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Argumentative writing has long been regarded as an essential mode of written
discourse. However, argumentative writing is a difficult type of text for students, especially
for non-native learners. Despite some studies on argumentative essays across ages, grade
levels, cultures and languages, research has not yet been conducted on writers from
different disciplines in the Chinese context. The purpose of this study was to investigate and
compare the current rhetorical patterns of argumentative essays produced by English and
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100 from non-English majors. Hyland’s model (1990) was adopted as the analytical
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revealed that the majority of the argumentative essays were found to follow the three stages
and include obligatory moves set in the model. Findings showed that there were no
significant differences in terms of move-step structure between the essays written by these
two groups of students. The pedagogical implications based on the results of the study were

proposed and the ideas for future research were discussed.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

This chapter firstly discusses the background to the present study for topic
contextualization and delimits EFL into a more specific context in which genre
analysis is conducted by analyzing the argumentative essays written by tertiary EFL
learners in a Chinese university. Then, it identifies the problems and addresses the
significance of the study in this particular context. Finally it states the purposes of the

present study.

1.1 Background to the Study
1.1.1 Importance of English Language Teaching (ELT) in China

The widespread of English and its importance in international
communication has established its status as an international language or a global
language (Crystal, 1997). As economics and trade make the world ‘a global village’,
English is having a great impact on the fields of economy, education and culture all
over the world. In the last few decades, the English language has been gaining
importance at an accelerated rate in the People’s Republic of China. China is a big
country with a population of over 1.3 billion and has one of the oldest civilizations
with a rich cultural history. It is perceived as one of the countries with fastest growing

economy in the world. With the development of politics and economics in China since



the 1980s, there is an increasing demand to contact with different global areas. People
are becoming enthusiastic to learn English throughout the country, especially since
China’s entry into the World Trade Organization in 2001 and the successful bid to host
the 2008 Olympic Games. More and more students and adults are eager to pursue
study opportunities in English speaking countries and seek job opportunities in
foreign companies in China. English, thus, becomes absolutely and necessarily
important all over the country. Wu (2001) pointed out that with China’s increasing
presence in international affairs and growing importance in global economy, there has
been an unprecedented demand for proficiency in English. Definitely, English
language education has been extremely important in China, and proficiency in English
has been widely regarded as a national as well as a personal asset (Hu, 2002a). On the
national level, English language education has been taken by the Chinese government
as having a crucial role to play in national modernization and development. On the
individual level, proficiency in English can lead to a host of economic, social and
educational opportunities (Hu, 2005); it is a passport to higher education at home or
abroad, lucrative employment in a public or private sector, professional advancement
and social prestige (Hu, 2002b; 2003). People with a certain degree of proficiency in
English have more opportunities to enter and graduate from university, to go abroad
for further education, to secure desirable jobs in public and private sectors,
foreign-invested companies or joint ventures. To sum up, English is perceived as a
key to promoting international exchange, acquiring scientific knowledge and

technological expertise, fostering economic progress, and participating in



international competition (Ross, 1992), as well as increasing superior national,

social, and economic prestige.
1.1.2 Development of ELT in China

The open-door policy initiated in 1978 plays a role of milestone in the
history of English education in China. Wang (2007) identified four major phases in
the development of ELT over the past two decades: the Restoration Phase, the Rapid
Development Phase, the Reform Phase, and the Innovation Phase.

The Restoration Phase (1978-1985)

Since 1978, English language teaching has undergone increasingly rapid
development. The Chinese Government resumed the College Entrance Examination in
1977, and the first English Syllabus at tertiary level was issued by MOE in 1980. This
syllabus only described the content of grammar teaching, while listening, speaking,
reading and writing and other teaching contents were not included in this syllabus.
Implementing of English teaching was based on the principles of audiolingualism and
grammar-translation approaches at that time. The experts and educators felt an urgent
need to reform ELT. Thus, ELT in China stepped into a Rapid Development Phase.

The Rapid Development Phase (1986-1992)

The second phase came as a result of dissatisfaction of the traditional
teaching methods, shortage of qualified teachers, and extremely limited resources.
Much adjustment was made in teaching objectives for college English syllabus issued
in 1986. Since the late 1980s, there has been a top-down movement to reform English

language teaching (ELT) in China. An important component of this reform has been



an effort to import communicative language teaching (CLT) in the Chinese context
(Hu, 2002a). CLT witnessed great changes in ELT and put it into a new stage.

The Reform Phase (1993-2000)

ELT in this phase focused more on the function of English for
modernization and for international communication. The 1993 syllabi indicated the need
to balance between the use of English for communication and the development of basic
language skills to suit Chinese context. In 1999, MOE issued the new College English
Teaching Syllabus, aiming at fostering the student English practical ability on the basis of
the solid foundation of language. And this aim indicates that the focus has been shifted
from grammar-translation approach in 1980s to developing four skills in 1990s.

The Innovation Phase (2000 onwards)

In order to meet the requirements and face the challenges in 21* century,
MOE issued College English Curriculum Requirements (Revision) in 2004. The main
teaching objective is to develop students’ listening, speaking, reading, writing and
translating skills. In 2007, College English Curriculum Requirements (MOE, 2007)
was issued on the basis of the 2004 version. It serves as an authoritative document
defining a new set of objectives, prescribing the content to be covered, recommending
teaching model and assessment measures, and outlining the requirements to be
achieved on the English course.

This section gives an overview of ELT development in China. It provides

an overall picture of what happened in each phase. The following section will specify



ELT in university context, focusing on ELT for English and non-English majors in
Tongren University (TU).
1.1.3 ELT in Universities in China

College English in China refers to the English instruction for non-English
majors who make up the largest proportion of students studying at the tertiary level.
Each year, millions of students are enrolled in English instruction for non-English
majors in colleges and universities. These students pursue undergraduate degrees in a
variety of disciplines such as arts, sciences, engineering, medical science, and so on.

For all university non-English majors, a study of college English for two
years is required. Students take a total of 240 teaching hours of English — about 60
hours each term (3 hours each week) — in order to meet the basic requirements. To
examine the implementation of the curriculum and to evaluate classroom teaching and
learning, students are assessed by taking a nationwide, standardized English proficiency
test called College English Test Band 4 (CET-4) during or after the course. College
English Test Band 6 (CET-6) can be taken after students pass CET-4. These two tests
focus on testing students’ language proficiency in grammar, vocabulary, listening,
reading, and writing. Most of the test items are designed in multiple-choice format.

Based on the new requirements of economic and educational development,
MOE issued new English Curriculum for English Majors in University in 2000. The aim
of the curriculum is to cultivate multi-purposes English talents with solid basic skills,
extensive knowledge, powerful ability and high quality. In order to achieve this purpose,

three types of courses are offered, namely, English professional skills (listening, speaking,



reading, writing and translation), English professional knowledge (linguistics, English
and American literature, and lexicology) and related professional knowledge (diplomacy,
business, law, management, news, education, science and culture). The required teaching
model is learner-centered pattern, aiming to develop student innovation ability. The
evaluation of students’ learning is mainly conducted through summative assessment,
based on a variety of examinations and nationwide tests, such as TEM-4 (Test for English
Majors Band 4) and TEM-8 (Test for English Majors Band 8). The total time for English
majors in four years is more than 2000 hours and less than 2200 hours.

After a brief introduction to the ELT in universities in China, the context
will be narrowed down into the teaching context where the present study will be
conducted.

1.1.4 The Context for the Present Study

Tongren University (TU), whose predecessor is Tongren Teachers College,
with approval of Chinese Ministry of Education, was founded in 2006. It is a new
founded local comprehensive university, and it mainly prepares students for future
career as middle school teachers. It is situated in Tongren city, which lies in the east of
Guizhou Province. Compared with big cities in China, the economy and education in
this region are backward for historical reasons. Therefore, the teaching and learning
English there would be more challenging and demanding. TU is a small-sized
university with a student population of about 7000. TU provides language programs of

learning English as a foreign language for both English majors and non-English majors.



There are more than 40 faculty members in the English department, and
about 20 instructors offer classes on different levels and skills for English majors.
English major undergraduate students in TU are 553 in total. The other 20 teachers are
responsible for College English instruction. Most teachers are BA holders and now
some of them are working on MA. The staff structure in the English Department tends
to be unbalanced. Young and less experienced teachers, who have been teaching for a
short period, make up the majority of the faculty population. The vast majority of
students at the university (80%) come from Tongren Prefecture. Each year,
approximately 1500 students enter English classes. Generally, each English class
comprises 50 to 60 non-English major students, or 30 to 40 English major students.

An Overview of the College English Course & English Writing Course

College English course is a compulsory course for all first and second year
non-English major students in TU. The course equips students with basic English
skills and knowledge which could be the reference for examinations and potential
benefits for future career. The “one-teacher-package-class” model has been taken in
College English classroom in which every English teacher teaches five skills.
Unsurprisingly, in three hours per week teaching, compared with instruction in
listening, and reading, much less attention has been devoted to writing. The textbooks
for non-English majors are extensive ones which contain listening, speaking, reading,
writing and translation sections. For the writing section, students are just asked to

follow the sample models in textbooks without explicit instruction. The main writing



tasks in the textbooks focus on practical writing, such as notes, greetings, invitations,
letters and resumes etc. Inadequate attention to writing attributes to large class size,
time constraint, students’ relatively low English proficiency, and the teacher’s limited
training in teaching writing (YYou, 2004).

For English majors, a writing course is offered to the university students
only in term seven with two hours per week. The Writing Course is viewed as a
difficult course. So this may be the reason why this course is offered quite late
because writing expects the writer to have high English proficiency as well as good
writing skills. This writing course aims to improve students writing ability and help
students compose good pieces of writing. On completion of this course, students will
be able to write a variety of genres, such as letters, notes, notices, essay, book reports,
course thesis and formal letters. The textbook for this course is designed by some
experienced professors (Ding & Wu, 2005) in China and published by Higher
Education Press. It consists of eight chapters arranged in the order from word,
sentence, and paragraph level to essay level. Normally, the teacher teaches the course
based on the principle of ‘from simplicity to difficulty’. One characteristics of this
textbook is the wide use of example sentences and paragraphs, and sample texts, half
of which are selected from original English works and the rest are produced by
Chinese students. These examples not only help students understand the ways of
English writing, but serve also as models for them to follow. In addition, at the end of

each chapter, exercises are offered for students to practice. However, nothing is



perfect and one big flaw of this textbook is the absence of writing argumentative
essay in the essay composition chapter. Argumentative writing has long been highly
regarded as an essential mode of writing discourse. Argumentative texts are required
to produce in a variety of contexts. In academic settings, argumentative writing is an
essential tool for students who have to write persuasively to make other people to
accept their point of view on a particular topic. For test-takers, argumentative essay is
a required genre to produce in different tests or exams, ranging from national level
(CET-4, CET-6, TEM-4, TEM-8) to international one ( TOEFL, IELTS). In workplace,
individuals may try to persuade others to support their proposals or opinions.
Obviously, competence in argumentative writing is especially vital for university

students.

1.2 Statement of Problems

Argumentative writing is an important and difficult type of text for students.
Ferris (1994) stated that it is especially problematic for non-native learners because
they have both linguistic and rhetorical deficits. Crowhurst (1991) noted that in
student argumentative writing, one weakness is poor organization associated with a
lack of knowledge of argumentative structure, and failure to elaborate reasons to
support the arguments. The other weak point would be stylistic inappropriateness
which the student writers have little knowledge of. Normally, they may produce
inappropriate style of writing by using inappropriate registers of language, and wrong

connectors (Crowhurst, 1987).
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Gao (2007) identified a major problem of the lack of input of genre knowledge in
teaching English writing in Chinese universities. The problem can be attributed mainly
to inadequate emphasis placed on genre learning. Regardless of the variety of genres
expected to be learnt by students, the curriculum and the textbooks do not put enough
weight on genre teaching. Texts in textbooks are often simplified or adapted versions of
authentic texts, or specially written texts with a view to covering particular grammar
items and suiting students’ linguistic competence. Such texts do not represent the target
genres. Moreover, learners are not sensitized to the generic conventions concerning why
the texts are written as they are and how they work. The real fact is that grammatical
competence has traditionally been given the most important place in the teaching of
languages, but generic competence has always been overlooked.

Genre is defined by Hyland as “abstract, socially recognized ways of using
language for particular purposes” (2003a, p. 18). The purpose of an argument is trying
to convince someone to agree with a claim you are making. To achieve this purpose, a
clear idea regarding the key elements of argumentative essay genre is expected. Ferris
(1994) further pointed out that little exposure to the convention of formal
argumentation for ESL/EFL students would be another major problem. ESL/EFL
students used simple sentences, less variety of sentence types and word choices
because they had limited background knowledge of English forms of argumentation.

Inevitably, most English and non-English majors in TU are struggling with
composing argumentative essay. Comparing with English majors, non-English majors

have more difficulties and greater challenges when writing an argumentative essay. No
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specific writing course and textbook are offered to them. In other words, these students
have inadequate exposure to argumentative writing structure, and have little knowledge
of this genre. As for English majors, one term of writing course and a textbook are
offered; however, this textbook excludes writing argumentative essay in essay
composing chapter. Still worse, writing teachers normally just follow the textbook, so
there is no specific instruction to argumentative writing. In conclusion, writing
argumentative essay is a demanding task for both English majors and non-English

majors for inadequate exposure to this genre and little explicit instruction.

1.3 Purposes of the Study

As mentioned above, argumentative essay plays an important role both in
academic setting and in taking exams. However, students in TU are not informed of
structure of argumentative essay so they are unfamiliar with the structure of this genre.
The major purpose of the study is therefore to investigate current rhetorical patterns of
argumentative essays produced by English and non-English major students in TU, so
that the weaknesses of their writing could be identified, and therefore the
improvement could be suggested. The second purpose is to explore current linguistic
features of argumentative essay written by English and non-English major students in
TU so that the information about language use could be obtained. The third purpose is
to find out the similarities and differences by comparing the argumentative essays
written by these two groups of students, so that the teachers could adapt in different

ways when teaching different groups of students this genre. The last purpose is to
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explore a possibility of using the findings from this research to compliment the good
argumentative essay framework to propose a more suitable model for Chinese

students in this particular context.

1.4 Significance of the Study

The study is significant because by analyzing the argumentative essays
produced by students in TU using a selected framework, perhaps a certain current
rhetorical patterns of argumentative texts composed by students in my context can be
identified. Through the identification, weaknesses of these students will also be
revealed and hopefully remedial can be proposed. Also, the significance for the
present study is to be able to find out disciplinary differences in student argumentative
writing to find out if there are any differences in the writing pieces in the same genre
produced by students from different disciplines. At the same time, it may offer a
valuable resource in the form of a rhetorical model for assisting writing instructors to
help their students produce effective argumentative essays. The results from the study
could increase students’ awareness of rhetorical elements of argumentative structure,
and remind textbooks designers and writing instructors of the existing gap between
what they provide for learners and what students need to know about argumentative
writing. Thus, it can recommend them on the development of curriculum materials
and activities for writing classes. In addition, at least it could be a reference for those
who intend to teach the genre of argumentative essay in EFL context and equip

themselves with necessary input of knowledge of this genre.
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1.5 Research Questions

1. What are typical move-step structures of argumentative essays written
by TU English major and non-English major students in current situation?

2. What are eminent linguistic features of argumentative essays written by
TU English major and non-English major students?

3. What are similarities and differences in terms of move-step structure
and linguistic features in argumentative essays between TU English major and

non-English major students in?

1.6 Terms Used in the Present Study

College English

College English is a required basic course for all first and second year
undergraduate non-English major students in China. The objective of College English
is to develop students’ ability to use English in a well-rounded way, so that in their
future studies and careers as well as social interactions they will be able to
communicate effectively.

CET

The College English Test (CET) is a large-scale standardized proficiency test
administered nationwide by the National College English Testing Committee on behalf
of the Higher Education Department of the Ministry of Education (MOE) in China.
The purpose of the CET is to examine the English proficiency of undergraduate

students majoring in any discipline except English and ensure that Chinese
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undergraduates reach the required English levels specified in the National College
English Teaching Syllabi. The CET is comprised of the CET Band 4 (CET-4) and the
CET Band 6 (CET-6). The both are held twice a year at the end of each semester. The
students who have passed the CET-4 can take the CET-6.

TEM

The Test for English Majors (TEM) is a nationwide proficiency test administered
by the National Foreign Language Teaching Guiding Committee on behalf of the
Ministry of Education (MOE) in China. TEM aims to examine the English proficiency
of undergraduate English major students and ensure them to reach the required English
levels specified in the National English Teaching for English Major Syllabus. TEM
consists of TEM Band 4 (TEM-4) and the TEM Band 8 (TEM-8), which test listening,
reading, vocabulary and grammar, writing, and translation. Passing the TEM-4 is a
graduation requirement. TEM-8 is the highest level for English major students; it is
taken during the end of the last academic or senior year.

Genre Analysis

Genre analysis in the present study is conducted from two perspectives. It
investigates the move-step structures of the genre of argumentative writing by students
in TU, and identifies the linguistic features. Analyzing genre means investigating
instances of conventionalized textual artifacts in the context of specific institutional
and disciplinary practices in order to understand how members of specific discourse
communities construct, interpret and use this genre to achieve their community goals

and why they write it the way they do.
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Linguistic Features

Linguistic Features in the present study are concerned with the following four
aspects: the tenses in the Information move, attitudinal stance in the Proposition move,
auxiliary verbs in the Claim and Support move and markers in the Argument stage.

Argumentative Essay

An argumentative essay can be defined as a kind of writing that starts with a
controversial topic, followed by the writer’s statement to show his or her position and
delimit the topic. Then, the writer clarifies his or her point by providing logical,
reasonable reasons along with elaborations to persuade readers to agree or accept his or

her proposition, and that ends with a conclusion to restate the writer’s position.

1.7 The Structure of this Thesis

In this chapter, the background to the study is discussed. And then, existing
writing problems are identified. Finally, the purposes and significance of the present
study are presented.

In Chapter Two, the literature related to the present study is reviewed from three
aspects: the problems with Product and Process Approach, genre and genre studies,
and the use of corpus analysis.

Chapter Three presents research methodology for the present study, and a pilot
study to test whether Hyland’s model is workable or not in similar but much bigger

corpora in the main study is reported.
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Chapter Four describes the results from text analysis of 200 argumentative
essays and provides the discussion of possible reasons and explanations for these
results.

In Chapter Five, firstly, pedagogical implications for curriculum development,
text materials design and classroom practices are proposed based on the revised model.
Then, the conclusion, recommendations for future research and limitations of study

are discussed.
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter first of all analyzes the constraints and limitations of product and
process approaches. Then, it discusses the three traditions of genre studies and
investigates overlaps and distinctions among them. Finally, it reviews what have been

done on argumentative writing and corpus analysis.

2.1 The Product and Process Approaches in English Writing

L2/FL writing instruction has been influenced much by L1 composition theories
and pedagogies (You, 2004). There have been two primary dimensions of
methodologies in writing classrooms: the product approach and the process approach.
The product approach, built on behaviorism, focuses on final product of writing.
Writing teachers think compositions should look like what is supposed to be. Brown
(1994) concluded the criteria of a composition in this view: compositions were
supposed to (a) meet certain standards of prescribed English rhetorical style, (b)
reflect accurate grammar, and (c) be organized in conformity with what the audience
would consider to be conventional. However, Li (2006) pointed out the problems of
this approach which include emphasis on form rather than meaning, the lack of
communicative function in a certain context, and writing without considering

students’ communication needs. Li (2000) suggested that the product approach needs
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to be improved because in the process of writing, teachers dominate the class and
emphasize on grammar and error correction too much. The following is a typical

composition teaching model based on the product approach in China.

The teacher provides a model. The teacher analyzes the model.

Students imitate the model. The teacher corrects and marks.

Figure 2.1 Li’s Product Approach Model (2000)

Inevitably, as a remedy of the product approach, the process approach was
introduced into the Chinese ELT circle. This approach emphasizes that writing is a
complicated, recursive process of discovery, and it focuses more on fluency than

accuracy.

Planning Exploring a topic Drafting

Revising Editing

Figure 2.2 Li’s Process Approach Model (2006)

The model above is widely accepted by Chinese writing teachers. Under the
guide of the teacher, students explore, discover and employ information in process of
participating in writing process, which highlights the students’ central role in writing

process. However, many problems still exist such as ignorance of the development of



19

basic language competence which is what students lack and the same process for all
text types without identifying writing with different genres (Liu, 2003). Hyland
(2003a) discussed a number of limitations of the process approach. First, the approach
represents writing as a decontextualised skill by foregrounding the writer as an
isolated individual struggling to express personal meanings. It neglects the actual
processes of language use. Put simply, there is little systematic understanding of the
ways language is patterned in particular domains. Second, the process models
disempower teachers and cast them in the role of well-meaning bystanders. This is a
model of learning based on individual motivation, personal freedom, self-expression
and learner responsibility, all of which might be stifled by too much teacher
intervention. Third, this approach fails to characterize a certain genre. The same
process for all text types leads to inexplicit teaching in the structure of target text
types. Lock & Lockhart (1998) pointed out that process-oriented classroom practices
lack sufficient direction in intervening in the writing process, and forms of writing
necessary for academic success are not explicitly taught.

From a brief review of the product and process approaches above, it can be
concluded that both approaches have weak points and limitations, such as the
ignorance of developing linguistic competence, the lack of genre identification
(realization), ignorance of communicative functions in a certain context, and the lack
of sufficient guidance in writing process. Above all, neither of the two approaches is
concerned with socially constructed meanings, ignoring the power outside the

individual which helps guide purposes and shape writing. Genre-based approach
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addresses these problems by offering students explicit and systematic explanations of
how language functions in social contexts. This approach heavily focuses on the
conventions that a piece of writing needs to follow in order to achieve communication

purposes in a particular community.

2.2 Genre & Genre Studies
2.2.1 Definitions of Genre

The concept of genre has provided a valuable framework for researching
aspects of writing, and its pedagogical applications have been intended for teaching
and learning in educational contexts.

Martin (1984) gives a brief but clear definition of genre. ‘Genre is a staged,
goal-oriented, purposeful activity in which speakers engage as members of our
culture’ (p. 25). He specifies its place in a functional model of language and social
context, and defines genre as a recurrent configuration of meanings and a culture as a
system of genres.

Swales (1990, p. 58) proposes a comprehensive definition in his book
‘Genre Analysis: English in Academic and Research Settings’ that has been extremely

influential in the ESP work on genre analysis.
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“A genre compromises a class of communicative events, the members of which share
some set of communicative purposes. These purposes are recognized by the expert
members of the parent discourse, and thereby constitute the rationale for the genre. This
rationale shapes the schematic structure of the discourse and influences and constrains
choice of content and style. Communicative purpose is both a privileged criterion and
one that operates to keep the scope of a genre as here conceived narrowly focused on
comparable rhetorical action. In addition to purpose, exemplars of a genre exhibit
various patterns of similarity in terms of structure, style, content and intended
audience.”

The key point of this definition is the notion of genre as a class of
communicative events with some shared set of communicative purposes. These events
vary in their prototypicality. The communicative purpose of a particular genre is
recognized by members of the discourse community.

Hyland (2003a) defines genre as *“abstract, socially recognized ways of
using language for particular purposes” (p. 18). He holds the belief that it is a way of
getting something done to achieve some purpose through the use of language in

particular contexts. Hyland further explains that

“Genre is based on the idea that members of a community usually have little
difficulty in recognizing similarities in the texts they use frequently and are able to
draw on their repeated experiences of particular contexts to read, understand, and
perhaps write the text that occurs in them relatively easily by using conventionalized
forms and communicative practices that individuals develop relationships, establish
communities, and get things done” (cited in Johns et al. 2006, p. 237).

Twenty years later, Martin (2009) gives a further explanation to the

original definition he proposed in 1984 in terms of educational linguistics work.

(i) staged: because it usually takes us more than one phase of meaning to work
through a genre,

(ii) goal-oriented: because unfolding phases are designed to accomplish something
and we feel a sense of frustration or incompleteness if we are stopped,

(iii) social: because we undertake genres interactively with others (p. 13).
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Martin’s definition has provided the basis for the work of the Australian School of
genre studies, who has focused on developing literacy in schoolchildren.
2.2.2 Three Traditions of Genre Studies

From the definitions of genre from a variety of perspectives, differences
can be identified existing in terms of emphasis on context or text. The term ‘genre’
has been interpreted in a variety of ways by experts from a number of traditions.
These interpretations were concluded by Hyon (1996) who identified three traditions
in genre studies: the New Rhetoric, the ESP approach, and the Australian School.

The New Rhetoric group consists of a group of experts and practitioners
who work with a rhetorical tradition. New Rhetoric research mainly focuses on rhetoric,
composition studies, and professional writing in L1 composition at university level,
which has minimal contribution to L2 writing instruction. Many scholars in New
Rhetoric studies tend to use ethnographic approach rather than linguistic methods in
analysis of texts. New Rhetoric emphasizes the socially constructed nature of genre, and
has helped unpack some of the complex relations between text and context. It focuses
mainly on the rhetorical contexts in which genres are employed rather than detailed
analyses of text elements (Hyland, 2003a). New Rhetoric has emphasized the dynamic
quality of genres (Freedman & Medway, 1994). For this reason, people in this tradition
strongly disagree with the explicit instruction of genres for they believe that genres are
evolving through a dynamic process of interaction in a certain context, however, the
inauthentic environment of the classroom fails to have the quality of the complex nature

negotiations and audiences that an actual rhetorical event has (Hyland, 2004).
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The ESP approach is based on John Swales’s work (1990) on the discourse
structure and linguistic features of scientific report. He proposed that genre is a class
of communicative events which are shared by a group of people in the same
community who tend to achieve the communicative purposes. These purposes are the
rationale of a genre and help to shape the ways it is structured and the choices of
content and style it makes available (Johns, 1997). Researchers in ESP keep the point
that genre functions as a tool for analyzing and teaching the language for nonnative
speakers in academic and professional settings. They tend to emphasize formal
characteristics of genre more than the functions of texts (Hyon, 1996). John Swales
and Vijay Bhatia are two exponents in ESP approach. The ESP approach aims to help
second language learners increase their realization of global organizational patterns of
range of academic writings through analyzing the structural moves. A genre in ESP
work describes a class of communicative events, such as research article, dissertation,
research report, seminar presentation, university lectures and business letters, etc.
Those working in the Swalesian tradition (for example, Christine Feak and Tony
Dudley-Evans) have tended to focus pedagogically on the tertiary level and beyond,
on their mission to enable students to produce the genres required in their academic or
professional settings.

The Australian School as one tradition in genre studies has based on the
theory of systematic functional linguistics (SFL) which was developed by Michael
Halliday. Systemic functional linguistics deals with the relationship between language

and its functions in social settings. Jim R. Martin, a representative scholar of the
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Australian approach, has developed the theories of genre under the systematic
functional linguistics, establishing the link among form, function and context. This
model of genre stresses the purposeful, interactive, and sequential character of
different genres and the ways language is systematically linked to context through
patterns of lexico-grammatical and rhetorical features (Christie & Martin, 1997), and
it also emphasizes the significance of communicative purposes in society and aims to
uncover and describe the rhetorical or schematic structures typically achieving these
purposes. The Australian approach focuses on primary and secondary school genres
and deals with migrant students who are learning English as a second language.
“There is far greater emphasis by the Sydney School scholars on explicating textual
features, using Hallidayan schemes of linguistic analysis” (Freedman and Medway,
1994d, p. 9). The emphasis at this stage is on the text’s social purpose, how this is
achieved through its schematic structure, and its linguistic features.

The Australian School focuses on teaching the discourse conventions of
school and workplace genres to equip students with linguistic knowledge for social
success (Hyon, 1996), aiming to help the students from non-English speaking
background who have inadequate exposure to a range of texts required in school, and
provide access to linguistic and social resources for the adults with limited
educational background. Those working in the Australian School have focused on the
need to empower schoolchildren by endeavouring to provide equal access to the

genres needed to function fully in society.
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2.2.3 Overlaps and Distinctions among the Three Traditions

These three traditions of genre have conceptual overlaps as well as
differences. First of all, what they have in common is the emphasis on the function
and meaning of language in context. “Genre studies aim to draw together language,
content, and the context of discourse production and interpretation” (Paltridge, 2001,
p. 2) “The aims of genre-based pedagogy in these different Australian contexts have
been similar to those of both ESP and New Rhetoric in their overarching concern with
helping students become more successful readers and writers of academic and
workplace texts” (Hyon, 1996. p. 700). The practitioners of both the ESP and the
Australian School hold the belief that the structures and features of the text should be
taught explicitly by introducing and analyzing the models of genres. The emphasis in
both traditions is on involving students in the process of composing a text of a
particular genre, not simply on the text as product (Flowerdew, 1993a).

However, in terms of education context, the New Rhetoric emphasizes
university composition in L1 context while the ESP approach focuses on academic and
professional writing for non-English speakers at university level. The ESP approach is
concerned about academic writing, such as research articles, dissertations, research
reports, seminar presentations. It focuses on the implications of genre theory and analysis
for ESP and English for professional communication classrooms, having nonnative
speakers to familiarize themselves with language functions and linguistic conventions.
Whereas, Australian work puts emphasis mainly on primary and secondary school in L1

setting, adult migrant English education and workplace training programs.
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Regarding to empowering students, “New Rhetoric people think that
learners are not likely to be perceived as needing the same degree of empowering as
some of the key Australian populations” (Hyon, 1996. p. 702), because this tradition
appreciates the nature of languge. “The Australian School is concerned with teaching
conventions of school genres” (Hyon, 1996. p. 701). Genre-based instruction in the
Australian School is described as a tool for empowering students with linguistic
resources for social success. However, since the target populations of ESP are
normally graduates or people with good education, they do not need empowerment
nor they are not likely to be perceived as needing the same degree of empowering as
some of the key Australian populations.

For instructional framework, New Rhetoric has generally lacked explicit
instructional frameworks for teaching students about the language features and
functions of academic and professional genres. (Hyon, 1996). Many discourse models
for ESP writing instructors are available but there are no detailed instructional
methodologies in classroom. In contrast with the New Rhetoric and the ESP, the
Australian School has several frameworks, and among them the Teaching and
Learning Cycle earns the popularity in classroom instruction. This Teaching and
Learning Cycle consists of three phases: modeling, joint negotiation text, and
independent construction of text.

Also, differences lie in the emphasis on either context or text of each genre.
“There is far great emphasis by Sydney School scholars on explicating textual

features, while North American work has focused on unpacking complex relations
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between text and context” (Freedman and Medway, 1994. p 9). They also pointed out
that the most striking difference is both the prescriptivism and the implicit static
vision of genre expressed in the Sydney School. In contrast, North American
theorizing has emphasized ‘the dynamic quality of genres’. And ESP practitioners put
much emphasis on communicative events in particular contexts. The ESP addresses a
crosscultural and L2 dimension of writing instruction that is often lacking in SFL and
New Rhetoric (NR) work, and it is more linguistic than NR and more oriented to the
role of social communities than the Australian School (Hyland, 2004).

The present study will conduct genre analysis of argumentative essays
written by the students in TU. Based on the definitions and overview of the three
traditions of genre studies, argumentative writing in this study is regarded as a micro
genre according to the tradition of Australian School. Similar to other genres, this
genre has its typical conventionalized forms and communicative purposes in a
particular genre-using community. The writers who lack the familiarity with the
conventions of this genre may struggle to compose appropriate texts. Therefore, the
genre knowledge shared by a particular genre-using community offers a guideline and
framework to analyze the texts of such genre.

2.2.4 Genre-Based Approach in Teaching Writing

Schema theory and explicit instruction play significant roles in

genre-based approach in teaching writing. They result in a good design of writing

course and effective writing instruction to a certain extent.
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2.2.4.1 Schema Theory

Schema theory plays a significant role originally in reading
comprehension. It provides the relevance of schema-theoretic views of reading to the
teaching of reading to EFL/ESL students (Carrel, 1983a). Schema theory suggests that
readers can interact with a text effectively if they are able to relate it to something
already known. From this perspective, schema theory is applied into teaching writing
because schema activation stimulates student ideas for writing and to prepare what
will be needed to create an effective text (Hyland, 2004). Carrel (1983b) distinguished
the formal schema from the content schema, and she demonstrated that the formal
schema is knowledge of how texts are organized, and what main features of particular
genres are. Knowledge about text types are indispensible to understanding, enabling
the reader to correctly identify and organize information by locating it in a
conventional frame (Hyland, 1990). Schema activation helps students understand the
conventions of organization, grammar, vocabulary, and content associated with a
genre (Hyland, 2004). Thus, familiarity with text organization and conventional
structures enable writers to compose more effective texts of the same genre.

2.2.4.2 Explicit Instruction

Hyland (2004) proposed the principles of a genre-based approach
which offer teachers in designing an L2 writing course. Writing with explicit
outcomes and expectations is one of the important principles in genre-based approach.

He demonstrated that explicit instruction helps students understand how texts are
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organized in distinctive ways to achieve particular goals and suggested that teachers
need to identify what is to be learned and assessed and to provide learners with the
resources to achieve specific outcomes. Such instruction offers students an explicit
understanding of how target texts a restructured and why they are written in the ways
they are (Hyland, 2007). This explicitness gives teachers and learners something to
shoot for making writing outcomes clear rather than relying on hit or miss inductive
methods whereby learners are expected to acquire the genres they need from repeated
writing experiences or the teacher’s notes in them argins of their essays (Hyland,
2003b). By providing learners with an explicit rhetorical understanding of texts and a
metalanguage by which to analyze them, genre teachers can assist students to see texts
as artifacts that can be explicitly questioned, compared, and deconstructed, there by
revealing their underlying assumptions and ideologies (Hyland, 2003b). Genre-based
approach offers teachers a means of presenting students with explicit and systematic
explanations of the ways writing works by pulling together language, content and
contexts (Hyland, 2007).

These two aspects reviewed above will be discussed in the
Pedagogical Implications section in Chapter Five, which provides a link of schema

theory and explicit instruction with genre-based approach.
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2.3 Argumentative Essay
2.3.1 Defining Argumentative Essay

The terms ‘argument’ and “persuasion’ are used interchangeably in much of
research. The term ‘persuasion’, originally from ancient Greek, was developed by the
Greek philosopher Aristotle. According to Aristotle, a well-organized persuasion has
three major components: introduction, argument and counterargument, and epilogue.
Ethos, pathos and logos are three means of persuasion in persuasive discourse. Ethos is
used in order to create a positive character of the writer; pathos is used when the
audience is set into an emotional state by the speaker; and logos is employed when the
speaker appeals to the reasonable side of the audience by using rational arguments. In
order to make a well organized persuasion, a persuader must take the means of
persuasion, the language, and the arrangement of the content into account.

Then, what is argumentative essay? Generally, argumentative writing
refers to the type of writing that the writers write arguments in response to a
persuasive topic by providing sound reasons to support it. According to Longman
Dictionary of Teaching and Applied Linguistics, “Argumentative writing attempts to
support of a controversial point or defend a position on which there is a difference of
opinion” (p. 337).

Writing an argumentative essay is more challenging because producing an
argument is more cognitively demanding than producing narrative (Crowhurst, 1990).
In argumentative writing, the writer holds a position on a controversial issue, provides

reasons and opinions, clarifies, and illustrates those opinions to persuade the audience
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to agree or disagree with an issue (Reid, 1988). Applebee (1984) defines argumentative
writing in a narrow perspective as “the writing that has a hierarchical, analytic structure
and requires critical arguments to be systematically supported” (p. 87).

Connor (1987) gave a broad definition of argumentative writing: “written
persuasive discourse integrates the rational and affective appeals and the appeals to
credibility” (p.185). She stated that the task of persuasion is a complex cognitive
process of problem-solving requiring the writer’s awareness of the audience
expectation, the writer’s purpose, the rhetorical pattern, and the context of situation or
problematic situation. According to Connor (1990), argumentative writing aims to
change the reader’s initial opposing position to the final position that equals to the
writer’s. Choi (1988, p.17) defines argumentative writing as “one kind of writing
whose main purpose is to persuade the reader to accept the writer’s belief or opinion”.
That is, the writer has a responsibility to demonstrate his or her position clearly to the
reader. Thus, audience awareness is vital in an argumentative writing. Both Connor
and Choi took audience awareness into consideration, but Connor provided a broader
perspective on argumentative writing, taking it as a process of problem solving.

Reid (1988) indicated that the goals of argument include presenting an
opinion to the reader, explaining, clarifying and illustrating that opinion, and
persuading the reader that the opinion is valid to move the reader to action. An
argument aims to convince the reader that the opinion is correct or, for a hostile
audience, persuade the reader that the opinion is at least worth considering. Reid also

suggested the process of achieving the goals of argumentative writing in which the
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writer needs to decide upon the controversial topic or issue including making a list of
arguments for two sides (usually a controversy has two sides, that the argument must
be able to be answered “yes ” and “no” by different audience), write a thesis, develop
reasons or arguments and organize them in order of importance and strengths, and use
supporting evidence such as facts, examples, physical descriptions, statistics, and
personal experiences.

Crowhurst (1990, p. 349) defines an argumentative essay as the kind of
“writing that the writers take a point of view and support it with either emotional
appeals or logical appeals”. Crowhurst focuses much on writers’ role in writing an
argumentative essay instead of readers. In argumentative writing, the writers are
expected to view writing as the act of persuasion in which they intend to persuade the
reader to accept their position on the given topic or issue. That is, the student writers
composing an argumentative essay need to have a careful plan by analyzing the
presumed audience, anticipating and addressing the reader’s opposition, and
producing thought-provoking arguments or reasons to convince the readers to think or
act in the same way as the writer expects (Connor, 1990). To conform to the rhetorical
approach of an argumentative essay, the student writer has to focus on a controversial
issue, take a position and offer reasons and supporting evidence to persuade the reader
to agree with him or her.

Obviously, these definitions indicate that the main elements of an
argumentative essay consist of a controversial topic, the writer’s position, critical

arguments, and reasons to support the position. The purpose of an argumentative
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writing is to convince the reader to accept the writer’s proposition. Writing an
argumentative essay is difficult because it needs not only to be well organized around
a clear thesis through illustration, but also to influence the reader’s attitudes and
viewpoints. Thus, the students’ success in writing an argumentative essay lies in
taking audience awareness into consideration, arranging and organizing components
required in an argumentative discourse in a logical, systematic, and effective way. To
achieve this purpose, students should be familiar with the way how an argumentative
writing is structured.

Based on the review above, it seems that in writing an argumentative essay,
the writer is expected to argue in support of his/her position on an issue to bring about
the changes in attitudes, beliefs, and points of view in the readers. The production of
argumentative writing occurs in the certain complex stages, and it requires the writer
to attend to the context of situation and rhetorical goals, and it requires the writer to
include several steps following the convention format of the essays: the introduction,
the body and the concluding paragraph.

In my context, student writers are generally required to write argumentative
essays on a variety of topics, such as Should the University Campus be Open to
Tourists? Should Students be Free to Choose Lecturers? Will Tourism Bring Harm to
the Environment? Saving Money or Spending Tomorrow Money? Therefore, a typical
argumentative essay is expected to write like this: with a given controversial topic,

student writers are required to present their own viewpoint about this controversial
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issue, and provide logical, reasonable reasons to support their own propositions.
Finally, they need to draw a conclusion about what they stated earlier. Based on these
requirements and the particular situation in the institution where the present study will
be conducted, argumentative essay can be defined as a kind of writing that starts with a
controversial topic, followed by the writer’s statement to show his or her position and
delimit the topic. Then, the writer clarifies his or her point by providing logical,
reasonable reasons along with elaborations to persuade readers to agree or accept his or
her proposition, and that ends with a conclusion to restate the writer’s position.
2.3.2 The Organizational Structures of Argumentative Essays

A number of conventional structures or organizational patterns of
argumentative writing have been explored and proposed by some scholars, and these
patterns have been used as models for learners to follow and a criterion for teachers to
evaluate students’ writing quality.

“Superstructure is the organizational plan of any text and refers to the
linear progression of the text” (Connor, 1990. p. 74). Tirkkonen-Condit (1985)
proposed that an argumentative text can be described as a sequence which contains
structural units of situation, problem, solution, and evaluation. In this study, the
essays received one point for each of the components of superstructure: Two
independent raters achieved a 100 percent agreement in identifying the occurrence of
the superstructure components in the sample essays. In the study done by Connor

(1987), after analyzing the argumentative essays written by learners form different
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countries, Connor identified the same structure units as did Tirkkonen-Condit. The
students’ writing follows the same organizational pattern: Situation or introduction of
the problem, problem development, solution, and evaluation of the solution. “The
situation slot was reserved for background material, and the evaluation slot was used
to evaluate the outcome of the suggested solution” (Connor, 1990. p. 74).

Other researchers proposed the rhetorical structure of argumentative
writing in a different way. Toulmin (1958) proposed the earliest model for analyzing
argumentative writing. Toulmin’s model contains six elements. The first three are
essential components of arguments including the claim, the data and the warrant. The

rest are the backing, the rebuttal, and the qualifiers (see Figure 2.3).

Claim Data Warrant

Backing

Rebuttal Qualifier

Figure 2.3 Toulmin’s Model (1958)

Hyland (1990) proposed a preliminary descriptive framework of generic
structure of argumentative essay. In this model, each stage contains several moves

which are either obligatory or optional (see Figure 2.4).

Thesis  Argument ~ Conclusion

Figure 2.4 Hyland’s Model (1990)



36

Derewianka (1990) proposed five stages in a hortatory argument genre

(see Figure 2.5).

(Background) ~ Thesis ~ (Preview) ~Argument ™ [Point ~
elaboration] ~ Restatement of thesis/ Recommendation(s)

Figure 2.5 Derewianka’s Model (1990)
Veel (1997) discovered the generic structure of argumentative writing

written by Australian students (see Figure 2.6).

Thesis”™ Arguments 1-n” Reinforcement of Thesis

Figure 2.6 Veel’s Model (1997)
Lock and Lockhart (1998) identified the schematic structure of the genre

of argument.

Thesis ~ Argument "~ Conclusion

Figure 2.7 Lock and Lockhart’s Model (1998)

The meanings of the symbols used in the structures of argumentative
writing are listed below:

N = followed by  n = reiterative ~ 1-n = the number of arguments from
one toseveral () =optional []=embedded

Despite the different appearances between the superstructure and rhetorical

structure of argumentative writing, they share something in common. In
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Tirkkonen-Condit’s structure (1995), the phase of the introduction to the situation of a
problem is similar to the Thesis stage in generic structure of  argumentative writing.
Both phases leave a room for background materials. Writing an argumentative text is
viewed as problem-solving process in superstructure; a reasonable solution is needed
in respond to the posed problem. This phase is similar to Argument Stage in which
reasons are offered to support the position. In the last phase, evaluation functions as a
measure to test the outcome of the solution, and Conclusion Stage reassures the reader
of the writer’s point of view.
2.3.3 Studies on Argumentative Writing

A few studies have compared argumentative writing across age or grade
levels, examining linguistic variables (e.g. Crowhurst, 1987, 1990), language
functions (e.g. Craig, 1986) or structure elements (e.g. McCann, 1989), and analyses
of quantity and types of persuasive appeals (e.g. Connor, 1990). Another comparative
study between native and non-native English speakers on argumentative writing
examined quantity, topical structure and rhetorical variables (e.g. Ferris, 1994).

Crowhurst (1987) studied the cohesive devices used in argumentative
essay by students in grades 6, 10, and 12. The findings showed that the older students
used synonyms and collocation more often, and showed that grade 6 students heavily
used immature conjunctives, while students in grades 10 and 11 used a wide range of
conjunctives.

Craig (1986) studied language functions used in argumentative writing by

students in grades 6 and 11. Students in grade 6 tended to inform than persuade, and
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their language used in their writing had more characteristic of speech than of the
formal style of written language. For example, they had greater use of asserting
positive opinions, requests for opinion.

McCann (1989) examined the structure of arguments by students in grades
6, 9 and 12. The results of the study indicate that the ninth and twelfth grade students
wrote better quality of argumentative essays than the sixth grade students. When
individual argumentative traits are compared, the sixth-graders were less effective
than the ninth- and twelfth-graders in stating claims and using warrants. But the
ninth-graders scored higher in their use of qualifications and rebuttals than the sixth-
or twelfth-graders. The study concludes that the writing quality and the use of claims
and warrants increased steadily from grade to grade.

Connor (1990) conducted research on development of linguistics/rhetorical
measures to analyze and evaluate argumentative student writing. The main purposes
of the study are to identify linguistic and rhetorical features contributing to the
evaluation of teacher raters, and examine linguistic and rhetorical features of
argumentative writing. 150 essays written by high school students from three
English-speaking countries were investigated. The results of the study showed that the
Toulmin measure (claim, data, warrant), credibility appeal (writer’s personal
experiences, knowledge of the subject, awareness of audience), and syntactic factor of
Abstract verse Situated Style (nominalizations, prepositions, specific conjuncts and

agentless passives) were best predictors of writing quality.
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The results of the study by Connor (1990) have pedagogical implications.
Teachers can take these linguistic and rhetorical measures to judge students’
argumentative writing instead of vague impression of their writing. In addition, when
teaching argumentative writing, teachers may emphasize on argumentative structure
and the use of persuasive appeals which are indicators of good writing.

Crowhurst (1990) described argumentative writing based on 1200
compositions written by students in grades 5, 6 and 7 in several different studies he
conducted in 1978, 1980, 1983. The study aims at examining evidence about students’
performance in writing argumentative writing and suggesting teaching strategies. The
description of these essays mainly focused on the length, conclusions, organization
and language. The findings of the research revealed that problems in writing
argumentative essay came from the lack of content, poor structure and immature
language. Based on the problems, Crowhurst suggested some instructional strategies.
For example, the given topic should be important to students, group discussion and
pre-writing should be encouraged to clarify their thought, and familiarizing students
with linguistic forms and structures of argument is necessary to facilitate both reading
and writing argumentative essays.

After examining students’ performance in writing argumentative essay and
identifying problems which students were facing, Crowhurst (1991) designed a
follow-up study of his earlier study (Crowhurst (1990). The purposes of the study
were to investigate whether students’ writing of argumentative discourse can be

improved by instruction, and whether reading persuasive can improve writing of
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argumentative discourse. 110 students in two sixth grade classes in each of two
schools fell into four groups by sex and ability. One group was the control group and
the other three were experimental groups. Instruction was given in ten 45-minute
lessons over five weeks, and pretest and posttest were taken. The findings of the study
showed that students’ argumentative writing was improved in a variety of ways by
instruction, such as improved quality, and better organization. The use of text markers
and conclusions can be taught easily. In contrast, generating relevant materials is
much more cognitively demanding. Thus, improvement in writing quality cannot be
expected only from exposure to the model. Connor (1991) has demonstrated the
practical usefulness of using Toulmin’s model of argument structure to assess the
effectiveness of written argumentation.

Ferris (1994) compared the argumentative writing of native and non-native
English speakers. This study analyzed 60 final examination compositions randomly
selected from four groups of students for quantitative, topical structure, and rhetorical
variables. Two groups were non-native speakers who enrolled in a basic writing
course and a second-semester course, respectively. The other two groups were native
speakers enrolled in different level of writing courses for native speakers. The results
of this study showed that 1) native English speakers wrote longer papers; 2) the native
speaker groups had lower ratios of subtopics to sentences than the non-native speaker.
The second finding has a pedagogical implication that non-native speakers could
benefit from learning how to analyze the topical structure of their essays. The small

corpus may be the limitation of this study.



41

The argumentative essays in almost all research described above were
written by students of different ages or grade levels in their first language — English.
And in the study conducted by Connor (1990), though the argumentative essays were
written by English native speakers, the writers came from different cultural
backgrounds. Ferris (1994) conducted a comparative study on argumentative essay
written by native and non-native English speakers. Three studies discussed Toulmin’
model (Connor, 1990, 1991; McCann, 1989; Ferris, 1994). However, these
researchers investigated this model from a variety of perspectives. McCann focused
on the differences in argument structure presented by students from different grades;
Ferris examined the nature and effectiveness of the writers’ ideas and persuasive
strategies within Toulmin’s model, and Connor identified that the level of reasoning
measured by Toulmin analysis was a powerful indicator of writing quality. From these
studies, the research gaps that inspire the present study can be identified. Firstly, the
English argumentative texts were written in L1 language and much research on
argumentative essays was conducted across ages or grade levels and cultures, but to
the best of my knowledge, no research has been conducted on essays written by
students from different disciplines in a foreign culture background. Secondly, these
studies investigated a variety of aspects of argumentative essays, but there was no
single study examining move-step structure. Lastly, Toulmin’s model of argument
structure containing elements of claim, data and warrant have demonstrated the

practical usefulness to assess effectiveness of written argumentation. Obviously, this
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model is more appropriate for analyzing argumentative essays written by native
speakers because it requires more advanced, complex argumentative strategies and
reasoning skills which rarely appeared in non-native speakers’ writing. Therefore, it is
expected that there is a model suitable for non natives which needs to be investigated.

Meanwhile, the studies discussed above have provided a useful basis with
interesting and helpful insights and ideas for the present research. Connor’s
cross-national study (1990) enabled detailed comparisons among linguistic and
rhetorical features used by students from three English speaking countries. Each
group has its own characteristic in terms of linguistic and rhetorical features. In the
present study, the cross-disciplinary study enables comparisons among linguistic and
rhetorical features employed by students from different specialties. Besides this,
Ferris’s study (1994) identified the differences regarding to textual variables
including quantitative, topical structure, and rhetorical analysis between these two
groups. Similarly, the present study attempts to identify the differences in linguistic
and rhetorical features between English and non-English majors.

Chen (2002) analyzed the argumentative essays written by English majors
from three writing classes in a leading university in Jiangshu Province. The students
went to university in the years of 1999, 2000 and 2001, respectively, and all texts
were argumentative essays composed in their fourth year. The study focused on the
discourse connectives which connect two sentences or two paragraphs for transitional

purposes. The findings showed that students tended to use the connectives: additive,
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enumative, expository, and comparative to organize and develop the discourse text.
And additives, enumative, adversatives, logical causal and summative are used most
frequently by Chinese students. Students were aware of using discourse connectives,
which made the texts understandable. However, the students used few types of
connectives, and sometimes overused or misused discourse connectives. Moreover,
the findings have pedagogical implications for both learners and instructors. However,
this study investigated the use of discourse connectives employed by students in a
leading university. Generally speaking, an average student in such university has
much higher English proficiency than in ordinary ones. Therefore, the findings in this
study may not be generalized to my situation.

Jin (2004) studied the use of discourse connectives in argumentative
essays written by Chinese students based on the CLEC. Ninety-eight compositions
with the same topic were randomly selected and divided into two groups based on
their composition marks in CET-6. Those who got 6 points were in basic group and
those who got 10 or above 10 point were in advanced group. The research compared
the two groups and found the basic group used discourse connectives slightly more
frequently than the advanced group. It was found that the frequency of discourse
connectives use has negative correlation to composition grades, and the misuse of
connectives in writing was a serious problem.

Wang & Zhang (2006) conducted a research on the use of chunks in
Chinese learners’ English argumentative writing based on SWECCL corpus (Spoken

and Written English Corpus of Chinese Learners) which has one million words and
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3059 argumentative writing texts with the length ranging from 200 to 800 words
produced by undergraduate Chinese undergraduate English majors. The results of the
study showed that Chinese students used fewer types of chunks and overused
three-word chunks; Chinese learners show some features of spoken register in chunk
use. ‘Noun + verb chunks’ (e.g. some people think online resources are very useful;
paper letters are more personal.) ‘noun chunks’ (e.g. the generation gap between
parents and children; degree and certificate) and ‘verb chunks’ (e.g. taking bath in
early morning is good for health; I hate to eat at night) are most frequently used by
Chinese learners. They tend to use active voice sentences by overusing the first and
second person pronoun ‘we’ and ‘you’. The study gave only general information
about the use of chunks. For example, the study showed that two-word chunks were
used most frequently.

SWECCL is a state-sponsored social sciences project which was led and
designed by Professor Wen Qiufang. The argumentative essays in this corpus were
written by English majors (from the first to the fourth year) from 9 universities with
different levels. Therefore, the findings of this study may not be generalized to my
situation because | will have two sets of corpus from English and non-English majors.

Pang (2009) compared the use of four-word lexical bundles in
argumentative essay based on WECCL and LOCNESS corpora. The aim was to
improve the understanding of the structure and function of lexical bundles in
argumentative writing by native English speakers and non-native English learners at the

university level. Pang found that the Chinese learners use 4 times as many lexical



45

bundles as the native speakers do, but most of them are topic-related, while the native
speakers use more functional bundles. It was also found that structurally the Chinese
learners use more “verb phrases with active verbs” and “noun plus verb pattern”, while
the native speakers use more “noun plus preposition pattern”. Regarding to functional
analysis, the Chinese learners tended to use a special type of stance bundle, “third
person plural”, while the native speakers use impersonal stance bundles instead.

So far, few empirical studies have been done on argumentative essays in
China. Among the existing studies, almost all examined argumentative essays were
written by university students who were English majors. These studies focused on a
wide range of aspects, such as discourse connectives (Chen, 2002; Jin, 2004),
question patterns (Wang and Zhang, 2006a), demonstratives in argumentative
discourse (Wang and Sun, 2006), chunks (Wang and Zhang, 2006b), and lexical
bundles (Pang, 2009). However, none of these studies touched move-step structure of
argumentative writing in the Chinese context. Therefore, to enrich the existing
findings about argumentative essays in China, there is a need to investigate move-step

structure of this genre composed by Chinese English learners.

2.4 Corpus-Based Studies

A corpus is a body of written text or transcribed speech which can serve as a
basis for linguistic analysis and description (Kennedy, 1998. p. 1). It is widely
accepted that a corpus is a collection of texts which is sampled to be representative of

a particular language or language variety. Kennedy (1998) also described four areas of
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activity in corpus linguistics: 1) corpus design and development, 2) corpus-based
descriptions of aspects of English structure and use, 3) the particular techniques and
tools used in corpus analysis, and 4) applications of corpus-based linguistic
description. McEnergy et al. (2006) summarized the uses of corpus based on the
Kennedy’s categories discussed above. Only the items below are explained here
because they are regarded to be related to the present study.
2.4.1 Discourse Analysis

Research on discourse has been conducted from two perspectives: linguistic
features and internal organization of texts (Biber, et al., 2007). According to them,
discourse analysis is grouped into three categories: 1) the study of language use, which
deals with how words and linguistic structures are used in discourse context; 2) the study
of linguistic structure, which focuses on lexio-grammatical features that indicate the
organization of discourse; 3) the study of social practices and ideological assumptions that
are associated with language and/or communication. This approach focuses on the social
functions of discourse rather than the linguistic description of particular texts.

The corpus-based approach to discourse analysis is still far from perfect.
Political discourse is perhaps the most important and most widely used data in
discourse analysis (Partington, 2003). In addition to political discourse, academic
discourse (e.g. Piper, 2000), business discourse (e.g. Koller, 2004), and a wide range
of other discourses have been analyzed. The corpus-based approach allows
researchers to deal with a quantity of texts, describing accurately the discourse

features (Wen, 2003; Ma, 2002). So far, the studies on discourse analysis in China
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have limited to the written features of lexis or syntax in spoken discourses (e.g. He,
1998, 2003). The present study attempts to investigate linguistic structure in a written
discourse to enrich the existing findings from spoken discourses.
2.4.2 Genre Analysis

Corpora are also used to study different genres. Since corpora cover a wide
range of genres, the corpus-based approach is appropriately employed for the study of
genre analysis. Biber (1988) studied register and genre variations with the
multifeature / multidimentional (MF/MD) analytical framework, which is viewed as a
powerful tool for examining genre variations. MD studies investigate language use in
individual texts, describing how linguistic features co-occur in each text. This
approach can be used to show how patterns of linguistic features vary across
individual texts, or across genres (Biber et al. 2007). This approach has been used
extensively in (1) synchronic analyses of specific genres (Biber 1991; Biber and
Finegan 1994; Conrad 1994); (2) diachronic studies exploring the differences between
literary and non-literary genres in Early Modern English (Taavitsainen, 1997); (3) the
definitional issues of genres and text types (Biber, 1989) and contrastive analyses
(Biber, 1995). By using the MF/MD approach, the similarities and differences of
various genres can be described in different dimensions.

However, little attention has been paid to corpus-based studies on genre
analysis in the Chinese context. To fill the gap, the present study will analyze the
move structure of the argumentative essays in two sets of corpora. Furthermore,

linguistic features which are the realization of moves will be identified as well.
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2.4.3 Lexical Studies & Grammar Studies

Corpora have proved to be invaluable resources for lexical studies. Lexical
studies on collocation have been one main aspect in extensive use of corpora.
Collocation has been studied for decades. Many linguists think that collocation refers
to the characteristic co-occurrence of patterns of words. Actually, the term collocation
was first used by John Firth. According to him, ‘collocations of a given word are
statements of the habitual or customary places of that word’ (1968, p. 181). A number
of studies on collocation have been done, for example, Sinclair (1991), Hoey (1991),
Stubbs (1995), McEnery and Wilson (2001) and Hunston (2002). For its center role in
corpus linguistics (Wei, 2001), more and more attention has been drawn on from this
field, and a number of research has been done in the Chinese context, for example, Pu
(2003); Li (2003); Miao and Sun (2005) and Deng and Xiao (2005).

Corpora are also frequently used in grammatical studies. Corpus-based
grammatical studies generally focus on the differences between written and spoken
grammars. There are two traditions in this field. One is the Nottingham School, which
got the name because the exponents Ronald Carter, Michael McCarthy and Rebecca
Hughes are from the University of Nottingham. This group aims at identifying many
features of spoken grammar that are absent in written grammars, while the other
group, the Birmingham School (John Sinclair, Susan Hunston, Gill Francis and
Elizabeth Manning) focuses on lexis in grammatical descriptions known as pattern
grammar, revealing the connection between pattern and meaning instead of the

traditional distinction between lexis and grammar. However, corpus-based
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grammatical studies in China have been restricted to the traditional distinction
between lexis and grammar. Such studies were conducted by, for example, Li (1995;
1998) and Wang (2003).

2.4.4 Linguistic Features

The analysis of linguistic features in small corpora has yielded remarkable
discoveries about language use as well. For example, the choice of tense was
identified in two parallel analyses of move registers by Henry and Roseberry (2001).
This study compared a small corpus of introductions to guess speakers with a similar
corpus of letters of application. The corpus of introductions to speakers consisted of
20 videotapes made by both English native speakers and non-native speakers. The
corpus of letters of application consisted of 40 letters written by applicants from the
USA, Britain, Australia, Canada, and New Zealand. Simple past tense was found in
narrative mode, and present perfect tense or present perfect continuous in expository
mode. At the same, a time marker or preposition of time is often found to accompany
with these tenses.

Small corpus analysis can also reveal information about language variation
across genres. Bondi (2001) looked at different genres within a given discourse area.
Her study ranged from an analysis of functional units to specific lexico-grammatical
patterns (self-projection and other-projection) used in the argumentative features of
the discourse. Her research focused on meta-pragmatic expressions and the role they

play in a variety of types of economics discourse in English. Some examined lexical
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elements in this study belong to meta-argumentative expressions. Many refer to
argumentative procedures, either to the semantic area of active roles (Claim and
Justification), or to roles with a passive component, like agree, disagree.
2.4.5 Language Learning and Teaching

Corpus-based research has contributed to language learning and teaching
since 1990s from three aspects: the direct use of corpora in teaching, the indirect use
of corpora in teaching, and further teaching-oriented corpus development. The direct
use of corpora consists of three aspects: teaching corpus linguistics as an academic
subject, providing students with corpus knowledge, and teaching language and
linguistics courses with corpus-based approach. The direct use of corpora has been
extensively discussed by, for example, Tribble (2000) and Aston (2001). As for the
indirect use of corpora, it is extensively used in syllabus design, materials
development (e.g Hunston, 2002; Sinclair, 2000). Finally, teaching-oriented corpora
are particularly useful in teaching languages for specific purposes (LSP corpora)
(Hyland, 1999; Carter and McCarthy, 2004; Hinkel, 2004), and in research on LI
(developmental corpora) and L2 (learner corpora) acquisition (Carter and McCarthy,
1995). The implications of learner corpora have been used for curriculum design,
materials development and teaching methodology (Keck, 2004). In China, learner
corpora attract more attention of researchers, and studies on learner corpora focus
mainly on CEA (Computer-aided Error Analysis) (for example, He, 2001; Wen, 2003;
Gu and Wang, 2005) and CIA (Contrastive Interlanguage Analysis) (e.g. Ma, 2002;

Deng, 2006). This research will benefit from indirect use of corpora in syllabus design,
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materials development. The present study will save valuable raw database and serve
as an evidence for improvement in writing course design and a reference for selection
of appropriate writing textbooks for TU students.

This chapter provides a theoretical knowledge and framework for the
present study. Through reviewing related literatures concerning the research topic, the
limitations of the product and process approaches were identified. Thus, genre-based
approach, putting emphasis on communicative purposes in social context, was
introduced as a remedy to address the problems from the two approaches. Based on
the review of three traditions of genre studies, the overlaps and distinctions among
them were illustrated, and their particular contribution to language studies was
discussed. Then, studies on argumentative essay, a micro genre according to the
Australian School, were reviewed from both international and local perspectives.
Therefore, the research gaps were also identified based on the review of existing
studies on argumentative writing and corpus analysis. These research gaps inspire the

present study to enrich the existing findings.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY

This chapter discusses research methodology from four aspects. First, it
explains the size of corpus and how data will be collected. Next, an analytical
framework for analyzing genre is proposed based on the needs in the present study.
Then, analysis procedure is introduced. Lastly, the purpose to carry out a pilot study

is defined and its results are reported.

3.1 Data & Data Collection

“The analysis of a genre based on data obtained from a small corpus of texts has
become a widely used method of obtaining information about language use” (Henry
and Roseberry, 2001. p. 93). Data for the present study were students’ writing pieces
of the argumentative essay in TU. The corpus of texts consisting of 200 writing pieces
derived from two sources: 100 writing pieces composed by English majors, and the
other 100 pieces by non-English majors from other departments, such as Chinese,
mathematics, and chemistry.

3.1.1 Writer Participants

Two hundred students were selected as writer participants among students

who were required to write an argumentative essay on the given topic. Among them,

100 writer participants were English major students, who were second-year,
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third-year and fourth- year students. The other 100 students were non-English major
students who major in Chinese, Mathematics, Politics, History, Biology, chemistry
and agriculture. All of them were second-year students.
3.1.2 Procedure

Data were collected in September, 2010 with the help of the colleagues
who are teaching in TU. It was really hard to have all data collected at one time
because of the different schedules of students from different disciplines. Therefore,
data collection was carried out at several times within two weeks when it was
convenient for both teachers and students. Taking the fact that the students’ poor
English language level into consideration, much more than 200 students were
required to write argumentative essays with more than 220 words on the same topic in
one hour. But among them, only 200 pieces of writing were selected to guarantee the
quality of the writing. The criteria of selection of the texts heavily depended on the
text length required for the writing task. Texts were rejected if they appeared to be
illogically written or shorter than expected. The topic Should Smoking be Banned in
All Public Places? was given to the students (see Appendix A). The reason for
choosing this topic is that banning smoking is a government policy which was
announced at that time. This issue aroused a wide and heated discussion throughout

the nation.
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3.2 Analytical Framework

Four models for analyzing argumentative essay are available. These
argumentative essay analysis frameworks were proposed respectively by Robert \eel,
Graham Lock and Charles Lockart, Ken Hyland, and Beverly Derewianka. The four
models are summarized as follows (see Table 3.1).

Table 3.1 Four Argumentative Essay Models

Researcher Rhetorical Structure

Years

Veel (1997) Thesis™ Arguments 1-n™ Reinforcement of Thesis

Lock & Lockart

ic A\ na .
(1998) Thesis ~ Argument "~ Conclusion

Derewianka | (Background) ” Thesis * (Preview) *Argument ™ [Point /
(1990) elaboration] * Restatement of thesis/ Recommendation(s)

Hyland (1990) | Thesis ~ Argument "~ Conclusion

The first analysis model Thesis”™ Arguments 1-n” Reinforcement of Thesis was
proposed by Veel (1997). Veel conducted the research based on the texts derived from
Australian secondary science classrooms between 1990 and 1993. In this specific
context, the language of science is considered as constructing a particular realm of
scientific reality. It is more or less different from general school argumentative essay
in terms of language use and grammatical patterns. In addition, Veel just provided the
generic structure of this genre without giving detailed description of each stage of the

genre of exposition.
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One year later, the second model was proposed by Lock and Lockhart (1998)
who identified the schematic structure of the genre of argument as Thesis
Argument "~ Conclusion. The analyzed texts were produced by tertiary level ESL
students in the writing class in which they were free to choose their topics, purposes
for writing and audiences. Lock and Lockhart gave a clear description of the
schematic structure of the argument texts. “These texts begin with a thesis which
identifies an issue and presents a proposition to be argued for, and this is followed by
arguments to support the proposition. The texts end with a conclusion which
consolidates the arguments and relates them to the proposition, or in some cases
simply restates the proposition” (pp. 55-56).

Comparing with the previous two models discussed above, the schematic
structure for hortatory argument genre, another type of argumentative genre proposed
by Derewianka (1990) contains more stages: (Background) ~ Thesis ™ (Preview)
~Argument ™ [Point ~ elaboration] ~ Restatement of thesis/ Recommendation(s).
This model was used to analyze the argumentative essays written by primary students
who are English native speakers. Background information is needed only when the
writer supposes that the reader may not be familiar with the field to be talked about.
The thesis claims the position of the writer in terms of a particular issue. The preview
functions as a signal move to indicate that arguments are coming, specifying the
number of arguments or briefly summarizing the arguments. Normally, arguments are

followed by elaboration with evidence and examples to support the writer’s position
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of a particular issue. In the last stage, the writer restates the thesis and gives some
recommendations to the issue.

In the same year, Hyland (1990) proposes a descriptive framework of the
rhetorical structure of the argumentative essay: Thesis * Argument ~ Conclusion. He
gives a very detailed description of the structure of each move in each stage. An
argumentative essay begins with the thesis introducing the proposition to be argued.
There are five moves in the thesis stage, namely, Gambit, Information, Proposition,
Evaluation and Marker. Among them only Proposition is obligatory and the other four
moves are optional. Argument discusses grounds for thesis. Four moves in this stage
are Marker, Restatement, Claim and Support, and only Restatement is optional.
Finally, the conclusion synthesizes discussion and affirms the validity of the thesis. In
the Conclusion stage, four moves, namely, Marker, Consolidation, Affirmation and
Close, are proposed and only Consolidation is obligatory.

These four argumentative essay analysis models have commonalities in terms of
the elements of the structure of this genre. Each framework has three main stages:
Thesis » Argument * Conclusion/Restatement and each stage more or less has the
same purpose and functions. However, each model is identified and proposed in
different contexts, which may determine whether such model can be used in the
present study. Veel (1997) obtained the model based on the analysis of text produced
by English speakers in science classroom. Exposition, such specific genre in this

particular context, is for sure different from general school argumentative essay in
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terms of language use and grammatical patterns. In addition, it seems too simple
without more information about this generic structure. It may not be a very teachable
model for students to follow. Lock & Lockhart’s model (1998) seems fit for the
context of the present study in terms of students’ level and their language status for
the texts in the study produced by tertiary level ESL students. However, this model
has the same problem as Veel’s model. The simple model is too easy to provide
students detail moves to follow. Despite more detailed description of the move
structure in Derewianka’s model (1990), it provides analysis framework for the
hortatory argument. The hortatory argument usually has a major difference from
general school argumentative essay in that it ends with a strong recommendation,
while for general school argumentative essay, it is closed with restatement of the
thesis or conclusion of the arguments related to thesis. In addition, this model aims at
analyzing texts produced by English natives at primary level. In this case,
Derewianka’s model is not the ideal framework for my context.

Hyland’s argumentative essay analysis framework (1990) was adopted in the
present study for the following reasons. First, from what discussed above, it seems
that Hyland’ framework is a comprehensive model for analyzing an argumentative
essay. It provides a very detailed description of each move, which can be a good
sample model to analyze argumentative essays. Next, this framework has proved valid
because Hyland arrived at it by analyzing 65 top 10% of essays submitted for a high

school matriculation in English. Then, this model was validated by analyzing some
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journalistic materials from the British and American press. Finally, this framework
has been employed to analyze the texts produced by non-English speakers, which are
similar to the target writers in this present study. Therefore, Hyland’s model was

employed as a framework to analyze the texts written by the students in TU.

3.3 Analysis Procedure

The moves and linguistic features were analyzed manually. In the present study,
both the corpus categorization and the move analysis took a coding system. Two
corpora were categorized according to students’ majors. One set of corpus was coded
EM which stands for English Major, while the other one was coded NEM which
stands for non-English major. The texts were labeled from EMO001 to EM100 to
indicate the number of the pieces of writing, and the same happened to NEMO0O1 to
NEM100. As for move analysis coding system, | stands for Information, P for
Proportion, M for Marker, and etc. The advantage of using coding system is that the
information can be interpreted easily and correctly even by using some simple codes.
In this study, a set of moves and linguistic features characterizing the structure of the
text were identified. After identifying the moves, the linguistic features of some
moves were analyzed. The selection of these moves was based on two criteria. Moves
with high frequent presence is the first criteria and move with the status as central
moves according to Hyland (1990) is the second. In this way, the important move
language information which is crucial in teaching and learning this genre was derived

from the analysis of move structure and linguistic feature.
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Both move analysis and linguistic features identification were conducted
manually. This may lead to subjective results with low reliability. Despite the detailed
description of moves in Hyland’s model, some moves still seem to be vague and have
no very clear boundaries among them. So, sometimes it is hard to categorize some
sentences into to a certain move. The inter-rater reliability method is a good solution
to this problem. In order to increase the accuracy of texts analysis and obtain high
reliability, a researcher in TU with applied linguistics background, who specializes in
genre analysis, agreed to analyze the texts as an inter-rater. Before texts analysis, it
was decided that the rater needed to be trained. The training procedure was as follows:
first, Hyland’s model (1990) was presented, and definitions of the stages and moves
were presented and discussed. Next, the worked examples from the pilot study were
presented and further discussion was formulated. Finally, the inter-rater practiced
analyzing texts, and disagreements discussed by the rater until a satisfactory level of
inter-rater agreement was attained. After the rater became familiar with the texts
analysis with Hyland’s model (1990), 50 texts were selected randomly and analyzed
by two raters. They worked separately and then compared the results from texts
analysis. The statistical calculation for percentage agreement used in this study was
the simplest and most common method of reporting inter-rater reliability. Holsti’s
(1969) coefficient of reliability (C. R.) indicates the number of agreements per total
number of coding decisions. And it provides a formula for calculating percent

agreement:
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C.R.=2m/nl+n2

Where: m = the number of coding decisions upon which the two coders agree
nl = number of coding decisions made by rater 1
n2 = number of coding decisions made by rater 2

When the C. R. value is above 0.75, it indicates excellent agreement. On the
contrary, if the value is less than 0.75, it means low reliability. The two raters needed
to discuss and reach the agreement where differences occurred. In this way,
satisfactory inter-rater agreement could be reached.

After the analysis of all texts, the interviews with some teachers and student
writers from different disciplines were conducted. The purpose of the interviews was
to remove the uncertain issues in the findings, and to clarify whether the reasons and
assumptions are consistent in what the informants really think. The interview
questions were formulated based on the results from both the pilot study and the main
study. The semi-structured interviews with teachers and students were conducted in
Chinese to achieve better understanding of both the interview questions and responses.

And the interviews were tape-recorded.

3.4 Pilot Study
3.4.1 Rationale of the Pilot Study
Before carrying out the main study, it was necessary to conduct a pilot

study to ensure the reliability of the main study. Therefore, the rationale of this pilot



61

study was to find out whether Hyland’s analytical framework of argumentative essay
(1990) was workable or not for the analysis in the main study.
3.4.2 Methodology
3.4.2.1 Data and Data Selection

Two sets of corpus were built; one was the texts collected from
English major students, and the other from non-English majors. 20 students were
selected based on their general good performances in English classes. Among them,
10 are English majors and the other 10 are non-English majors. The researcher was
studying in Thailand when data were collected, so some colleagues in TU helped the
researcher to complete this task according to the given requirements. The 20 selected
students were required to write an argumentative essay on the given topic Online
Evaluation to Teachers with 200 words at least in one hour. The reason for choosing
this topic is that it was a hotly debated controversial issue in TU at that time, and the
university was considering keeping or stopping the online evaluation. In the
Instruction part, background information about the topic was provided, and the
requirements covered the length, content and basic elements needed to be contained in
the argumentative essay.

3.4.2.2 Data Analysis
Analytical Framework
Hyland’s model (1990) served as a starting point for analysis of

these 20 argumentative essays. Genre analysis was conducted from two aspects: move
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analysis and linguistic features. Hyland’s model was taken as a framework in move
analysis of the argumentative essays written by these two groups of students.
According to this model, the English argumentative essay is characterized by a three
stage structure (Thesis, Argument and Conclusion) which represents the organizing
principles of the genre. And each stage contains several moves, some of which are
optional elements. The structure of the argumentative essay proposed by Hyland is
presented in Appendix A.

Due to the small size of the corpora, both move analysis and linguistic
features identification were carried out manually. However, this may lead to the low
reliability of this pilot study if everything is done manually. To alleviate this problem,
the inter-rater method was used to obtain higher reliability. Two researchers worked
collaboratively and had the analysis done by discussing, and reached the agreement
whenever different opinions occurred.

3.4.3 Results and Discussions

Some interesting results were found after 20 texts were analyzed. The
results are reported here from two perspectives: move analysis and linguistic features.

3.4.3.1 Move Analysis

3.4.3.1.1 The Moves not Used at All
Gambit move in the Thesis stage
According to Hyland (1990), a gambit move is attention

grabber. The function of this move is to capture the reader’s attention, rather than



63

inform. None of the students’ texts contains this move. The reason may be that the
students lack such background knowledge about the function of this move, and also,
the move requires certain skills which are beyond students’ awareness and ability.

Evaluation move in the Thesis stage

An evaluation move provides a positive comment on the
proposition, and it may follow the proposition to give a brief support. However, all
students stated their own standpoints and stopped there, and none of the texts contains
the move of evaluation. It is assumed that subconsciously students would rather give
reasons later in argument stage. This may result from their lack of confidence because
they worry about having nothing to say in the argument stage which is supposed to
provide reasons for acceptance of the proposition.

Restatement move in the Argument stage

Restatement move is a repetition of proposition. The
move functions as a reminder of the subject. The reason why students did not use it is
probably because restatement is regarded as something unnecessary and tedious in
Chinese tradition. So the students tried to impress the reader that they were skilled
writers by avoiding this unnecessary move.

3.4.3.1.2 Moves Always/Mostly Present
Information move in the Thesis stage
The information move is almost a universal feature in the

argumentative writing. This move usually presents background materials for topic
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contextualization. All students’ texts have the move of information. One possible
reason is L1 transfer. People usually tend to provide necessary background
information before the proposition is presented in Chinese culture. Therefore, students
used the move of information easily and naturally. Another reason may be the
sufficient information provided in the instruction section. When the topic was given to
the students, some related background information was also provided in Chinese. The
students possibly borrowed these ideas and presented them as the move of

information.
Proposition move in the Thesis stage

According to Hyland (1990), the proposition is the central
move in the thesis stage and it is the only obligatory move in this stage. The function
of this move is to state the writer’s position and delimit the topic. Among the 20 texts,
only one text failed to present this move, thus confirming the compulsory status of
this move. When writing an argumentative essay in Chinese, the writer is expected to
state clearly his or her viewpoint about a specific topic. Thus, they can transfer this
skill and knowledge from the Chinese tradition. This could explain the presence of

this move as an obligatory move as well.
Claim move in the Argument stage

The central move in the argument stage is the claim. This
move states reason for acceptance of the proposition. Eighteen out of 20 texts had the
move of claim in the first move cycle. The high rate of appearance of claim may

result from the same reason discussed for the Proposition. In the Chinese tradition,
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where there is the proposition, there is a claim. However, the number of claim in the
third move cycle reduced to 7. That is to say, most students could just offer two
reasons to explain why they accepted the proposition. Still worse, not all claims were
followed by a support, which is an indispensable part to the claim in a tied pair of
moves. The failure of giving sufficient reasons and the support may result from the
lack of the particular field knowledge related to the topic Online Evaluation to

Teachers.

(EM 03) The students have no an evaluation standard, they can’t evaluate
accurately.

(NEM 03) In this way, teachers can improve their teaching quality.

3.4.3.1.3 Differences between EM and NEM

Marker in argument stage

The marker indicates the sequence and functions as the
connector between the steps in the argument and the proposition. It signals the
introduction of a claim and relates it to the text. The significant difference between
EM and NEM lies in the use of markers in the argument stage, which consists of a
possible three move cycles repeated in a specific order. In the first move cycle, 8 texts
written by English majors presented the move of marker, while only 2 by non-English
majors have this move. Interestingly, the density of the use of marker becomes lower
and lower as move cycles go on.

The difference between EM and NEM in terms of the use

of markers may result from their majors. English majors are more aware of the use of
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markers than non-English majors because they have much exposure to the English
language. They have much more hours taking English classes and more tasks outside
the classroom. Generally speaking, an average English major has better language
proficiency than a non-English major, so the learner with better command of English
know how to connect two sentences coherently and cohesively and to indicate a topic
change by shifting to a new sequence with the use of markers.

Average move frequency per person

The texts by English majors have higher move density
than the ones by non-English majors. This phenomenon shows English majors used
more moves than non-English majors. An English major student used 9.7 moves on
average, while a non-English major student used only 6.7 moves averagely. That is to
say an average English major used 3 more moves than a non-English major in one
piece of writing. Even though there is no significant difference between these two
groups of students in terms of move density, it is expected that in bigger corpora, the
number might be significantly different. This may indicate that English major
students are more knowledgeable about argumentative writing than non-English
majors because of more input and output. Also, this may reflect the limitations and
constraints of “one-teacher-package-class” model in College English classroom in
which four skills are taught by a single English teacher in TU. Inadequate emphasis
on writing and insufficient systematic writing instruction and writing practice lead to

their lack of writing knowledge and skills.
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3.4.3.1.4 A Non-Argumentative Essay

There is an extreme case needed to be mentioned here.
NEM 07 has only one move in the whole text. This piece of writing just provides the
background information for topic contextualization. Strictly speaking, this piece of
writing cannot be viewed as an argumentative essay because it fails to have basic
components and features of this type of text. It is assumed that the writer of NEM 07
has no schemata of argumentative writing. He or she does not know what an
argumentative essay is, and how it is structured. He or she didn’t realize the clues from
the instruction. Also this may reflect the untouched area in composition teaching in TU.

3.4.3.1.5 New Moves

Contradiction move in the Argument stage

The contradiction move, a new move which does not exist
in Hyland’s model, provides a contradictory claim to the original proposition. The
function of this move is to give a positive perspective of something that has been stated
negatively. EM 03 presented the contradiction move which appeared in the thesis stage
to state the advantages of online evaluation. However, the writer originally held the
point that he or she disagreed with the online evaluation, and already provided two
reasons as claims to support the proposition. It seems that the third claim (the
contradiction move) is contradictory to the standpoint which the writer held. The
presence of this new move probably attributes to the neutral personality of Chinese
people who are always have neutral attitude towards people or things. They tend to take

eclectic ways and rarely take risks to stand firmly on one side.
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Example:

(EMO03) Its advantages are the students needn’t worry about their evaluation to be

known by anybody and it shows the equality between teachers and students.

Non-Supporting move in the Argument stage
Non-supporting move provides an unrelated claim to the
proposition. EM 06 presented two new moves, which are different from the one in
EMS3. These two moves seems irrelevant to the proposition, and they go far away
from what are being discussed. One possible reason for this is that the writer didn’t
realize that he or she talked about something else that has nothing to do with the
proposition. Another reason may be that the writer had little to say about this topic,
and he or she just wanted to write whatever to reach the required text length.
Examples:
(EMO06) Students can evaluate teachers even during the class; this would not only
distract students’ attention, but also but also mess up teaching process.
(EMO6) If students really have valuable suggestions, they should talk to teachers
with respect.
3.4.3.2 Linguistic Features
The analysis of linguistic features was concerned with tenses,
specific functional words (attitudinal stance), auxiliary verbs and markers in
particular moves. Due to the large number of the moves in Hyland’s model, these four
aspects were just mentioned in four moves: Information, Proposition, Claim and

Marker in the Conclusion stage. The reason why these four moves were selected is
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that they appeared in students’ texts with much higher frequency than other moves. In
addition, the Proposition move and the Claim move are viewed as key elements in
argumentative writing.

The Information Move

Present tense or present perfect tense is used in this stage to
indicate the liveliness and contemporary relevance to the thesis to be argued. In
addition, adverbs of time such as recently, nowadays, in current time were used to

correspond with the tenses used in the information move. For example,

(EM 01) Recently, the problem of whether should evaluate
teachers by students without sign their names online has aroused public concern.
(NEM 04) Nowadays, some universities encourage students to

evaluate teachers through the Internet to promote teaching quality.

The Proposition Move
The writers usually express their standpoint linguistically by using

such words or phrases as follows

A B
in my opinion,... I’m on the first side of the argument,
personally speaking,... I strongly disapprove of...,
when it comes to me,... | agree with...,
as for me,... | prefer to support the former one,
as far as I’m concerned,... I would like to

The phrases in group A listed above indicate the writer’s position

of a particular controversial issue will come next. These phrases help prepare the
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reader that the writer is going to state his or her proposition. Also, the functional
words in group B such as agree, disapprove, support were used to signal the writer’s
stance. One function of these words is to claim ownership of the proposition. Some

examples are given below.

(EM 08) As far as I’m concerned, | prefer to support the former one.
(EM 10) However, | strongly disapprove of this way of evaluating.
(NEM 03) Personally speaking, | support the former one.

(NEM 08) As for me, | agree to the former one.

The Claim Move

Auxiliary verbs such as can, will were used in this move. For can,
it helps the writer illustrate the potential of the online evaluation. And the writer uses
will to indicate the probability and possibility the online evaluation may bring. Some
examples are given below:

(EM 02) The students can express their ideas freely about the way

of teaching.

(NEM 02) I believe the feedback from students will enclose the

relationship between students and teachers.

The Marker move in the Conclusion stage

Markers which indicate that a conclusion will be drawn appeared in
7 texts written by English majors, while only half of non-English majors used markers.
Moreover, comparing with non-English majors, English majors used a wide range of

markers, such as all in all, in a word, in short, draw a conclusion, | conclude that. For
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non-English majors, among five texts presenting markers, four of them used in a word,
and one used all in all. This possibly indicates that English majors have better
knowledge about discourse markers than non-English majors. Some examples are

given below:

(EM 05) All in all, online evaluation is not only an effective
method to develop teachers’ specialized ability, but also an
available way to correct the disadvantages and carry the
advantages.

(NEM 04) In a word, online evaluation is needed.

3.4.4 Conclusion

Results of the analysis of two corpora of 20 English argumentative essays
by English major and non-English major students in TU showed that almost all the
texts have three stages, and the majority contain the proposition and claim central
moves which correspond well with Hyland’ model (1990), the trial framework for this
pilot study. Results also showed that similarities and differences exist between the
texts by English majors and non-English majors, and new moves here been found as
well. In conclusion, it can be said that Hyland’s model can be used to explain the
rhetorical structure of the pilot corpus and it yields interesting findings. Therefore, it
is workable as an analytical framework of argumentative essays by English and
non-English major students in TU in this pilot study.

Therefore, Hyland’ model continued to be used in the main study.

Considering the fact that the provision of background information about the topic in
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the Instruction of the pilot study may be the reason that all students’ texts contained
the Information move, students were required to write an argumentative essay on a
given topic but without providing any extra background information except the title,
the time, the length and basic components needed for an argumentative essay in the
main study. The twenty texts for pilot study were not included in the corpora in the
main study. Moreover, a new topic was given to the students because the researcher
expects to see whether the results found in the pilot study would found in similar but

much bigger corpora with a new topic but different instruction in the main study.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS & DISCUSSION

This chapter reports the results from text analysis and discusses the possible
reasons and explanations for the results based on the researcher’s assumptions,
previous research and the interview data. This chapter starts with the report of the
results from seven aspects in move analysis. Meanwhile, discussions for each finding
were provided to explain the possible reason for such results. Then, the results from
the analysis of linguistic features were reported from four aspects: tense, attitudinal
stance, auxiliary verb and markers, which occurred in some obligatory moves and
were frequently employed moves.

The present study aimed to investigate current rhetorical patterns and linguistic
features of argumentative essay written by English and non-English major students at
TU, and to find out the similarities and differences by comparing the argumentative
essays written by these two groups of students. To investigate the answers to the
research questions, data were collected in September, 2010 at TU. Two hundred
pieces of writing were selected based on the required length (220 words above), 100
of which were written by English major students and the other half by non-English
major students from the field of Chinese, mathematics, biology, chemistry, history,
physics and agriculture. Two sets of corpus were built, categorized according to

students’ majors, and coded as EM and NEM. Hyland’s model (1990) was adopted as
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the analytical framework. Both move analysis and linguistic features investigation
were conducted manually. A statistical method was used to ensure inter-rater
reliability. The inter-rater, who obtained her MA degree from a British university, and
now is working on her Ph.D., has a good command of English and a good applied
linguistic background. The inter-rater and the researcher worked independently on
randomly selected 50 students’ essays. Once the analysis of 50 essays was finished,
agreements and disagreements were calculated using Holsti’s (1969) coefficient of
reliability (C. R.) which indicates the number of agreements per total number of
coding decisions. The C. R. value was 0.80, which indicates excellent agreement. This
number revealed the inter-rater’s coding results were consistent with those of the
researcher’s. After the data analysis, the interview questions for teachers and students
were formulated, based on the interesting results from the pilot study and the main
study, respectively for further probing, and the interviews were conducted to 5
teachers and 20 students. Among 5 teacher interviewees, 2 teach extensive reading to
English majors; 1 teaches listening and English literature to English majors; 1 teaches
writing to English majors; and another teaches English for non-English majors. These
five teachers were coded as T1, T2, T3, T4 and T5 for easier description later in the
discussion section. As for student interviewees, 10 were sophomores, juniors and
seniors English major students, and the other 10 were second year non-English major
students who were majoring in mathematics, history, politics, agriculture and Chinese.

Before selecting the interviewees, the researcher already had had some criteria

for selection in mind. The two extensive reading teachers for English major students
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were selected as teacher interviewees for two reasons. One was that extensive reading,
a comprehensive course which aims to develop students’ overall language abilities, is
an important course to improve four skills. The other reason was that the researcher
conducted the interview with the students first, most of whom stated that they learned
about the argumentative essay structure from their extensive reading teachers, thus,
the researcher wanted to confirm this statement. As for the reason for selecting of the
teacher who teaches listening and English literature, it is because she is an
experienced teacher and has been teaching English for 18 years at TU. So she knows
very well about the students and situations of TU. Naturally, the only one writing
teacher for English major students was selected because he knew more about writing
and students’ writing problems when writing an argumentative essay. One who
teaches English for non-English majors was selected because she can provide
information about writing argumentative essays produced by this group of students.
As for the students, all of them were writers of the texts. 10 EM student interviewees
were selected from three different grade levels to be interviewees, 3 are in their
second year, 4 in the third year, and 3 in the fourth year. The reason for doing so is
that the researcher attempted to obtain a relatively complete picture of students’
writing experience and writing problems they have. As mentioned above, the other 10
student interviewees were second year non-English major students whose majors
were mathematics, history, politics, agriculture and Chinese, respectively. The reason
for selecting them from different fields is that the diversity in disciplines may

contribute to diversity of answers which would enrich the interview data.
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The interview questions for teachers were formulated strictly based on the
results from the pilot study and the main study, which were closely related to
move-step structures (see Appendix E). However, the interview questions for students
focused more on their writing experience (see Appendix F) as they are different users
of the genre. Students are those who write and have difficulties in writing whereas the
teachers are those who have more knowledge about the genre and writing instructions
and who want to see if the texts meet with the general requirements of the genre or
not. So, the interview questions for both are meant to shed light from different angles
which complement each other to provide a complete picture of the issues selected

from the textual analysis results.

4.1 Results
This table summarizes the occurrence percentage of each move in each corpus,
and the average occurrence percentage of each move in the two corpora.

Table 4.1 Occurrence Percentage of Moves

Occurrence Occurrence Occurrence
Moves
Percentage Percentage Percentage
(EM) (NEM) (EM+NEM)
Gambit 3% 4.1% 3.55%
Information 100% 87.7% 93.85%
Proposition 89% 84.7% 86.5%
Evaluation 4% 11.2% 7.6%




Occurrence Occurrence Occurrence
Moves
Percentage Percentage Percentage
(EM) (NEM) (EM+NEM)
Marker 35% 11.2% 23.1%
Marker 74% 39.8% 56.9%
Restatement 0 0 0
Claim 93% 88.8% 90.9%
Support 73% 63.2% 68.1%
Marker 57% 41.6% 49.3%
Consolidation 24% 12.3% 18.2%
Affirmation 74% 69.4% 71.7%
Cloze 31% 22.4% 26.7%

Examples of moves

I. The Thesis Stage

1. The Gambit Move
Since the advent of the tobacco, cigarettes become the man’s favorite.

2. The Information Move
It is reported that the government will take measures to forbid smoking in all
public places.

3. The Proposition move

As far as | am concerned, I’m oppose the ban of smoking in all public places.
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4. The Evaluation Move
| think it is very necessary to carry out the policy because it will surely
contribute to the whole world.
5. The Marker Move
There are several reasons as following.
Il. The Argument Stage
1. The Marker Move
Firstly, smoking in public places do harm to people’s health.
2. The Restatement Move
The reason why | agree on banning smoking is that...
3. The Claim Move
Smoking does harms to people’s health.
4. The Support Move
A lot of people die of the lung cancer every year.
I11. The Conclusion Stage
1. The Marker Move
Allinall,...
2. The Consolidation Move
This action not only improves the environment but also enable people to be

aware of the importance of their health.
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3. Affirmation
In a word, smoking should be banned in all public places.
4. The Close Move

In this way, our society will become more and more beautiful.

4.2 Discussion
4.2.1 Non-Argumentative Essays

Two texts, NEM 005 and NEM 100, were taken out of the corpus because
they are not argumentative essays. NEM 005 and NEM 100 only compared the two
opposite opinions on the controversial issue, which is whether smoking should be
banned in all public places. However, neither of these two writers expressed their own
standpoints on this issue. That is to say, from the beginning to the end of the texts,
little message was conveyed about the writers’ proposition. Based on the definitions
of an argumentative essay given in Chapter Two, NEM 005 and NEM 100 cannot be
viewed as argumentative essays because the writer’s opinion or position is a necessary
element in an argumentative essay. Moreover, according to Hyland (1990),
Proposition, a central move, is an indispensable component whose function is to
furnish a specific statement of position. Obviously, these two texts failed to have this
particular feature. In the pilot study, a non-argumentative essay (NEM 07) was
reported as well, but this case is different from the ones mentioned above. NEM 07
only had the information move in the whole text, while NEM 005 and NEM 100

included more moves but without providing the writer’s point of view on banning
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smoking policy. Similarly, all these three pieces failed to include indispensable
component(s) of this genre. It is assumed that the writers of NEM 005 and NEM 100
do not know the Proposition, the writer’s position, is one of obligatory components in
argumentative writing. It seems that both the students have only implicit knowledge
about argumentative essay because they used some moves and provided reasons to
support the standpoints. However, these standpoints were from other people but not
from the writer. Interestingly, both the two non-argumentative essays were from the
corpus for non-English major students. Moreover, a similar incidence occurred in the
pilot study, which was exclusive to English major students as well. More will be
elaborated later in comparison section.
4.2.2 Moves Always/Mostly Present

Information move in the Thesis stage

As a universal element in the argumentative writing, the move of
Information was found to be used in 93.85% of the texts. This finding is also
consistent with that in the pilot study, in which all 20 students were found to have this
move. A possible reason given by T4 is that they are university students, so it is most
likely that they keep up with the current events around them on campus. If an essay
topic is about current events, therefore the related information about these issues will
be familiar to the students. Another reason provided by T3 reveals the relationship
between the Information move and the issue being discussed. The Information

functions as supporting materials to help increase the awareness of current situation
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concerning the controversial issue, or attract the reader’s attention to this issue.
Obviously, all these reasons are different from the assumptions made by the
researcher in the pilot study, which are L1 transfer or information transfer from the

instruction section.
Proposition move in the Thesis stage

Among the 198 texts, only 28 texts were found not to present the
Proposition move. That is to say, this move occurred in 86.5% of the texts. Despite
the slight difference in occurrence percentage between the pilot study (95%) and the
main study (86.5%), both findings were consistent with each other. According to the
interview data, T3 and T4 provided possible reasons why the Proposition move
occurred so frequently in essays. In their opinion, most students have opinion on
significant topics, especially topics related to their health and to their environment. If
the topic is one that students are familiar with, the Proposition move is a very natural
thing to be able to use. However, T2 thinks this is because of L1 transfer. In a Chinese
argumentative essay, the writer is required to claim his or her position on an issue.
Students just transfer this skill naturally from the Chinese writing tradition. This
confirms the researcher’s assumption on the frequently occurrence of the Proposition

move in the pilot study.
Claim move in the Argument stage

As the central move in the argument stage, the move of Claim appeared in
180 texts in the first move cycle. The high rate of appearance of this move may result

from the following reasons. T1 thinks that it has something to do with the teaching



82

practice in class. When discussing something on a topic, students are normally
expected to provide reasons to support their opinions. Moreover, according to T2 and
T3, university students are equipped with reasoning, analyzing and logical skills and
abilities to a certain extent. Once they give their opinions, supporting reasons must be
present to accompany them. However, it seems to T4 that the claim, the reason for
acceptance of proposition, would follow the proposition. When students are able to
formulate the proposition or take a stand on a subject, the claim naturally comes after
the proposition, functioning as complimentary materials. What discussed above is
different from the researcher’s assumption of L1 transfer provided in the pilot study.
Interestingly, the number of claim in the third move cycle reduced to 92, That is to
say, most students could just offer two reasons to explain why they accepted the
proposition, as was found in the pilot study. Moreover, not all claims were followed
by a support, which is an indispensable part to the claim in a tied pair of moves. The
failure of giving sufficient reasons and the support may result from the lack of
particular field knowledge related to the given topic. This assumption was confirmed
by most student interviewees, who claimed that their failure of providing sufficient
reasons to support their stand on a subject is their common problem when writing an
argumentative essay. Generally, they lack an understanding of the field and the
language needed to express this knowledge which is particularly important for EFL
students. The following are examples to show when only claims were provided

without any supporting details to support these claims.
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(EM 002) Smoking will waste your much money.
(EM 006) Smoking in public places is a bad habit and it harms public environment.
(NEM 001) We all know smoking is harmful to our health.

(NEM 018) Smoking is bad for the evaluation of a country’s image in the world.

4.2.3 Moves Rarely Present

Gambit move in the Thesis stage

Only 7 out of 198 (3.55%) students’ texts were found to contain this move
(see Appendix D). This finding is consistent with the one found in the pilot study, in
which none of the text was found to present this move at all. According to T4, the
students lack understanding about perceived function of the Gambit, which supports the
researcher’s assumption in the pilot study. In his opinion, attention grabbing does not
give information so it might not be seen as necessary by some students. Furthermore, it
requires better master of written language and may be beyond some students’ skill
levels. This also agrees with that of Hyland (1990) who pointed out that the Gambit
move requires certain skills which are beyond students’ awareness and ability. However,
T3 attributes the nearly absence of this move to the lack of knowledge about the
structure of argumentative essay. This assumption confirms the demonstration of
Crowhurst (1990), who identified a lack of knowledge about the structure of

argumentative essay as one of the characteristic problems of student writers.
Evaluation move in the Thesis stage

One hundred and eighty-five students out of 198 were found to express

their own standpoints but stop there, and only 7.6% of the texts contained the move of
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evaluation, giving a sound reason to give a brief support to Proposition. This finding
is similar to the one in the pilot study, in which none of students was found to use the
Evaluation move. The possible reason for this given by T4 is that Evaluation is higher
order thinking and may be beyond students’ skill levels. Therefore, most students just
gave their positions on the given topic rather than gave a further explanation to the

reason for their stances.
Restatement move in the Argument stage

Restatement move is a repetition of proposition. The move functions as a
reminder of the subject. As mentioned earlier in Chapter Three, the Argument stage
consists of a possible three move cycles repeated in a specific order in the pilot study.
The majority of texts in the main study contained three move cycles as well. In 3
move cycles, only 5 students were found to use this move ( in the first move cycle, no
text was found to present this move; in the second and third move cycles, 2 and 3
students used it respectively in each move cycle). T5 attributes this to students’
unfamiliarity with the structure of an essay and ignorance of the need to restate their
position on the proposition. According to T1, another reason could be that a
restatement is a very direct speech act that may go against some tendencies to
communicate in an indirect way common to the Chinese culture. One more reason is
that the students do not know the function of this move, according to T2.

4.2.4 Non-Argument Embedded in Argumentative Essay
The narratives and dialogues to be described below, which function as one

move in the text respectively, are part of an argumentative essay. Although both of
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them were incorporated into the essays to help persuade the readers, they appeared
little persuasive or argumentative.

Narratives

One function of argumentative writing is to try to persuade the reader to
accept the writer’s belief or opinion. Argument is a typical characteristic in an
argumentative writing. However, EM 074 was found to contain a short narration
rather than an argument when he or she attempted to persuade the reader to stop

smoking in public places.

It is a very satiric, once | was waiting for the train, there is a big sign said no
smoking, but | also saw some people smoke in the waiting room, so | hope

everybody should pay more attention on our health and environment.

This non-argument agrees with that of Crowhurst (1990), who found some
student writers respond to persuasive tasks with writing not recognizably persuasive
but with narratives that are informative but not persuasive. He assumed that probably
the student writers used the more familiar narrative structure as a way of easing into
an unfamiliar kind of writing. Narrative is more primary text type and less cognitive
demanding than persuasive one, therefore the student writers tend to use easier one
instead of more challenging, expected form.

Dialogues

In addition to narratives, dialogues, another kind of non-argument, was
found in the corpus. A dialogue is any two-way communication between two persons

or within a group. The function of a dialogue is to communicate and convey
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information. NEM 002 used this type of non-argument which made a conversational

exchange between two persons.

Sometimes, | ask my friend why smoking, and if you can’t smoke what can you. He
tell me: “when | feel lonely or hurted, or if | have not it, | feel sad, looking as it is my
girlfriend”. I laugh at him: “you regard it as girlfriend, but she will kill you”. Finally,
| failed, because I try to smoke and find it well. But | love it less than now | can’t
make money.

This paragraph mainly informs the reader the reason why people smoke
and the difficulty in stop smoking. However, it gives no attention to trying to
persuade the reader not to smoke in public places. Also, this incidence confirms that
of Crowhurst (1990), who had a similar finding with younger learners. One possible
reason for such responses is that dialogues and description may be easier than giving
reasons for EFL student writers with relatively poor English language proficiency and
writing ability.

4.2.5 New Moves

Contradiction move in the Argument stage

Five texts were found to contain a new move, called the Contradiction
move in the Thesis stage. In NEM 052 and NEM 072, the writers originally held the
point that they agreed with the banning smoking in all public places, and already
provided two reasons as claims to support the proposition. However, it seems that the
third claim is contradictory to the standpoint which the writer held, thus the name the
Contradiction move. This claim stated the potential disadvantages of

banning-smoking policy may bring. In a similar case, the writers of NEM 006, NEM
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069 and NEM 080 strongly disagree with the government policy, while they pointed
out either the harm or potential problems of smoking. T4 provided possible reasons
for this new move of Contradiction. His assumption is quite different from the
researcher’s made in the pilot study. While the researcher attributed this to people’s
neutral personality. T4, however, assumed that the presence of Contradiction move
reveals the internal conflict of the writer, especially related to the topic ‘smoking’. On
one hand, the students think the policy would cause people to stop smoking, on the
other hand, they would not see anyone lose their jobs as the result of bankruptcy of
tobacco industry. This may cause inner conflict, and that inner conflict is reflected
through their writing. The other four teacher interviewees stated that the students may
be uncertain about their positions on the issue. When they found the inconsistence
with the original opinion, they could not stop and just let it go. Another possibility is
that the students attempt to increase the words to reach the required length. Similar to
the non-argumentative essays, all these five texts with Contradiction move were
written by non-English major students. Further discussion will be had later in the
comparison section, too.

Examples:

(NEM 052) In my opinion, | think smoking should be banned in all public
places...... Smoking can make them forget their sadness and unhappy.

And smoking can make them very happy...
(NEM 006) In my view, smoking should not be banned in all public places......
Smoking is harmful to health, we shouldn’t smoke too much, it harms

yourself and it also harms others.
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Non-Supporting move in the Argument stage
EM 083 presented a new move which seems irrelevant to the proposition.
He or she stated the difficulty in stopping smoking, which has little to do with the
writer’s stance. EM 099 provided two irrelevant moves, explaining the reasons why
there are so many smokers, which is unrelated to the writer’s standpoint about the
government policy on banning smoking. Also, NEM 033 presented a new move as
well. The writer claimed that smokers can receive the chemical element nicotine from
other ways besides from smoking. One reason for this given by T4 is that the writers
lack knowledge of the purpose and generic structure of the genre, so they just present
all related or unrelated knowledge of the field they have, hoping that they complete
the writing task without caring about the quality. According to the other 4 teacher
interviewees, EFL students tend to write short texts. When students present all they
know about the topic but find the texts are still short, they may try to write whatever
to reach the required text length to satisfy the requirement of the writing task. This
was discussed in the pilot study and confirms the researcher’s assumption.
Examples:
(EMO083) It is not easy to give up smoking.
(EM099) Many adults begin to smoke for it looks cool, especially for some actors
in movies.
(NEMO033) Smoking have other ways to receive nicotine nowadays, we have many

ways to receive nicotine.
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Suggestion/Recommendation move in the Conclusion stage

Some writers provide some suggestions or recommendations for the
government, the smokers or the public. These statements are not accounted for in
Hyland’s model (1990), so they are categorized as a new move called “the
Suggestion/Recommendation move. The Suggestion move aims to help carry out the
government policy by providing suggestions or recommendations. There are 10 texts
that presented this move. Among them, EM 010, EM 051, EM 094 and NEM 006
suggested that a specific area in public places should be given to the smokers; EM
074 recommended that the government should forbid the product of tobacco; both
EM 97 and NEM 098 advised the smokers to give up smoking. EM 099 gave
suggestions for both the government and the smokers. The presence of this new move
may attribute to the following reasons. T3 thinks that if the students have good
understanding of the issue, and have deep insights into this issue, then, they are likely
to provide suggestions or recommendations. According to T4, whether to offer the
Suggestion move depends on the topic. In a recent lesson he taught students about
global warming, he found the Suggestion move came about quite very frequently
because global warming happens in their real life. The more they are familiar with the

argument or topic, the more they are likely to have this move.

(EM 074) Government...doesn’t allow the factory to produce the cigarettes.

(EM 094) Government should set a special place for the people who really cant

give up smoking.
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(NEM 098) I think smokers had better give up smoking, not only in private places,

but also in the public places.

4.2.6 Differences between EM and NEM
To answer the Research Question three, a comparison between EM and
NEM in terms of move-step structure is needed. This comparison is significant
because the differences in argumentative essays between these two groups of students
may provide a guideline for teachers to adapt different ways when teaching different
groups of students the argumentative genre. Despite no significant differences
between EM and NEM, the following three items are still worth noting, which
provide insights into apparent differences between disciplines.
Average move frequency per person
The result showed that an average English major student used more moves
than an average non-English one. 10.6 moves occurred on average in the text written
by an English major, while only 7.59 moves occurred on average in an non-English
major’ essay. Though there was no significant difference between these two groups of
students both in the main study and the pilot study (9.7 moves/per English major, 6.7
moves/per non-English major), the existing slight difference is still worth dealing
with. Based on the interview with teachers and students, most interviewees claimed
that the difference lies in students’ majors. EM students have more English language
exposure to the English language, so they have better understanding of nature of

English, especially sentence, paragraph and essay structures. They have greater
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awareness of those things. It is easier for them to include more moves in their paper
because they have more linguistic knowledge on the structure of essay.

Contradiction move

The contradiction move, a new move that does not exist in Hyland’s
model, was found in students’ essays. Interestingly, this new move was only found in
essays written by non-English majors, though its occurrence frequency was very low
(only 5 essays present this move). Despite the provision of possible reasons in terms
of the presence of this move in students’ essay in 4.2.5, no any sound reason for such
a difference between the English majors and non-English majors was given. It is
assumed that English majors have better knowledge about English argumentative
essay. They know how it is structured and know the purpose of this genre, which is to
convince the reader that the writer’s opinion is correct or it is at least worth
considering. English majors are more skillful at making their claims consistent with
the Proposition. According to most of the NEM student interviewees, their problems
when writing an argumentative essay are normally at syntactic, vocabulary, grammar
or sentence levels, while for most of EM student interviewees, their problems usually
related to essay level, such as reasoning skills and logical skills. This may indicate
that English majors have better command of English, when writing an argumentative
essay, non-English majors focus more on the basic language level. Thus, they pay
little attention to the appropriateness of the content.

Non-argumentative essays
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As mentioned earlier, two non-argumentative essays which cannot be
regarded as real argumentative essays only appeared in the corpus for non-English
major students, including the one in the pilot study. Proposition, an obligatory move,
was absent in these two essays. According to the student interviewees, they learned
about the structure of argumentative essay from teachers, books and CET, but most of
them just knew about it in general at the stage level rather than in specific at the move
level. Moreover, 65% of the student interviewees supposed that English major
students have a better basic knowledge about writing argumentative essay than
non-English major students. In their opinion, English major students have much more
exposure to English because they have to take more English courses due to a
requirement of the specific discipline, and they have more opportunities to use
English. Thus, they have better knowledge about English, specifically, about the
argumentative writing.

4.2.7 New Move-Step Pattern

A new pattern of argumentative essay was identified, which is quite
different from Hyland’s model. Although only12 texts were written in this pattern, it
is worth taking into account because it is possible that much more than 12 TU
students used this pattern whose texts were not included in the two sets of corpus. In
the new pattern of Information + Advantages (Claim+Support) n+ Disadvantages
(Claim+Support) n+ Proposition, it starts with the background materials for the topic

contextualization. Next, it lists the advantages of smoking or banning smoking,
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meanwhile, possible reasons are provided to support these advantages; then, the
disadvantages are analyzed, which is similar to what happens to advantages. Finally,
the writer expresses the stance through comparison the advantages and disadvantages
stated earlier. The difference between this new model and Hyland’s model is that it
shows both sides of arguments. On the contrary, Hyland’s model just only requires
information of one opinion. Students learn about the new pattern from the following
three sources according to the teacher and student interviewees: from the English
teachers in high school; from reading materials and reference books for CET when
they were preparing for it; from the writing teacher at university. Through the
exposure to these sources, the students are encouraged to say both sides of pros and
cons, and write about advantages and disadvantages of an argument of a topic. In

doing so, students’ great understanding of arguments is improved.

4.3 Linguistic Features

The analysis of linguistic features was concerned with tenses, specific attitudinal
stance, auxiliary verbs and markers in the moves of Information, Proposition, Claim
and Support, and in the Argumentative stage. Comparatively, these selected moves
appeared with high frequency. Moreover, the Proposition, Claim and Support are
indispensable moves according to Hyland (1990).

The Information Move
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Table 4.2 Occurrence Percentage of Tenses in the Information Move

The Information Move
Tenses EM NEM
Present Tense 30% 50%
Present Perfect Tense 31% 14%
Future Tense 39% 36%

Three tenses were mainly used in the move of Information, which are present
tense, present perfect tense and future tense. Present tense and present perfect tense
are used in this stage to indicate the liveliness and contemporary relevance to the
thesis to be argued. In addition, adverbs of time such as recently, nowadays were used
to correspond with the tenses used in the Information move. This is consistent with
what was found in the pilot study. However, future tense was only found used in the
main study. This incidence is related to the topic which is about a will-be-done action
in the main study. Therefore, future tense was frequently used in the essays to show
that the government policy on smoking will be put in force in a future time. These
three tenses described above were alternatively used to highlight the features of the
move of information. It was found all English major students use the Information
move. Among these 100 moves, 30 were written in present tense, 31 in present
perfect tense and 39 in future tense. Among the 86 Information move used by

non-English major students, 43 times were written in present simple tense, 12 in
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present perfect tense and 31 in future tense. Some students employed both present
simple and present perfect tense in one move, or any two of these three tenses in one

move. Examples:

(EM 037) Recently, the problem of smoking should be banned in all public places
has aroused people’s concern.
(NEMO011) From January, 2011, in China, smoking will be banned in all public
places.

(NEM 055) Nowadays, it is reported that a new policy will be carried out.

The Proposition Move

Table 4.3 Frequency of Phrases in the Proposition Move

The Proposition Move
Phrases EM NEM
in my opinion 30 35
as far as I’m concerned 13 7
personally speaking 6 0
as for me 10 2
from my standpoint 2 3
in my viewpoint 2 3
from my perspective 0 1
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The Proposition Move
Words/Phrases EM NEM

think 24 25
agree 18 19
support 15 3
oppose 1 0
approve 1 0
believe 1 4
confirm 1 0
dislike 1 0
reject 0 1

The words or phrases in Table 4.3 and Table 4.4 were found to be used to help

the realization of this move, which is consistent with the finding in the pilot study.

The phrases in Table 4 indicate that the writer’s position of a particular controversial

issue will come next. These phrases help prepare the reader that the writer is going to

state his or her proposition. Such phrases appeared in 63 texts of EM, and in 51 texts

of NEM. Among the phrases, in my opinion was mostly used by both EM and NEM

(47.6%, 68.6%). Also, the functional words in Table 5 such as agree, think, support

were used to signal the writer’s stance. Such words were used in 55 texts of EM, and

in 49 texts of NEM. Among the words, | think was mostly used by both EM and NEM
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(43.6%, 51%). One function of these words is to claim ownership of the proposition.

For example,

(EM 035) As far as I’'m concerned, smoking should be banned in all public
places. .

(EM 045) Personally, I would say yes to this ban and I firmly support it.

(NEM 008) in my opinion, | reject smoking very much.

(NEM 031) From my viewpoint, I’m very agree with the government’s decision...

The Claim Move and the Support Move

Table 4.5 Frequency of Auxiliary Verbs in the Claim and Support Moves

The Claim Move and the Support Move
Auxiliary Verbs EM NEM
will 168 157
Auxiliary Verbs EM NEM
can 46 57
may 5 7
could 1 2
would 0 1

The Claim is the central move in the Argument stage, and the Support move is
obligatory in this stage. Meanwhile, the Support move is an indispensable second part
to the Claim in a tied pair of claim-support moves (Hyland, 1990). Therefore,
linguistic features were identified in these two go-hand-in-hand moves.

Unsurprisingly, the linguistic features in terms of the use of auxiliary verbs were
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found consistent with those found in the pilot study. Auxiliary verbs such as can, will,
may, could were found to be used in these two moves. These four auxiliary verbs
appeared in 74 texts of EM, and 69 texts in NEM. Among them, will and can were
frequently used. For can, it helps the writer illustrate the potential of smoking or the
ban of smoking, and the writer used will, may or could to indicate the probability and
possibility the government policy on smoking may bring. Some examples are given

below:

(EM 033) It could lung cancer.
(EM 082) It is obvious that cigarettes would produce some waste gas which
pollutes our environment.
(NEM 024) Smoking in public places will result in many bad effect and don’t have
benefit at all.

(NEM 027) Smoking can influence other people’s health.

The Marker move in the Argument stage

Table 4.6 Occurrence Frequency of Markers in the Argument Stage

The Marker move in the Argument stage
Markers Occurrence Occurrence
Frequency (EM) | Frequency (NEM)
first(ly)..., second(ly)..., finally 65 23
to begin with..., then..., last... 4 0
on one hand..., on the other hand 6 14
moreover/furthermore 4 1
what’s more 7 2
in addition/additionally 5 2
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Markers which indicate the sequence and connections between the argument
and the proposition were found to be used by both English major and non-English
major students. In the first move cycle, 74 texts by English majors presented this
move, while 39 by non-English majors. In the second move cycle, the number of this
move occurrence increased to 84 and 47, respectively. Interestingly, the number
decreased to 64 and 29 in the third move cycle. Two main devices for achieving the
function of the Marker move were found to be used. One device was listing signals
such as “first(ly)..., second(ly)..., finally’, etc. Most students used such signals in the
main study, which corresponds to that in the studies by Hyland (1990) and Chen
(2002), who claimed that such markers to frame the sequence were loved by students.
The other device is transition signals to indicate the step to another sequence, marking
addition, contrast, condition, specificity, etc. For example, words or phrases like
additionally, in addition, what’s more, moreover, on the other hand were found to be
used. However, the students tended to use few types of markers, and sometimes
misused discourse connectives. They used above all instead of first of all, at last
instead of lastly, in one hand instead of on one hand for instances. Also these misuses
of marker both in the Argument stage and the Conclusion stage were found in the

study of Chen (2002). Some examples are given below:

(NEM 015) At last (lastly), | read in the newspaper and in my gardening magazine
that the ends of cigarettes are so poisonous that if a baby swallows one,
it is likely to die.

(NEM 039) In all (All in all), online evaluation is needed.
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(NEM 047) In total (In conclusion), smoking should be banned in all public places.

(EM 008) At first (First of all), it’s very impolite to smoke in public places.

The results were reported from two main perspectives: move analysis and
linguistic features. The findings related to move analysis fall into seven categories: 1)
moves rarely present; 2) moves always/mostly present; 3) non-argumentative essays;
4) non-arguments; 5) new moves; 6) differences between EM and NEM; and 7) new
pattern. Discussion for each result was provided based on 1) the pilot study; 2) the
researcher’ assumption; 3) previous work; and 4) the interview data. As for the results
from analysis of linguistic features, first of all, present tense, present perfect tense and
future tense were reported to be use in the move of Information; secondly, in
Proposition, students writers expressed their position linguistically by employing
attitudinal words and phrases to show their or stance or attitude towards the issue;
next, some auxiliary verbs were used in the move of Claim and Support to indicate
the potential, probability or possibility of the effect the policy will bring; and lastly,
the use of markers lacks variety and accuracy.

In conclusion, the three research questions raised in Chapter One have been
answered in this chapter based on the results from this study. In the next chapter, the
modified Hyland’s model as a product of the analysis will be proposed, and the
pedagogical implications derived from these results as well as the limitations and

ideas for future research will be discussed.
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CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSION & PEDAGOGICAL IMPLICATIONS

This concluding chapter is divided into two sections: pedagogical implications
for curriculum development, text materials design and classroom practices and the
conclusion of the present study. This chapter starts with the conclusion section which
summarizes how the three research questions are answered. Then, pedagogical
implications based on the results of the present study are proposed. This chapter ends

with the recommendations for future research and limitations of study.

5.1 Conclusion

The major concern of this study was primarily to investigate the move-step
structures and linguistic features of argumentative essays written by English major
and non-English major students at TU in current situation. The minor purpose was to
identify the similarities and differences of argumentative essays composed by these
two groups of students. And the last purpose was to explore a possibility of getting a
new model based on the results from this study which is more suitable for Chinese
students in this particular context. To achieve these objectives of this study, two sets
of corpus were built. Each consists of 100 argumentative essays from English major
and non-English major students at Tongren University respectively. Hyland’s model

(1990) served as the analytical framework to analyze these 200 texts. Genre analysis
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was conducted manually, and Holsti’s C. R. (1969) was employed to ensure the
reliability of their results. Then, the semi-structured interviews with 5 teachers and 20
students were conducted individually to remove uncertain issues in the findings.

To answer the first research question regarding what are typical move-step
structures of argumentative essays written by TU English major and non-English
major students in current situation, move analysis was conducted. In general, most
argumentative essays written by TU English major and non-English major students
contain three stages: the Thesis stage, the Argument stage and the Conclusion stage.
In the Thesis stage, the Information move and the Proposition move occurred very
frequently in students’ texts, while, the Gambit, Evaluation and Marker rarely
appeared; the majority of students’ essay had two move cycles, and few had four
move cycles in the Argument stage. The Claim move was presented more often than
the other three moves. One thing worth noting here is that the Support, which is
viewed as a tied pair to the Claim, appeared mostly in the first move cycle. This
indicated that students need to explore more about the topic so that they are able to
provide sufficient evidences to support their stance. Interestingly, as the only one
obligatory move in the Conclusion stage, the occurrence frequency of the
Consolidation is much lower than that of the Affirmation which is optional. The
possible reason is that Affirmation requires less cognitive demanding and lower order
thinking. In short, the majority of the argumentative essays composed by TU English

major and non-English major students included the three stages and obligatory moves
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in Hyland’s model (1990), indicating that the model can be used to explain the
rhetorical structure of the Argumentative Essay in this particular context.

However, three main new types of move which do not exist in Hyland’s model
(1990) appeared in some students’ texts. These three new moves were Contradiction,
Irrelevance and Suggestion/Recommendation. The presence of the first two new moves
in students’ essays displayed the inconsistency with or irrelevance to the Proposition.
Therefore, the two new moves should be avoided in students’ written work. But as for
another new move of Suggestion/Recommendation, it is likely that this new move can
be included in the model because it provides possible solutions to the problem of the
issue being argued, and facilitate the writer’s insights into the issue as well.

The presence of New Pattern of argumentative essay highlighted the finding of
the move-step structure of argumentative essays written by TU English major and
non-English major students. Although only the minority of students used this pattern
(13 texts), it is still worth noting. As mentioned in Chapter three, the students’ essays
were selected based on the required text length, so it is possible that much more
students whose texts were not included in these 200 essays used this pattern. Many
students were fond of using this new pattern because it is very popular in CET, which
normally requires test-takers to compare two opposite opinions, and then provide their
own after weighing at the advantages and disadvantages of the issue being argued.

To answer the second research question concerning what eminent linguistic

features of argumentative essays written by TU English major and non-English major
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students are, the linguistic features in terms of tenses, attitudinal stance, auxiliary
verbs and markers were identified. The present tense, the present perfect tense, and
the future tense were mostly used in the Information move to indicate the liveliness,
current relevance and future action to be carried out.

Some words such as agree, support and reject were used to indicate the writer’s
stance on the controversial issue and the ownership of the proposition. And the
phrases such as in my opinion, from my view point, and as far as I’m concerned were
used to signal the writer’s opinion is coming next. These linguistic features help the
realization of the Proposition move.

Auxiliary verbs such as can, will, may, could were found to be frequently used
in the Claim and Support moves. These auxiliary verbs help writers provide possible
reasons and support to the point they hold. They indicate the potential, probability and
possibility of the issue being argued.

As for the answer to the third research question regarding the similarities and
differences in terms of move-step structure and linguistic features in argumentative
essays between TU English major and non-English major students, a comparative
study was conducted.

Similarities:

As noted earlier, the Information, Proposition and Claim moves occurred mostly
in the argumentative essays written by both English major and non-English major
students. This indicated that the students knew they needed to provide some

background materials before pushing forward their stance. Proposition and Claim are
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obligatory moves, so it is easy to explain why they appeared with high frequency.
Most of the students expressed their own opinions on the topic and naturally provided
sound reasons as support to the Proposition. On the contrary, the moves of Gambit,
Evaluation and Restatement rarely appeared in students’ texts.

Besides, there are two new moves, the Irrelevance move and
Suggestion/Recommendation move, that appeared in the argumentative essays written
by English major and non-English major students. The presence of Irrelevance move
in the Argument stage implied the students lack knowledge of the purpose and generic
structure of the genre or it is a way to increase text length. However, the presence of
Suggestion/Recommendation in the Conclusion stage seemed to appear in a positive
way. After the writer illustrated the reasons and support to his or her proposition,
some suggestions on the topic were given about how to make the government policy
more effective. Possibly, from the results of the study, the new move of
Suggestion/Recommendation could be added into Hyland’s model (1990) as one
optional move in the Conclusion stage. The display of this move can deepen the
writer’s insights into the controversial issue and may provide solutions to the
problem.

Differences:

On average, the English major students at TU used more moves than the
non-English major students did. It is likely that an essay with more moves has done a
good job of presenting the claims, of supporting that claims with relevant and

appropriate evidences and of dealing with a good conclusion because it may cover
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more aspects and elements which meet the requirements of an argumentative essay. In
other words, an essay with fewer moves may not be able to address all the
components of effective argument. That is to say, an English major student was able
to write an argumentative essay on the same topic with more moves, which gave him
or her an advantage over a non-English major student.

Also, the results of analysis showed that only non-English major students used
the Contradiction move. As discussed above, this finding may indicate the English
major students have better knowledge about argumentative writing and better
command of English. According to the student interview data, non-English major
students paid more attention to grammatical accuracy of sentences rather than to the
consistency and appropriateness of the content.

Another difference between EM and NEM worth noting is that
non-argumentative essays occurred only in the corpus for non-English major students.
This difference indicated that English major students more or less have better

understanding of argumentative essay because they have more exposure to it.

5.2 Pedagogical Implications

The results from the present study are of great significance for teacher educators
and materials developers both in theoretical and practical perspectives. Particularly,
the results strengthen pedagogical claims about the importance of genre-based

approach, which provides valuable resources for classroom practices.
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Writing problems of TU students are often due to the lack of input of genre, the
lack of knowledge about the structure of argumentative writing, and ‘an inability to
correctly marshall the resources of content and organization to meet the demands of
the argumentative genre’(Hyland, 1990, p. 75). Despite the importance of the process
approach in writing class, social theorists claim that because process approaches
emphasize individual cognition at the expense of language use, they fail to offer any
clear standpoint on the social nature of writing (Martin, Christie & Rothery, 1987).
Instead, genre approaches view writing as purposeful, socially situated responses to
particular contexts and communities (Hyland, 2003b). It seems that a more
interventionist pedagogy is necessary to extend students’ control over the
argumentative genre.

Genre-based approach builds on the theory of Zones of Proximal Development
(ZPD) proposed by Wgosky (1978). ZPD emphasizes on the collaboration between
teacher and learner. Through teachers’ provision of scaffolding and support to learners,
learners move towards their potential level of performance. Kay & Dudley-Evans
(1998) claimed that ‘a genre-based approach is empowering and enabling, allowing
students to make sense of the world around them and participate in it’ (p. 310). It
enables students to enter a particular discourse community, and discover how writers
organize texts; it promotes flexible thinking and informed creativity, since students
need to learn the rules before they can transcend them. Teachers can help students
familiarize the structure of argumentative genre and obtain necessary knowledge to

make meanings effective by providing such scaffolding.
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Genre pedagogies promise very real benefits for learners as they pull together
language, content, and contexts, while offering teachers a means of presenting
students with explicit and systematic explanations of the ways writing works to
communicate (Hyland, 2007). Therefore, the results presented in the study have
pedagogical implications in the following ways under the framework of genre-based
approach.

A Model for TU Student Argumentative Essays

A model for TU student argumentative essays, modified from Hyland (1990),
was proposed based on the results from analyzing of 200 texts written by TU English
major and non-English major students. The main modifications were made to
Hyland’s model (1990) from three aspects. First, moves which rarely occurred in
students’ texts were left out. Second, new moves which do not exist in Hyland’s
model were added. Third, the move status were changed (some obligatory moves
were changed into optional ones, and optional moves into obligatory ones in Hyland’s
model). Table 5.1 sets out this model for TU students’ argumentative essays, with

changes made in italics.



Table 5.1 Modified Argumentative Essay Model for TU Students

argued.

Stage Move

1. Thesis Information

Introduces the | Presents background material for topic contextualization.
proposition to be | Proposition

Furnishes a specific statement of position.
(Evaluation)

Positive gloss — brief support of proposition.
(Marker)

Introduces and /or identifies a list.

2. Argument
Discusses grounds for
thesis.

Marker
Signals the introduction of a claim and relates it to the
text.

Synthesized discussion
and affirms the validity
of the thesis.

(four move argument | Claim
sequence can be | States reason for acceptance of the proposition.
repeated indefinitely) Support

States the grounds which underpin the claim.
3. Conclusion (Marker)

Signals conclusion boundary

(Consolidation)

Presents the significance of the argument stage to the
proposition.

Affirmation

Restates proposition.

(Suggestion)

Provides suggestions for the issue being argued.

(Close)

Widens context or perspective of proposition.
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Table 5.2 Hyland’s Model (1990)
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Stage

Move

1. Thesis
Introduces the proposition
to be argued.

(Gambit)

Attention Grabber — controversial statement of dramatic
illusion.

(Information)

Presents background material for topic contextualization.
Proposition

Furnishes a specific statement of position.

(Evaluation)

Positive gloss — brief support of proposition.

(Marker)
Introduces and /or identifies a list.
2. Argument Marker
Discusses grounds for | Signals the introduction of a claim and relates it to the
thesis. text.
(four move argument | (Restatement)
sequence can be repeated | Rephrasing or repetition of proposition.
indefinitely) Claim
States reason for acceptance of the proposition.
Support
States the grounds which underpin the claim.
3. Conclusion (Marker)

Synthesized  discussion
and affirms the validity of
the thesis.

Signals conclusion boundary

Consolidation

Presents the significance of the argument stage to the
proposition.

(Affirmation)

Restates proposition.

(Close)

Widens context or perspective of proposition.

The modified model can be used for teaching and guiding the teacher’s assessment

of student’s argumentative writing. The use of it could avoid simply giving marks or

grades to students’ written work by first impression (Hyland, 1990). In addition, by

moving away from vague ideas and impression of students’ writing, teachers can
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intervene more effectively in writing. Moreover, teacher can provide explicit criteria for
assessment and feedback, which is a way of integrating teaching and assessment so that
improvement of writing can be suggested based on explicit understanding of text
requirement (Hyland, 2007). In the following section, the implications for teaching are
proposed first, and the ideas for assessment are discussed next.

First of all, from a broader perspective, genre theory should be included in
curriculum which guides the design of textbooks and the implement of teaching
practices. TU students’ previous experience of learning to write at secondary school
or at university would have been generally product-based and exam-oriented.
Composition instruction, if there are some, typically focuses on sentence level and
grammatically accuracy with some instruction in organization. Based on the
textbooks for both English major and non-English students, it seems that a wide
variety of genres are expected to be learned by university students. However, neither
the curricular nor textbooks have included any single word about genre. Also, neither
of them has put emphasis on genre. Thus, developing a framework for a flexible
genre-based writing curriculum for EFL learners is necessary. Materials developers
designing textbooks for EFL learners should choose a wide variety of genres. The
materials should reflect the text’s linguistic complexity and help the writer process the
linguistic input and retrieve the necessary information for output.

Secondly, a significant topic should be chosen when teachers assign writing tasks of
composing argumentative essays as a topic plays a significant role in writing an

argumentative essay. Crowhurst (1990) claimed that students write better when they
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write on issues that really concerned them. The topic has impact on generating content,
formulating arguments and using language. If the topic is about the issue the students
are familiar with and feel strongly about, they may be better at providing sound
claims and supports in the Argument stage. Thus, teachers need to explore meaningful,
interesting topics and guide students to look for information on these topics to make
sure students prepare themselves for sufficient arguments.

Thirdly, teachers should help students build and develop field knowledge. From
the results of the present study, obviously, students are struggling with writing
argumentative essay, particularly with the Argument stage. Their difficulties are
usually associated with the lack of a particular knowledge about the topic. Apart from
the formal schema that needs to be activated, the content schema which consists of
background knowledge and subject-matter knowledge also needs to be activated
because it is relevant to the content of a particular text and to the text content and
topic. Activating the schema engages students in a warming-up stage which enables
them to think of what they already know about the topic they are going to write on
(Anderson, 2003), and schema activation encourages students to arrive at determining
a purpose, organization and readership (Paltridge, 2001). Therefore, to activate
schema is crucial for students to know something about the topic, which makes it
possible to develop the related knowledge into a complete essay. To achieve this
purpose, the teacher would provide students with some information and mostly
encourage them to look for more information about the topic through newspapers,

books and the Internet searching by themselves. Then, encourage students to share
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what they already know to increase their knowledge about the topic that they will
write on, providing opportunities for students to collaborate with each other and with
teachers as they are preparing for writing. In short, during this phase, teachers would
include activities for extending students’ topic searching skills, introducing relevant
vocabulary and developing the base for related knowledge.

Fourthly, teachers should present complete text or range of texts with similar
schematic structure as writing models. Teachers can select and provide good models
of argumentative genre, analyzing representative samples of the genre to identify their
stages and typical linguistic features, deconstructing and analyzing the language and
structure. The evidence from the results showed that TU students need a good
understanding of how an argumentative text is organized and structured. Students
need to be exposed to such text type and a method of understanding how the contexts
and purposes of texts are related to their schematic structures and linguistic
knowledge. Thus, by providing and analyzing text samples of the genre, it is a way to
familiarize students with the structure and linguistic features of this genre. In this way,
teachers would help students increase the awareness of the structure and the purpose
of the argumentative genre. Meanwhile, students are empowered with strategies and
skills necessary to replicate these features in their own writing. Also, it is possible to
choose poor writing scripts as bad models for students as suggested by Hyland (1990).
He pointed out that badly organized texts could also provide opportunities for
analyzing weaknesses and examples of ineffectual communication. In this way,

students can have better understanding of how a good essay is organized, and how it
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IS written to achieve the communicative purposes in a particular context by comparing
what happen to selected models in a target genre with students’ own writing. However,
exposure to model texts in the absence of explicit instruction does not help students
too much. Since ‘presentation of the model alone was not successful in producing
improvement. Improvement in overall quality was hardly to be expected from a single
exposure to the model’” (Crowhurst, 1991, p. 330). Therefore, explicit instruction of
argumentative genre is necessary and required in classroom practices.

Thus, fifthly, teachers should offer students explicit instruction in argumentative
writing. Writing instruction needs to offer students an explicit knowledge of how target
texts are structured and why they are written the way they look like because learning to
write requires outcomes and expectations. Evidence from the results showed that TU
students lack explicit knowledge about argumentative writing and some of them just
have very unclear ideas about this genre. Certain elements of English argumentative
essay may be more problematic for NEMS than for EMS, which is due to the NEMS’
relatively limited exposure to the conventions of English argumentative essay. Student
writers may benefit from more specific instruction in the discrete elements of an
argument, including how to formulate an effective claim, how to support claim with
evidence effectively and how to reach the requirements of argumentative genre. The
explicitness sets very clear outcomes and expectations of writing rather than obtains the
knowledge from unanalyzed samples, from repeated writing experience and from
teachers’ comments and suggestion (Hyland, 2003b). Students would be sensitized to

argumentative genre by sharing the teacher’s familiarity with such genre.
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Explicit instruction also should involve development of linguistic competence,
particularly to non-English major students, whose limited linguistic knowledge
prevents them from conveying meaning to the acceptable level. Therefore, explicit
instruction should be concerned with linguistic features, such as vocabulary use,
discourse markers and how texts are grammatically patterned. As Hyland (2007)
suggested, vocabulary and grammar are integrated into the exploration of texts and
contexts rather than taught as a discrete component. This helps students not only see
how grammar and vocabulary choices create meanings, but to understand how
language itself works, acquiring a way to talk about language and its role in texts. In
summary, explicit instruction in argumentative writing provides students with a
knowledge of appropriate language forms shifts writing instruction from the implicit
and exploratory to a conscious manipulation of language and choice (Hyland, 2007).

Next, teachers should encourage students to make good use of positive L1
transfer. Definitely, students have various skills and specific knowledge for writing
argumentative essay in L1. The repertoire of strategies can be transferred from L1 to
L2. L1 influences L2 writing in terms of rhetorical patterns such as paragraph
organization, linear organization structure, coordinating conjunctions, indirectness
devices, rhetorical appeals and reasoning strategies (Uysal, 2008). Kubota (1998)
claimed that L1 writing skills affected the quality of ESL organization. Chinese
vocabulary, discourse and Chinese writing styles were found to have direct or indirect

effects on English writing (Wang & Wen, 2004). Wang & Wen (2002) claimed that the
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L2 writing process is a bilingual event. L2 writers have both L1 and L2 at their disposal
when they are composing in L2 and the tendency of L1 occurrence varies with
individual composing activities. Students should be encouraged to compare writing
argumentative essay in L1 and L2, finding out the similarities and differences between
these two and borrowing useful writing strategies, skills, rhetorical device and relevant
knowledge from L1. The contrasting linguistic patterns in Chinese and English need to
be explicitly taught to L2 learners. In the event that students have difficulty making the
transfer, teachers as experienced writers can provide necessary support to them.

Lastly, as for implications for assessment, both diagnostic assessment and
achievement assessment can be done with the assistance of the modified model.
Under this framework, diagnostic assessment can help teachers diagnose problems
the students have with their writing, identifying areas the students need to improve,
and allowing teachers to provide interventions needed for improvements. In this way,
the model not only enables teachers to monitor the progress of students’ writing and
link teaching with assessment, but also provides a very clear picture of what is
expected and required to write an acceptable argumentative essay. Also, achievement
assessment can be done when students complete their writing task. Hyland (2007)
suggested that achievement assessment occurs when students’ writing abilities are
gradually stretched until they can achieve successful independent performance in this

genre. It is the right time to give an overall assessment to students’ work.
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5.3 Directions for Future Study:

Some unresolved issues emerged during the research process, which can serve
as directions for future research. First, although most of the texts in the present study
used supports to support claims, it seemed that some supports were more effective and
persuasive than others. A great number of them were less persuasive and had very
loose organization without displaying students’ good logical and reasoning skills. It
would be significant to investigate the nature of the Claim and Support moves, and
how supports function as real, good evidence to support claims, what are
characteristics of effective support, and how to empower students with logical and
reasoning skills to improve the effectiveness of claim and support. Second, a future
study can be done to evaluate the effectiveness of the elements in the modified model
structure which contribute to good quality of argumentative essays written by
university EFL students. Additional instructional studies are needed to investigate
how the modified model can be employed to help EFL students write English
argumentative essays. To the best of my knowledge, few studies have been conducted
on analysis of move-step structure of English argumentative essay in Chinese context.
Only Qin & Karabacak (2010) did this with Toulmin’s model (1958). This study
investigated the relationship between the use of Toulmin elements and the overall
quality of English argumentative essay. The correlational analysis found that the
overall quality of English argumentative essays was not correlated with the fundamental
Toulmin elements. Therefore, there is a need to investigate the effectiveness of the

modified model on the argumentative essay written by EFL learners. Thirdly, future
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study can investigate and then develop a set of assessment criteria of argumentative
writing based on the modified model. Normally, the holistic scoring rubric provides no
diagnostic information and may overlook subskills; whereas, analytic scoring rubric
often gives vague description. It would be useful to develop a scientific and systematic
genre-based scoring rubric. Therefore, teachers can intervene more effectively in
offering feedback on writing as suggested by Hyland (2007). Thus, the overall quality

of students’ argumentative writing can be improved.

5.4 Limitations of the Study:

It should be noted that there are several limitations in this study. Meanwhile,
these limitations of this particular study suggest several directions for further research
on second language argumentative writing. The first limitation was the size of corpus.
The corpus of this study was relatively small (200 texts). Moreover, the source of
selection of corpus lacked diversity because all texts were from one
university-Tongren University, where students have relatively low English language
proficiency. Therefore, the results of the present study cannot be generalized because
it fell short of painting a complete picture of argumentative essays written by all EFL
students in Chinese context. Thus, the findings of the present study cannot be final.
Future replications should look at larger numbers of texts written by students from
more universities or institutions to determine whether the results are consistent with
bigger different populations. Future work with diverse learners in diverse contexts

with larger corpus would benefit researchers, teachers, and, ultimately, writers.
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In addition, the quality of the texts may not be ensured due to time pressure and
students’ lack of devotion. The texts for the present study were written in one hour;
moreover, the students knew the quality of their essays would not account for their
academic performances, nor contribute to their marks or grades even though they
were told that it was part of achievement for that term. As a result, a great number of
the students may write their essays in a casual way and did not take the writing task
seriously. For the sake of future studies, learner corpora should be built. Students’
written work can be kept as original source for research. Learner corpus can provide
opportunity and convenience for teacher researchers to conduct research on students’
overall writing performances and tracing their writing development. Learner corpus
can give researchers a wide empirical basis, which makes it possible to uncover their
distinctive lexico-grammatical and stylistic signatures (Gilquin, et al. 2007). The
implications of learner corpora can be used for curriculum design, materials
development and teaching methodology (Keck, 2004). Also learner corpora allow
comparative study on argumentative essays with good quality and poor quality to be
carried out more easily and effectively.

The next limitation of the study may result from the teacher interviewees’ partial
understanding of the Hyland’s structure elements as well as from the exclusion of
student interviewees’ opinions about move-step structure. The researcher presumed
that the 5 teacher informants have the knowledge about the move functions of the

Hyland’s structure. Despite the detailed explanations of the structure elements of
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argumentative essay proposed by Hyland, some teacher interviewees seemed that they
did not have a full understanding of the functions of all components. As a result, their
answers to some interview questions may have deviated from the topic of move-step
structure. The answers may have been more satisfactory and useful if the
interviewee’s understanding of the functions of the structure elements of
argumentative essay was enhanced. As for the limitation from the student
interviewees’ perspective, the interview data lacked the student interviewees’
information about move-step structure for time consideration. The interview
questions for students focused more on their personal experience of writing, which
may miss the information about move-step structure from a different angle.
Conducting the interview with students by asking questions about move-step structure
would be time-consuming because the students have little knowledge about it, so the
researcher need much time to explain it. Moreover, it is probably a time-consuming
and ineffective task because the students may not be capable enough of understanding
completely the move-step structure. To facilitate the understanding of move-step
structure, after explaining the structure elements in detail, several texts can be given
to the teacher and student interviewees to analyze with the help of the researcher. In
doing so, the interviewee would be more familiar with the moves and their definitions
and functions. Thus, their answers to the interview questions on move-step structures
would get to the point directly, and the information about it from the students’ side

could enrich the interview data.
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APPENDIX A

The Instruction for the Writing Task

It has been announced by Chinese Ministry of Health that smoking will be
banned in all public places and office buildings from January 1, 2011. What’s your
opinion about this? Do you agree or disagree? Write an argumentative essay with
200-250 words in 1 hour on the topic ‘Should Smoking Be Banned in All Public
Places?’. Your essay should cover the following components: 1. your own opinion
about this topic; 2. supporting details to support your idea; 3. conclusion to your

statements.

H 2011 4F 1 i, PEMAETTE SN AL, SN TER. AJasiE
T HAILE AT B = A TAESH T 58 A48 LR o R0 IZANAEIH 2 IR VA A4 2
‘5% ‘Should Smoking Be Banned in All Public Places?” [#)il( i3 (200-250
Ty BHECY L/ . NARAEE: 1 XEXAE AU T A 20 WAk

P ORI RS SRR R 6 )5 3. IR A BRI A S 45
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APPENDIX B

Elements of Structure of the Argumentative Essay

Stage

Move

1. Thesis
Introduces the proposition
to be argued.

(Gambit)

Attention Grabber — controversial statement of dramatic illusion.
(Information)

Presents background material for topic contextualization.
Proposition

Furnishes a specific statement of position.

(Evaluation)

Positive gloss — brief support of proposition.

(Marker)
Introduces and /or identifies a list.
2. Argument Marker
Discusses grounds for | Signals the introduction of a claim and relates it to the text.
thesis. (Restatement)
(four move argument | Rephrasing or repetition of proposition.
sequence can be repeated | Claim
indefinitely) States reason for acceptance of the proposition.
Support
States the grounds which underpin the claim.
3. Conclusion (Marker)

Synthesized  discussion
and affirms the validity of
the thesis.

Signals conclusion boundary

Consolidation

Presents the significance of the argument stage to the proposition.
(Affirmation)

Restates proposition.

(Close)

Widens context or perspective of proposition.
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Hyland’s Model (1990)

Examples of moves

I. The Thesis Stage

1. The Gambit Move
Many foreign employers complain about the sub-standard graduates produced in PNG.
2.The Information Move
Since independence PNG has spent a lot of money financing the tertiary system and has not
obtained good value for its money.
3.The Proposition Move
I strongly propose the idea that our rural community schools be given first priority in terms
of government funding.
4.The Evaluation Move
This is primarily because it is the base of our education system.
5.The Marker Move
There are a number of reasons for increasing assistance to community education.

Il. The Argument Stage

1. The Marker Move
Another way to improve the standards is to ...
2. The restatement Move
The second reason why more money should be directly at the tertiary sector is ...
3. The Claim Move
With the basic skills we learn from community schools it would be easier for us to
understand the trade and economy of our country.
4. The Support Move
...all children should be allowed a basic education.

I11. The Conclusion Stage

1. The Marker Move
To conclude ...
2. The consolidation Move

Thus the quality of the graduates is improved and the various sectors of the community are
satisfied.

3. The Affirmation Move

To sum up, I strongly advise that more money should be spent on the primary sector.
4. The Close Move

The future of the country will be jeopardized if nothing is done to improve this sector.
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APPENDIX C
The Results of the Pilot Study

Thesis Argument Conclusion
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Thesis Argument Conclusion

| P EIM | M C |S M | RIC |S M C |S M | Co A | CL
EMO001 v \Y \Y v v v v
EMO002 v \Y \Y \Y \Y v \Y v v
EMO003 v \Y \Y \Y v \Y v \Y v \Y v v v
EMO004 v \Y \Y v \Y v
EMO005 v \Y \Y \Y v \Y v \Y v \Y v v
EMO006 v \Y \Y \Y v \Y v \Y v v v \Y
EMO007 v \Y \Y \Y \Y v v \Y v \Y v v v \Y
EMO008 v \Y v \Y \Y \Y v v \Y v \Y v v \Y
EMO009 v \Y \Y \Y v \Y v v \Y v v v v
EMO010 vV |V % \% % v \% v v
EMO11 vV |V \% vV |V v vV |V vV |V v v
EMO012 vV |V % \% vV |V v vV |V v v
EMO013 v \Y \Y \Y v \Y v v \Y v \Y v v \Y
EMO014 v \Y \Y v \Y v \Y v \Y
EMO015 v \Y v \Y \Y v \Y v v \Y v v
EMO016 v v \Y v \Y v \Y v \Y
EMO17 v \Y \Y \Y v \Y v v v
EMO018 v \Y \Y v v \Y v \Y v \Y
EMO019 v \Y v \Y \Y v \Y v v \Y v \Y v v
EMO020 v \Y \Y v v v v
EMO021 v \Y v \Y \Y v \Y v v \Y v \Y v v v \Y
EMO022 vV |V % \% vV |V v vV |V vV |V v v
EMO023 vV |V % \% vV |V v vV |V v v v
EMO024 vV |V vV |V \% vV |V v v v v
EMO025 v
EMO026 v \Y v \Y \Y v \Y v v \Y v
EMO027 v \Y \Y \Y v \Y v \Y v
EMO028 v \Y \Y \Y v \Y v v \Y v v \Y
EMO029 v v \Y \Y \Y v \Y v v v \Y
EMO030 v \Y \Y v \Y v v \Y v \Y v \Y
EMO031 v \Y \Y \Y \Y v \Y v \Y v
EMO032 v \Y v v
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Thesis Argument Conclusion
| P M |M|[RIC |S M | RIC |S M | RIC |S M | Co A | CL
EMO033 v
Total 33 | 27 6 24 1030 |22 |27 |0|29 |18 |24 | 0|24 |16 |15 | 13 21 | 10
EM=English Major NEM=Non-English Major G=Gambit I=Information
P=Proposition E=Evaluation M=Marker R=Restatement C=Claim
S=Support Co=Consolidation A=Affirmation CL=Close
The Results of the Main Study (2)
Thesis Argument Conclusion
| P M |M|[RIC |S M |RIC |S M |RIC |S M | Co A | CL
EMO034 v \Y v \Y v v \Y v v v v \Y
EMO035 v \Y v \Y \Y v \Y v \Y v v
EMO036 v \Y \Y v \Y v v v \Y
EMO037 \Y
EMO038 vV |V % \% vV |V v \% v vV |V
EMO039 v % \% vV |V v vV |V vV |V v
EMO040 vV |V vV |V \% % v vV |V vV |V v v
EMO041 v \Y \Y \Y v \Y v v \Y v v v
EMO042 v \Y v \Y v v v v v
EMO043 v \Y v \Y \Y v \Y v v \Y v \Y v v
EMO044 v \Y \Y v v \Y v v \Y v \Y v v
EMO045 v \Y \Y \Y v \Y v v \Y v \Y v
EMO046 v
EMO047 v \Y \Y \Y v \Y v v \Y v \Y v v
EMO048 v \Y v \Y \Y v \Y v v v v \Y
EMO049 v \Y \Y \Y v \Y v v v v
EMO050 vV |V % \% vV |V v v v v
EMO051 vV |V vV |V \% % v vV |V vV |V %
EMO052 vV |V v \% vV |V v v v
EMO053 v \Y \Y v v v v \Y
EMO054 v \Y v \Y \Y v \Y v v v v
EMO055 v \Y v \Y \Y v \Y v \Y v \Y v
EMO056 v \Y \Y v v \Y v v \Y v \Y v v
EMO057 v \Y v \Y v v \Y v v \Y v \Y v \Y
EMO058 v \Y v \Y v v \Y v v v \Y
EMO059 v \Y v \Y \Y v \Y v v \Y v \Y v v
EMO060 v \Y \Y \Y v \Y v v \Y v v v
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Thesis Argument Conclusion
| P EIM | M |R|C |S M | RIC |S M | RIC |S M | Co A | CL
EMO061 v \Y v \Y \Y \Y v v v
EMO062 v \Y v \Y \Y v \Y v v \Y v v v
EMO063 v \Y v \Y \Y v \Y v v \Y v \Y v v v
EMO064 v \Y \Y v v \Y v v \Y v
EMO065 v \Y v \Y v v \Y v v \Y v v v
EMO066 v \Y v \Y v v \Y v v \Y v \Y v v \Y
Total 66 |57 | 1|23 |51 |0|61 |49 |58 0|60 |45 |44 | 0|43 |29 |34 |18 50 | 19
EM=English Major NEM=Non-English Major G=Gambit I=Information
P=Proposition E=Evaluation M=Marker R=Restatement C=Claim
S=Support Co=Consolidation A=Affirmation CL=Close
The Results of the Main Study (3)
Thesis Argument Conclusion
I P EIM |M |R|C |S M | RIC |S M | RIC |S M | Co A | CL
EMO067 \% \% vV |V \% vV |V v vV |V vV |V v vV |V
EMO068 \% \% vV |V \% vV |V v vV |V v v v
EMO069 \Y \Y v \Y \Y v \Y v v \Y v v v \Y
EMO070 \Y \Y v \Y \Y v \Y v v v v \Y
EMO71 \Y \Y \Y \Y \Y v v v
EMO072 \Y \Y v \Y \Y v \Y v v \Y v \Y v v
EMO073 \Y \Y \Y v v \Y v v \Y v v v \Y
EMO074 \Y \Y v \Y v
EMO75 \Y \Y \Y \Y v \Y v v \Y v \Y
EMO76 \Y \Y v \Y \Y v v \Y v \Y v v \Y
EMO77 \Y \Y \Y \Y v \Y v v \Y v \Y v v
EMO078 \% \% vV |V \% vV |V v vV |V vV |V v
EMO079 \% \% % \% % v vV |V v vV |V
EMO080 \% \% vV |V \% vV |V v vV |V vV |V v v
EMO081 \Y \Y \Y \Y v \Y v v \Y v \Y v v
EMO082 \Y \Y ARY \Y \Y v \Y v v v v \Y
EMO083 \Y \Y v \Y \Y v \Y v v v
EMO084 \Y \Y \Y v v v
EMO085 \Y \Y \Y v v v
EMO086 \Y \Y \Y \Y v \Y v v \Y v v v \Y
EMO087 %
EMO088 \Y \Y \Y \Y v v \Y v \Y v
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Thesis Argument Conclusion
I P M |M|[RIC |S M | RIC |S M | RIC |S M | Co A | CL
EMO089 \Y \Y \Y v
EMO090 \Y v
EMO091 \Y \Y \Y \Y v v v \Y
EMO092 \Y \Y \Y \Y \Y v v \Y v \Y v v
EMO093 \Y \Y v \Y \Y v \Y v v \Y v \Y v v \Y
EMO094 \Y \Y \Y \Y v \Y v v \Y v \Y v
EMO095 \Y \Y \Y \Y v \Y v v \Y v \Y v v
EMO096 \Y \Y v \Y \Y v \Y v v \Y v v
EMO097 \Y \Y v \Y \Y v \Y v v \Y v v v v
EMO098 \% \% \% v v vV |V
EMO099 \% \% v
EM100 \% \% \% vV |V v v v
Total 100 | 89 35|74 10|93 |73 (83087 |67 |64 |0|64 |41 |57 |24 74 | 31
EM=English Major NEM=Non-English Major G=Gambit I=Information
P=Proposition E=Evaluation M=Marker R=Restatement C=Claim
S=Support Co=Consolidation A=Affirmation CL=Close
The Results of the Main Study (4)
Thesis Argument Conclusion
| P M |M|[RIC |S M |RIC |S M |RIC |S M | Co A | CL
NEMO001 v \Y \Y \Y \Y v \Y v \Y
NEMO002 v \Y \Y v
NEMO003 v \Y \Y v v
NEMO004 \Y
NEMO005 v
NEMO006 vV |V v v v
NEMO007 vV |V % % v vV |V vV |V v v
NEMO008 v
NEMO009 \Y \Y v v
NEMO010 v \Y v v
NEMO011 v \Y \Y \Y \Y v \Y v v
NEMO012 v \Y \Y \Y v
NEMO013 \Y \Y \Y v
NEMO014 v
NEMO015 v \Y \Y \Y \Y \Y \Y
NEMO016 v \Y \Y \Y \Y v \Y v v v \Y
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The Results of the Main Study (5)
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Thesis Argument Conclusion
| P EIM | M C |S M | RIC |S M | RIC |S M | Co A | CL
NEMO045 v \Y \Y v v v v \Y
NEMO046 \Y \Y \Y \Y v v v
NEMO047 v \Y v \Y \Y \Y v \Y v v v
NEMO048 v \Y \Y v v
NEMO049 v \Y \Y \Y \Y v \Y v v
NEMO050 \Y \Y v v v v
NEMO051 v \Y \Y v \Y v v
NEMO052 v \Y \Y \Y \Y v v v
NEMO053 v \Y v \Y \Y v \Y v v \Y v v v
NEMO054 vV |V v vV |V v v v vV |V
NEMO055 vV |V % \% vV |V v v v v
NEMO056 \% v v v v v
NEMO057 v \Y \Y v v \Y
NEMO058 v \Y \Y \Y \Y v v \Y v v v
NEMO059 v \Y \Y \Y v \Y v v \Y v v v \Y
NEMO060 v \Y \Y v v v v v
NEMO061 v \Y \Y \Y \Y v v v
NEMO062 v \Y \Y v v
NEMO063 v \Y \Y v v
NEMO064 v \Y v \Y v v v v
NEMO065 v \Y v \Y v \Y ARY v
NEMO066 vV |V % \% vV |V v v %
Total 58 |57 | 7|7 |29 57 | 37 | 33 43 |23 |22 (1|22 |6 |23 |7 42 | 16
EM=English Major NEM=Non-English Major G=Gambit I=Information
P=Proposition E=Evaluation M=Marker R=Restatement C=Claim
S=Support Co=Consolidation A=Affirmation CL=Close
The Results of the Main Study (6)
Thesis Argument Conclusion
I P E M | M C |S M | RIC |S M | RIC |S M | Co A | CL
NEMO067 \Y v \Y \Y v \Y v v \Y v \Y v v
NEMO068 \Y v v \Y v v \Y v
NEMO069 \Y v \Y v v
NEMO70 \Y v \Y v v v v v
NEMO71 \Y v \Y v \Y v v \Y v v
NEMO072 \Y v \Y v \Y v v v v
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Thesis Argument Conclusion
G| P E M|M|R|C |S M | RIC |S M | RIC |S M | Co A | CL

NEMO73 \Y v \Y \Y v \Y v v \Y v \Y v v
NEMO74 \Y v \Y \Y v \Y
NEMO75 \Y v v \Y v \Y v v v v
NEMO076 \Y \Y v v v v v
NEMO77 \Y \Y v v
NEMO78 \Y v \Y \Y v v v \Y
NEMO79 \Y \Y v v
NEMO080 ARY \Y v \Y v v
NEMO081 \Y v \Y \Y v \Y v v \Y v v v
NEMO082 \% \% v v v vV |V
NEMO083 \% v \% v v v
NEMO084 v \% v v v
NEMO085 \Y v \Y v \Y v v v \Y
NEMO086 v v \Y \Y v \Y v v v \Y
NEMO087 \Y v \Y \Y v \Y v v \Y v v v
NEMO088 v \Y v \Y v v v
NEMO089 \Y v v v
NEMO090 \Y v \Y \Y v
NEMO091 \Y \Y \Y v v
NEMO092 \Y v \Y v v
NEMO093 v \Y \Y \Y \Y v \Y v v
NEM094 | v |V v \% v
NEMO095 \% v vV |V \% vV |V v \% v v
NEMO096 vV |V \% v v
NEMO097 v \Y v v v v
NEMO098 \Y v \Y \Y v v v v \Y
NEMO099 \Y \Y \Y \Y v v \Y
NEM100 v
Total 4183 |8 |11 |11 |39 |0|87 |62 |49 |2|65 |37 |29 |3|28 ]9 37 | 12 68 | 22

EM=English Major NEM=Non-English Major G=Gambit I=Information

P=Proposition E=Evaluation M=Marker R=Restatement C=Claim

S=Support Co=Consolidation A=Affirmation CL=Close
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APPENDIX E
Interview Questions for Teachers

What are possible reasons for the absence of the Gambit move in most of

students’ essays?
Why do you think most of students can use the move of Information?

146

Why do you think most of the students could use the move of Proposition easily

and naturally?

Why did most of students fail to present the Evaluation move?

Why did the Restatement move rarely occur in students’ texts?

Why do you think most of the texts present the move of Claim?

Why do you think most of the students used much more Affirmation than
Consolidation?

Why do you think an average English major student used more moves than an
average non-English major?

Do you think an essay with the pattern ‘I + A(C+S)n+ D + P’is an
argumentative essay? Why do you think some texts (13) have this pattern?

Do you think the new move Suggestion/Recommendation in the Conclusion is
acceptable? What are reasons for the presence of this move?

What are reasons for the presence of the new move of Contradiction to the

Proposition?
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APPENDIX F

Interview Questions for Students

Did you know about the general structure of argumentative essay before? From
who?

. What are the problems you have when writing one?

Do you think an essay with the pattern ‘I + A(C+S)n+ D + P’is an
argumentative essay? Some students wrote their essays with the pattern. From
whom do you think they got it?

Do you think those EMs would have a better basic knowledge about writing
argumentative essay? Why?

. What makes a good conclusion in an argumentative essay?

. What are basic elements for an argumentative essay?

- PR LA IS S T O SRR R 2 AR L R 1 2

STL

- RSEAHAE S ST OB SN, T2 AT WL I A

=

o

. PRBEAFT+A(CH+S) n + D + PR SIS 7 A7 db22 A [ T IX AN 4S54,

AT
PROEAFAATT 2 WS L T i 2117 2

- AR ST Lol 22 2R LU AR SR b AR AT BB 1A SR S TR D38 SR R 2
A

- RN R BRSO & RN %S IS ?

- AR TR BRSO MR R A EE 7
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