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Aims and Scopes

Maodern Enalish Education is a refereed, quarterly-published journal of the Modemn
English Education Society (MEESo), which was first published in 2000. The purpose of
Hgoln % the journal publication is to promote academic exchange among researchers and
Modern English teachers in Korea and abroad who are interested in connecting theory and practice of
Education the learning and teaching of English as a foreign or second fanguage and in broadening
their views on English education in general.

Editor-in-Chief

Hikyoung Lee (Korea University)

Table of Contents Manuscript Submission

e-published by LM F=ies”

Current Issue

All articles are available online free of charge
Table of Contents :

Understanding the Development of EFL Undergraduate Students’ Research Writing:

A= An Investigation of the Use of Metadiscourse

s Temporal Organization of English Fricatives in the Speech of Korean Learners of English
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The Impact of Extensive Reading on Lexical Complexity in Second Language Writing

Pre-Service English Teachers' Academic Achievernent and Perceptions Based on Their Admission Types.
A1 A Case Study of a National University in 2019

Second Language Acquisition of Complex Structures:
/~| The Case of English Obligue Relative Clauses
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#= MNonnative English Teachers in Korean Secondary Schools
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An Analysis of the Commenting on Results Move
in Applied Linguistics Research Articles

Yoon-Hee Na

Chonnam National University

I. INTRODUCTION

For the last few decades, research articles (RAs) have been increasingly recognized as an
important academic genre that serves as a venue in which writers make new knowledge
claims based on their findings (Parkinson, 2011; Sheldon, 2019). With the awareness that in
order for their knowledge claims to be endorsed by their discourse community members,
writers should present their research in a way that corresponds to their readers’ expectations in
terms of language use, several linguistic features of the RA genre have been investigated,
including modality (Salager-Meyer, 1994), hedges and boosters (Hyland, 1998; E. Shim, 2017),
and reporting verbs (Thompson & Ye, 1991). These studies have emphasized the importance
and prevalence of such linguistic or textual features by showing that they are widely used in
RAs and thus they may reflect the discourse function of the RA genre. In addition to the
studies that analyzed dominant linguistic features of RAs, there is also a growing body of
genre-based studies on RAs which have examined the rhetorical structure with a focus on how
the writer organizes his or her text to communicate its purpose (Swales, 1981, 1990, 2004). In
regard to the rhetorical structure of the Discussion section in particular, a two-level move/step
analysis has been vigorously adopted (Basturkmen 2009; Peacock, 2002; Yang & Allison,
2003). Although most of these studies identified communicative functions of the rhetorical
structure, they did not attempt to explore semantic resources associated with the rhetorical
organization.

To fill this void, this study attempts to examine how rhetorical strategies, linguistic
indicators, and semantic resources co-articulate with each other to construct the writer’s
knowledge claims in the Commenting on Results move in a Discussion section of RAs.

The following research questions guide the study:
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1) How frequently do RA writers use the Commenting on Results move in a Discussion
section?
2) What rhetorical strategies are employed by RA writers to make knowledge claims in

the Commenting on Results move?
3) What linguistic indicators and semantic resources do RA writers use to make
knowledge claims in the Commenting on Results move?

Il. METHOD

A total of 30 quantitative RAs in the field of Applied Linguistics comprise the corpus of
the study. For this study, a small, specialized corpus was appropriate for the “contextually
informed analyses” (Flowerdew, 2004, p. 18). Because texts in the corpus were coded
manually at a clause level and across clauses and sentences, or even across several paragraphs
with instances of a knowledge claim being highlighted and categorized via an interpretive
process, this process of analysis was recursive and labor intensive, requiring sensitive
consideration of co-texts and meanings in contexts. Therefore a relatively small corpus was
essential for this study.

The present study attempts to analyze the rhetorical structure as well as semantic resources
used by RA writers to make knowledge claims in the Commenting on Results move
embedded in a Discussion section of RAs. The study has firstly drawn on Swales’ (1990,
2004) two-level move/step analysis that examines texts using a contextual procedure that
emphasizes communicative functions. In his method of analysis, a genre is seen as consisting
of distinct functional units in a hierarchically structured framework in which a particular
section is divided into several rhetorical moves that are then subsequently divided into
constituent steps. Since the study focuses on a Discussion section, Yang and Allison’s (2003),
Basturkmen’s (2009) and Lim (2010)’s descriptions of moves and steps in the final sections of
RAs in Applied Linguistics were then used as a framework for the rhetorical analysis of the
present study.

For the analysis of the data, all 30 RAs were firstly read by the researcher in their entirety
before the Discussion sections were scrutinized. After ensuring that a holistic understanding of
the RAs was gained, the analysis of the rhetorical structure of the Discussion sections was
conducted, extracting all the Result-Comment Sequences from the data. In each
Result-Comment Sequence of the text, any segment that involves a presentation of a finding
was firstly underlined and marked as the Reporting Results move and any related comments
made on that particular finding were marked as the Commenting on Results move. Looking
into the internal structure of Result-Comment Sequences, each occurrence of all types of
commentary steps embedded in the Commenting on Results move was then annotated in each
text so that its frequency can be identified. The number of occurrence of each step was
calculated in accordance with the number of times it occurs without being interrupted by any
other step. Hence, a step constituting a segment may consist of a clause or several sentences
or even the whole paragraph as long as its occurrence was not interrupted by any other

rhetorical step.

The analysis of the present study took one step further to identify the semantic resources
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used to realize rhetorical purposes in each commentary step, by adding a sub-step into the
existing move/step framework and ultimately forming a three-level move/step/sub-step
framework (see Figure 1). Since there were no pre-determined categories of semantic resources
presented in the previous literature, the analysis of the semantic resources was conducted

inductively by paying close attention to the contexts where they were used.

Move £ Step >  Sub-step
7~ B

z .. = Making logical inferences
Interprei]ng « = Referringto observations
# = Linking to literature

= = Presenting consistent results
Cumpanng = Preszenting inconsistent results

= Referring to design features
= FReferring to observations

= Referring to contesds

= Linking to lterature

| Commenting .-
on Results Explanitg

3 .+ Making evaluative comments
Ewaluating - Indicating limitations
: = Indicating contributions

- Suggesting wariablesfmethads

Suggesting S = Indicating unrezohred izzues
e J _

FIGURE 1 A Three-level Move/Step/Sub-step Framework

lll. RESULTS & DISCUSSION
1. Frequency of Result-Comment Sequences and Types of Steps

The analysis of the corpus showed that Result-Comment Sequences were present in all 30
RAs. A total of 108 Result-Comment Sequences were found in the entire corpus. Each RA
included 1 to 9 sequences with an average of 3.6 sequences per article. This finding is
consistent with Basturkmen’s (2009) observation, which showed that the bulk of the Discussion
section comprised sequences of an initiating move of Reporting Results followed by a
subsequent move of Commenting on Results, and this sequence can be repeated for as many
results as the RA writers wished to discuss. A further analysis of the Commenting on Results
move embedded in the 108 Result-Comment Sequences revealed that the corpus included a
total of 245 steps with an average of 2.27 steps employed to discuss a particular result.

With regard to the types of steps embedded in the Commenting on Results move, five
types of steps were identified in the corpus, including (1) Interpreting Results, (2) Comparing
Results with Literature. (3) Explaining Results, (4) Evaluating Results, and (5) Suggesting
Future Research. The analysis of the data further showed that the writers selected from the
five possible steps in various combinations to realize the move of Commenting on Results.
Therefore, it was often the case that several steps were staked around one particular finding,
resulting in an elaborate architecture like Result-Comment (Step 1-Step 2-Step 4) or
Result-Comment (Step 2-Step 3-Step 1) Sequences.

Regarding the overall frequency of each step in the corpus, Interpreting, Comparing, and

Accounting for Results were found to be the most frequently used rhetorical strategies in
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making knowledge claims in a Discussion section, each accounting for 35%, 23%, 22% of the
corpus, respectively. Evaluating Results and Suggesting Future Research were relatively less
employed compared to the other three.

2. Analysis of Rhetorical Strategies, Linguistic Indicators, and Semantic
Resources

The analysis of the data uncovered typical linguistic indicators that signal the deployment of
a particular rhetorical strategy. A set of linguistic indicators employed to realize different
rhetorical strategies in the present corpus are in a similar vein to the overt markers of
interpretation, comparison, and explanation described in most of the previous research (Le &
Harrington, 2015; Lim 2010; Samraj, 2013). Not much addressed in the previous studies, but
nevertheless found in this study were the indicators of evaluation and suggestion. In particular,
the finding that evaluation markers indicating limitations and suggestion markers indicating
areas or directions of future research all incorporated whether-clauses to specify exactly what
the unresolved issue is and what needs to be addressed in future studies with regard to a
particular finding is worth noting because these features may be exclusively specific to the
Commenting on Results move.

The analysis of the use of semantic resources revealed the various sources with which RA
writers establish and advance knowledge claims. The transformation of findings into knowledge
claims was made through combinations of various resources such as the author’s logical
inference, reference to literature, observation of the data, design features, etc. This finding
corroborates Sheldon’s (2019) observation that the RAs writers presented their results and
changed them into knowledge claims such as “deduction, speculation, possibility, and
hypothesis that allowed them to emphasize the uniqueness of their contributions” (p. 6).

It is worth noting that the most salient sematic resources were different from one rhetorical
strategy to another. For example, when interpreting results, RA authors heavily resorted on
logical inference moving from a concrete finding to a general statement or claim while when
explaining results, the design features of the study were most heavily mobilized as sematic
resources in making their knowledge claims. Another important finding is that previous
literature was found to be commonly utilized in realizing several rhetorical strategies including
interpretation, explanation, comparison, and evaluation. Writers not only devised their own
interpretations or explanations of their findings by tactfully forging links to those found in the
literature, but also used results of the previous literature to indicate consistency or
inconsistency of findings. In addition, they used the semantic resources of theories, models, or
findings of previous literature when evaluating their finding especially with regard to the
importance or expectedness/unexpectedness of it. This pervasive use of citations across many
different rhetorical strategies seems to highlight the important role of the literature or citations
as the crucial semantic means for realizing different purposes of argumentation in an RA
genre (Samraj, 2013).

The employment of semantic resources as a source for knowledge claims is underrepresented
in studies of RAs, which implies that the findings of this study could have important
pedagogical implications for the teaching of English for Academic Purposes (EAP). The model
of rhetorical strategies, linguistic indicators, and sources for knowledge claims identified

through a three-level move/step/sub-step analysis in the present study could, therefore, be used
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to devise discipline-specific EAP teaching materials and classroom activities for students
preparing to enter their discourse community, and familiarize prospective researchers with the
rhetorical behavior and semantic resources they can draw on in making knowledge claims in
their discourse community. To help student writers develop such rhetorical strategies, EAP
instructors can employ an explicit teaching method in which a genre-based meta-language
serves as a framework for raising the students’ awareness of the types of comments that are
valued in this discourse context (e.g., interpreting, comparing, and explaining results) as well
as various semantic resources (e.g., through the writer’s own inferences from the finding, or
observation of the study, via the literature or by indicating design features) associated with
each rhetorical strategy. Through an explicit teaching of such knowledge claim strategies by
presenting and discussing the framework presented in Figure 1, students can benefit from a
rich, meaning-based meta-language for connecting specific rhetorical moves and steps with

their linguistic uses and semantic resources in the discourse.
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Korean EFL Learners’ Use of Complex RCs in a CMC Context

Chae-Eun Kim

Chosun University

I. INTRODUCTION

The present study examines Korean university students’ use of English RCs in language
interaction via computer chatting. Communication in foreign language contexts is essential for
EFL learners to increase their communicative ability; however, finding meaningful interactions
with native English speakers is difficult for Korean EFL learners. Learners’ use of computer
technologies for interaction with native speakers (NS) and even non-native speakers (NNS)
has been welcomed in second language and foreign language learning and teaching (E. H.
Hwang & N. Lee, 2014). Computer-mediated communication (CMC) encourages learners’ use
of computers for learning and even for teaching L2. CMC is considered a tool for L2
development since learners can use it to engage in meaningful communication through
interaction with native speakers or non-native speakers of English.

Although some studies have shown that L2 learners have more time to focus on form even

in synchronous CMC settings (Abrams, 2003), to my limited knowledge, none of these

2 =2 goraeuc.
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studies have investigated how EFL learners use certain grammatically complex structures in
fairly interactive settings. Therefore, this study examines how often EFL learners use one of
the complex English structures (relative clauses) and what structure types are employed in
text-based NNS-NNS interactions conducted through synchronous CMC. RCs are one of the
English language’s complex structures because of their syntactic structure. Mastery of a
certain complex syntactic structure can be used as a measurement of language competence
(Chomsky, 1971).

The researcher aimed to address the following research questions:

1) What types of English RCs do Korean EFL learners use in synchronous computer chat
sessions?

2) What kinds of head nouns in terms of animacy do Korean EFL learners use in direct
object RCs?

3) What kinds of noun types do Korean EFL learners use in the subject position in direct
object RCs?

Il. The Study

The data was collected from text chatting sessions conducted as part of the Korea Waseda

Cross-Cultural Distance Learning Program (CCDL). All subjects of this study were native
speakers of Korean, with a mean age of 23 (range: 21-25) and took an “English Grammar”
course offered by the department of English language and literature at Korea University.
Three to four students from each university were formed into a group. Each session lasted no
longer than one hour, and students were able to save the complete chat data as a
documented file to use in a final reflection paper. The study examines the 18 Korean EFL
learners’ production. First, all RC tokens in the data set were counted. Second, selected
tokens were analyzed based on the types of English RCs (subject RCs and object RCs) used.
Lastly, after identification of RC type, (1) animacy of the head noun, and (2) NPs in
embedded subject position were examined to investigate the properties of English RCs
produced in synchronous CMC settings.

lll. RESULTS
1. Type of RCs

To answer the first research question, all chatting data was analyzed. 18 students produced
5,874 sentences in total (56 sentences per each session). EFL learners in the current research
study produced both subject and direct object RCs in almost equal numbers (30 for subject
RC and 32 for direct object RC). Their performance on both subject and direct object RCs
was good. They achieved perfect accuracy for both types because all the RCs produced did
not have any ungrammatical forms. Examples of subject and direct object RCs extracted from

the data are shown in (1).
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(1a) Example of Subject RC In Korea, fluent speaker of English who comes to mind at
first is Kimoon Ban. (Participant 16)

(1b) Example of Direct object RC ...and the others also are about the features of English
that we use. (Participant 9)

The results of this study confirm those of previous studies in that the learners produced
subject and direct object RCs, which are higher on the NPAH. No indirect object, oblique, or
genitive RCs, which are lower on the NPAH, were produced. However, interestingly, the
participants did not avoid employing direct object RCs in synchronous interaction via the
computer. This contradicts the claim that the syntactic complexity of direct object RCs leads
learners to use them less often than subject RCs. In the following sections, we will examine
the questions of why Korean EFL learners produce direct object RCs more often compared to
the results of previous research and what kinds of direct object RCs EFL learners produce.

2. Animacy of Head Noun

Among 32 direct object RCs, 88% of the sentences including direct object RCs contained
inanimate head nouns, such as information, some places, and the photos. The participants
mostly produced direct object RCs with inanimate head nouns as shown in (2). Interestingly,

all 30 subject RCs had only animate head nouns, as shown in example (3).

(2a) according to information we have, the ranking of Waseda university. (Participant 4)

(2b) There are some places that every foreigner visits when they come to Korea.
(Participant5)

(2c) What’s your thought about the photos we upload on SNS? (Participant 6)

(3) Example of Subject RC In Korea, fluent speaker of English who comes to mind at

first is Kimoon Ban. (Participant 16)

The results of analysis of the animacy of head nouns in two RCs clearly demonstrated the
distinctive preference for animacy. The fact that the participants did not avoid direct object
RCs but employed inanimate head nouns in direct object RCs is a strong indicator that the
vast majority of direct object RCs in actual speech take inanimate head nouns.

3. Pronominal RC Subject

As an additional analysis, the NP types of the embedded subject position were analyzed.
Among 32 direct object RCs, 81% in the data set used personal pronouns as the subject in
the embedded clause. Two types of NP as the embedded subject, first singular and first
plural pronouns (e.g., I and we), were most frequently used, as shown in (4).

(4a)...and the others also are about the features of English that we use.(Participant 9)
(4b)There are lots of things we should try hard to improve and fix, I guess. (Participant 6)

Embedded subject position took the pronoun we, as shown in example (4), which is
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consistent with Warren and Gibson’s results, which indicate that pronouns weaken the
processing burden. While these pronouns referred to default referents, definite descriptions
(e.g., the N) introduced referents (Warren & Gibson, 2002). Because the first person
pronoun in the subject position does not require the participants to build a new discourse
referent, which imposes an additional processing cost, use of the first person nouns is

preferred.

V. CONCLUSION

Our findings that EFL learners presented direct object RCs with inanimate head nouns in
chatting sessions extends the assumption that direct object RCs in actual speech take
inanimate head nouns. This finding strongly supports the previous findings that indicated
direct object RCs are easier to process when they have inanimate head nouns. Also, the
results of analyzing the NP types in subject position suggest that there is a strong connection
between a referent for an NP and the processing cost of the direct object RC. I and we
were found to be the most common subjects in direct object RCs, which is consistent with
earlier research. Furthermore, the findings demonstrate that the types of an NP are dependent
on the processing cost of the direct object RCs.

In the EFL teaching context, an EFL teacher is required to understand both the form and
function of English RC construction with regard to types of RCs (see Celce-Murcia &
Larsen-Freeman, 1999). Students should be aware of the differences in syntactic patterns
between their first and target languages. More importantly, knowledge of multiple factors,
such as animacy of head noun and a pronominal RC subject, can influence the learning of

direct object RCs in English, which is crucial in mastery of TL.
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