a betterexpression to replace it. The
other way was to look up the words or expressions ina number of on-line resources
such as dictionary, thesaurus,.and gven-corpus and concerdancer. For the purpose of
convenience, however, she sometimes used Google as a:big corpus to check whether
the word combination was widely‘used.

Commenting on these local problems, she said that as long as they could be
found or looked up in reference materials, they would not be problematic to her; this

shows her confidence in dealing with the local, linguistic part of academic writing.

Using her advisor’s published works as stylistic models

When writing her articles, Anne said she did not specifically think of any target
readers. “Perhaps | should reflect on this issue,” she said. “I thought about whether
the vocabulary and sentence patterns I used are academic or not, but I did not think of
specific readers.” “If any, | only thought of my advisor as the sole audience.” In fact,

before writing each section of the RA, she would read her advisor’s published works
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and imitate the style, thinking that in this way her article could conform to the
“academic conventions.” Another reason stemmed from her concern with her
advisor’s efforts. Since her advisor would help her revise, she thought if she looked
up to her advisor’s published texts as stylistic models, her advisor would not have
hard time revising her RA.

Shaw (1991) also found that postgraduate students tend to restrict their
dissertation readership to their advisors only, partly because the frequent interactions
between the two and partly because of the confusion with the “pseudo-communicative
nature” of the work (p.194). However, in terms of writing for international publication,
it seems especially important for novice researcher writers to be aware of the global
discourse community members, especially the critical journal gatekeepers. Moreover,
with awareness of different readerships-and purposes of writing, writing RAs for
scholarly publication should also transcend from-“knowledge display” into

“knowledge transformation” (Dong, 1996).

Forming awareness of coherence and cohesion

During writing, as mentioned above, she was concerned more about local
development of the text at this stage. More global issues such as coherence and
cohesion, she said, would be her primary focus in the revision stage.

After writing a part or a paragraph, she would then reread sentences several
times to check for cohesion, coherence, as well as the flow of text. According to Anne,
she was not aware of the concepts of cohesion and coherence until she learned them
and related theories in the course of Second Language Writing in her master’s
program. More interestingly, since she had been teaching some classes in the
extension program of her university as she was a master student, she realized that

grading her own students’ compositions made her become even more aware of the
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importance of checking the “logic” linking the text. From her observation of students’
submitted written works, she found even though some students might not make
serious grammatical mistakes in their writing, it was still difficult to understand their
meanings due to the lack of cohesion and coherence in their compositions. As a result
of these experiences and observations, she said she would always check cohesion and
coherence of her writing during the revision stage.

In fact, regarding local development, Professor Liu commented that her students
usually do not make serious grammatical mistakes or show difficulties in general
language use in their writing, although occasionally they still have incoherent flow
and cohesion mismatches, which will be delineated in the later section of advisor’s

revised version.

Making notes as reminders.for herself and for-her advisor

During her writing and revising, Anne wrote.marginal notes indicating her
problems or questions. She mentioned that these notes were originally only meant to
serve as reminders for herself to tackle the problematic and uncertain parts in the text.
Because of the self-reminding nature of these notes, the tone was directed to herself.
For example, “think about whether the transition here is too weak or should | use

non-native speakers’ learning difficulties as transitions,” “ cite recent studies on
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lexical bundles,” “think about how to make this transition smoother,” “the transition
here is a bit weird... have to think about this...,” etc. At her revision stage, if the
issues had been taken care of, she would delete these electronic notes. A few, however,
still remained unsolved.

Fortunately, Professor Liu often responded to these notes and helped her solve
these problems. Therefore, as Anne commented, the note-making practice became

more than just a reminder for herself; rather, it functioned as a communication
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channel for her advisor to notice where she might be in need of help. Meanwhile, as
shown in the excerpt below, Professor Liu commented that this note-making practice

showed that Anne was a careful and conscious writer.

I think she is a learner with keen awareness; maybe it’s because she is in our
discipline (Applied Linguistics). I think this (making notes) shows her
self-awareness; during her writing, it’s good for her to remind herself (of these
points), then think about (these points), not just write in a very intuitive manner.
Of course, this is a good practice.

(March 6, 2009)

Using integral and non-integral citations for different purposes (Move 1)

As noted earlier, Anne’s research intends to identify genre and discipline-specific
multiword sequences, or lexical bundles, linked with the rhetorical functions of RA
Introduction. She thus needed to review existing studies on:both genre analysis,
particularly on Introduction, and lexical-bundles=However, given that genre analysis
on Introduction has been known to most EAP researchers, she decided not to devote
much of her review to this topic. As a result, Anne mentioned, although she had cited
quite a lot of studies on genre analysis, she mostly cited these studies with
non-integral citations. In other words, comparatively shorter, more general discussion
of various previous RA studies was presented for the purpose of indicating RA as a
distinctive genre. On the other hand, when reviewing lexical bundles, being a more
recent research trend in Applied Linguistics, she only reviewed a number of existing
studies, but with more detailed and in-depth discussion of each cited work, such as the
specific aspects of lexical bundles investigated in the study, or specific results of the
study. The more detailed review of lexical bundles, of course, might also be due to the

fact that lexical bundles were her focused topic. Thus, integral citations, as she noted,
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were used in the review of lexical bundles.

The type of citations that she chose and the length of the review to which she
devoted seem to indicate her generic knowledge and awareness of using appropriate
citations in literature review (Move 1, Step 3). That is, rather than repeating certain
types of citations or providing proportional review of each study, she consciously
distinguished non-integral citations (information prominent) from integral (author
prominent) citations. Perhaps, more significant of these choices is that although she
set her advisor as the perceived reader of this written work, she might, as a matter of
fact, unconsciously consider the background knowledge of general readership of
professional journals, or at least that of general peer researchers in the field of EAP.
Consequently, less detailed review was provided enithe well-explored area whereas
more details were given when reviewing the newer and less well-known academic

realm.

Making arrangement of the"reviewed- studies.to lead to‘her research aims (Move 1,
Step 3)

Besides using different types of citation and weighing the amount of space in
doing literature review, the arrangement of the sequence of the reviewed studies
reflects her rhetorical consideration. For instance, the review of studies on lexical
bundles was situated at the last part of the literature review since these studies were
more closely related to Anne’s own research than other reviewed studies. As a matter
of fact, the citations were used to prepare readers for her purpose statement.

In particular, Anne mentioned that she cited Hyland’s study in the last part of her
review because this helped her make an easy transition from literature review to her
own study. In reviewing lexical bundles, her attempt was to first link lexical bundles

to research articles as a distinctive genre, and then to different disciplines. Therefore,
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as shown in Table 4.7, the less relevant studies were reviewed first (such as Cortes,
2004), followed by studies related to register and genre (Biber, 1999; Biber et al.,
2004), and then ensued by the research indicating disciplinary variation (Hyland,

2008).

Table 4.7 The sequence of the cited studies in the review of lexical bundles

1. Cortes (2004): the use lexical bundles can distinguish novice writers from
expert writers

2. Biber (1999), Biber et al. (2004): lexical bundles can reveal the distinctiveness
of a given register

3. Hyland (2008): preferred use of lexical bundles of different disciplines in EAP

According to Anne, this sequence of presenting citations was logical and

deliberate, as indicated in the interview:

I will use my research purposes to sequence and group (the reviewed studies). |
think such deliberate sequencing iIs‘a way. of arranging-citations. You will notice
that in the same research area researchers usually.review similar studies.
However, since every writer wants to-direct the review to his/her research goals,
the view he/she holds in addressing these cited works is quite different from
others. That’s why I put lexical bundles used by “expert and novice” at the very
beginning of the review while put Hyland’s study closest to my study. It is easier
to make a transition from Hyland’s study to my own study as his study is the
most relevant to my study.

(March 16, 2009)

In conclusion, the above subsection indicates that Anne encountered great
difficulties in the planning stage — sequencing and making transitions among various
sub-topics. Enormous effort was spent at the planning stage to generate detailed and
well-thought-out outline, specifically using her mother tongue in outlining, using the

CARS model as well as her “purpose statements” to generate a logical outline, and
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discussing the outline with her advisor. Despite such a detailed and effortful planning,
she was still uncertain and highly anxious about how to present general background
information as suitable and appealing lead-ins to her research topic. During her
writing stage, with the outline at hand, her major focus was to transform the outline
into stylistic English. In order to meet the conventions of her discipline and in
consideration of her advisor’s effort in helping her revise, she further used her
advisor’s published texts as stylistic models. After writing, she would further reread
sentences several times so as to ascertain the texts she produced were coherent,
cohesive, and smooth. Uncertain parts were marked with notes to remind herself and
her advisor for revision. Moreover, the amount of space she devoted to each review,
the type of citation she used to review, and the sequence of the cited studies

demonstrate her rhetorical and genericiconcerns for writing the Introduction section.

Advisor’s revision before journal submission

After writing the Introduction.section, Anne sent it to Professor Liu, who helped
her revise before she went on writing the other sections. Comparisons between Anne’s
drafted version with her advisor’s revised version, together with Professor Liu’s
explication, reveal Anne’s problems in writing Introduction as well as some rhetorical
reconstruction of Introduction made by her advisor.

A genre-based analysis of these two versions shows that they show similar
sequence in terms of overall macro structure. That is, no significant information
re-arrangement was made in the revised version concerning the macro structure. This
could result from Anne’s detailed planning as well as checking her outline with her
advisor before writing. Nevertheless, a number of revisions were made by her advisor:
incoherence among ideas was fixed, irrelevant information was deleted whilst

relevant details were added, and, more importantly, arguments were bolstered within
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Move 1 (Establishing a territory) of the CARS model. In particular, these revisions
seemed to be more notable in the literature review (Move 1, Step 3). In addition,
Move 2 (Establishing a niche), authored by Professor Liu, was cogently put forward
by presenting positive justification (Move 2, Step 2) and then followed by
gap-indication (Move 2, Step 1A). Move 3 (Occupying the niche), by contrast,
received very few revisions, which seemed to confirm Anne’s perceptions that
purpose statements (Move 3, Step 1) and general pedagogical implications (Move 3,
Step 6) were the easiest parts in writing Introduction as she was both familiar with her
research purposes and the relatively formulaic linguistic realizations of these two
rhetorical steps.

The following presents Anne’s-specific problems in writing Introduction and her

advisor’s involvement in shaping her-Introduction text before journal submission.

Difficulties in presenting logical and coherent arguments

Professor Liu commented that although her students in this discipline generally
have a good command of L2 writing, they lack appropriate generic knowledge and
writing skills for a sophisticated academic genre such as journal articles. Moreover,
writing Introduction in this discipline, stressed by Professor Liu, demands persuasive
and logical argumentation. Lack of support and roundabout presentation of
information may weaken the force of argumentation.

For example, the goal of the first paragraph of Anne’s Introduction is to
introduce the realm of EAP (Move 1, Step 2) and argue for the centrality of EAP
research (Move 1, Step 1). Her study is generally set in this research area (that is,
EAP), which will in succeeding paragraphs gradually narrow down to the more
specific research topic of genre analysis as the most promising research method for

EAP, and then concentrate on the RA as a key genre in EAP. In the original draft by
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Anne, the rapid development of EAP research is indicated in the very beginning; the

flow of text then moves towards the need for and goals of EAP pedagogy. It finally

comes to the conclusion that an analysis system is needed to “offer a pedagogically

informed description of academic discourse.” Table 4.8 presents Anne’s version and

her advisor’s revised version of the first paragraph of Introduction.

Table 4.8

Difficulties in Making Logical and Coherent Presentation

Anne’s
version

Research in English for Academic Purposes (EAP) has rapidly
developed ever since 1980s as a result of English as the lingua franca in the
academic world. This irresistible trend has forced both native and
non-native English speakers in higher education to acquaint themselves
with the English language user conventions shared within the specific
discourse community. EAP instruction,- in particular, aims at equipping
students with effective communication skills to actively participate in the
academic milieu. Therefore, “an  analysis: system that can offer a
pedagogically=informed description of académic discourse is needed in
order to provide students.with a better understanding of the social and
linguistic demands. in EAP (Hopkins & Dudley-Evans, 1988).

Advisor’s
revised

version

English for Academic Purposes (EAP) has rapidly developed ever
since the 1980s as a result.of the predominant role of English in the
academic world. Academic competence is defined in terms of not only
specialized knowledge and skills but also academic English proficiency.
Both native and non-native English speakers in higher education must
acquaint themselves with the major academic genres and English language
use conventions shared within this specific discourse community. To
non-native scholars, in particular, such professional conventions often pose
a great challenge and must be explicitly taught. EAP pedagogy, therefore,
should be research-informed, as indicated by Flowerdew (2002) and
Hyland (2002), based on analysis and description that that can account for
both the communicative purposes and rhetorical structures of academic
discourse (Hopkins & Dudley-Evans, 1988).

However, Professor Liu pointed out that such centrality claims and topic

generalization of EAP research as lead-ins to genre analysis (in Anne’s version) suffer
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from two weaknesses. First, the arguments seem to focus more on EAP pedagogy than
on EAP research, although the paragraph starts with EAP research. In particular, the
conclusion, as mentioned, suggests that research should be informed by EAP
pedagogy; this implies a wrong logical relationship between the two. In other words,
it is EAP research that is needed to inform EAP pedagogy, not vice versa. Thus, the
centrality arguments are not well grounded.

In the revised version, after indicating the predominant role of English in the
academic world, a brief definition of academic competence was added to highlight the
importance of academic English proficiency, which was then linked to the challenge
of EAP for non-native speakers. Arguments about non-native scholars’ challenge and
EAP pedagogy were used to demenstrate the compelling need for EAP pedagogy to
be informed by research. The centrality.of EAP researchwas further supported by
citing two well-known scholars in this field, Elowerdew (2002) and Hyland (2002), as
shown in boldface in Table’4.8.

According to Professor Liu, thessecond weakness in Anne’s paragraph lies in the
fact that coherence in text is not explicit. Two sentences in this paragraph were thus
deleted in the advisor’s revised draft: “EAP instruction, in particular, aims at
equipping students with communication skills to actively participate in the academic
milieu” and *...in order to provide students with a better understanding of the social
and linguistic demand” since they are not related to the main theme of indicating the
centrality of EAP research. They, in fact, blur the focus and logic of the main
arguments in this paragraph.

As mentioned in the last section, Anne experienced severe “writer’s block” at the
outset of writing Introduction, concerning whether the information selected is
appropriate and whether the language she used is both forceful and appealing.

Interestingly, Professor Liu did modify this part, but indicated Anne’s problems with
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this part of Introduction, such as poor logical presentation and incoherence.

Difficulties with citations to support knowledge claims (Move 1, Step 3)

A few notable changes were also made by Professor Liu in the review of
literature (Move 1, Step 3), particularly in reviewing “lexical bundles.” Specifically,
Anne’s problems with this part of review were identified in a number of ways,
including lacking support for knowledge claims, providing insufficient review or
sometimes over-specific review of a theme, and shifting topic that breaks discourse
coherence. These problems will be presented in the following.

To begin with, as shown in Table 4.9, Anne’s intention was to link vocabulary
with academic genres, specifically with the genre 0f:RAs, for this was her research
distinctiveness. She thus made the knowledge claim that*it is of importance for EAP
learners to know how these words are actually used in'the context of specific types of
texts, or genres.” However; her review.of:Schmitt.(2000) directed her theme of
generic vocabulary to “words:go beyond the level of:single words,” rather than
“multiple word uses in the genre of RA;”>which is - more closely related to her research
purpose. That is, although the flow may seem logical by citing Schmitt’s study
(because lexical bundles suggest vocabulary learning beyond single words), as
Professor Liu mentioned, the review lacks a more direct support to the previous claim
about how words are used in the context of a specific genre.

Professor Liu thus deleted the citation of Schmitt and cited Gledhill’s (2000) and
Howarth’s (1998) studies, which are particularly pertinent to the research aims of
Anne’s study, and more importantly, could better support her knowledge claim put
forward earlier in the paragraph. Also, by citing appropriate studies, the flow of text
could be directed towards her research focus — lexical bundles in the genre of RAs —

in the following paragraphs.
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Table 4.9

Difficulties in Supporting Knowledge Claims

Anne’s
version

. In addition to knowing the kinds of words that frequently occur in
academic discourse, it is of importance for EAP learners to know how these
words are actually used in the context of specific types of texts, or genres;
that is, to relate target vocabulary to its context, i.e., the generic

environment where it occurs as well as to examine how some special
vocabulary may play a role in information structuring of a genre or
contribute to conventionalized, recurrent lexico-grammatical patterns
related to generic structure, as indicated by Swales (1990). Since the
knowledge restricted to individual words may not be enough in that words
are always used in context. As a result, to explore how words connect with
the larger discourse, the examination of vocabulary needs to go beyond the
level of single words (Schmitt, 2000).

Advisor’s
revised
version

... In addition to knowing the kinds of words that frequently occur in
academic discourse, it is of importance for EAP learners to know how these
words are actually used'in the context.of specific types of texts, or genres;
that is, to relate target vocabulary to.its context, i.e., the generic
environment where it occurs-and-to examine-how some special vocabulary
may play a role injinformation structuring.of a genre or contribute to
conventionalized, recurrent lexico-grammatical patterns related to generic
structure.

In fact, efforts-have been‘made on exploring the distinctive_lexical
features of RA. Forexample, Gledhill’(2000) explored the rhetorical
functions of collocation inresearcharticle introduction, indicating that
recurrent lexical-grammatical patterns may be characteristic of a particular
genre. The identification of the phraseological expressions particular to a
genre is also of help for understanding the conventions. Howarth (1998)
analyzed lexical collocations of non-native academic writing, and indicated
that even advanced non-native writers may fail to communicate effectively
and conform to the expectations of the academic community as a result of a
lack of phraseological competence.

Adding citations strategically (Move 1, Step 3)

Another significant revision of the review of lexical bundles is adding more

background information to this topic. In Table 4.10 overleaf, Professor Liu added a

long list of related terms in the form of non-integral citations right after the definition
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of “lexical bundles.” According to Professor Liu, these citations had two functions.
On the more surface level, they served as a kind of general review of the research
field in concern, attributing credits to previous related studies spanning two decades
as well as providing background information indicating that although lexical bundles
are more recent development, similar research topics have already been explored with
different terms. Furthermore, Professor Liu pointed out, mentioning these terms was a
good way to demonstrate to readers that the researcher-writers are familiar with the
specific field. In other words, under the guise of a general review with non-integral
citations, writers demonstrate that they have a thorough understanding of the research
context, which further suggests that the research topic of the present study is
well-founded. This actually shows'that Professor Liu, as a more experienced writer,
not only helped Anne to fix the rhetorical-and linguistic problems but used citations

strategically to position the writers as insiders-of-the academic discourse community.

Table 4.10  Insufficient Review and:lrrelevantReview

Anne’s Lexical bundles are multi-word seguences that statistically co-occur in a
version | given register (Biber & Barbieri, 2007; Cortes, 2004). Instead of being
accidental, lexical bundles occur repeatedly in a register, serving important
discourse function unique to a particular register. Although most of lexical
bundles do not have complete structural units, they usually occur at the
beginning of a clause or phrase, bridging two phrases and providing a
Theme 1 | setting for new information. Thus, they are regarded as important elements
in the construction of discourse (Biber, 2007). In the past, the identification
of lexical bundles is based on intuition. The impressionistic view of
selecting bundles, however, often leads to the ignorant of some unnoticed
bundles out of idiosyncrasy. Recent studies, though with arbitrary frequency
cut-off points, empirically selected high-frequency lexical bundles from
corpora of different registers or genres using software programs such as
N-Gram Phrase Extractor, kfNgram, or Wordsmith Tools. Although the
Irrelevant | large amount of corpus data leads to findings that are statistically

significant, corpus-based methodologies still received criticisms for not
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Theme 1’

taking contextual features of text into consideration (Widdowson, 1998,
2002; Hunston, 2002). L. Flowerdew (2005) argued for an integration of
corpus-based and genre-based approaches to text analysis in EAP/ESP to
level against criticisms toward corpus-based approach. The attraction of
such a combined approach to analysis of lexical bundles lies in the
potential for a corpus to reveal statistically significant recurrent patterns
using computer software. On the other hand, it enables researchers to
examine whether these high-frequency bundles are meaningful in a
particular genre or the extent to which these bundles relate to the
communicative purposes of a genre.

The importance of lexical bundles can, in fact, be revealed from a
number of perspectives...

Advisor’s
revised

version

Addition

of related
terms

Theme 1

Theme 1’

Lexical bundles are multi-word sequences that statistically co-occur in a
given register (Biber & Barbieri, 2007; Cortes, 2004). A number of similar
terms have been usedqin related research: phraseology (Howarth 1996;
Cowie 1998), lexical phrases (Nattinger & DeCarrico 1992), formulaic
language (Myles, Hooper & Mitchell 1998; Weinert 1995; Wray 1999),
prefabricated patterns or prefabs (Howarth 1996; Granger 1998), word
combinations (Howarth 1996;:Benson 1986), collocations (Sinclair 1991;
Gledhill 2000); fixed expressions (Moon 1998), and formulas (Vihman
1982). However, in the past, the'method.of identifying these recurrent word
sequences was often nen-empirical ornon-statistically valid. This often
leads to the ignorance of'same unnoticed bundles out of the researcher’s
own idiosyncrasy. Recent studies on lexical bundles, with the help of

computer programs such as N-Gram Phrase Extractor, kfNgram, or
Wordsmith Tools, have identified statistically meaningful lexical bundles
from corpora of different registers or genres.

Instead of being accidental, therefore, meaningful lexical bundles
should occur repeatedly in a register or genre, usually serving specific
discourse functions. Although most lexical bundles do not have complete
structural units, they usually occur at the beginning of a clause or phrase,
bridging two phrases and providing a setting for new information. Thus,
they are regarded as important elements in the construction of discourse
(Biber, 2007).

The importance of lexical bundles can, in fact, be revealed from a
number of perspectives....
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Irrelevant review breaks the coherent flow of the review theme (Move 1, Step 3)

In the revised draft, some less relevant information was deleted and information
was rearranged so that coherence could be maintained in the literature review. For
instance, after indicating lexical bundles as important elements of discourse and the
derivation of lexical bundles from corpora using software programs, Anne devoted a
long stretch of review discussing corpus-based methodologies before she went back to
the theme of the importance of lexical bundles (see Table 4.10 above, marked with
italics by the researcher). This part of review causes a breakdown of coherence.
Professor Liu thus rearranged the information: first describing briefly the method
issue; then indicating the nature of lexical bundles in a discourse, which leads the
discussion naturally towards the 4mportance of lexical bundles from a number of
perspectives. Notice that this:rearrangement not only allows each reviewed theme to

develop fully but also creates hetter coherence of text.

Difficulties in making forceful and cancise propositions

The above-mentioned problems suggest Anne has a few problems with macro
level management in Introduction, such as providing suitable and sufficient review,
making coherent presentation, and providing well-grounded support for various types
of knowledge claims, all of which are related to rhetorical construction of
argumentation in Introduction. However, linguistic problems could also debilitate the
effect of forceful argumentation. Professor Liu noted that her postgraduate students,
though having no problems with sentence constructions, may sometimes produce long
sentences that only cause ambiguity or fail to convey the intended ideas. This, as
Professor Liu explained, may be attributed to students’ incompetence in using specific
types of sentence patterns to create highlight or forcefulness. Put differently, clear,

concise, and forceful writing is of great importance in this highly argumentative
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rhetorical section, and yet students may not have adequate linguistic resources to
produce strong and telling arguments.

Meanwhile, Anne mentioned that she found that her advisor also helped her
refine words for clarity and succinctness, which she would not be able to do by herself.
Additionally, Anne said she was unable to detect whether the writing she produced
was forceful enough, and she did not know how to underscore important information
through various types of structures. She lamented that, as a non-native writer of
English, very often she was not sure whether her English sentences are of appropriate
force or could create the expected highlight. The problems of gauging the forcefulness

of propositions and underscoring information seem to perplex her.

Difficulties in indicating a forceful gap:(Move 2, Step 1A)

Closely relevant to the problems of forceful-language-presentation is her
difficulty with gap-indication (Move 2;'Step 1A)..Anne noted that pointing out a gap
has always been a difficulty te her when writing Introduction. In fact, when she was
still languishing for this rhetorical’'move and left it blank in her paper, Professor Liu
helped Anne write this troublesome move. On more linguistic grounds, Anne
mentioned that she was not confident in using strong words to indicate a gap. In detail,
she mentioned in the interview, “I could not use very strong words, such as ‘we
strongly suspect’ used by Professor Liu.”

In fact, Anne is not alone in feeling the problem of managing appropriate force in
writing RAs. Even more experienced L2 researcher writers, as those in Flowerdew’s
(1999b) study, also perceive difficulties in making claims for their research with
appropriate amount of force. Nevertheless, the difference is that these L2 faculty
participants in Flowerdew’s study tend to be “overassertive”, as opposed to Anne’s

lack of confidence in putting forward strong claims. Such an attitude seems to be
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related to her status as a novice scholar in the field, thus making her less confident in
putting forward strong negative evaluations of others’ studies in gap-indicating, as

noted in the following interview excerpt.

I am not experienced. So far, | never intend to criticize (previous studies); | feel
I am not that knowledgeable, so it would be less likely for me to create a gap by
criticizing other researchers’ studies.

(March 6, 2009)

On the other hand, Professor Liu mentioned that it is vital to provide more
concrete arguments in creating gaps for one’s study. She noted that a lot of students
tend to vaguely mention scarcity of relevant.research as the motivation for doing
one’s own research; however, more details as to specifically what aspects of scarcity
and what limitations these previous studies have should be pointed out so that the
niche created could be rhetorically more forceful and-academically more significant.
In other words, if researcher writers.want-te-convince their readers the necessity or
importance of the study, or create the “research space” in Swales’ words, they should
construct forceful and concrete arguments for the gap, Professor Liu pointed out.

To sum up, the original draft by Anne, who is conscious of the information
structure of Introduction, careful with word choices and stylistic concerns, and
cautious about coherence and cohesion, still receives quite a few revisions from her
advisor in Move 1, showing difficulties in managing macro level discourse of RA
Introduction (e.g. unsupported claims, incoherence among themes, and insufficient
review). The less control of argumentation at the macro level, unfortunately, could
undermine the forcefulness of her Introduction. On the other hand, as pointed out by
her advisor and Anne herself, she seemed to have a good command of the information

structure of Introduction, suggesting her familiarity with the CARS model.
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In this chapter, two cases of doctoral students’ writing process of Introduction
were presented, specifically centering on their difficulties and strategies. Comparisons
between these two cases and possible contributing factors resulting in such

differences will be presented and discussed in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER FIVE
DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

In this study, two cases of doctoral students’ writing process of their first journal
articles were presented, specifically focusing on their process, difficulties, and
strategies of writing the Introduction section. Multiple sources of data were collected
to account for such complicated writing and publication processes, including
interviews with these student participants and their advisors, major drafts of their
journal articles, and, if any, correspondences with the journal referees. In this chapter,
I discuss and compare the two cases in terms of their disciplinary writing practice of
Introduction, perceived writing difficulties of Intreduction, coping as well as
rhetorical strategies they used or developed during.the process of writing Introduction.
Furthermore, a few important themes pertinent to novice writers’ publication are also
discussed, such as reader awareness, academic generic awareness, and advisor’s
involvement. Finally, pedagogical implications and suggestions for future studies are

provided.

Summary of the Findings
Disciplinary writing practice of Introduction

The two cases were drawn from very different disciplines: Computer Science
and Applied Linguistics. Despite some possible individual variability in writing, their
distinct practices in writing Introduction seem to suggest possible disciplinary
variation between the hard science and the soft science. The discipline-distinct
practices of writing Introduction are manifested in a number of ways, inclusive of
when to write the Introduction section, planning focus, space devoted to various

rhetorical moves in Introduction, and even primary difficulties and strategies in
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writing Introduction.

Firstly, it is found that the sequence of when to write Introduction among all the
other rhetorical sections is different between these two cases. On the one hand, Chris
learned that he should write his Introduction only after making sure that his
mathematical formulae are feasible and after fully understanding the features as well
as merits of the adopted techniques. Put differently, ascertaining and outlining the key
components of Method should go before Introduction. On the other hand, Anne noted
that it is common and natural for her to write Introduction first, reviewing related
studies and indicating purposes, and then follow the sequence of I-M-R-D of a typical
RA. Although in writing this particular journal article, Anne was actually rewriting
and revising some parts of her thesis for the purpose:of journal publication, she still
started with Introduction.

The difference in writing sequence indicates the different nature of these two
disciplines. Chris mentioned that Method-actually. “sets the tone” of the whole article.
It seems that in the discipline;of Computer Science inventing a novel design that can
produce better results than previous:studies is the most critical part of a study; in other
words, making knowledge claims seems to lie in showcasing to readers their
innovative design. Thus, method decides the what and how to write in Introduction.
This writing sequence seems to be functional and deliberate. On the other hand, the
discipline of Applied Linguistics seems to place more value on the exploration of
issues or phenomena that are still in lack of clear or definite answers, thus appropriate
topic generalization and literature review become a useful way to indicate a “gap” (e.g.
obscurities and scarcities) that motivate the study or to create a “niche” for the study.
Knowledge construction in Applied Linguistics thus starts with writing Introduction
that establishes the whole setting of the study.

The planning for writing Introduction further reflects this possible contrast
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between the two disciplines. Chris learned the lesson that outlining his technical
content (that is, the design/method of his study) should go before writing Introduction
since this enables him to have the sense of direction including what to review and,
more importantly, what type of knowledge claims he could put forward in the
Introduction section. Anne, on the other hand, spent considerable time in planning and
outlining what she would write in Introduction. In particular, she used “purpose
statements” to generate what to review and what arguments she should form. She also
spent considerable time in sequencing arguments, making arguments more forceful,
and making transitions among different sub-topics. These seem to show that the
discipline of Computer Science is more method-oriented while Applied Linguistics is
discursive and argument-oriented

This difference in focus:is also-reflected in how much space to which these
writers devote. Chris devoted a lot of space to-delineating his technical design and its
contributions, and even shifted the sequence of presentation to highlight such
technical values. Notice that these arethe steps of Move:3 (Occupying the niche) in
Swales’ CARS model. By contrast, Anne took up.ample space in reviewing relevant
fields, narrowing down discussions to the more specific topics, and finally gradually
and intentionally linking them to her research aims. Thus, the Introduction in Applied
Linguistics seems to put much weight on Move 1 (Establishing a territory). In other
words, while Chris spent a lot of space in emphasizing and describing his technical
design and its values, which is primarily Move 3 (Occupying the niche), Anne used a
large amount of space in making topic generalizations and reviewing literature, which
is Move 1 (Establishing a territory). This is in parallel to Heieh et al.’s (2006) move
analysis of the Introduction texts in Computer Science and Applied Linguistics: the
former provides more method-related descriptions whilst the latter has a longer

literature review.
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In addition, it is noteworthy that the two student participants’ problems in writing
Introduction also reflect possible disciplinary variation. Chris” major difficulties in
writing Introduction include: proclaiming his contribution claims in an impressive
manner, summarizing his own technical design, and summarizing methods in others’
studies in a precise and concise manner, most of which are method-related. Anne’s
problems of writing Introduction, on the other hand, include: making appropriate
topic generalization, making logical sequencing and making natural transitions,
forming forceful arguments, and weighing different linguistic realizations to reflect
her focus. All of the above-mentioned problems by Anne seem to be closely related to
the overall argumentation that is underscored in the discipline of Applied Linguistics.
Advisor’s revisions also provide-a'channel to look'at the different focus, with Chris’
advisor emphasizing and providing-more detailed valuesiand justification of their
design as opposed to Anne’s advisor pinpointingdogical and coherent arguments as
well as concrete and direct-support for.claims. To.sum up, while Chris encountered
more problems in summarizing methods and proclaiming the values of his design,
Anne encountered more difficulties in information selection, proposition organization
that critically construct the overall argumentation.

The strategies these novice writers deployed also reflect disciplinary differences:
Chris’ efforts were more on summarizing his designs and other researchers’ designs
(for reviewing) as well as highlighting the values and features of his technical designs;
this stands in contrast with Anne’ endeavors on sound and logical argumentation. For
instance, to provide succinct summary in literature review, Chris copied the first
sentence in the Conclusion section of the reviewed paper or checked how other
researchers summarize that particular study. To present his contribution claims more
forcefully, he acquired the strategy, from his advisor, of “itemized presentation” which

can point out his values of the design in a more specific and impressive manner. As
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for Anne, in order to have sound and logical argumentation, she spent considerable
time using her mother tongue to plan so as to come up with detailed and
well-thought-out outline, which includes sequencing of topics/propositions and
transitions among these topics/ propositions. In order to make sure such organization
is logical, she further discussed these outlines with her advisor, which tactically
helped her advisor understand her thinking and reasoning before actual writing.

In a word, the distinct nature of each discipline seems to play an important role
in shaping the practice of constructing Introduction in many aspects, ranging from

planning to drafting and revision.

Common difficulties and strategies in writing Introduction

While the above indicates a few-distinct disciplinary practices between the two
cases, there are in fact also.a few similarities betweenthem in composing Introduction.
To begin with, while both student participants were indicated by their advisors that
they have fairly good command of academic writing:in terms of local aspects (i.e.,
grammar, vocabulary, sentential aspects), putting forward forceful propositions is still
lacking in both student participants’ Introductions. Chris mentioned several times he
had problems showing contributions in an impressive manner; Anne, similarly,
expressed she did not know how to present information in a more forceful manner. In
addition, although Chris’ difficulties are more specifically about making
“value/contribution claims” of his technical design and Anne’s propositions are more
associated with providing suitable support for “centrality claims” of the researched
area and “purpose claims” of her study (Kuo, 2006), these claim-making difficulties
are indicative of the fact that novice writers may have problems with constructing
evaluative propositions. Moreover, concise writing is also related to forming various

types of propositions, as both advisors indicated the importance of concise
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propositions to their student writers. It thus seems that novice writers are still in lack
of sufficient linguistic resources to develop forceful argumentation, as expected by the
academic discourse communities.

Another related problem lies in their problems with making negative evaluations
after reviewing previous related studies, particularly in “establishing a niche” (Move 2)
of the CARS model. Both participants seem to hold reservations or encounter
problems in writing this rhetorical move. As Chris indicated, his preferred way of
writing this part is to highlight the values of his proposed design, rather than pinpoint
the defects or problems of previous studies. Anne experienced great difficulties in
writing this rhetorical move, partly because she thinks she is only a junior researcher
and thus may not have sound thinking and partly because she would feel unease with
strong evaluative language in writing-this-particular move. Similar to Chris’ attitude,
she also expressed that she.would promote her‘own study rather than criticize others’
studies. Both cases suggestithat novice researchers have less confidence in negotiating
with the established or certified-knowledge. Therefore, interestingly, while Swales
indicated a few important practices for researcher-writers to “establish a niche” in
Introduction, such as “counter-claiming” (Move 2, Step 1A), “Indicating a gap”
(Move 2, Step 1B), “question-raising” (Move 2, Step 1C), and “continuing a
tradition” (Move 2, Step 1D) (in order of the strength of knowledge claims), the
participants in this study, as novice writers, chose to avoid making a niche. Instead,
they chose to accentuate the values of their own studies as a way of motivating their
studies.

Moreover, both student participants seem to have some awareness of the
sophisticated nature of academic writing for publication, which is embodied in their
various kinds of deployment of coping and rhetorical strategies in writing

Introduction. For instance, with her background in Applied Linguistics, Anne used the
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CARS model to plan and organize her Introduction. Likewise, Chris used his lab
mate’s published text and did the “implicit” genre analysis to understand the
organization of his disciplinary Introduction. Also, their various coping and rhetorical
strategies reflect their concern for readers, though with different degrees of awareness.
Learning that journal editors may choose reviewers from his reference list, Chris
formed awareness of the journal gatekeepers, that is, the members of target discourse
community on a global scale. He became keenly aware of the citations he used. His
deliberate use of integral citation (author-prominent) aimed to arouse these possible
critical readers’ interests whereas he was extremely cautious about negative
evaluation of the cited studies. Through the revision and journal reviewing process, a
great number of strategies were fermed by Chris, such as adding a quality figure of
the design, explaining the terms that appeared in his title; citing the works from the
target journal, to name just.a few. Meanwhile,/Anne’s awareness of readership also
shaped her various deployments of strategies in writing. Compared with Chris’ acute
readership awareness of the global discourse communities, Anne’s was less explicit,
and particularly confined to her advisor; that is why she adopted the strategy of
looking at her advisor’s published texts as models. Therefore, while a number of
studies indicate that L2 student writers will seek “textual mentorship” from published
texts (Leki,1995; Li, 2007; Riazi, 1997), Anne examined her advisor’s, in particular,
to meet “the academic conventions,” as she put it. However, she still showed some
concerns for her readers, at least more general readership. This was manifested in her
deliberate reading of the first few sentences from some published texts so as to
formulate appealing lead-in to her researched topic. Further, in reviewing less
well-known topics or more recent development of the researched area, Anne devoted
more space and used more integral citations so as to provide more detailed

background information for her readers.
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Advisor’s involvement in students’ produced text

The whole publication process of these two cases demonstrates not only student
participants’ efforts in the gate-entering publication game but also their advisors’
influence and assistance for the game. In the first place, the advisors’ involvement has
shaped their Introductions to different degrees at different junctures of the publication
process. To Chris, before journal submission, Professor Shen helped him clear local
linguistic mistakes, clarify meanings, and provide more specific information about the
merits and contributions of the proposed method. Later, in responding to the
reviewers’ negative evaluations, Professor Shen discussed with Chris to interpret
reviewers’ reservations, identified possible problems, and even reorganized the
rhetorical structure, such as fronting the contribution claims, providing focused
presentation, and justifying adopted-equipment/design. Fhrough such rhetorical
reconstruction at different points, Chris’ paper-was finally made into print. Likewise,
Professor Liu also helped reconstruct Anne’s Intreductionsin a number of ways. Even
before writing, Professor Liu.assisted’/Anne in deciding the scope of the paper as well
as checking the overall presentation outline of Introduction. After Anne’s writing,
Professor Liu also revised her Introduction, making her claims and reasoning
well-founded and fixing illogical and incoherent argumentation. Notably, when Anne
expressed difficulties in writing “gap-indication,” her advisor authored this part. Thus,
advisors, being more experienced researcher-writers themselves, shouldered great
responsibility and helped reshape the Introduction text immensely.

In fact, the advisors’ direct involvement provided ideal opportunities of “situated
learning” to these novice writers, reshaping their understanding of and practices
towards international publication. Through various interactions with advisors, these
junior researchers gradually gained access to the academic writing and publication

practice in their respective discipline. For instance, Chris seemed to learn quite a few

119



important rhetorical practices from his advisor through revising (e.g. adding a quality
picture), discussing (e.g. reorganizing presentation of contribution claims), and
observing (e.g. citing the lab’s works). Therefore, the advisors’ own practice, explicit
or implicit, seemed to affect or facilitate the incremental development of the novice
writers’ generic writing ability, particularly how Introduction of an RA should be
constructed and reshaped to meet the standards and expectations of target discourse
community. This academic enculturation therefore illustrates the concepts of
“apprentice scholarly writing” (Belcher, 1994; Li, 2007) or seems in line with the
tenets of “legitimate peripheral participation” (Flowerdew, 2000; Lave and Wenger,
1991).

Also, novice writers’ deployment of certain coping strategies can enable the
more experienced or capable:others-sugh-as their advisors to understand their writing
difficulties so that adequate and timely help could be offered. It can be noted that
Anne provided an outline to her advisor'before writing soas to enable her advisor to
understand her pattern of thinking, thus making sure-the:transitions and sequencing in
Introduction are logical and smooth. After writing; Anne also kept electronic notes for
to indicate her problems. Though, as noted by Anne, these textual organizers and
reminders were originally meant to assist herself in drafting and revising her
Introduction, they became facilitating tools, making her problems explicitly known to
her advisor, an insider-reader. This indicates the importance of developing strategies
to interact with advisors, thus inviting and receiving suitable feedback at different
points of writing this sophisticated genre.

On the other hand, it seems important for advisors to discuss the disciplinary
writing practices and revision decisions with their advisees lest they should miss the
opportunities of learning various rhetorical practices. A number of incidents from

these two student participants seem to illustrate this point. As noted in the last chapter,
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Anne’s citation of Schmitt’s work diverged her knowledge claim (the importance of
examining generic vocabulary) to another theme (words go beyond the level of single
words), rendering her knowledge claim unfounded and argumentation less forceful.
Instead of citing Schmitt’s, Professor Liu provided more suitable citations so as to
provide support to Anne’s knowledge claim. Reading and deciphering these revisions,
however, Anne merely thought that the replaced citations helped make “great”
transitions to “words go beyond the level of single words,” without realizing the real
problem behind her writing. Anne, as a novice researcher writer, might also fail to
capture the more sophisticated rhetorical strategies her advisor used. For example,
using non-integral citations, Professor Liu provided a number of related terms of
“lexical bundles,” incorporating studies for two decades, for various rhetorical
functions: accrediting previous related;studies, providing'readers with sufficient
background information and, more tactically, demonstrating familiarly with the topic
and thereby having the expertise of doingthe study. However, when being inquired
about her advisor’s term addition, Anne only noted that ‘it is great to cite a number of
related studies.” It seems that more tacit rules of gate-entering practice fail to pass on
to Anne.

Therefore, it appears that it is important for advisors and advisees to keep good
communication with each other during the publication process. On the students’ part,
they need to make their difficulties more explicitly known to their advisors such as
marking the text with notes, discussing writing progress, or asking for help. On the
advisors’ part, they can hold writing counseling, explaining and discussing the reasons
behind revisions and rearrangements. They could also explain more explicitly the
rules or strategies of playing the publication game, particularly using their own
experiences or texts as exemplars.

Another related point is that advisors, being more experienced in writing and
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researching, could also lead their apprentices to better participate in the process of
knowledge ratification. For instance, even though Chris took his lab mate’s published
texts as models, he had undergone recursive and yet ineffective drafting and revising
practice at the early stage of writing his Introduction, which caused tremendous
frustration in writing. Such ineffectiveness and frustration could have been avoided if
he had discussed with his advisor about the timing of writing Introduction and about
what to accentuate in Introduction. Therefore, it is better for advisors to discuss with
their advisees about disciplinary writing practices, thereby making writing for

publication a more conceivable and less frustrating process.

Pedagogical Implications

To quote Paltridge (2004,.p.99), “Case.study research which provides us with
‘literacy autobiographies’ and ‘portraits’ of our learners’ experiences (Casanave, 2002;
2004) can help us better understand these:issues, and how we might respond to them.”
It is thus hoped that these two case.studies of doctoral students in different disciplines
can shed light on the complicated nature of composing Introduction, distinctive
difficulties in writing this demanding sub-genre, and strategies used and formed
during the process of international publication. With the critical information at hand, it
is hoped that EAP language professionals as well as advisors can be aware of and
reflect upon these issues and thus provide more suitable help for L2 junior scholars in
participating in the publication game. A few pedagogical implications can be drawn
based on the results presented in the study.

The two case studies show that some of the difficulties and strategies are closely
related to the rhetorical functions of Introduction. Therefore, it seems vital for
language professionals as well as advisors to pinpoint such functional aspects. That is,

instead of viewing academic competence as general writing ability, more attention

122



should be paid to the rhetorical functions of each major section of RA as a genre,
which is distinctive in its communicative purposes and schematic structure (Swales,
1990). In addition, to the researcher’s understanding, while it is common for language
professionals to instruct various types of useful sentence patterns and formulaic
expressions, some critical skills such as concise writing, making evaluative
propositions, and highlighting information through different sentence structures and
organization. could be stressed in EAP class, as these points seem to be problematic to
novice writers.

Moreover, our case studies also reflect discipline-distinct writing practice of
Introduction, suggesting that the writers from the hard science may encounter
different difficulties and thus employed different strategies from those from the soft
science. Therefore, while it is commonly-advocated that EAP students can perform
genre analysis in class, it is highly suggested that, besides identifying major moves
and steps in a section, raising student researchers’.awareness of how knowledge is
constructed and disseminated:in-a particular discipline should be emphasized. In detail,
language professionals can form students into various discipline groups and discuss
why certain rhetorical moves and steps manifested in the RAs in various disciplines in
different ways, and how they are related to the author’s research foci and purposes.

On the other hand, it seems that EAP language professionals could also help to
raise L2 novice writers’ awareness of various distinctions among academic “genre
networks,” that is, the sets of genres which postgraduate students need to be able to
produce and participate in (Swales, 2004). Through understanding their distinctive
purposes, audience, rhetorical functions, and conventions (such as the differences
between thesis and journal), novice researcher writers could be better prepared and
perhaps develop suitable strategies to cope with their target genres or to form tailored

strategies to be successfully engaged in various types of academic participation.
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Besides examining and highlighting the differences, it should be important to
explore the similarities and interrelatedness among these academic genres. From
Chris” amazing academic generic experience in relating oral presentation and patent
filing to the writing of Introduction, it seems that various types of academic genres do
have something in common, in terms of rhetorical construction and knowledge
dissemination. Novice researcher writers may tap into their various academic generic
experiences, whether the experience is explicit or implicit, whether the genre is oral or
written, whether the learning is formal or informal, to reflect on the implications they
learn and thus become more successful academic discourse community members.

Lastly yet critically, although students may have access to published texts and
use them as models to write, these finished “products” do not show the process of
writers’ rhetorical maneuverings as-well as the interactive and negotiating nature of
the revising and reviewing.process. Put differently, much of the planning, drafting,
revising, and negotiating process do'not‘manifest.themselves on the published texts.
Accordingly, it is recommended that; besides using published texts, EAP practitioners
may collect the various versions of a journal article as well as the “occluded genres”
(Swales, 2004) such as review letters, submission letters, list of revisions — the whole
documentation of the text gestation and reformulation. Through comparing various
versions, identifying possible problems, pondering and reacting to journal
gatekeepers’ reservations and suggestions, novice researcher writers may more clearly
comprehend these various dimensions of the gate-entering practice of scholarly
publication. For more experienced researcher-writers such as advisors or seniors in
the lab, personal anecdotes of the publication process could be shared and discussed
with these novice writers, which could be very enlightening. Through such
interpersonal sharing, the torch of knowledge construction may be passed down to the

next generation.
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Limitations of the Study

Doing this qualitative study, much more time and effort have been invested than
| originally could have envisioned: finding participants, contacting and arranging
meetings with participants and their advisors, recording and transcribing tons of
interview data, and organizing and comparing multiple sources of data. Being an L2
novice researcher-writer myself, all of these add up to the painful and prolonged
process of my thesis study. Yet, I am convinced that | have learned a few strategies
along the way. A case in point, | am using Chris’ strategy (sprinkling the technical
content with personal struggles) so as to promote the values of my study, hoping that
the following limitations presented could. somehow be forgiven.

The present study aims to.record two cases of doctoral students writing their first
journal article for publication. Methodologically, the present study intends to analyze
the rhetorical structures, or the macro level,-0f RA Introduction; more local aspects
(e.g., vocabulary, phraseologies, grammar).are-not-specifically examined. In addition,
the study is limited to the timerallowed for documenting the comprehensive
publication process of Anne. Anne’s publication process is still on-going; she has not
yet received any comments from the journal gatekeepers and thus the data from her
may not be comparable to that of Chris’, which had undergone the whole publication
process but notice that it spanned for more than four years. Further, Anne’s writing of
this journal article is based on her master thesis, thus the nature may be different from
that of writing a journal article from the very beginning, as in the case of Chris’. Also,
these two cases may not be fully reflective of the “typical” novice postgraduate
students in general. Chris’ senior years (7" year) in the doctoral program may have
contributed to his academic generic experiences, which in turn may possibly affect his

generic as well as disciplinary knowledge. Anne’s background of Applied Linguistics
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as well as her study’s focus on rhetorical functions of Introduction may partially
account for her awareness of how to write Introduction, or at least how to explicate
her practice of Introduction writing in jargons (e.g., integral citations, CARS model,
coherence and cohesion). That being said, since the nature of case studies does not
aim for generalizability, it is hoped that our distinctive cases can reveal a few issues

and thus make some contributions to the field.

Suggestions for Future Research

While the present study centers on the composing process, difficulties, and
strategies of writing Introduction in two contrastive disciplines, future studies can
extend the scope into other RA sections as well as different disciplinary contexts, such
as exploring writing RA Discussion-inisoft science and Method in hard science. It is
also suggested that researchers can examine the interrelationships between RA
sections, examining how particular skills-or difficulties in‘ene section could be related
to writing other rhetorical sections. Furthermore, futurestudies can prolong the
documentation of generic learning of student participants, thus examining how they
transform from novice scholars into more seasoned scholars, and how they encounter
different difficulties, foster disparate strategies along the international publication
process in their academic studies or careers. Finally, it is suggested that future
researchers can explore the issue of “genre networks” from the perspectives of
doctoral students’ continuous disciplinary acculturation. That is, how different
academic genres interact and affect the enculturation of postgraduate students. For
instance, exploring how oral presentation in the conference could exert impact on the

learning of academic writing, or vice versa.
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Appendix C  Questionnaire
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Appendix D Interview questions with student participants

1. General questions

1.1 Perceptions of academic writing

1.1.1 How would you describe your general English proficiency?

1.1.2 What do you think about your academic reading proficiency?

1.1.3 Do you think reaing research articles (RAs) in English is difficult?

1.1.4 Do you think writing RAs in English is difficult?

1.1.5 What do you think if you can write it in Chinese? Are there any differences?

1.1.5 Can you briefly describe the overall organization of the RASs in your field?
What does it include? Such as Introduction, Method, Results, Discussion.

1.1.6 Which section in RAs do you think is particularly troublesome to write? Why
is it particularly difficult?

1.1.7 Which section is the easiest to write? Why?

1.2 Writing RAs for publication
1.2.1 Why do you want to publish your.research. in journals?
1.2.2 As a non-native speaker;, what do youfeel about using English to publish?
1.2.3 How do you feel about editors and reviewers’ attitude toward non-native
speakers?
1.2.4 Which parts of the paper da'editors/reviewers most often ask you to revise?
Why?

1.3 Knowledge of RA Introduction

1.3.1 What do you think are the functions of Introduction?

1.3.2 Can you tell me the organization of RA Introduction in your discipline?

1.3.3 What do you think is a well-written Introduction in your discipline?

1.3.4 What strategies or skills do you think are important for writing RA
Introduction in your discipline?

1.3.5 Do you think writing Introduction of RAs is the same as writing Introduction
for conference papers/ MA thesis?

1.4 Former experiences of writing RAs
1.4.1 How do you learn how to write academic English? Please provide examples.
1.4.2 What’s your typical writing process for RAs?
1.4.3 What are your particular strengths in writing RAs in English?
1.4.4 What are your major difficulties in writing RAS?
1.4.6 What do you usually do to tackle the problems?
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2. Composing process of writing this particular paper

2.0.1 What’s your topic of research?

2.0.2 How did you come up with such a topic?

2.0.3 How long have you been writing this paper?

2.0.4 What is your writing process of writing this paper?

2.0.5 When did you write this Introduction? (eg., on the onset of journal article
writing, after data collection, after data analysis, go back to Introduction from
time to time) Why did you do so?

2.1 Before writing the Introduction section

2.1.1 Is there any preparation you do before you write for this section? (eg.,
reading previous studies, searching for relevant literature, reading guidelines
from the journal article, etc) Why do you do so?

2.1.2 Do you encounter any difficulties during the preparation process?

2.1.3 How do you generate your ideas to write for Introduction? In other words, how
do you know what to write'for this section?

2.1.4 Do you plan the overall organization.before you write? If so, how?

2.1.5 If so, do you follow your plan step-by-step or. you change your plan as your
write?

2.2 When writing the Introduction section

2.2.1 After preparation, can you describe your overall process of writing up
Introduction?

2.2.2 As you are writing, do you think'of ‘cohesion/coherence?

2.2.3 As you are writing, how do you decide the flow of text? (How do you arrange
the propositions/ arguments in a section/ subsection? What’s your concern?)

2.2.4 Do you think about your audience (such as editor, advisor, peer researchers)
when you write this section?

2.2.5 Do you constantly reread your sentences or wait until you finish the whole
paragraph or a full idea unit?

2.2.6 If you don’t know how to fully express yourself in writing, what would you
usually do? Any examples?

2.3 After writing the Introduction section
2.3.1 Do you revise as you are writing, or after you finish writing a part (e.g.,
paragraph, section)?
2.3.2 Do you revise your Introduction? If so, how and what do you revise? (e.g.,
spelling, punctuation, grammar, ideas)
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2.3.4 After writing, would you evaluate your written work?
2.3.5 What do you think are the strengths of the Introduction that you wrote?
2.3.6 What do you think are the weaknesses of the Introduction that you wrote?

3. Difficulties in writing Introduction

3.1 Can you talk about any difficulties that you have experienced in writing this
section?
3.2 We have discussed a number of problem areas. Did you experience difficulties in

? In your opinion, why do these problems occur? If possible, please also

think about how serious these difficulties affect your own writing?

3.2.1 Citation Skills

]
]
]
]
]
]
L]
]

Citation forms (summary, block quote, quote, generalization)

Choosing appropriate words (e.g., reporting verbs, nouns) for the cited work
Choosing tenses (present, present perfect, past)

Paraphrasing of previous studies

Summarizing the results/ ideas

Synthesizing the results/-ideas

Using reference to previous study.to support/ criticize your own argument
Others

3.2.2 Rhetorical Functions

[]
[]
[]
[]
[]
[]
[]
[]
[]
[]
[]

Showing appropriate stance (how writers position themselves)

Pointing out the importance of the area being investigated (centrality claims)
Making topic generalization

Using previous studies to support, criticize, or provide background
Making transition from literature review to one’s own study

Pointing out the gap/defects of the previous studies

Announcing the purpose of the present study (purpose and feature claims)
Proclaiming values of the study (contribution claims)

Announcing principal findings

Indicating RA structure

Others

3.3 Considering writing difficulties, is there anything that you think I should know?
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4. Writing strategies

4.1 Coping strategies

4.1.1 When you encounter the difficulties mentioned, what do you do to overcome
these problems?

4.1.2 When you are writing, do you utilize any resources and tools such as dictionary,
writing manuals for assistance?

4.1.3 Do you use any strategies that you think can help your English to be more
comprehensible to your readers? (e.g., using graphs, using quotes from famous
researcher in your discipline, eliminating some complicated ideas, etc.)

4.1.4 As a non-native English writer, what kind of strategies you have used in
writing Introduction that you think would be beneficial for publication?

4.1.5 What kind of support do you have from your advisor in writing this section?

4.1.6 Is there any help that you expect your advisor could have offered you? (e.g.,
grammar, language appropriateness, idea development, organization, more
literature sources, etc.)

4.1.7 In addition to your advisog,‘do you enlist the help of anyone else when
preparing a paper for publication.(e.g., writing Center, peers, other professors)?
If so who and in what capacity?

4.1.8 What strategies have yourused in developing/ improying your academic
English writing?

4.1.9 If time and money were not a-problem,-what would be the best way for you to
improve your academic writing'in English, (particularly concerning the
Introduction section)?

4.2 Rhetorical strategies

4.2.1 How do you introduce your research topic?

4.2.2 Do you try to highlight certain information in your Introduction? If so, what’s
your consideration of highlighting the information (why do you want to
highlight such information)? Please provide examples and explain how you
manage to create the highlights.

4.2.3 When do you use citations? (When do you think you should refer to other
studies or researchers?)

4.2.4 Do you make evaluations of previous study? If so, how?

4.2.5 Do your use any self-citation? Or do you cite your research team’s previous
works? Why do you do so?

4.2.6 Do you try to manipulate the citations to work for you? If so, how?

4.2.7 Are there any writing strategies that you think would convince your readers
that your study has made great contribution to the current knowledge?
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4.2.8 Do you predict your readers’ reaction, such as resistance to your claims or
difficulties understanding your paper? If so, how do you orient your readers?

4.2.9 When do you put forward an authoritative statement and when less assertive
one? How do you manage to create such statements respectively? Any
examples?

4.3 Considering writing strategies, is there anything that you think I should know?

146



Appendix E Interview questions with students’ advisors

1. Former experience of supervising students

1.1 How long have you been supervising doctoral students?

1.2 Generally speaking, what do you think of your students” academic English writing?
Are you satisfied with their academic English writing proficiency?

1.3 What are the common difficulties that your students have in writing papers for
international publication?

2. Disciplinary knowledge about RA Introduction

2.1 What’s the overall organization of the paper in your discipline?

2.2 Which section in journal articles do you think might pose difficulties for your
students to write? Why?

2.3 Which section do you think are the easiest one for your students to write?

2.4 What do you think a well-written introduction in your discipline should have?

2.5 What strategies or skills do you think are important for writing RA Introduction in
your discipline?

2.6 Do you think writing Infroduction-of RAS Is the same.as writing Introduction for

conference papers/ MAthesis?

3. Concerning this particular student’s writing

3.1 Do you offer any help toryour students for-writing this paper? If yes, in what
ways?

3.2 What’s your comment on your students” writing for this paper?

3.3 What do you think are the writing problems you have observed in this paper?
(Mocabulary, grammar, paragraph, organization, citation skills, rhetorical
strategies)

3.4 Among various writing problems you have mentioned, which do you think are
particularly problematic and might hinder this paper from publication? (What
might be the cause of it?)

3.5 What would be your suggestion for correcting these problems?

3.6 Do you teach your students any strategies for writing RA Introduction?

3.7 Do you correct your student’s drafts?

3.8 Why did you revise your student’s writing in this way?

3.9 What do you think are the particular strengths of your student for writing this
paper?
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4. Concerning reviewers’ comments

4.1 What do you think about the comments that the reviewer gave to your student?

4.2 Do you think the comments do your student justice?

4.3 What would you suggest your student to do for the revision?

4.4 Do you teach him/her how to tackle the questions or problems that the reviewer’s
require to fix?
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Appendix F The combined CARS model for data analysis

Move 1 Establishing a territory
Step 1 Claiming centrality and/ or
Step 2 Making topic generalization(s) and/ or
Step 3 Reviewing items of previous research

Move 2 Establishing a niche

Step 1A Indicating a gap
Step 1B Adding to what is known

Step 2 Presenting positive justifications
Move 3 Occupying the niche
Step 1 Announcing present research descriptively and/or purposively
Step 2 Presenting RQs or hypotheses
Step 3 Definitional clarifications
Step 4 Summarizing methods
Step 5 Announcing principal outcomes
Step 6 Stating the value of the preSent research

Step 7 Outlining the-strueture-of the paper
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