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introductionswrittenbyKoreanandnativeEnglish-speakingauthorsusingarevised

CreateaResearchSpace(CARS)model.TheresultsshowthattheKoreanauthors

employedthesamerhetoricalstyleasthenativespeakersofthelanguagedid,with
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establishingaresearchterritorythroughgeneralizationandbackgroundexposition,

bothsetsofauthorsidentifiedweaknessesinpreviousresearchoropportunitiesfor

furtherstudyandofferedtheirpresentresearchtofillthegap.Thisstudymayassist

novicewritersinproducingEnglish-medium researcharticlesmoreacceptableto

internationaljournals.Thepotentialalsoexistsforthisstudytocontributetoward

thecreationofanewguidelineforgenreconventionsinacademicwriting.
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1. Introduction

Inthelasttwentyyearstheresearcharticle(hereafter,RA)asagenrehas

attractedagreatdealofinterestfromresearchers,particularlythoseinthefield

ofEnglishforSpecificPurposes(ESP).ResearchershaveexploredRAs’rhetorical
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structure(Najjar,1990)andlinguisticfeaturessuchascitation(Park,2011),tense

(Salager-Meyer,1992),voice(Matsuda&Tardy,2007),pronoun(Eun,2008),and

metadiscourse(Hyland,2005).Theresearchershavesuggested pedagogical

implicationsintheirworkandattemptedtodevelopbetterteachingmaterials

forteachersandstudents.

AsEnglishisthelanguagethroughwhichtheworldnowcommunicateson

mattersofscienceandtechnology,researchershavefounditnecessarytowrite

theirarticlesinit—andnotjustthosepapersmeantforinternationaljournals,

butonesboundfornationalpublicationaswell.Thedualrequirementsof

proficiencyinEnglishandknowledgeofRAconventionsservedasadditional

barriersfornon-nativespeakersofEnglishwhodesiretofullparticipatein

moderncommunitiesofacademicdiscourse.TheneedforaguidetoRA

developmentfornon-nativeornovicewriterswasacutebythetimeSwales

(1990)introducedhisCreateAResearchSpace(CARS)model.

DespiteinterestinallsectionsoftheRA,itistheintroductorysectionthat

hasdrawnthemostattentionfromresearchers,sinceitisintheirintroductions

thatwritersaremostsensitivetotheexpectationsandattentionspanoftheir

readers.Even nativesofEnglish-speaking countriesconsideran effective

introductiontobeachallengetowrite.Toprovidebothteachersandstudents

with helpfulinsightsinto writing theintroduction sectionsoftheirRAs,

researchershaveinvestigatedrhetoricalstructureindifferentlanguages(Ahmed,

1997;Hirano,2009)andindifferentfields(Anthony,1999;Milagros,2011).Their

studieshavecontributedtoidentifyingthecharacteristicsofthegenre.

Todate,studiesonRAs’rhetoricalstructurehaveprimarilyfocusedonthe

discoveryofvariationsbetweencorporaandtheidentificationoflikelycauses

forthem.Earlycontrastiverhetoriciansfingeredculturaldifferences,disciplinary

cultures,andgenrecharacteristicsaslikelyfactors,butlanguageisalwaysin

flux,morphinginaccordancewithsocial,political,andeconomicchangeswithin

thesocietyemployingit,andalteringthegenericstructureoftextsalongwithit

(Halliday,1978).Bazerman(1988)suggestedthatasthesciencescontinueto

evolve,sotoomusttherhetoricalmeansbywhichtheyarecommunicated,and

Swales(1990)himselfdeclaredthat“likealllivinggenres,theRAiscontinually

evolving”(p.110).Recently,LiandGe(2009)seeminglyprovedbothBazerman

and Swalesrightwhen they reported thatmedicalRAshaveundergone
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significantstructuraland linguisticchangesin thelasttwo decades.The

reformulationofcross-culturalwritingisnow ahottopic(Connor&Moreno,

2005;Jeong&Choe,2012).

FurtherinvestigationastowhetherthewritingstyleofKoreanauthorshas

changedisthereforeofinterest,asisthequestionofwhethernationaljournals

sharethesamecommunicativepurposesasinternationaljournals.Thoughsome

researchers(Lee,2001;Shim,2005)haveconductedcomparativestudiesonthe

overallstructureofRAIswrittenbyKoreanauthors,verylittleresearchhas

comparednationaljournalswithinternationaljournals,aswellastheyhave

mostlyreportedthevariationsbetweenthedata.

Thepresentstudycontraststherhetoricalstructuresofresearch article

introductions(hereafter,RAIs)writtenbyKoreanauthorswiththosewrittenby

nativespeakersofEnglish.Theresearchquestionsforthepresentstudyareas

follows:

1.Do Korean authorsuseadifferentrhetoricalstructurethan native

English-speakingauthorsdoinresearcharticleintroductions?

2.Donationaljournalspreferadifferentrhetoricalstylethaninternational

journalsdoinresearcharticleintroductions,intermsofmovestructure?

2. Literature Review

Swales’ground-breaking work hasfacilitated valuableinsightinto the

rhetoricalstructureofdifferentRA sectionsincludingintroductions(Jalilifar,

2010),abstracts(Brett,1994),results(Williams,1999),discussions(Holmes,1997),

discussionsandconclusions(Yang&Allison,2003),aswellaswholesections(Li

& Ge,2009).However,researchers’attention hasmainly dwelled on the

introductionsindifferentlanguagesandfields.

TheintroductionoftheRA haslongbeenthemostcommonlystudied

academicgenre,asitisconsideredthemostproblematicforbothnativeEnglish

writersandL2writers(Flowerdew,1999).Swales(1990)creditstheattentionto

thedauntingvarietyofoptionswritersmustconsiderwhenchoosingwhatkind

ofbackgroundknowledgeandhow muchofittheywishtoutilize.Detailed

analysesofRAIsidentifyaseriesofcommunicativeactions,ormoves.Swales
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arguesthattextsareconventionallyconstructedwithaseriesofmovesthat

servecertainfunctionsforboththewriterandthecommunity.Thefocusof

moveanalysisisonanoverallrhetoricalstructureandthelinguisticcomponents

signalingtransitionsbetweenmoves.

InSwales’(1981)firststudy,heanalyzedforty-eightRAIsfrom avarietyof

disciplines.In thoseRAIshefound aconsistentrhetoricalmovementhe

identifiedasthe‘4-moves’model:Move1(establishingthefield),Move2

(summarizingpreviousresearch),Move3(preparingforpresentresearch),and

Move4(introducingpresentresearch).Otherresearchers(Crookes,1986;Lopez,

1982)criticizedthemodelbecauseofperceiveddifficultiesindifferentiating

Move1andMove2.

Acceptinghispeers’critiques,Swales(1990)returned with amodified

versionofhisoriginalmodelthathenamedtheCreateaResearchSpace(CARS)

model.ThemodelconsistsofMove1(establishingaresearchterritory),Move2

(establishinganiche),andMove3(occupyingtheniche),witheachmove

servingthecommunicativepurposeoftheRA instruction.Themodelisas

follows(Swales,1990,p.141):

Move1 Establishingaresearchterritory

Step1 Claimingcentrality

Step2 Makingtopicgeneralization

Step3 Reviewingitemsofpreviousresearch

Move2 Establishinganiche

Step1A Counter-Claiming

Step1B Indicatingagap

Step1C Question-raising

Step1D Continuingatradition

Move3 Occupyingtheniche

Step1A Outliningpurposes

Step1B Announcingpresentresearch

Step2 Announcingprincipalfindings

Step3 IndicatingRAstructure

Inthelast20years,researchershaveanalyzedcountlessRAsusingthe

CARSmodelasananalyticalframework.Themodelhasbeenemployedacross
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differentlanguages(Árvay & Tankó,2004;Duszak,1994)and different

disciplines(Kanoksilapatham,2005;Ozturk,2007).

However,someresearchershavebeen skepticalofit.Paltridge(1994)

chargedthatsincemoveboundariesaresemanticallydetermined,alackof

explicitrulesfordecisionsonmoveboundariesmakestheirjudgmentsubjective.

Additionally,smallnumbers oftexts usually comprise the corpora of

move-basedstudies(Peng,1987),limitingthegeneralizabilityoftheresults,and

quiteafewstudies(Swales&Najjar,1987)havelimitedtheirfocusestoafew

sectionsofRAs,leavingthetexts’rhetoricaldescriptionsincomplete.

AlthoughSwales(1990)suggestedthattheCARSmodelcanaccountforthe

overallstructure ofRAIsregardless,subsequentstudies(Anthony,1999;

Crookes,1986)haveindicatedthatthestructureofRAIsvaryinsignificant

waysacrossdisciplines.Samraj(2002)recognizeddeviationsfrom theCARS

modelaswell,sosheclaimedtoneed‘embedding.’AfterinvestigatingRAIsin

theoreticalresearcharticles,ÁrvayandTankó(2004)addedtwoadditionalsteps

totheCARSmodel:offeringexamplesinMove1andanalyticaldetailsofthe

writer’sresearchinMove3.

Tocompensate,Swalesalteredhismodelagainin2004.Inhislatestrevision,

hereducedthenumberofstepsinMove1toone:topicgeneralizationof

increasingspecificity.Hefreedthereviewofliteraturefrom itsrestrictiveplace

inMove1Step3;previousresearchcouldbereviewedthroughouttheRA

instructionorevenoutsideofit.Hereducedhis1990model’sfouroptionsfor

Move2downtoonlytwo– theindicationofagapandaddingtowhatis

known– andintroducedanew,optionalStep2incaseawritermightwantto

presentapositivejustification.Lastly,Move3wasrelabeled‘presentingthe

presentwork’andwasassignedsevensteps,oneofthem obligatory,threeof

them optional,andthefinalthreePISF(probableinsomefields).

3. Methodology

3.1. Data Selection

Inthisstudy,theonlygenreunderconsiderationwastheintroduction
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sectionoftheRAs.Duetopossiblediscipline-specificwritingvariationsacross

disciplines(Crookes,1986;Swales,1990),onedisciplinewasinvestigated:

appliedlinguistics.

WhenselectingtheRAstobeincludedinthecorpus,thefollowingcriteria

wereimposed:1)thatthearticlesbeexperimental;2)thatthenationalityofthe

authorsbeeitherKoreanorthatofanEnglish-speaking,Westerncountry;3)that

thearticleshavean‘Introduction’heading.Articles’eligibilityforthestudy

accordingtothesecondcriterionwasinsuredbyobtainingtheidentitiesofthe

KoreanauthorsthroughtheNationalResearchFoundationofKoreaandby

confirmingthehomecountriesofnativespeakerspublishedintheinternational

journals.Inthelattercase,throughatwo-stepverificationprocess(first,authors’

surnamesandaffiliationswithinstitutions,second,e-mails(seeAppendixBfor

theidentificationletter)onlytheRAIsofnativeEnglishspeakersfrom the

U.S.A.,theGreatBritain,Canada,Australia,orNewZealandwereconsidered.

Asaresult,sixtyRAIsissuedinrecentfive-yearperiods(2008-2012)were

compiled.ThirtyRAIswereextractedfrom issuesofleadingnationaljournals

EnglishTeaching,ForeignLanguagesEducation,and KoreanJournalofApplied

Linguistics.ThirtyRAIswereextractedfrom issuesofSystem,ForeignLanguage

Annals,andSecondLanguageResearch.

3.2. Data Analysis

AgreeingwithTaylorandChen(1991)thatareader’sknowledgeofcontent

playsacrucialpartindiscoursecomprehension,theresearchersassembleda

team ofthreeraters1)familiarwiththefieldofappliedlinguisticsinorderto

insuretheobjectivityoftheanalysis.Aftereachofthethreeteam members

individually coded the sixty RAIs,they searched the texts forcoding

disagreementsandreconciledthem throughfurtherdiscussionofthecoding

criteria.

TheteamusedarevisedmodelbasedonSwales’CARSmodel(1990,2004),

otherresearchers’modifiedversions(Bunton,2002;Soler-Monrealetal.,2011),

andtheraters’ownopinions.Thedevelopedmodelinvolvedthreemoves,as

1)TheyweretwoKoreans(aprofessorofappliedlinguisticsandahighschoolEnglishteacher

withanM.A.)andoneAmerican(anEPIKteacherwithaB.A.inEnglish).
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Swales’(1990,2004),butthemodeladdedthecategoriesofstepandsub-step.

Move1 Establishingaterritory

Step1Claimingcentrality

Step2Makingtopicgeneralizationsandgivingbackgroundinformation

2AStatinggeneralknowledge/practice/phenomena

2BGivingbackgroundinformation

2CIndicatingaproblem /limitations/need

2DGivingorexplainingexamples

2EDefiningterms/Classifyingandcommentingonterminology

2FGivingoranticipatingsolutions

2GExplainingtheinstitutional/researchgroupcontext

Step3Reviewingpreviousresearch

Move2Establishinganiche

Step1Indicatingagap

Step2Indicatingaproblem

Step3Indicatingneed

Step4Raisingquestion(s)

Step5Reviewingpreviousresearch

Move3Occupyingtheniche

Step1Announcingpresentresearch

Step2PresentingRQsorhypotheses

Step3Summarizingmethods

Step4Explainingsubjects/materials/procedure

Step5Announcingprincipalfindings

Step6Givingjustification

Step7Statingthevalueofthepresentresearch

Step8Outliningthestructureofthepaper

8AOverallthesisstructure

8BChaptercontents

Step9Reviewingpreviousresearch

ThedivisionofMove1intothreestepscorrespondedtoSwales’1990model.

Unlikethatmodel,however,theteam subdividedthesecondstepintoseven
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sub-steps.WhenSwales(1990)originallypublishedtheCARSmodel,Move1

consistedofonlythreestepswithoutanysub-steps,butresearchers(Sheldon,

2011;Soler-Monrealetal.,2011)laterpositedaneedforgreaterdistinctionand

proposedtheirownmodel.Incomparisontoothersteps,Step2coveredmany

moresentencesrepresentingavarietyofcontent,sothestep proved too

inclusivetokeepinititssingularform.

Withregardto‘reviewingpreviousresearch’,thepossibilitythatcitations

spreadthroughouttheintroductionwasraisedbysomeresearchers(Crookes,

1986;Jacoby,1986),includingSwales(2004)himself.Asaresultofananalysisof

thecorpus,previousresearchwasfoundtobelongtodifferentmoves,according

tothepointofthepreviouscontent.Thatiswhytheratersincludedthe

categoryinallthreemoves.

Intheanalysis,theratersconcentratedonidentifyingthesentence’sfunction

incontext,basedontheauthor’spurposeandintention.Asentencecomprised

themainunitofcoding,butifthereweretwoclausesinasentenceandeach

clausebelongedunderadifferentmoveorstep,eachonewasseparately

classified.

4. Results and Discussion

4.1. Move Structure

ThefollowingTables1and2show themovestructure,thenumberof

words,andthenumberofsentencesinbothgroupsofRAIs.KoreanAuthors’

RAIsconsisted ofsixteensentencesonaverage,witharangeofeightto

twenty-fivesentences.Theshortestintroductionhad 245wordsinthirteen

sentences,whilethelongestonehad843wordsinnineteensentences(seeTable

1).
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Table 1. Rhetorical Structure in Korean Authors’ RAIs

Data Movestructure No.ofwords
Numberofsentences

Move1 Move2 Move3 Total

ET1 1-2-3 364 12 2 1 15

ET2 1-3 843 15 0 4 19

ET3 1-2-3 625 11 1 8 20

ET4 1-2-3 495 14 2 1 17

ET5 1-2-3-2-3 510 3 5 12 20

ET6 1-2-3 553 19 2 1 22

ET7 1-2-3 606 13 3 3 19

ET8 1-2-1-2-3 431 6 4 7 17

ET9 1-2-3 417 9 2 7 18

ET10 1-2-1-3 622 9 6 6 21

Subtotal 5466
111

(59%)

27

(14.4%)

50

(26.6%)
188

FLE1 1-2-1-2-3 368 8 2 4 14

FLE2 1-2-3 613 15 6 4 25

FLE3 1-2-3 373 8 6 3 17

FLE4 1-2-3 434 13 2 3 18

FLE5 1-3 358 11 0 4 15

FLE6 3-1-2-3 352 5 2 5 12

FLE7 1-2-3 603 11 5 2 18

FLE8 1-2-3 427 4 2 11 17

FLE9 1-3 376 12 0 5 17

FLE10 1-2-1-2-3 330 6 4 1 11

Subtotal 4234
93

(56.7%)

29

(17.7%)

42

(25.6%)
164

KJAL1 1-3 421 3 0 8 11

KJAL2 1-3 500 12 0 6 18

KJAL3 1-2-3 352 4 3 3 10

KJAL4 2-1-3 316 4 9 3 16

KJAL5 1-2-3 281 6 1 2 9

KJAL6 1-2-3 631 15 3 3 21

KJAL7 1-3 324 12 0 4 16

KJAL8 1-2-3 328 4 2 2 8

KJAL9 1-2-3 245 8 2 3 13

KJAL10 1-2-3 514 9 4 6 19

Subtotal 3912
77

(54.6%)

24

(17%)

40

(28.4%)
141

Total 13612
281

(57%)

80

(16.2%)

132

(26.8%)
493

Average 453.7 16.4
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Data Movestructure No.ofwords
Numberofsentences

Move1 Move2 Move3 Total

System 1 1-2-3 387 5 2 6 13

System 2 1-2-3 281 5 2 1 8

System 3 2-3 431 0 14 1 15

System 4 1-2-3 663 11 13 1 25

System 5 1-3 1070 4 0 35 39

System 6 1-2-3 354 9 1 3 13

System 7 1-2-3 352 8 3 3 14

System 8 1 304 11 0 0 11

System 9 1-3-1-2 885 17 9 2 28

System 10 1-3 191 1 0 7 8

Subtotal 4918
71

(40.8%)

44

(25.3%)

59

(33.9%)
174

FLA1 1-2-3-2-3 491 3 8 5 16

FLA2 1-2-3 260 5 2 2 9

FLA3 1-2-3 767 11 3 3 17

FLA4 3-1 415 7 0 5 12

FLA5 1-2-3 450 10 2 1 13

FLA6 3-1-2 669 14 5 6 25

FLA7 1 707 21 0 0 21

FLA8 1-2-3 387 9 2 3 14

FLA9 1-2-3 578 3 13 3 19

FLA10 1-2-3 622 11 1 6 18

Subtotal 5346
94

(57.3%)

36

(22%)

34

(20.7%)
164

Inthenumberofsentencespermove,asimilardistributionwasfoundinthe

threejournals,Move1accountingforthehighestpercentagewithfifty-seven

percentonaverage,followedbyMove3andMove2.Thisdiscoverymaybe

duetoKoreanauthorsnotfeelinganeedtoestablishanicheintheirlocal

community.TheyallottedarelativelysmallproportiontoMove2,focusing

moreonthesignificanceoftheresearchtopic,theintroductionoftheresearch

area,ortheirownresearch.

Inthemeantime,theaveragelengthofnativeEnglishauthors’RAIswas

about620words,muchlongerthanthatofRAIswrittenbytheKoreanauthors.

ThegapsinlengthbetweenthethirtyRAIswereverylarge,from 191words

(eightsentences)to1,416words(fifty-eightsentences).Thenumberofmove

unitsrangedfrom onetoseven(seeTable2).

Table 2. Rhetorical Structure in Native English Authors’ RAIs
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SLR1 1-2-3 285 4 1 7 12

SLR2 1-2-3 1061 12 8 13 33

SLR3 1-3 1218 35 0 6 41

SLR4 1-2-1 545 11 1 0 12

SLR5 1-2-3-2-3-1-3 669 4 8 8 20

SLR6 1-2-3 654 8 10 7 25

SLR7 1-2-3 695 15 2 2 19

SLR8 1-3-2-3 798 10 1 18 29

SLR9 1-3-2-3 992 6 1 14 21

SLR10 1-3-1-3-1 1416 35 0 23 58

Subtotal 8333
140

(51.9%)

32

(11.9%)

98

(36.3%)
270

Total 18597
305

(50.2%)

112

(18.4%)

191

(31.4%)
608

Average 619.9 20.3

Thedistributionoftotalsentencenumberpermovewassimilartothatof

Koreanauthors’data.Move1wasquitecommonwithanaverageof50.2

percent,aratingmorethantwoandahalftimeshigherthanMove2,which

comprisedthelowestpercentageofthemovestructure.However,thisresultdid

notapplytoallthreejournals;inFLA,Move2accountedforaslightlyhigher

percentagethanMove3.Thatsuggeststhatthejournalconsidersitrelatively

importanttoestablishaniche.

Asregardsthemovestructure,Table3demonstratesthattheKorean

authors’RAIstendedtofollow Swales’modelmorecloselythantheirnative

English counterparts;aboutforty-threepercentofthenativeEnglish RAIs

showedpatternswhichdeviatedfrom theCARSmodel.Morethanhalfofthe

RAIsinbothgroupsconformedtothearchetypalCARSmodel-theMove1-2-3

orderstructure-butthenumberofRAIswrittenbytheKoreanauthorsslightly

exceededthatofthenativeEnglishauthors.InthecaseofRAIswithacyclical

structureaswell,theKoreanauthorsemployedthem morefrequentlythanthe

nativeEnglishauthors.Botharchetypalandcyclicalstructuresamountedto

approximatelyseventy-threepercent.Thisrepresentsasubstantialdifference

whencomparedto56.7percentofthenativeEnglishRAIs.Bothgroupsof

authorsusedfourtypesofrecurrentstructures.Thefirsttwotypes(Move

1-2-1-3,Move1-2-1-2-3)areregardedasanefforttoestablisharesearchterritory
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andanicheasabaseforcreatingaresearchspacefortheirownresearch.The

othertwotypes(Move1-2-3-2-3,Move1-2-3-2-3-1-3)areregarded asthe

authors’attemptstoattractinteresttotheirresearchbyplacingemphasisonthe

needforadditionalattention.Theseappeartoreflectauthor-dependentfeatures.

Meanwhile,adistinctdifferencewasfoundregardingthedistributionof

RAIswithdeviatingstructures.Thefactthatthetwogroupsdeployeddifferent

structures,Move1-3excepted,isnoteworthy(seeTable3).TheKoreanauthors

employedthreedifferentstructures,outofwhichtheypreferredtheMove1-3

structure,usingitinsixRAIsoutofeight.Previousstudies(Ahmad,1997;

Jogthong,2001)haveshownthatwithouttherequirementtoestablishinganiche

inthediscoursecommunity,Move2maybeomitted.Consideringthis,Korean

authorscanbesaidtohaveemployedtheCARSmodelinalloftheRAIsbut

two,suggestingtheyconsciouslytriedtodoso.

Ontheotherhand,thenativeEnglishauthorsusednofewerthannine

structures.Amongthem,theMove1-3structurewasadoptedmostoften(three

RAIs);therestofthestructureswereonlyemployedinoneortwoRAIseach.

ThisdiversityimpliesthatcurrentRA writingdoesnotrequireaspecific

organizationalstructure;solongasaRAachievesthecommunicativepurposeof

theacademicdiscoursecommunity,anystructureisacceptable.Itwouldbe

inspiringthatvariedorganizationalpatternswerewelcomedintheinternational

journalstonon-nativeauthorswhohavetomasterbothEnglishskillsandRA

writingconventions.

Furthermore,differencesbetweenthetwogroupswerefoundastothe

absenceofspecificmoves.WhileintheKoreanRAIsonlyMove2wasfound

absent,inthenativeEnglishRAIsallthreemovesoccasionallydisappeared;

Move1once,Move2seventimes,andMove3threetimes.Inthecaseofthe

threeRAIslackingMove3,itturnedoutthatallofthemincludeditinanother

sectionsuchas‘Thecurrentstudy’or‘Method’ofthearticles.OfthesixtyRAIs,

thirteen(about22%)lackedMove2,from whichwecanconcludethatinspite

ofSwales’argumentthatMove2isanobligatorymoveinanRAintroduction

(Swales,1990),itisnotessentialtoappealingtothemembersofadiscourse

community.
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Table 3. Distribution of Move Structure in Both Groups of RAIs

　 Korean NativeEnglish

introductionsfollowingSwales’CARSmodel
17

(56.7%)

15

(50%)

M 1-2-3 17 15

introductionsshowingrecurrentstructure
5

(16.7%)

2

(6.7%)

M 1-2-1-3 1

M 1-2-1-2-3 3

M 1-2-3-2-3 1 1

M 1-2-3-2-3-1-3 1

introductionsdeviatingfromSwales'CARSmodel
8

(26.7%)

13

(43.3%)

M 1 2

M 1-3 6 3

M 2-3 1

M 3-1 1

M 1-2-1 1

M 2-1-3 1

M 3-1-2 1

M 1-3-1-2 1

M 1-3-2-3 2

M 3-1-2-3 1

M 1-3-1-3-1 1

Totalnumberofintroductions 30 30

4.2. Steps and Sub-Steps

4.2.1StepsandSub-StepsinMove1

AscanbeseeninTable4,allthreestepswereusedineachsetofRAIs,but

Step2occurredmuchmorefrequentlythantheothers,with49.4percentand

60.5percent,respectively.Thedatademonstrated amarked differencein

preferenceforeachstep;theKoreanauthorspreferredStep1morethanthe

nativeEnglishauthors,butinregardstoStep2thecasewasreversed.Thetwo

groupsemployedStep3toroughlythesamedegree.
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Table 4. Distribution of Steps and Sub-Steps in Move 1

Steps(S)andSub-Steps(SS)

No.ofinstances
No.of

introductions
*

KoreanNative
Korean

-Native
KoreanNative

S1:Claimingcentrality
25

(28.1%)

13

(17.1%)
11%

23

(76.7%)

10

(33.3%)

S2:Makingtopicgeneralizationsand

givingbackgroundinformation

44

(49.4%)

46

(60.5%)
-11.1%

20

(66.7%)

27

(90%)

SS2A:Statinggeneralknowledge/practice/

phenomena

14

(15.7%)

23

(30.3%)

11

(36.7%)

19

(63.3%)

SS2B:Givingbackgroundinformation
4

(4.5%)

3

(4%)

4

(13.3%)

3

(10%)

SS2C:Indicatingaproblem /limitations/

need

9

(10.1%)

4

(5.3%)

9

(30%)

4

(13.3%)

SS2D:Givingorexplainingexamples
2

(2.3%)

4

(5.3%)

2

(6.7%)

4

(13.3%)

SS2E:Definingterms/Classifyingand

commentingonterminology

9

(10.1%)

4

(5.3%)

6

(20%)

4

(13.3%)

SS2F:Givingoranticipatingsolutions
3

(3.4%)

3

(4%)

3

(10%)

3

(10%)

3

(10%)

4

(13.3%)

5

(6.6%)

3

(3.4%)

SS2G:Explainingtheinstitutional/

researchgroupcontext

19

(63.3%)

14

(46.7%)
0.1%

17

(22.4%)

20

(22.5%)
S3:Reviewingpreviousresearch

Total 89 76 　

*Inthenumberofintroductions,theintroductionstandsforthatofthecorpus.

Amongthejournals,noparticularpreferenceforstepswasfound.Interms

ofStep1andStep2,thethreenationaljournalsshowedasimilardistributionof

frequencyinproportiontothetotalnumberofinstances,despiteadifferencein

sentencelengthinMove1.Ofthethreeinternationaljournals,SLRrecorded

twiceasmanyinstancesastheothers,reflectingadifferenceinsentencelength.

InStep3,however,theseproportionswereinverted(seeTable1inAppendix

A).

Tospecificallyexamineeachstep,theanalysisofthecorpusforStep1

demonstratedthatinthirtyinstances,thesignificanceoftheresearchtopicwas

claimedorthecurrentlyactiveandvibrantresearchfieldwasrepresentedwith

oneortwosentences.Theothereightinstancesalsodidso,precededbysome

negativesituationsorcognitivedifficultiesinlearningEnglish.Bothcaseswere

followedbypreviousresearchtosupporttheclaims,mostlyusingthepresent
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perfecttense(twenty-nineinstances)andlinguisticsignalslike‘interest’(nine

instances),‘importance’(eight),or‘attention’(five).Thefollowingillustratethe

twokindsofcasesabove,respectively.

(1a)Many researchers have stressed the importance of conscious

understandingandthestudyforsuccessinL2learning(Schmidt,1990,

1993,1995).Ithasbeenclaimedthatconsciousawarenessoftheform

ofinputatthelevelof“noticing”wasanecessaryconditionforL2

developmenttooccur(Schmidt,1995).AnumberofSLAresearchers

havesupportedthatdrawingattentiontotargetformsintheinputby

makingthem salientcanbebeneficialtoL2learning(Doughty,1991;

Ellis,1994,1995;SharwoodSmith,1991,1993).(FLE7)

(1b)Particularlyininput-poorEFLcontexts(Kouraogo,1993)suchas

Korea,thelackofopportunitiestobeexposedtointeractionswith

nativeEnglishspeakerscauseslearnerstosufferahigherlevelof

difficulty with listening (Kim,2004).In orderto addressthe

problem,notalittleattentionhasrecentlybeendirectedtoward

how KoreanEFLlearnersIlisteningabilitycanbeimproved(e.g.,

Choi,2007;Chung&Ahn,2005;Maeng,2006).(KJAL3)

4.2.2 Steps in Move 2

LikeotherstudiesusingtheCARSmodel(Bunton,2002;Eun,2008;Milagros,

2011),Step1tookthefirstplaceinbothRAIs,especiallyintheKoreanRAIs.In

factitappearedinaboutfifty-fourpercentoftheRAIs,whichiscomparableto

thepercentagesofStep1(thefirst)andStep5(thesecond)combinedinthe

nativeEnglishRAIs.ThemorefrequentnextstepswereStep3andStep5in

bothsetsofRAIs(seeTable5).
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Table 5. Distribution of Steps and Sub-Steps in Move 2

Steps(S)andSub-Steps(SS)

Numberofinstances 　
Numberof

introductions

KoreanNative
Korean

-Native
　KoreanNative

S1:Indicatingagapinresearch
22

(53.7%)

15

(34.1%)
19.6%

18

(51.4%)

15

(34.9%)

S2:Indicatingaproblem
4

(9.8%)

5

(11.4%)
-1.6%

4

(11.4%)

5

(11.6%)

S3:Indicatingneedforresearch
8

(19.5%)

8

(18.2%)
1.3%

7

(20%)

8

(18.6%)

S4:Raisingquestion(s)
2

(4.9%)

7

(15.9%)
-11%

2

(5.7%)

7

(16.3%)

S5:Reviewingpreviousresearch
5

(12.2%)

9

(20.5%)
-8.3%

4

(11.4%)

8

(18.6%)

Total 41 44 　 　 35 43

A journal-dependentcharacteristicwasalsoidentified:intheinternational

journals,allofthestepswereevenlydistributed,whereasthedistributioninthe

nationaljournalsproveduneven.(seeTable2inAppendixA)Concerningthe

useofconnectivesinStep1,thedifferencewasfoundinawaythatFLEand

SLR used ‘however’alone,while the otherjournalsused a variety of

connectives.

ThecorpusshowedthatboththeKoreanandnativeEnglishauthorsfavored

thestrategyofindicatingagaptoestablishaniche,butrealizedthatgapin

threedifferentways;outofthethirty-seveninstances,thirty-threeindicatedthe

insufficiencyofearlierresearch,threeitslimitations,andonethelimitationsina

certainsituation.Inthecorpus,abouttwo-thirdsofthetotalfrequencystarted

withanadversativeconjunctionsuchas‘however’,‘nonetheless’,‘yet’,or‘but’,

whichwasparticularlycommonintheKoreanRAIs(seventeenvs.seven

instances).Additionally,negativelinguisticcomponentslike‘few’,‘little’,‘no’,

‘seldom’,‘rarely’,‘scarce’,‘rare’,‘sparse’,or‘insufficient’andthepresentperfect

tense—twentyinstancesintotal(thirteenintheKoreanRAIsandseveninthe

nativeEnglishRAIs)—wereused.Thethreetypesofrealizationareshown

below:

(2a)However,theobjectoftheresearchhasbeenmainlylimitedto

advancedleveluniversitystudents;further,thescopeseemstohave
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Steps(S)andSub-Steps(SS)

No.ofinstances
No.of

introductions

KoreanNative
Korean

-Native
Korean Native

S1:Announcingpresentresearch
30

(48.4%)

30

(46.2%)
2.2%

29

(96.7%)

27

(90%)

S2:PresentingRQsorhypotheses
14

(22.6%)

3

(4.6%)
18%

14

(46.7%)

2

(6.7%)

S3:Summarizingmethods
4

(6.5%)

2

(3.1%)
3.4%

4

(13.3%)

2

(6.7%)

S4:Explainingsubjects/materials/procedure
2

(3.3%)

10

(15.4%)
-12.2%

2

(6.7%)

5

(16.7%)

S5:Announcingprincipalfindings
1

(1.6%)

5

(7.7%)
-6.1%

1

(3.3%)

5

(16.7%)

S6:Givingjustification 0
2

(3.1%)
-3.1% 0

2

(6.7%)

S7:Statingthevalueofthepresentresearch
7

(11.3%)

4

(6.2%)
5.1%

6

(20%)

4

(13.3%)

S8:Outliningthestructureofthepaper
3

(4.8%)

7

(10.8%)
-6%

3

(10%)

7

(23.3%)

SS8A:Overallthesisstructure
3

(4.8%)

6

(9.2%)

3

(10%)

6

(20%)

beenlimitedtoaparticularlinguisticfeaturesuchasconnectors,

amplifiers,andadjectives,etc.(Kim &Kim,2006;S.Lee,2006;Le

e，2007;Ryoo,2007).(FLE8)

(2b)Surprisingly,mostofthisresearchhasnotsystematicallyvaried

teacherfeedbacktounderstandwhethertheformoffeedbackaffects

howquicklyandaccuratelywrittenfeedbackisperceived.(System

6)

(2c)Nonetheless,appropriateuseofthesourcetextinsummarization

seemschallengingforsecondlanguage(L2)writersduetoalackof

L2proficiencyandinsufficientpractice(Currie,1998;Pennycook,

1996;Shi,2004).(ET10)

4.2.3StepsandSub-StepsinMove3

AsshowninTable6,Step1-‘Announcingpresentresearch’-occurredmost

frequentlyamongallthestepsinthreemoves;itwasemployedinallofthe

RAIsexceptfour,soitprovedanindispensablestrategyforoccupyingtheniche.

Table 6. Distribution of Steps and Sub-Steps in Move 3
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SS8B:Chaptercontents 0
1

(1.5%)
0

1

(3.3%)

S9:Reviewingpreviousresearch
1

(1.6%)

2

(3.1%)
-1.5%

1

(3.3%)

2

(6.7%)

Total 62 65 30 30

The data showed two features with respectto this step.The first

characteristicwastheemploymentoftheconnectivesofcausalitysuchas‘thus’,

‘therefore’,or‘hence.’Between thetwo RAIsemerged thedifferenceof

frequency;theKoreanauthorsusedeleveninstances(‘therefore’and‘thus’,eight

andthreeinstances,respectively),whilethenativeEnglishauthorsusedjustone

instance(‘hence’).Thispossiblyreflectsanauthor-dependentfeaturetobe

reader-friendlyratherthanalanguage-specificone,inthatbothlanguageshave

andemployanumberofconnectives.

Thesecondcharacteristicwastheemploymentofaparticularterm like

‘study’,‘paper’,or‘article.’Amongthem,theuseof‘study’wasoverwhelming,

occurringinforty-fiveinstances,andthewordwasusedwithanadjective

‘present/current’ora determiner‘this.’This suggests thatauthors feel

psychologicalproximitytotheirresearchtobereported,incontrasttoprevious

research.Inthefrequencyofuse,aslightdifferencewasfoundbetweenthetwo

RAIs;theKoreanauthorspreferred‘present’or‘current’(fifteenvs.twelve

instances),whereasthenativeEnglish authorsdid ‘this’(eighteen vs.ten

instances).Amongthejournals,adistinctpreferencewasidentified;Systemused

only‘this’innineinstancesbutdidnot‘current/present’atall.

(3a)Therefore,thepurposeofthisstudyistoreinvestigatetheeffectsof

shadowingonL2listeningabilitybyreplicatingthepreviousstudy

(Chung,2010)withalittlebitmodifiedresearchdesignandto

identifywhatthegeneralattitudeoflearnerstowardshadowing

practice.(KJAL7)

(3b)The goalofthisarticle is,broadly speaking,to add to an

understandingofthepotentiallinguisticbenefitsofstudyabroad

(SA).Specifically,itinvestigateswhatfactors,orcombinationof

factors,cancontributetotheacquisitionofsecondlanguage(L2)

soundsbyconsideringtherolesofimmersionandinstructioninthe

secondlanguageacquisition(SLA)process.(FLA6)
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(3c)In thecurrentstudy,weattemptto answerthisand related

questions,settingforththepossibilityofnegativesyntactictransfer

basedonthe‘L2statusfactor’advancedbyBardelandFalk(2007).

Thefocusisnull-subjectpropertiesintwogroupsofL3learners

wheretheL1andL2remainconstant(L1English/L2Spanish/L3

FrenchandL1English/L2Spanish/L3Italian).(SLR2)

Table6demonstratedamarkedcontrastbetweenthetwoRAIsregardingthe

othersteps.IntheKoreanRAIs,Step2andStep7weresecond-andthird-most

prevalent,withpercentagesof22.6and11.3,respectively.Thetopthreesteps

madeupnolessthan82.3percent.InthenativeEnglishRAIs,Step4accounted

for15.4percent,taking second-place,and wasfollowed by Step 8.The

proportionofuseforthetopthreestepswas72.4percentinall.Therestwas

dividedamongtheremainingsixstepsineachcorpus.Onestrikingdiscovery

wasteninstancesofStep4infivenativeEnglishintroductions,inpartdueto

theexcessiveuseoffourinstancesinacertainintroduction(System 5)(see

Tables3and4inAppendixA).

Inthethreemoves,thereexistedacommonstep:‘Reviewingprevious

research.’Itappearedintwenty-fourKoreanintroductions(twenty-sixinstances)

andintwenty-fournativeEnglishintroductions(twenty-eightinstances).Mostof

them werefoundinMove1andmadeupaboutseventy-sevenpercentinthe

Korean RAIs,aboutsixty-onepercentinthenativeEnglish RAIs.Itnext

appearedinMove2ineachcorpus.InMove3,few instancesofitoccurred

(onlyonecaseintheKoreanRAIsandtwocasesinthenativeEnglishRAIs).

ThisislikelybecausewhenauthorsestablisharesearchterritoryinMove1,

theyrefertomuchearlierresearchinordertoshowtheirresearchtopicshave

beenstudiedactivelyintheacademicworld.

5. Conclusion

Thepresentstudycomparedtherhetoricalstructureintermsofmovesand

stepsofthirtyRAIswrittenbyKoreanauthorswiththoseofthirtyRAIswritten

bynativeEnglish-speakingauthors.ThisstudysuggeststhattheKoreanauthors
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understoodthemodernstyleofacademicwritingandproperlyapplieditin

theirRAIs.Whenthemovestructureofthetwocorporawasclassifiedas

examplesofaCARSmodel,arecurrentstructure,oradeviatingstructure,more

thanhalfofbothcorporaeachconformedtothearchetypalCARSmodel.The

sum ofthatstructureandthecyclicalstructuresamountedto73.4percentand

56.7percentoftheKoreanRAIsandthenativeEnglishRAIs,respectively.

However,elevendeviatingstructures,includingninestructuresinthenative

Englishdata,wereincludedinthecorpus,soadiversityinstructuralpattern

wasalsoidentified,indicatingRA writersdon’thavetofollow atypical

structure.

KoreanandnativeEnglishspeakerpreferencesforstrategypermoveproved

tobenearlyidentical.Bothgroupspositionedtheirresearchintheirfieldof

studythroughexpositionandgeneralization,afterwhichtheyestablishedtheir

ownnichesviaindicationofgapsinpreviousresearchandoccupiedthem by

announcingtheirpresentstudies.Justso,theKoreansandnativespeakersalso

reviewed previousresearch to roughly the same degree in each move:

prominentlyinMove1,lesssoinMove2,andrarelyinMove3.Incomparison

ofthejournals,thedataonlyarguedforeachjournal-specificaspectanda

proportionalrelationshipbetweenthenumberofinstancesandthenumberof

introductionsineachstep.

TheresultsofthepresentstudysuggesttheKoreanauthorsareexpertsin

theirfieldandarethereforelikelytoutilizethesamestrategiesasthenative

Englishauthors.However,studentswhostudyinKorea,asshowninother

research(Lee,2001;Shim,2005),mostlikelypracticetherhetoricalstyleofa

researchpaperviamultiplereadingsandimitationofotherresearchers’papers,

andtheyneedexplicitinstruction.

Teachersneedtoraisetheirstudents’awarenessofthegenre-basedapproach

toacademicwriting,explainingthateachgenrepossessesitsownunique

structure,content,andstyle,andthatthesefeaturesmustbelearnedinorderto

fullyparticipateintheirchosencommunitiesofacademicdiscourse.Teachers

mightuseSwales’CARSmodelasarepresentativemodelofanRAintroduction

tohelpstudentsunderstandRAstructure.

Activitiesinvolvingactualresearchpapersarealsoagoodidea.Students

mightbeaskedtoeitherindividuallyorcollaborativelyanalyzethem using
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Swales’model,andcomparetheirworkwithothers.’Theiranalysescould

expandintootherdisciplinesorgenrestobroadentheirknowledgeofgenre

rulesandconventions.Atthesametime,teacherswouldinform studentsthat

nogenre’srhetoricalpatternsarefixed,andencouragethem todeveloptheir

ownstylebyapplyingthestructuresandstrategiesofgenresinoriginal,creative

ways.

Becausethepresentstudywasrestrictedtoasingledisciplineandutilized

only asmallsampleforitsdata,generalizingtheresultsisproblematic.

Additionalstudieswithlargersampleswouldbeofvalue.Thepresentstudy’s

objectivityalsomayhavebeenunderminedinthenegotiationprocesswhichled

toagreementamongthestudy’sanalysts;theinclusionofinterviewswith

informantswouldhelpinthisregard.

Opportunitiesforfutureresearchcertainlystillexistintheinvestigationof

RAIs’rhetoricalstyles,tosaynothingofothersectionsinRAs,orthemany

othergenresprevalentinEAPandESP– grantproposals,newspapereditorials,

jobapplications,conferencepapers,etc.Moregenre-specificresearchisclearly

necessaryifeffectivematerialsforteachingacademicwritingaretobeproduced.
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Steps(S)andSub-Steps(SS)

Numberofinstances

ET FLE
KJ

AL

Sys

tem

FL

A
SLR

S1:Announcingpresentresearch 10 10 10 10 9 11

S2:PresentingRQsorhypotheses 5 3 6 0 1 2

S3:Summarizingmethods 1 2 1 1 1 0

S4:Explainingsubjects/materials/procedure 0 2 0 4 2 4

Appendix A

Rhetorical Structure

Table 1. Number of Instances of Each Journal in Move 

Steps(S)andSub-Steps(SS)
Numberofinstances

ETFLE
KJ
AL
Sys
temFLASLR

S1:Claimingcentrality 8 8 9 3 2 8

S2:Makingtopicgeneralizationsand
givingbackgroundinformation

161315111223

SS2A:Statinggeneralknowledge/practice/phenomena 4 3 7 8 5 10

SS2B:Givingbackgroundinformation 1 2 1 0 1 2

SS2C:Indicatingaproblem /limitations/need 4 3 2 0 1 3

SS2D:Givingorexplainingexamples 0 1 1 0 1 3

SS2E:Definingterms/Classifyingandcommentingon
terminology 4 3 2 1 2 1

SS2F:Givingoranticipatingsolutions 2 1 0 0 0 3

SS2G:Explainingtheinstitutional/researchgroupcontext1 0 2 2 2 1

S3:Reviewing previousresearch 5 9 6 7 6 4

Total 293030212035

Table 2. Number of Instances of Each Journal in Move 2

Steps(S)andSub-Steps(SS)

Numberofinstances

ET FLE KJ
AL

Sys
tem FLA SLR

S1:Indicatingagapinresearch 9 8 5 5 5 5

S2:Indicatingaproblem 1 2 1 1 2 2

S3:Indicatingneedforresearch 2 4 2 3 3 2

S4:Raisingquestion(s) 0 0 2 3 2 2

S5:Reviewingpreviousresearch 1 2 2 4 2 3

Total 13 16 12 16 14 14

Table 3. Number of Instances of Each Journal in Move 



180∣ Seung Hee Lee・Chul Joo Uhm

S5:Announcingprincipalfindings 0 0 1 0 1 4

S6:Givingjustification 0 0 0 0 0 2

S7:Statingthevalueofthepresentresearch 3 3 1 0 3 1

S8:Outliningthestructureofthepaper 1 0 2 2 0 5

SS8A:Overallthesisstructure 1 0 2 2 0 4

SS8B:Chaptercontents 0 0 0 0 0 1

SS9:Reviewingpreviousresearch 0 1 0 1 1 0

Total 20 21 21 18 18 29

Table 4. Number of Introductions of Each Journal in Move 3

Steps(S)andSub-Steps(SS)

Numberofintroductions

ET FLE
KJ

AL

Sys

tem
FLASLR

S1:Announcingpresentresearch 10 9 10 9 9 9

S2:PresentingRQsorhypotheses 5 3 6 0 1 1

S3:Summarizingmethods 1 2 1 1 1 0

S4:Explainingsubjects/materials/procedure 0 2 0 1 2 2

S5:Announcingprincipalfindings 0 0 1 0 1 4

S6:Givingjustification 0 0 0 0 0 2

S7:Statingthevalueofthepresentresearch 3 2 1 0 3 1

S8:Outliningthestructureofthepaper 1 0 2 2 0 5

SS8A:Overallthesisstructure 1 0 2 2 0 4

SS8B:Chaptercontents 0 0 0 0 0 1

SS9:Reviewingpreviousresearch 0 1 0 1 1 0

Appendix B

The Identification Letter

DearProfessor ,

Howdoyoudo?

Mynameis000.IamagraduatestudentinSouthKorea,currentlywritingmy

doctoraldissertation.AtpresentI'm collectingdataontheintroductionsof

researcharticlesinjournalsofappliedlinguistics.Iintendtocomparethe

Koreanauthors’writingstylewiththatofresearcherswhoarenativesof
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English-speakingcountries,utilizingSwales’CARSmodel.

I’dliketoincludeyourownwritinginmydata.Forthepurposesofmystudy,

however,it’simportantformetoconfirmthateachnon-KoreanauthorIanalyze

isindeedanativeofhisorhercountry.SoifImaybesobold,wouldyou

confirm thatyouareanativeofyourcountry?

Iwillbeverygratefulforyourresponse.

Sincerely,

Seung-hee Lee

DepartmentofEnglishEducation

Chonnam NationalUniversity

77Yongbong-roBuk-gu

Gwangju,500-757

Email:cherrypet0910@hanmail.net

Chul Joo Uhm

DepartmentofEnglishEducation

Chonnam NationalUniversity

77Yongbong-roBuk-gu

Gwangju,500-757

Phone:062-530-2440

Email:cjuhm@jnu.ac.kr

Received on March 29, 2014

Revised version received on May 19, 2014

Accepted on May 30, 2014


