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Abstract: Adding to considerable research literature on the structure of scientific article introductions, the authors report the results of their textual analysis of 66 articles from Physical Review (samples from 1943, 1963, and 1983) and 44 articles from the Journal of Educational Psychology (samples from 1963 and 1983). Offering a model for analysis consisting of four moves (establishing the significance of the author’s research area, summarizing previous research, pointing to a gap by claiming that a new explanation is needed, situating the author’s present research in the gap), they claim that there has not been enough research to establish whether or not a fifth move—announcing principle findings—is a common practice. They report that they discovered five classes of introductions as they explored this question; and, in their discussion section, they suggest that their findings point to two important issues: the apparent mismatch between advice in manuals and actual practice, and the disparity between the articles in the separate journals.
“[Move 1] is most commonly done by claiming that the area is nonperipheral . . . . Move 2 summarizes selectively the relevant previous research. The rhetorical role of Move 3 is to show that the reported previous research is not complete. This is principally achieved by indicating a gap in the previous work . . . . Finally, in Move 4 the gap is turned into the research space for the present article” (179).
“An obvious [issue raised by this study] is the apparent mismatch between advice in the appropriate manuals and actual practice” (187).

“As applied linguists we would certainly wish to advocate the continual interaction of description and prescription, for without ongoing descriptive analysis of rhetorical trends, prescriptions can become otiose and obsolete” (187).

“A second issue concerns the disparity between the two sets of data and its possible causes” (187).

1. Is this article misplaced in our class? Should it have been under genre studies or some category other than discourse communities? Why?
2. How is the linguistic approach, described here, different from the rhetoric and composition approaches we’ve been looking at?
3. What is your opinion about the relationship between description and prescription (third quotation above)?

4. How might we use the description of introductions described in this article  in the classroom?
