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Abstract—As the leading section in a research article (RA), the introduction typically leaves a lasting
impression on the reader. It is thus necessary to make a well-crafted and organized introduction in the writing
of successful RAs. However, a lack of studies has paid attention to the rhetorical moves in the non-Scopus and
Scopus RA introductions in the linguistics area. Therefore, the present study first investigated the realization
and essentiality of moves and steps of introductions from both corpora, and then it delved into the
relationships of distributions of moves and steps of these two sources. A total of 100 English linguistics RA
introductions were selected in this study. The non-Scopus and Scopus corpus each included 50 RA
introductions taken from two journals. Based on the adapted Swales’ (1990) Create-A-Research-Space (CARS)
model and Rasmeenin’s (2006) rationale, the analysis of the identification and essentiality of moves was
conducted. The findings revealed that Move 3 Step 5 was a novel step used in both corpora. Besides, though
there were no statistically significant relationships in the essentiality rate of moves and steps between the two
corpora, divergence did exist in the essentiality categorization of Move 1, Move 3, Move 1 Step 3, Move 2 Step
1B and Move 3 Step 1A. The results of this study highlight the rhetorical convention and the essentiality of
moves and steps in the common non-Scopus journals and the prestigious Scopus journals, providing a
template for writers in constructing crafted introductions and getting them published in Scopus journals.

Index Terms—rhetorical moves, introduction section, linguistics research articles, Scopus-indexed journals,
non-Scopus-indexed journals

I. INTRODUCTION

In the academic community, the publication of research articles in high-impact journals has always been essential.
Launched in November 2004, Scopus maintains a trustful database of abstracts and citations for peer-reviewed literature.
It has a wider scope than the Web of Science and a higher level of accuracy than Google Scholar (Falagas et al., 2008).
In the field of linguistics and language, 997 journals were covered in the list of 2021, and 221 journals were displayed
with open access. 209 journals were included in the list of Q1, Q2, Q3 and Q4. On the contrary, non-Scopus refers to
the journals that are not included in Scopus’s index and are frequently disregarded when evaluating researchers’
performance at the international level. Logically, to gain wide acceptance from a particular research field, academic
writers including experts, scholars, lecturers and even postgraduate students are pursuing publication of their findings in
Scopus-indexed journals of high prestige and social recognition. Such mental engagements not only create a record of
original contributions to knowledge but also lead to more opportunities for attaining excellence in their future careers
(Lindahl, 2018). As a result, it is pivotal to construct a well-structured RA.

Given that a typical RA is in a highly codified rhetorical form, the rhetorical structure of each section in RA should
not be underestimated. Following the hourglass IMRD (Introduction, Method, Results, Discussion) diagram (Hill et al.,
1982), the introduction section is regarded as the first section that frequently affects whether readers will keep reading
the RA (Grant & Pollack, 2011). This section usually provides a map to editors, reviewers and readers, and serves to
situate the research regarding what the RA covers and why it matters. Besides, this opening section is required to
provide crucial motivation and show the study’s contribution to readers. In writing the introduction, writers have “an
unnerving wealth of options” and they need to decide “the amount and type of background knowledge to be included”
(Swales, 1990, p. 138). In terms of this, the proper use of rhetorical moves is of great significance. Moves are defined as
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the schematic, discoursal, and the rhetorical units, performing the communicative or social functions of a particular
genre (Bhatia, 2006; Swales & Feak, 2000). However, due to the introduction of RAs from different indexed sources, it
has rarely been studied whether these introduction sections follow the same standard of move structure and meet the
requirement of Scopus-indexed journals with high impact, particularly in the discipline of linguistics and language.
Hence, this study aims to fill the gap by investigating the patterns of rhetorical moves and steps of RA introductions
from non-Scopus and Scopus journals and exploring the distribution relationships in using moves between the two
corpora. The findings of this study facilitated academic writers to use moves effectively and craft a well-organized
linguistics RA introduction that reaches a high-ranking Scopus level.

Il. LITERATURE REVIEW

The introduction section, although it is typically the shortest section of an article, it always plays a decisive role in
the continuation of the reading (Grant & Pollack, 2011). This section usually accounts for about 5-7 paragraphs (first 2-
3 pages) of the research and reflects the originality or novelty of the work to show how the RA at hand differs from
others and convince readers to continue reading (Ahlstrom, 2017). Therefore, writing a strong and well-organized
introduction is of great significance. However, it remains a tough and burdensome task for both novice and expert
writers. For novice writers, the pressure of reporting their research in English has widely increased. After interviewing
editors from eleven English language teaching journals worldwide, Flowerdew (2001) noticed that the most problematic
area for them is not the errors they made at the surface level of the English language such as the use of the article or the
subject-verb agreement but the writing of inappropriate structure of the introduction section in a RA. For expert writers,
they may encounter difficulties in the writing process, for instance, the amount of background information, the
authoritative tone versus the sincere tone, the attractiveness to readers, and the directness of the approach they intend to
incorporate (Swales & Feak, 1994). Meanwhile, researchers in social sciences are mostly well-trained in research
design, methods and statistical analysis yet they have less experience in situating and arranging manuscripts, notably in
the crucial RA introduction section (Ahlstrom, 2017). Furthermore, what makes this section challenging to read and far
more likely to be rejected by the editorial team are framing and organizational issues (Ahlstrom, 2010). The issues
include the writers’ vague understanding of creating a foundation or describing a scenario for their research at the
starting point, and their inability to articulate topic-related ideas in a correct sequence. For instance, when to introduce
the essential terms, the background knowledge and the interest among previous researchers; where to find the proper
phrases and sentences when mentioning the research gaps; and how to balance the length of the literature review that is
available on the subject in the first section, etc. As a result, a detailed analysis of the introduction sections in RA is
essential, and the use of the building blocks - rhetorical moves is worth to be further explored. In a way, the logical flow
of the rhetorical moves in the introduction is in itself the genre of an Introduction of an RA and aspiring academic
writers should emulate to achieve successful writing of RA.

Rhetorical moves are schematic units that mark textual regularities of RA introductions (Ding, 2007). They are
socially recognized and have a formal structure in fulfilling the coherent communicative function in a written discourse
(Swales, 2004). A move can be realized by a clause or several sentences, and their length may vary from one paragraph
to multiple paragraphs. At least one proposition needs to be contained in a move (Adel & Moghadam, 2015). Moves
can further be subdivided into smaller textual segments, which are sometimes called sub-moves (Nwogu, 1991), or
steps/strategies (Swales, 1990; Bhatia, 1993), and these constituents also conceive communicative functions that can
help writers convey their ideas. Regarding the analytical frameworks of moves, the CARS model has been put forward
by Swales in the years 1981, 1990, and 2004 respectively, and the one proposed in 1990 remains the most popular and
suitable. Although some studies have applied Swales’ framework of move analysis and identified the rhetorical
structure of academic texts and professional discourse, their focuses were on other academic fields and other academic
genres, for example, the CARS model has been applied to the fields of medicine (Muangsamai, 2018), computer science
(Posteguillo, 1999), biology (Samraj, 2002), biochemistry (Kanoksilapatham, 2005), engineering (Maswana et al., 2015)
and forestry (Zahra et al., 2022). It has also been applied to academic texts including the traditional and article-based
theses (Abdolmalaki et al., 2019), textbooks (Nwogu, 1991), and grant proposals (Connor & Mauranen, 1999).
Consequently, there is a need to look into the introductions of English RAs in the field of linguistics and language.
Moreover, few studies made a comparison between the application of rhetorical moves in a specific genre published in
non-Scopus and Scopus citations. By knowing the rhetorical regularity of the introductions from different citation
databases, the writers can have an awareness of the well-structured articles that meet the standards to publish in Scopus-
indexed journals and go a step further in discerning the advantages of Scopus papers. However, the results of the
investigation into non-Scopus and Scopus RAs are not enough so far. Previous studies related to the Scopus database
mostly focused on its comparison of indexing speed, title coverage and duplicate citation counts with other databases
such PubMed, Google Scholar and Web of Science (Barnett & Lascar, 2012; Falagas et al., 2008; Moed et al., 2016).
Currently, although there was a study providing insights into the rhetorical organization and linguistic realizations of the
applied linguistics RAs from the Scopus-indexed journals, the emphasis of it was on the sub-genre abstract (Kurniawan
et al., 2019). It investigated the rhetorical differences from the quartile lens and found that the quartile of Scopus
journals does not constantly influence the manifestation of all moves and steps. There is a lack of research from the
comparative non-Scopus and Scopus perspective on the RA introductions. In this sense, the present study is relevant
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and it aims to fill this gap by identifying the rhetorical moves in English linguistics RA introductions from two non-
Scopus and two Scopus journals. The second objective is to investigate the essentiality categorizations and the
essentiality relationships in the use of rhetorical moves in English linguistics RA introductions between the non-Scopus-
indexed and Scopus-indexed journals.

I1l. METHODS

A. Corpus Construction

In the corpora, 50 linguistics RAs were randomly selected from two non-Scopus-indexed journals (International
Journal of English Linguistics and Journal of Applied Language Studies) and another 50 linguistics RAs were from two
Scopus-indexed journals (Chinese Journal of Applied Linguistics and 3L: Language, Linguistics, Literature) from
recent issues published between 2019 and 2021. The four journals are all peer-reviewed international Open Access
journals with steady quality and indexed rates. All the introduction sections were written in English to reflect current
writing practices. The 100 introductions were then extracted and converted into a word file for manual text analysis,
with the title, the information of author and the keywords removed.

B. Analytical Framework

The rhetorical moves were identified following the adaptation of Swales’ (1990) CARS model (See Table 1), and a
new step Move 3 Step 5 which was discovered in the pilot study. For inter-rater reliability, two inter-coders (one
professor, and one lecturer) in applied linguistics were engaged in the study, and an agreement was reached (Cohen’s
Kappa = 0.814) with the researcher on the identification of the rhetorical moves. The moves and steps of the adapted
Swales’ (1990) Create A Research Space (CARS) Model are shown below.

TABLE 1
THE ADAPTED SWALES’ (1990) CREATE A RESEARCH SPACE (CARS) MODEL
Moves Steps Examples
Move 1 Step 1 Claiming centrality and/or a large body of data, important aspect of, a central
Establishing a issue, wide interest in
territory Step 2 Making topic generalization(s) and/or is known to, are believed to be, tend to consist of, are
often criticized for
Step 3 Reviewing items of previous research Smith found that, in the literature, Peterson argued
that...
Move 2 Step 1A Counter-claiming or is challenged by, become increasingly unreliable
Establishing a Step 1B Indicating a gap or but little research, a limited range of, were restricted to
niche Step 1C Question-raising or it is not clear whether, the question remains, has
remained unclear
Step 1D Continuing a tradition need to be analyzed, it is of interest to, it is desirable to
Move 3 Step 1A Outlining purposes or the aim of this paper is, our purpose was
Occupying the Step 1B Announcing present research this paper evaluates the effect on, this research
niche presents, this study focuses on
Step 2 Announcing principal findings this approach provides, our results indicate
Step 3 Indicating research article structure we have organized, this paper is structured as follows
Step 4 Evaluation of findings close to the optimum achievable bound
Step 5 Expectation from findings it is hoped that

C. Data Analysis

In both the non-Scopus and Scopus journals, the moves and steps were operationally identified and manually coded
by tagging chunks of texts and underlining the typical parts which indicated the move and step elements. Chunks of
texts were marked as No. 1, 2, 3 according to the moves proposed in Swales’ (1990) model, and the moves and steps
identified were recorded by using a Table template (See Table 2). According to Zhang and Wannaruk (2016), a move
was characterized as a chunk of text that contained at least one complete sentence and served a specific communicative
function. This meant that whenever a sentence or combination of sentences fit the description of any move or step in the
coding system, it was regarded to be an instance of a move or step regardless of its length.

TABLE 2
EXAMPLE OF IDENTIFYING THE OCCURRENCE OF MOVES
[1 | This paper is an attempt to fill this research gap and thus aims to address the following question. | Move3 [ Step 1A |

In this example for the identification of moves, Move 3 Step 1A was used in the chunk of text. The writer introduces
the solution to the problem by stating the main purpose or aim of the study with the underlined typical parts.

Regarding the essentiality of moves, researchers have set the essentiality rate or the inclusion rate to represent the
percentage of texts that include the move at least once (Lu et al., 2021). Kanoksilapatham (2005) proposed the cut-off
rates in the essentiality of moves as 60%, i.e., a move is considered obligatory if it occurs at 60% or above. A move is
optional if it occurs less often than 60%. Rasmeenin (2006) argued that a move would be viewed as obligatory if it
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existed in 100% of the corpus, conventional if in between 66% and 99% of the corpus, and optional if in less than 66%
of the corpus. This cut-off standard was set in a more specific way and it had a range of percentages to measure the
move stability. Therefore, the current study followed Rasmeenin’s (2006) and Lu et al.’s (2021) rationale in examining
the proportion or the percentage of RA introductions that contains each rhetorical move at least once to make the
decision. Moreover, the constituent steps in each move were also measured in the same way. For example, if a certain
move or step was found in all the 50 RA introductions in a corpus, its essentiality rate would be 50 out of 50 (100%). If
this move or step was found in 49 RA introductions, its essentiality rate would be 49 out of 50 (98%).

Besides, to make the comparison of the use of moves between the two corpora, descriptive statistics were used by the
auxiliary software SPSS (version 26). According to the results in SPSS, the essentiality rate of rhetorical moves in each
corpus was generated. Through the method of inferential statistics, Chi-square was utilized to further explore the
correlation in the essentiality rates of rhetorical moves between the non-Scopus and Scopus journals.

IVV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

A. Rhetorical Moves and Steps and Their Essentiality Rates

The RAI (research article introduction) leads readers by Move 1 (establishing a territory), Move 2 (establishing a
niche) and Move 3 (occupying the niche). The purpose of Move 1 is to describe the general landscape of the research.
Move 2 presents the niche on the topic, asserting the need for new research by emphasizing existing gaps. Move 3 then
reveals the solutions, demonstrating how they help to address a given gap.

To answer the first part of the research objective, Table 3 presents the number of RAs that contain each move, the
essentiality rates, and the essentiality categorization. The essentiality rate refers to the percentage of research articles
(N=50 in each corpus) that include each move (or step). Thus, it is also called the inclusion rate, representing the texts’
covering range for each move (or step). Through the essentiality rate, the essentiality level can be known, and this
indicates how necessary a move or step is in RA introductions from different corpora.

TABLE 3
THE ESSENTIALITY OF MOVES IN ENGLISH LINGUISTICS RAIS FROM THE NON-SCOPUS-INDEXED AND SCOPUS-INDEXED JOURNALS
Non-Scopus Corpus Moves No. of RAIs Essentiality Rates Essentiality
(N=50 introductions) Move 1 49 98% Conventional
Move 2 41 82% Conventional
Move 3 50 100% Obligatory
Scopus Corpus Moves No. of RAIs Essentiality Rates Essentiality
(N=50 introductions) Move 1 50 100% Obligatory
Move 2 48 96% Conventional
Move 3 48 98% Conventional

From the results in Table 3, Move 1 was categorized as a conventional move in the non-Scopus corpus but an
obligatory one in the Scopus corpus. Move 2 was viewed as conventional in both corpora. Besides, Move 3 was decided
as obligatory in the non-Scopus corpus but conventional in the Scopus corpus. Then the essentiality of the 13 steps in
the three moves would be discussed in detail (See Table 4).

TABLE 4
THE ESSENTIALITY OF STEPS IN MOVE 1
Non-Scopus Corpus Moves and Steps No. of RAIs Essentiality Rates Essentiality
(N=50 introductions) Move 1 49 98% Conventional
Move 1 Step 1 20 40% Optional
Move 1 Step 2 46 92% Conventional
Move 1 Step 3 45 90% Conventional
Scopus Corpus Moves and Steps No. of RAIs Essentiality Rates Essentiality
(N=50 introductions) Move 1 50 100% Obligatory
Move 1 Step 1 14 28% Optional
Move 1 Step 2 49 98% Conventional
Move 1 Step 3 50 100% Obligatory

Move 1 Step 1 (Claiming Centrality)

Move 1 Step 1 was considered as an optional step in both types of corpora as the essentiality rate was less than 66%
when following Rasmeenin’s (2006) rationale. In the non-Scopus corpus, the findings varied from journal to journal in
the field of linguistics. For example, Taheri and Salehi (2020) found that Move 1 Step 1 was presented in 100% of the
RA introductions from the non-Scopus journals in the field of ELT (English Language Teaching), while Alharbi (2021)
found that this step (claiming centrality) was realized by two branches - claiming importance in the research and
claiming importance in the real world and it was included in about 67% of linguistics RA introductions. Hence, there is
a high fluctuation in the essentiality of this step and it could be optional, conventional, or obligatory in the non-Scopus
corpus. In the Scopus corpus, most of the previous studies discovered that this step was conventional. For instance,
Rahman and Amir (2017) proposed that 85% of Scopus linguistics RA introductions had this step, and Chinaprayoon
(2016) discovered the inclusion rates of this step among three different Scopus journals were 94.74%, 81.82%, and
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70.00% respectively. However, in the current study, the essentiality of this step was optional. The difference is mainly
due to the writers’ priority to the use of Move 1 Step 2 and Step 3. They are more likely to choose topic generalizations
and literature reviews to justify why the territory is important, rather than purely mentioning the increased interest in a
research area.

Move 1 Step 2 (Making Topic Generalization)

Move 1 Step 2 was conventional in both types of corpora in the current study. This finding agrees with Alharbi’s
(2021) findings which showed this step was conventional and it has been found in 87% of RA introductions in the non-
Scopus-indexed Arab World English Journal (AWEJ) and 93% of RA introductions in the Scopus-indexed English for
Specific Purposes (ESP) journal in the area of linguistics. The writers from both corpora were used to providing
statements about the existing condition and the well-accepted evidence for a worth-investigating topic. This finding
implies that Move 1 Step 2 functions as a tool to pave the way for maintaining the validity of a phenomenon.

Move 1 Step 3 (Reviewing Items of Previous Research)

Move 1 Step 3 was included in 90% of linguistics RA introductions in the non-Scopus journals and 100% of
linguistics RA introductions in the Scopus journals. As for the non-Scopus corpus, the present result is slightly different
from Taheri and Salehi’s (2020) study, in which Move 1 Step 3 was contained in 68% of the RA introductions from the
non-Scopus journals in the sub-field of applied linguistics. Though the inclusion rate in their finding was 22% lower
than the current finding, the essentiality of this step was the same. It was considered conventional in the non-Scopus
corpus. While in the Scopus corpus, this step marked its presence throughout the entire corpus and was taken as
obligatory. This finding suggests that from the more experienced writers’ view, this step can not only assist in extending
readers’ knowledge on a particular topic but also make the current study fit into the research literature. By applying this
step in the RA introductions, the commonly acknowledged facts, and the current state of the topic of research can be
highlighted, and the evolution of knowledge within the field can be illuminated.

TABLES
THE ESSENTIALITY OF STEPS IN MOVE 2
Non-Scopus Corpus Moves and Steps No. of RAIs Essentiality Rates Essentiality
(N=50 introductions) Move 2 41 82% Conventional
Move 2 Step 1A 10 20% Optional
Move 2 Step 1B 27 54% Optional
Move 2 Step 1C 5 10% Optional
Move 2 Step 1D 9 18% Optional
Scopus Corpus Moves and Steps No. of RAIs Essentiality Rates Essentiality
(N=50 introductions) Move 2 48 96% Conventional
Move 2 Step 1A 11 22% Optional
Move 2 Step 1B 33 66% Conventional
Move 2 Step 1C 2 4% Optional
Move 2 Step 1D 17 34% Optional

Move 2 Step 1A (Counter-Claiming)

As shown in Table 5, Move 2 Step 1A was optional in both corpora. Findings from this study supported earlier works
on a large scale. It agrees with Taheri and Salehi’s (2020) results, which demonstrated that only 4% of linguistics RA
introductions contained this step in the non-Scopus corpus. The finding also accords with Chinaprayoon’s (2016) earlier
observations, which showed that this step was optional and had an inclusion rate of less than 55% in the linguistics RA
introductions from all three Scopus journals. Therefore, in the linguistics field, whether the journals are non-Scopus or
Scopus, this step is optional. This suggests that most writers prefer not to put forward a set of conflicting or
contradictory evidence to show their understanding of “the state of the art”, and their hesitation in making such a
negative evaluation of previous research may lie in the “face culture” and the lack of spirit in challenging the authority.

Move 2 Step 1B (Indicating a Gap)

Move 2 Step 1B was included in 54% of RA introductions in the non-Scopus-indexed journals and 66% of RA
introductions in the Scopus-indexed journals. It could be considered optional in the non-Scopus corpus but conventional
in the Scopus corpus. As for the non-Scopus corpus, this finding is similar to what Alharbi (2021) has found. There
were merely 40% of linguistics RA introductions covering this step and its essentiality of it was optional. Regarding the
Scopus corpus, there were similarities and differences in the essentiality rate among different linguistics journals. The
current finding is consistent with those of Rahman et al. (2017) who confirmed that this step was conventional and was
used in 80% of RA introductions. The present result is also congruent with the essentiality of step analysis in the
Journal of Second Language Writing, in which 76.67% of RA introductions have covered this step. However, in the
Journal of English for Academic Purposes, this step was considered optional because only 63.64% of RA introductions
contained it (Chinaprayoon, 2016). Though this inconsistency may be due to the difference in corpora size of the
Scopus-indexed journals, Move 2 Step 1B comparatively exists in a higher percentage of RA introductions than Move 2
Step 1A in both corpora.

Move 2 Step 1C (Raising a Question)

Move 2 Step 1C was considered optional in both types of corpora. According to previous studies, this step was
seldom covered in RA introductions in the field of linguistics. For example, in Taheri and Salehi’s (2020) research, this
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step was detected in 8% of RA introductions from non-Scopus-indexed journals. In Rahman and Amir’s (2017) work,

their adapted framework in move analysis of Scopus-indexed corpus did not mention this step. In Chinaprayoon’s (2016)
work, this step was merely discovered in 18.42%, 9.09%, and 23.33% of three Scopus journals respectively.

Consequently, it could be extrapolated that the vague or unclear parts of previous studies were seldom pointed out in a

question form by emerging writers in the linguistics published articles.

Move 2 Step 1D (Continuing a Tradition)

Move 2 Step 1D was detected in 18% of RA introductions in the non-Scopus-indexed journals and 34% of RA
introductions in the Scopus-indexed journals. It could be considered optional in both types of corpora but the inclusion
rate was doubled in the Scopus corpus compared with the non-Scopus corpus. This result is consistent with earlier
observations in which none of the linguistics RA introductions contained this step in the non-Scopus corpus (Taheri &
Salehi, 2020). While in the Scopus corpus, this finding agrees with Rahman et al.’s (2017) findings which showed that
30% of linguistics RA introductions used this step. In their research, Move 2 Step 1D is mentioned as “add to what is
known”, and functions as pursuing a research direction or continuing a research tradition that has already been
undertaken. This step is used quite rarely in the linguistics RA introductions in both types of corpora.

TABLE 6
THE ESSENTIALITY OF STEPS IN MOVE 3
Non-Scopus Corpus Moves and Steps No. of RAIs Essentiality Rates Essentiality
(N=50 introductions) Move 3 50 100% Obligatory
Move 3 Step 1A 32 64% Optional
Move 3 Step 1B 40 80% Conventional
Move 3 Step 2 0 0% Optional
Move 3 Step 3 11 22% Optional
Move 3 Step 4 7 14% Optional
Move 3 Step 5 7 14% Optional
Scopus Corpus Moves and Steps No. of RAIs Essentiality Rates Essentiality
(N=50 introductions) Move 3 48 98% Conventional
Move 3 Step 1A 34 68% Conventional
Move 3 Step 1B 34 68% Conventional
Move 3 Step 2 2 4% Optional
Move 3 Step 3 6 12% Optional
Move 3 Step 4 7 14% Optional
Move 3 Step 5 11 22% Optional

Move 3 Step 1A (Outlining the Purposes)

As shown in Table 6, Move 3 Step 1A was included in 64% of RA introductions in the non-Scopus-indexed journals
and 68% of RA introductions in the Scopus-indexed journals. It was optional in the non-Scopus yet conventional in the
Scopus corpus. In the previous studies, this step was not extracted independently for move analysis in linguistics RA
introductions. Move 3 Step 1A and Move 3 Step 1B were usually categorized into a broader step, which was
“announcing present research descriptively or purposively” (Alharbi, 2021; Amnuai & Wannaruk, 2013; Chinaprayoon,
2016; Rahman et al., 2017). While in the current study, this finding related to Step 1A was new because this step put
more emphasis on stating the aim or purpose of solving the research question. Consequently, writers would use certain
infinitive phrases such as “is to, tends to, attempts to” or noun phrases such as “the objective of, the purpose of, the aim
of” to show the authors’ desire in introducing how the paper would occupy the niche.

Move 3 Step 1B (Announcing Present Research)

Move 3 Step 1B was conventional in both corpora. As mentioned earlier, this step was usually analyzed together with
Move 3 Step 1A in previous studies in the linguistics area (Alharbi, 2021; Amnuai & Wannaruk, 2013; Chinaprayoon,
2016; Rahman et al., 2017). These researchers considered Move 3 Step 1A (outlining purposes) and Move 3 Step 1B
(announcing present research) together as one step, which was Move 3 Step 1 (announcing present research
descriptively or purposively). It suggested that either Step 1A or Step 1B appear, a researcher would report Step 1 as an
inclusion. Due to their broader categorization, the previous results were different from the current one. For example,
Alharbi (2021) found that Move 3 Step 1 was covered in 93% and 100% of linguistics RA introductions from the non-
Scopus and Scopus corpus respectively. Rahman et al. (2017) also found that Move 3 Step 1 was obligatory and was
available in all the applied linguistics RA introductions in the Scopus corpus. Therefore, the finding in the current study
was novel because it had a more specific division of Move 3 Step 1.

Move 3 Step 2 (Announcing Main Findings)

Move 3 Step 2 was contained in none of the RA introductions in the non-Scopus-indexed journals and 4% of RA
introductions in the Scopus-indexed journals. This step was optional in both corpora. Regarding the non-Scopus corpus,
another two studies also confirmed its absence in all the linguistics RA introductions from Arab and Thai journals
(Alharbi, 2021; Amnuai & Wannaruk, 2013). As for the Scopus corpus, Rahman et al. (2017) observed that there were
no linguistics RA introductions containing the step of announcing principal outcomes, while Chinaprayoon (2016)
discovered that linguistics RA introductions from different Scopus-indexed journals had different inclusion rates for this
step. There were 28.95%, 18.18%, and 10% of linguistics RA introductions covered this step in English for Specific
Purposes, Journal of English for Academic Purposes, and Journal of Second Language Writing respectively. Since the
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inclusion rates were obviously less than 66%, they shared the same essentiality of this step. Alharbi (2021) found that
this step was optional and it was used in 6% of RA introductions. These results suggest that the inclusion rate and the
essentiality of Move 3 Step 2 were kept consistent and optional in both non-Scopus and Scopus journals in the field of
linguistics.

Move 3 Step 3 (Indicating the Structure of the Paper)

Move 3 Step 3 was used in 22% of RA introductions in the non-Scopus-indexed journals and 12% of RA
introductions in the Scopus-indexed journals. It could be treated as an optional step in both corpora. Concerning the
non-Scopus corpus, Alharbi (2021) reported a 13% inclusion rate of this step in linguistics RA introductions from Arab
journals, and Amnuai and Wannaruk (2013) put forward a 5% inclusion rate of this step in linguistics RA introductions
from Thai journals. In the Scopus corpus, Chinaprayoon (2016) found that 39.47%, 31.82%, and 53.33% of linguistics
RA introductions contained this step in three various journals. While Alharbi (2021) mentioned that none of the
linguistics RA introductions covered this step in the Scopus corpus. Together with the current study, there was a range
of inclusion rates from 5% to 30% in the non-Scopus corpus and a range of 0% to 60% inclusion rates in the Scopus
corpus. However, no matter how many introductions covered this step, it would be always optional in both corpora.

Move 3 Step 4 (Evaluation of Findings)

Move 3 Step 4 was included in 14% of RA introductions in both the non-Scopus-indexed and the Scopus-indexed
journals. This step was optional in both corpora. However, this step was seldom discussed in the field of linguistics in
previous studies. According to Swales (1990), this step was most often found in research that aimed to develop new
methods, such as chemistry and engineering and it was mostly left until the discussion section rather than the opening
introduction section. As a result, the current finding is meaningful. Though writers would not always propose new
methods for applied linguistics or other social science subjects, they also had the option to use this step to show that
their findings could hold water and attract the readers’ attention at the beginning of their papers.

Move 3 Step 5 (Expectation from Findings)

Move 3 Step 5 was detected in 14% of RA introductions in the non-Scopus-indexed journals and 22% of RA
introductions in the Scopus-indexed journals. This step could be considered optional in both corpora. Similar to the
previous step, the prior studies have not delved much into the inclusion rate or essentiality of this step as it was only
discovered in the pilot study in the current study. The writers used it as an option because they would show their strong
beliefs or how helpful their papers were. As the first section followed by the abstract, a good introduction should be
captivating to persuade readers to go through.

In conclusion, findings from this research have revealed three conventional steps and ten optional steps from the RA
introductions in the non-Scopus-indexed journals, and one obligatory step, four conventional steps, and eight optional
steps from the RA introductions in the Scopus-indexed journals. Therefore, for writers who are pursuing to publish RAs
in Scopus-indexed journals, it is better to follow the essentiality regularity in the Scopus corpus, using Move 1 Step 3 as
compulsory and using Move 1 Step 2, Move 2 Step 1B, Move 3 Step 1A and 1B as frequent as possible.

B. The Relationships in Essentiality Rate of Moves and Steps Between the Two Corpora
Table 7 shows the relationships in the essentiality rate of each move in English linguistics RA introductions between
the non-Scopus-indexed and Scopus-indexed journals.

TABLE 7
CHI-SQUARE ANALYSIS INDICATING RELATIONSHIPS IN THE ESSENTIALITY RATE OF EACH MOVE IN ENGLISH LINGUISTICS RA INTRODUCTIONS
BETWEEN THE NON-SCOPUS-INDEXED AND SCOPUS-INDEXED JOURNALS

Moves N=100 (Each Scopus N=50) Chi-Square Value | df Asymp. Sig.
Non-Scopus Scopus

Move 1 49 50 .010* 1 .920

Move 2 41 48 551 1 458

Move 3 50 48 0417 1 .840

Based on the results of the Chi-Square goodness of fit test in Table 7, as the significant values (p) all exceeded alpha
(o= .05), there was no sufficient evidence to reject the null hypothesis. That is, the distribution of each move in the RA
introductions is independent of the indexing of journals. From a macro point of view, this result confirmed that writers
from both corpora had an awareness of using Move 1, Move 2 and Move 3 in a large percentage of their introductions.
The lack of associations in the essentiality rate of each move in the two datasets may be attributed to the basic norms
and fundamental standards in academic publishing, whether in non-Scopus or Scopus journals. According to
Kallestinova (2011), moves are like traffic indicators that guide the readers down the route of writers’ ideas. Each move
should be used with thought and care as its function is significant in constructing RA introductions. Therefore, from a
broader sense, the writers from both the non-Scopus and Scopus corpora may have a notification of the obvious traffic
lights (such as red, green, and yellow), however, for the detailed information of an indicator (such as how many minutes
the red light will last when crossing a road), writers from the non-Scopus corpus may have fewer ideas. In the current
study, it is the subtle nuances in the essentiality rate that caused the divergences in the essentiality categorization of
moves between the two corpora. For example, the most essential move in the Scopus corpus was Move 1, but writers in
the non-Scopus gave particular prominence to Move 3. Thus, it can be concluded that no matter how slight the

©2023 ACADEMY PUBLICATION



2094 THEORY AND PRACTICE IN LANGUAGE STUDIES

statistical dependence appeared in the essentiality rate, writers need to follow the essentiality category convention of
moves and steps in the Scopus corpus if they manage to get their papers published in Scopus-indexed journals.

Table 8 demonstrates the relationships in the essentiality rate of each step in English linguistics RA introductions
between the non-Scopus-indexed and Scopus-indexed journals.

TABLE 8
CHI-SQUARE ANALYSIS INDICATING RELATIONSHIPS IN THE ESSENTIALITY RATE OF EACH STEP IN ENGLISH LINGUISTICS RA INTRODUCTIONS
BETWEEN THE NON-SCOPUS-INDEXED AND SCOPUS-INDEXED JOURNALS

Moves and Steps N=100 (Each Scopus N=50) Chi-Square Value df Asymp. Sig.
Non-Scopus Scopus
Move 1 Step 1 20 14 1.059° 1 .303
Move 1 Step 2 46 49 .095° 1 .758
Move 1 Step 3 45 50 .263° 1 .608
Move 2 Step 1A 10 11 .048° 1 .827
Move 2 Step 1B 27 33 .600°% 1 439
Move 2 Step 1C 5 2 1.286° 1 .257
Move 2 Step 1D 9 17 2.462° 1 117
Move 3 Step 1A 32 34 .061° 1 .806
Move 3 Step 1B 40 34 486° 1 485
Move 3 Step 2 0 2 / / /
Move 3 Step 3 11 6 1.471° 1 .225
Move 3 Step 4 7 7 .000° 1 1.000
Move 3 Step 5 7 11 .889° 1 .346

Based on the results of the Chi-Square goodness of fit test in Table 8, as the significant values (p) all exceeded alpha
(o= .05), each step was found to be significantly independent on the indexing of journals. The lack of significant
associations in the essentiality rates of each step (from Move 1 Step 1 to Move 3 Step 5) may be due to the small
corpora sizes of RA introductions. For instance, Move 1 Step 3 was conventional in the non-Scopus but obligatory in
the Scopus corpus. The subtle differences in the essentiality rate led to the divergent categorization of this step’s
essentiality between the two corpora.

The current result suggested that most writers may have a general sense of covering the steps in the construction of
their RA introductions when they are seeking publication. However, they may not be clear about the targeted essential
order of which steps should be used in the striking place in the different corpora. In other words, they are unsure about
how necessary the moves and steps are used in the non-Scopus-indexed journals and Scopus-indexed journals (Can et
al., 2016), and as mentioned before, this leads to the instability of categorizing the essentiality of certain moves and
steps between the two corpora. If the corpora were enlarged, there would be more evident relationships showing in the
essentiality rates.

V. CONCLUSION

This paper investigated the use of rhetorical moves and their essentiality features in English linguistics RA
introductions between two non-Scopus-indexed and two Scopus-indexed journals. According to the results of the
identification of moves and steps, Move 3 Step 5 (expectation from findings) was the new step found in the present
study and it contributed to the theoretical Swales’ (1990) CARS framework. As it was a novel rhetorical strategy
detected in the English linguistics RA introductions, previous studies had not focused on this step and no results had
been mentioned. Different from Step 4 (evaluation of findings), this step mostly shows the prediction of future studies
or aspirations based on the findings. The results suggested that the more experienced writers from the Scopus corpus
preferred to look into the future with confidence. Meanwhile, though there were no significant associations regarding
the essentiality rates of the three moves and thirteen steps by inferential statistics, there was a divergence in the
categorization of essentiality based on the subtle nuances from Rasmeenin’s (2006) rationale. The essentiality
categorization differences were reflected in Move 1 (establishing a territory), Move 3 (occupying the niche), Move 1
Step 3 (reviewing items of previous research), Move 2 Step 1B (indicating a gap) and Move 3 Step 1A (outlining
purposes). At the move level, in addition to the conventional Move 2 in both corpora, Move 1 was conventional in the
non-Scopus corpus but obligatory in the Scopus corpus. Move 3 was obligatory in the non-Scopus corpus but
conventional in the Scopus corpus. Therefore, the most essential move in the Scopus corpus is Move 1. At the step level,
Move 1 Step 3 was considered conventional in the non-Scopus corpus but obligatory in the Scopus corpus. As this step
marked its presence throughout the entire RA introductions from the Scopus corpus, it is necessary for the writers to
follow this rhetoric convention if they are eager to get their research published in Scopus journals. Move 2 Step 1B and
Move 3 Step 1A were considered optional in the non-Scopus corpus but conventional in the Scopus corpus, thus, it is
suggested that gap indication and purpose outlining of research are comparatively important in Scopus journals’
publication. Hence, the most necessary steps in the Scopus corpus were Move 1 Step 3 (100%), followed by Move 1
Step 2 (98%), Move 3 Step 1A (68%), Move 3 Step 1B (68%) and Move 2 Step 1B (66%). The findings obtained in this
study are meaningful as they shed light on the construction of RA introduction by noticing the patterns and the
essentiality of rhetorical moves in those renowned Scopus-indexed journals. It is better for novice writers to follow the
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essentiality order and keep the stability of using moves and steps that are always covered in the Scopus journals with
high reputations.

The limitation of this research lies in the relatively small size of the corpora. This study was confined to analyzing
rhetorical moves from 50 introductions from each corpus. In the future, the corpora could be enlarged. Meanwhile,
since only the RA introductions in the linguistics subject were investigated, the findings of this study would not be
generalized to other disciplines, other sections, and other academic genres. For further research, it would be possible to
conduct interdisciplinary studies to make a comparison of the rhetorical structure across other sections, other disciplines,
and other academic genres, especially those texts in high-impact Scopus journals from the academic community.
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