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Abstract 

This study addresses a challenging pedagogical task for English academic writing educators: move 
instruction. It explores how corpus-based language pedagogy (CBLP), integrated with genre learning, 
can support student researchers in constructing moves in literature review writing (LRW). A 12-week 
CBLP-LRW course was designed to help 30 Chinese MA students construct schematic move structures 
and improve LRW performance. Informed by CBLP and genre-based writing instruction, a four-stage 
instructional model encompassing preparation, apprenticeship, acquisition, and application was 
developed. Data were collected from pre- and post-course literature reviews and semi-structured 
interviews. Student literature reviews were annotated for rhetorical moves and the strategies used to 
realise them, and they were evaluated with a focus on genre performance. A one-way repeated measures 
MANOVA and post-hoc paired-samples t-tests revealed students’ improved move structures and the 
corresponding strategies, supported by follow-up qualitative textual analyses. The results of Wilcoxon 
Signed-Rank tests and textual analyses demonstrated student researchers’ significant improvements in 
genre performance. Thematic analysis of post-course interviews highlighted participants’ gains in LRW 
skills, including stronger critical reading and more effective self-revision of literature reviews. The study 
contributes to the understanding of how CBLP fosters the development of both move and genre 
performance in LRW for student researchers. 
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Introduction 

The use of corpus technology for language learning, an approach known as data-driven learning (DDL; 
Johns, 1990), has become an established part of language learning and research, as recognised by Boulton 
and Vyatkina’s (2021) review of 489 studies. However, DDL may overemphasise students’ self-learning 
while neglecting the pedagogical role of teachers, limiting it as a mainstream pedagogy in language 
classrooms (Boulton & Vyatkina, 2021; Ma et al., 2024; O’Keeffe, 2021). To address this, Ma et al. 
(2022) developed corpus-based language pedagogy (CBLP) to bring teachers’ pedagogical practices and 
knowledge around corpus technology into classrooms. To date, CBLP has guided various teacher training 
programmes (e.g., Bennett, 2025; Chung et al., 2024; Ma et al., 2024, 2026) and English classrooms (e.g., 
Yan & Ma, 2024, 2025; Yang & Chen, 2025), receiving positive evaluations from teachers and 
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demonstrating improved learning outcomes among learners.  

Recognising CBLP’s tremendous potential, the present study designed a CBLP course to enhance the 
quality of student researchers’ literature review writing (LRW), specifically in terms of moves. Moves are 
defined as the “rhetorical units that perform coherent communicative functions” (Swales, 1990, pp. 228–
229). They are essential for writing quality research because they direct readers to the schematic 
structures and knowledge representations in LRW yet remain a long-standing challenge for student 
researchers (Cotos et al., 2015; Farhang-Ju et al., 2024; Kwan, 2006; Saricaoglu et al., 2021). In addition, 
moves may influence students’ genre performance in LRW, which involves the specific communicative 
and structural features that align with LRW disciplinary conventions (Bastola & Ho, 2023; Cotos et al., 
2017). This led the present study to deliver this CBLP-LRW course to student researchers, investigate its 
effectiveness in improving move and genre performance, and explore participants’ perceptions of the 
course. 

Literature Review 

Recent Research and Practices in CBLP 
Ma and Mei (2021) and Ma et al. (2022) provided guidelines for CBLP. Ma et al. identified the following 
four design principles for CBLP lessons, namely (1) tests of students’ knowledge, (2) hands-on corpus 
searches by students, (3) inductive discovery by students, and (4) output exercises. Three important 
considerations for designing CBLP lessons were put forward (Ma & Mei, 2021), namely (1) providing 
sufficient teacher scaffolding, (2) balancing corpus use with other resources, and (3) providing ample 
practising opportunities. This framework has received positive evaluations from pre- and in-service 
English teachers and has proved effective in guiding their students’ learning (Bennett, 2025; Chung et al., 
2024; Yan & Ma, 2024, 2025). 

Similar to findings in prior review studies (e.g., Boulton, 2021; Boulton & Vyatkina, 2021; Pérez-
Paredes, 2022), current CBLP practices predominantly target lexico-grammatical items or general 
language features. An exception is the study by Yan and Ma (2024). Recognising that LRW is crucial to 
situating the research background, justifying a study, and developing its theoretical framework (Bastola & 
Ho, 2023; Soler-Monreal, 2015), Yan and Ma showed that a CBLP course could enhance the use of 
reporting verbs and citations in LRW by Chinese English as a foreign language (EFL) students. Notably, 
the study did not evaluate the quality of LRW due to practical constraints. In addition, many published 
CBLP studies have focused on designing individual workshops rather than comprehensive courses (Ma et 
al., 2024; Yan & Ma, 2025). This indicates a need for further research on designing CBLP-based courses 
that address advanced linguistic skills, such as moves in quality LRW. 

Move, Strategies, and Student Researchers’ Literature Reviews 
Student researchers frequently encounter challenges in LRW, including overreliance on an objective tone, 
difficulty making concessive and tentative claims, insufficient critical evaluation of sources, and difficulty 
meeting disciplinary expectations (e.g., Cotos et al., 2015; Saricaoglu et al., 2021; Xie, 2017). Addressing 
these challenges requires a conceptual understanding of moves, which provides a framework for 
organising information strategically, incorporating critical evaluations, and representing disciplinary 
knowledge (Chang, 2012; Cotos et al., 2017; Saricaoglu et al., 2021).   

Swales (1990) introduced a seminal model for analysing move structures in the introductions of research 
articles, delineating Move 1 (establishing a territory), Move 2 (establishing a niche), and Move 3 
(occupying the niche). Recognising the differences between introductions and literature reviews, Kwan 
(2006) analysed students’ literature reviews in applied linguistics and identified strategies that clarify the 
rhetorical purposes and linguistic realisations of the three moves (see Table 1). The three moves include 
surveying research-related phenomena in Move 1, indicating gaps in Move 2, and announcing the 
theoretical framework in Move 3. Kwan’s framework has been influential in subsequent English for 
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Academic Purposes (EAP) studies (e.g., Bastola & Ho, 2023; Chan & Kwan, 2024; Soler-Monreal, 2015; 
Xie, 2017). For example, Xie (2017) analysed Chinese MA thesis literature review chapters in the 
discipline of Applied Linguistics and revealed that students struggle to deploy strategies such as  
counter-claiming and gap-indicating for Move 2 and to announce research aims, focus, questions, or 
hypotheses for Move 3. Soler-Monreal (2015) revised Kwan’s framework and underscored the 
significance of announcing the justifications of the research (strategy 3A), methodological frameworks 
(strategy 3B), and the value of the work (strategy 3E) in students’ LRW (see italicised words in Table 1), 
which will be referenced in the present study. 

Table 1 

Moves and Strategies for LRW (adapted from Soler-Monreal, 2015, pp. 30) 

Moves and 
strategies 

Explanation 

Move 1 Establishing one part of the territory of one’s own research by: 

Strategy 1 surveying the non-research-related phenomena or knowledge claims 

Strategy 2 claiming centrality 

Strategy 3 surveying the research-related phenomena 

Move 2 Creating a research niche (in response to Move 1) by: 

Strategy 1 counter-claiming 

Strategy 2 gap-indicating 

Strategy 3 asserting confirmative claims about knowledge or research practices surveyed 

Strategy 4 asserting the relevance of the surveyed claims to one’s own research 

Strategy 5 abstracting or synthesising knowledge claims to establish a theoretical position or a 
theoretical framework 

Move 3 Occupying the research niche by announcing: 

Strategy 1 nature of work done, research aims, focuses, research questions or hypotheses, 
justification 

Strategy 2 theoretical/methodological frameworks 

Strategy 3 research design/processes 

Strategy 4 interpretations of terminology used 

Strategy 5 value of work done 

Genre-Based and Corpus-Based Move Instructions 
Genre-based writing instruction involves two distinct approaches: text-oriented and writer-oriented (Cotos 
et al., 2017; Farhang-Ju et al., 2024; Tribble & Wingate, 2013). The former focuses on the characteristic 
linguistic features of texts, such as vocabulary, sentence structures, and organisational patterns, while the 
latter highlights writing as a social practice and underscores writers’ engagement with academic 
conventions. Notably, it has proven challenging to combine the text- and writer-oriented approaches into 
a single approach that fully supports teachers’ LRW instructions (Tribble & Wingate, 2013). To address 
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this, researchers recommend integrating corpus-based teaching approaches (Cotos et al., 2017; Flowerdew 
& Petrić, 2024; Tribble & Wingate, 2013), which enable students to work on genre-specific linguistic 
features and engage students in critical analyses of genre conventions. However, as shown in Flowerdew 
and Petrić (2024), despite the abundance and diversity of corpus-based language studies, corpus-based 
move instructions have received scant attention. 

There are two exceptions. Cotos et al. (2017) and Chang (2012) combined genre-based and corpus-based 
instruction to teach moves. Cotos et al. found that graduate students’ independent corpus inquiries for 
writing research introductions facilitated their move construction in genre-based writing and the transition 
from knowledge telling to knowledge transformation. Chang successfully enabled L2 doctoral students to 
better understand move structures, engage in discovery activities, formulate questions or hypotheses, 
analyse authentic corpus data, and draw conclusions. Despite recognising the importance of learner 
independence, Chang argued the need for extended and refined teacher scaffolding to support coherent 
academic argumentation. As such, this study highlights teachers’ role in move instructions and 
investigates learners’ improvements in move and genre performance. 

In addition, Saricaoglu et al. (2021) suggest that using learner corpora can promote the use of move 
instructions. While learner corpora have proven valuable for contrastive interlanguage analyses, their 
direct pedagogical applications remain underexplored (Granger, 2017, 2024). Although several studies 
have demonstrated the feasibility and effectiveness of using learner corpora to enhance student learning 
(Ackerley, 2017; Yan & Ma, 2024), relevant empirical research remains limited (Boulton, 2021). 

Research Questions 
To address these research gaps, guided by CBLP design principles (Ma et al., 2022) and previous 
practices (Chang, 2012; Cotos et al., 2017; Yan & Ma, 2024), this study designed a CBLP-LRW course 
featuring a genre-based approach to move instruction, provided substantial teacher scaffolding, and 
integrated not only learner but also expert corpus data. The following research questions (RQs) guide the 
study: 

RQ1. To what extent does the CBLP-LRW course improve the construction of moves by student 
researchers? 

RQ2. To what extent does the CBLP-LRW course improve the genre performance of student researchers? 

RQ3. How do the student researchers perceive the CBLP-LRW course experience and its effectiveness? 

RQ1 examines how effectively the course enhances the development of move structures in LRW. RQ2 
assesses improvements in genre performance. Finally, RQ3 explores participants’ perceptions of the 
course’s efficacy and their overall learning experience.  

Methodology 

Participants 
Thirty MA research students in Year 2 (aged between 22 and 28) from the Chinese Mainland, who were 
studying in EFL programmes related to English language teaching (ELT), participated in this 12-week 
course. They need to complete a 20,000 word dissertation for graduation, with an approximately 3,000 
word literature review section. Their language proficiency was equivalent to an IELTS score of at least 
6.5; most participants were female. All participants were from a middle-to-upper-tier normal1 university 
in China and had approximately 2 years of formal training in research writing since their fourth-year 
bachelor’s studies onward. These experiences provided them with basic, albeit superficial, knowledge of 
research writing. 

The first author conducted this online course via Zoom during the first semester of the academic year. At 
the same time, the participants’ supervisors guided them in selecting research topics and developing 
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theoretical frameworks but provided limited supervision on specific genre conventions and writing skills 
related to LRW. Pre-course communications with the participants and their supervisors revealed that 
producing high-quality, persuasive literature reviews remained a significant challenge. Furthermore, the 
participants were unfamiliar with corpus technology. They had drafted initial literature reviews for their 
dissertations prior to the course. After the course, their supervisors reviewed the literature reviews and 
provided feedback to guide any necessary improvements. 

The Parallel EAP Corpora 

The design and functions of the Parallel EAP Corpora have been well elaborated in prior studies (Yan & 
Ma, 2024, 2025), with several unique features pertinent here. First, the corpora include not only articles 
about English language studies and education published by experts in top journals but also learners’ 
theses and dissertations from a university in Hong Kong. Second, a “Section” function is embedded in the 
ELT genre and enables users to focus on the literature review section, as shown in Figure 1. Third, in 
addition to common corpus functions such as concordance and collocation lists, the website supports 
searches for sentence, paragraph, and text overviews of keywords and collocations in context (see Figure 
2). These features enable users to investigate the lexicogrammatical features and analyse the rhetorical 
structures of LRW. 

Figure 1 

An Example Part-of-Speech Search of the Parallel EAP Corpora 
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Figure 2 

The Collocation and Context Functions of the Parallel EAP Corpora 

 
The CBLP-LRW Course 
The online 12-week CBLP-LRW course included four 2-hour CBLP lessons and one 2-hour consultation 
for each participant who agreed to submit their post-course literature reviews, for a total of 10 hours of 
instruction. Informed by the four design principles of CBLP and genre-based approaches, we proposed a 
four-stage preparing, apprenticing, acquiring, and applying (PAAA) model to guide the development of 
moves and strategies (see Figure 3). The process by which the PAAA model directs the course is 
presented in Table 2 and is described in the preceding subsections. 

Preparing 
Stage 1 (preparing) involved participant registration and the submission of pre-course literature reviews 
during weeks 1–2. The instructor prepared the course content and learning activities, drawing on prior 
empirical research on incorporating corpus technology into academic writing and existing CBLP research 
(e.g., Chen & Flowerdew, 2018b; Flowerdew, 2015; Pham, 2025; Yan & Ma, 2024, 2025). Furthermore, 
guided by the first CBLP principle of testing students’ prior knowledge (Ma et al., 2022), the instructor 
examined participants’ pre-course literature reviews, enabling a deep understanding of participants’ prior 
knowledge about moves.
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Figure 3 

The PAAA Model for Move Instruction 

 
Table 2 

Overview of the CBLP-LRW Course 

Stages Weeks Content 
1: Preparing Prior to the course Collecting students’ literature drafts and 

analysing key issues; designing course 
materials addressing the key issues  

Weeks 1–2 Course registration 
2: Apprenticing Week 3 Lesson 1: introducing the Parallel EAP 

Corpora and the basic concept of move 
3: Acquiring Weeks 4 Lesson 2: Focusing on strategies for Move 1 

(establishing the territory) 
Week 5 Lesson 3: Focusing on strategies for Move 2 

(establishing the niche)  
Week 6 Lesson 4: Focusing strategies for Move 3 

(occupying the niche) 
4: Applying Weeks 7–10 Self-revisions 

Individual consultation 
Weeks 10–12 Submission of post-course literature reviews 
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Apprenticing 
The apprenticing stage focused on familiarising the participants with the Parallel EAP Corpora and 
moves. Lesson 1 introduced the Parallel EAP Corpora concepts related to corpora (e.g., POS tags), the 
functionalities of the Parallel EAP Corpora (e.g., keyword searching and collocations), and the basic 
concept of moves. This aligns with Chang’s (2012) suggestion that learners need to understand the 
essential move structures before acquiring and applying the knowledge.  

Acquiring 
Stage 3 (acquiring) extended from Lessons 2 to 4, built on the foundation established in the apprenticing 
stage, and focused on specific strategies for the three moves. Guided by CBLP Principles 2 (hands-on 
corpus searches by students) and 3 (inductive discovery by students), the participants were facilitated to 
acquire knowledge about moves through activities such as searching and analysing literature reviews in 
the Parallel EAP Corpora, comparing move structures in expert and learner writings, predicting possible 
issues in learner writing, and reflecting on how learners utilise move structures. A sample learning 
activity for Move 2 is illustrated in Appendix A. 

Applying 
The applying stage involved participants completing the four lessons and then applying the acquired 
LRW skills and corpus knowledge to revise their pre-course literature reviews. Following Flowerdew 
(2015), the 14 students who agreed to submit post-course literature reviews also attended a 2-hour 
individual consultation session to seek further guidance on the corpus. For example, S09 asked how to 
avoid one-sentence paragraphs when synthesising (Strategy 2E) and was advised to use the Parallel EAP 
Corpora’s Text function to examine expert-written texts and analyse how this strategy is integrated into 
longer paragraphs. The applying stage also involved learners utilising corpora and corpus tools for future 
language learning, as explored in the interviews. 

Data Collection 
The participants’ pre- and post-course literature reviews were collected to address RQs 1 and 2 and to 
assess participant improvements in move and genre performance. Of the 30 participants who completed 
the course, only 14 submitted both versions of their literature reviews. Because this course was not 
compulsory, some students prioritised urgent tasks related to their compulsory courses. 

To answer RQ3, 19 participants took part in 40-minute post-course, semi-structured interviews to share 
their course experiences. The interviews covered several key areas: (1) perceptions of the Parallel EAP 
Corpora and engagement in the course’s learning activities; (2) perceived learning outcomes regarding 
LRW; and (3) willingness to adopt corpus technology for LRW and other personal learning needs (e.g., 
research writing) in the future. 

Data Analysis 
Methods for RQ1 
Table 3 illustrates the methods used for data analysis. To address RQ1, which investigates improvements 
in move construction, the collected pre- and post-course literature reviews were annotated according to 
the moves and strategies outlined by Kwan (2006) and Soler-Monreal (2015), as shown in Table 1. Two 
coders (the first author and an experienced researcher) independently annotated all categories, yielding 
high inter-annotator agreement (IAA; Cohen’s Kappa = 0.83); any disagreements were resolved through 
subsequent discussions. In total, 882 moves were annotated in pre-course literature reviews, and 1,141 in 
post-course literature reviews. Considering the different sizes of pre- and post-course literature reviews, 
with 41,723 (M = 2,980; SD = 1,117) and 46,043 (M = 3,289; SD = 1,334) words respectively, we 
normalised the frequency of all moves and strategies to a basis of per-thousand words (ptw). The results 
from the Shapiro-Wilk tests indicated that most strategies follow a normal distribution in their normalised 
frequencies. One low-frequency strategy (coded 3C) followed a normal distribution in post-course 
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literature reviews, but not in pre-course literature reviews. In this case, parametric statistical analysis was 
conducted (Field, 2013).  

Quantitative statistical and qualitative textual analyses were employed. The quantitative data was 
analysed with SPSS (Version 30), and the qualitative data was analysed with NVivo (Version 14). First, 
descriptive data summarised the distributions of the moves and strategies. Second, a one-way repeated 
measures MANOVA was conducted to assess students’ improvements across the moves. Paired-samples 
t-tests were performed as post-hoc analyses following the one-way repeated measures MANOVA with 
two time points (Field, 2013). Third, paired-samples t-tests were conducted to examine students’ 
improvements at the individual-strategy level. Effect sizes for individual moves and strategies were 
measured using Hedges’ g, which is suitable for parametric data and smaller sample sizes. Benchmarks 
for small, medium, and large effects for within-group designs were set at 0.60, 1.00, and 1.50, 
respectively (Plonsky & Oswald, 2014). Fourth, follow-up qualitative textual analysis was implemented 
to investigate participants’ specific textual modifications and improvements. 

Table 3 

Data Analysis Methods 

Methods for RQ2 
To evaluate students’ genre performance, four four-scale marking criteria were developed from the 
assessment rubrics for the local university’s communicative writing skills (The Educational University of 
Hong Kong, n.d.; see Appendix B), with some rubrics slightly adjusted for LRW. Category 1 (consider 
the context and reader) evaluates discipline-specific and genre performance, as well as the ability to 
integrate the reader’s perspective. Category 2 (use supporting citations) emphasises the effective use of 
citations to support arguments. Category 3 (display organisation and structure) assesses the organisation 
and coherence of the literature review. Category 4 (use appropriate language and grammar) examines the 
quality of language use, including academic tone and error-free writing. These categories align with the 
textual analysis used by Cotos et al. (2017) to provide a systematic framework for marking LRW. 

The two coders evaluated all the categories independently, showing a satisfactory IAA (Cohen’s κ = 
0.78). Any disagreements were resolved through subsequent discussions. The results from the Shapiro-
Wilk tests indicated that these categories deviated from normality in both pre- and post-course literature 
reviews. Therefore, Wilcoxon signed-rank tests—appropriate for non-parametric data—were used to 
assess participants’ improvements in genre performance. Effect sizes (r) were calculated, with r values of 
0.25, 0.40, and 0.60 representing small, medium, and large effects (Plonsky & Oswald, 2014). Follow-up 
qualitative textual analysis examined participants’ specific modifications and improvements to their texts. 

Methods for RQ3 
To address RQ3, concerning participants’ perceptions of the experience and effectiveness of the CBLP-
LRW course, a thematic analysis of the interview transcripts was conducted using a qualitative approach 
(Yin, 2009). The two coders reviewed the transcripts carefully, and the segments were then assigned 

 RQ1 (move) RQ2 (genre performance) RQ3 (perceptions) 
Data source Pre-/post-course literature reviews Interviews 
Quantitative 
methods 

Descriptive data 
One-way repeated measures 
MANOVA 
Paired-samples t-test 

Wilcoxon signed-rank test - 

Qualitative 
methods 

Textual analysis Textual analysis Thematic analysis 
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codes independently in NVivo (Version 14). For example, segments in which students discussed how the 
course facilitated their revisions to their literature reviews were coded as “stimulating revisions of 
literature reviews”. An IAA of 0.91 was achieved, with any disagreements being resolved through 
discussions. Finally, both coders reviewed the codes in depth and combined them to form overarching 
themes, such as “stimulating self-reflections and revisions of their own literature reviews”. 

Results 

Improvements in Move Construction 
Table 4 presents descriptive statistics on participants’ moves and frequencies, including raw frequencies 
and the proportions of individual moves/strategies across all moves. Several key findings can be 
summarised. First, participants demonstrated a more complex rhetorical structure in terms of moves and 
strategies through the four-stage CBLP-LRW course. Specifically, many strategies were not adopted by 
all students in pre-course literature reviews; for example, five strategies (2B, 3B, 3C, 3D, and 3E) 
appeared in fewer than 10 texts. In contrast, post-course drafts saw 12 out of 13 strategies present in all 
texts. Second, Move 1 remained the most dominant in both pre- and post-course literature reviews (638, 
72.34%; 689, 60.39%, respectively). Strategies 1C and 1A were particularly prominent, accounting for 
42.40% and 21.77% in pre-course writing and 35.58% and 17.70% in post-course writing, indicating a 
central role of LRW in reviewing existing research and non-research related phenomena. Third, the 
percentages of Move 2 and Move 3 increased from 18.93% and 8.73% to 24.36% and 15.25%, 
respectively, with occurrences rising from 167 to 279 and 77 to 174, respectively. Both the raw 
frequencies and proportions of individual strategies within Moves 2 and 3 also increased, aligning with 
the findings of Cotos et al. (2017) and reflecting participants’ increased analytical abilities in their LRW 
(Bastola & Ho, 2023).  

Overall, the normalised frequency of all moves increased from 21.14 ptw to 24.78 ptw (Table 4). A  
one-way repeated measures MANOVA indicated a significant change across the three moves between 
pre- and post-course literature reviews, with Wilk’s Lambda = 0.010, F(3, 11) = 353.849, p < .001, 
ηp² = .990, suggesting a statistically significant influence of the course. Results of paired samples t-tests 
(see Table 4) revealed a non-significant difference in Move 1 (t(13) = 0.404, p = .693), but significant 
improvements in Move 2 (t(13) = 5.755, p < .001) and Move 3 (t(13) = 7.843, p < .001), with large effect 
sizes of 1.447 and 1.972, respectively. These findings may be partly explained by the fact that Move 1 is 
strategically easier and rhetorically simpler for student writers (Bastola & Ho, 2023; Soler-Monreal, 
2015), while the significant improvements in Moves 2 and 3 underscore the pedagogical effectiveness of 
the CBLP-LRW course. 

Table 5 further presents the results of paired-samples t-tests for individual strategies. All Move 1 
strategies showed non-significant improvement, including 1A (surveying non-research related 
phenomena; t(13) = 0.400, p = .696, g = 0.101), 1B (claiming centrality; t(13 = 0.955, p = .357, g = 
0.240)), and 1C (surveying research related phenomena; t(13) = 0.468, p = .648, g = 0.118). All strategies 
in Moves 2 and 3 showed significant improvements, ranging from small to large effect sizes. Specifically, 
large effect sizes were demonstrated for three strategies: 2B (gap-indicating; t(13) = 5.666, p < .001, g = 
1.425), 3A (announcing, research aims, focuses, questions, or hypotheses; t(13) = 5.452, p < .001, g = 
1.447), and 3B (announcing theoretical/methodological frameworks; t(13) = 5.275, p < .001, g = 1.327). 
Medium effect sizes were observed for 3 strategies: 2D (asserting the relevance of the surveyed claims; 
t(13) = 3.053, p = .003, g = 0.928), 2E (abstracting or synthesising knowledge claims; t(13) = 3.053, p 
= .009, g = 0.768), and 3D (announcing interpretations of terminology used in the thesis; t(13) = 4.520, p 
< .001, g = 1.137). Small effect sizes were identified in the remaining 4 strategies: 2A (counter-claiming; 
t(13) = 2.305, p = .038, g = 0.580), 2C (asserting confirmative claims; t(13) = 2.165, p = .050, g = 0.544), 
3C (announcing research design/processes; t(13) = 2.577, p = .023, g = 0.648), and 3E (value of the work 
done; t(13) = 2.549, p = .024, g = 0.541). 
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Table 4 

Descriptive Summary of Moves and Strategies 

Move Strategy No. of texts Raw frequency and proportion of all 
moves 

Pre Post Pre Post 
1 1A 14 14 192 (21.77%) 202 (17.70%) 

1B 13 14 72 (8.06%) 81 (7.10%) 
1C 14 14 374 (42.40%) 406 (35.58%) 
SUM 14 14 638 (72.34%) 689 (60.39%) 

2 2A 10 12 25 (2.83%) 44 (3.86%) 
2B 7 14 25 (2.83%) 53 (4.65%) 
2C 14 14 45 (5.10%) 63 (5.52%) 
2D 11 14 27 (3.06%) 44 (3.86%) 
2E 12 14 45 (5.10%) 74 (6.49%) 
SUM 14 14 167 (18.93%) 278 (24.36%) 

3 3A 12 14 30 (3.40%) 63 (5.52%) 
3B 9 13 20 (2.27%) 40 (3.51%) 
3C 3 9 4 (0.45%) 12 (1.05%) 
3D 8 13 12 (1.36%) 32 (2.80%) 
3E 6 10 11 (1.25%) 27 (2.37%) 
SUM 14 14 77 (8.73%) 174 (15.25%) 

Total 882, normalised 
frequency = 21.14 
ptw 

1,141, normalised 
frequency = 24.78 
ptw 

The following subsections present the results of the textual analyses, highlighting the participants’ 
improvements in strategy use for Moves 2 and 3. 

Utilising Negational Strategies for Move 2 
As Kwan (2006) recognised, strategies 2A (counter-claiming) and 2B (gap-indicating) are negational 
strategies adopted to establish the niche for Move 2. Negational strategies criticise weaknesses in existing 
practices and indicate gaps and are essential for expressing critical attitudes towards the existing 
knowledge. These were less common in the pre-course literature reviews. For example, S08 added the 
following sentence to critically assess the shortcomings of “the schema theory”: 

The second shortcoming of the schema theory is that [it] … doesn’t elaborate [on] how the known 
knowledge [plays] a role in the L2 reading, and how the human brain processes the new information. 
[Strategy 2A] (Post08P15S05) 

S10’s post-course writing exemplifies the enhanced ability to indicate a research gap by emphasising the 
need to focus more on “the effect on learners”, enabling her to announce the research aim to concentrate 
on the “impact on learning”: 

Few studies explored the effect on learners. [Strategy 2B]. Therefore, this research aims to broaden the 
focus by considering the impact on learning. [Strategy 3A] (Post10P06S06-07) 
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Table 5 

Results of Paired-Samples T-Tests for Strategies 

Move Strategy  Mean 
normalised 
frequencies, 
(ptw, N = 14) 

SD t (13) p  Hedges’ g 

1 1A Pre 4.68 1.473 0.400 .696 0.101 [very small] 
Post 4.56 1.585 

1B Pre 1.63 1.068 0.955 .357 0.240 [very small] 
Post 1.75 1.147 

1C Pre 8.93 3.355 0.468 .648 0.118 [very small] 
Post 9.28 3.280 

SUM Pre 15.24 2.818 0.404 .693 0.102 [very small] 
Post 15.59 3.647 

2 2A Pre 0.57 0.607 2.305 .038* 0.580 [small] 
Post 0.89 0.598 

2B Pre 0.56 0.672 5.666 < .001** 1.425 [large] 
Post 1.09 0.608 

2C Pre 0.97 0.522 2.165 .050* 0.544 [small] 
Post 1.34 0.728 

2D Pre 0.60 0.417 3.691 .003** 0.928 [medium] 
Post 0.92 0.448 

2E Pre 1.08 0.614 3.053  .009** 0.768 [medium] 
Post 1.77 1.025 

SUM Pre 3.77 1.596 5.755 <.001** 2.219 [large] 
Post 6.00 2.198 

3 3A Pre 0.75 0.593 5.452 < .001** 1.447 [large] 
Post 1.38 0.609 

3B Pre 0.40 0.572 5.275 < .001** 1.327 [large] 
Post 0.83 0.588 

3C Pre 0.08 0.185 2.577 .023* 0.648 [small] 
Post 0.30 0.287 

3D Pre 0.24 0.245 4.520 < .001** 1.137 [medium] 
Post 0.68 0.337 

3E Pre 0.25 0.330 2.549 .024* 0.541 [small] 
Post 0.56 0.474 

SUM Pre 1.72 1.371 7.843 < .001** 1.972 [large] 
Post 3.75 1.536 

* significant at .05 level; ** significant at .01 level. 
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Utilising Affirmative Strategies for Move 2 
Strategies 2C (asserting confirmative claims), 2D (asserting the relevancy of the surveyed claims), and 2E 
(abstracting or synthesising knowledge claims) were summarised by Kwan (2006) as affirmative 
strategies for Move 2. The results of the text analyses correspond to significant improvements for 2D and 
2E. For example, S02 claimed the relevance of “audiovisual translation” in post-course LRW: 

This part will mainly focus on what is [most relevant] to this study—the audiovisual translation. 
[Strategy 2D] (Post02P17S01) 

In addition, S09 synthesised the theoretical position, positioning her research within the existing body of 
knowledge: 

Many researchers who have examined learners’ use of L2 collocations have reported that [many] 
learners’ infelicitous use of collocations can be attributed to L1 transfer (e.g., Bahns, 1993; Granger, 
1998 … ). [Strategy 2E] (Post09P03S01) 

Announcing One’s Own Research and Contributions for Move 3 
The student researchers successfully and clearly presented their research in the post-course literature 
reviews, employing Move 3. The textual analysis revealed that a common issue in the pre-course 
literature reviews was the lack of focus on their own research after surveying various research or non-
research practices. As the following examples show, S10 merely listed prior studies of “critical thinking” 
without further processing, with the post-course literature review seeing her articulate her interpretation of 
this terminology: 

As Ennis (1989) has suggested … [Strategy 1C] Lipman (1988) holds the view that … [Strategy 
1C] Yun et al. (2022) summarised … [Strategy 1C] (Pre10P01S04-S17) 
… critical thinking … and can be described in terms of cognitive skills and thinking dispositions 
(Halpern; Facione, 2015). [Strategy 3D] (Post10P01S02) 

Experienced student researchers often concluded their literature reviews with a paragraph that discussed 
the research niche and indicated their research contributions (Kwan, 2006). However, S06’s pre-course 
literature review, for example, concluded with a survey of studies. By contrast, her post-course writing 
identified the research gap and mentioned the research’s focus on “high schools” and aims to “investigate 
the specific effects”: 

Dai (2011) sensed that [a] creative English writing course not only facilitates … [Strategy 1C]  
Dai Fan (2015) thought highly of nonfiction writing as a form of Creative Writing … [Strategy 1C] 
(Pre06P30S03-04) 

… while little research [concerning] the secondary English education level [Strategy 2B] … This paper 
attempts to place the research focus [on] high schools, …  to investigate the specific effects of the 
integration on senior students’ writing performance and writing attitude. [Strategy 3A] (Post06P33S01-
06) 

Improvements in Genre Performance 
The average score for the genre performance of the 14 participants increased from 2.95 to 3.39 (Max = 4; 
see Table 6). The results of the Wilcoxon signed-rank test demonstrate significant improvements in the 
average score, with a large effect size (Z = 3.228, p < .001, r = 0.862). Specifically, participants showed 
significant improvements in the four categories of genre performance with large effect sizes for 
consideration of the context and the reader (Z = 2.236, p = .025, r = 0.598), use of supporting citations  
(Z = 2.449, p = .014, r = 0.654), display of organisation and structure (Z = 3.162, p = .002, r = 0.845), and 
use of appropriate language and grammar (Z = 2.000, p = .046, r = 0.535).  The improvement in 
displaying organisation and structure showed the largest effect, with moves and strategies providing a 
clear, logical flow for LRW. 
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Table 6 

Results of the Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Tests for Genre Performance 

Category  M (Max = 4; 
N = 14) 

SD Z p r 

1. Consider the 
context and the 
reader 

Pre 3.00 0.55 2.236 .025* 0.598 
[large] Post 3.36 0.50 

2. Use supporting 
citations 

Pre 3.07 0.62 2.449 .014* 0.654 
[large] Post 3.50 0.50 

3. Display 
organisation and 
structure 

Pre 2.64 0.50 3.162 .002** 0.845 
[large] Post 3.36 0.50 

4. Use appropriate 
language and 
grammar 

Pre 3.07 0.27 2.000 .046* 0.535 
[large] Post 3.36 0.50 

Average Pre 2.95 0.24 3.228 < .001** 0.862 
[large] Post 3.39 0.31 

* significant at .05 level; ** significant at .01 level. 

Textual analysis demonstrated that the higher scores received for post-course genre performance were 
facilitated by modifications to moves. For example, S05 clarified key terms such as “bare prompt” and 
“framed prompt” in the post-course literature review, ensuring reader comprehension (Category 1). These 
terms were crucial to the research but were not elaborated on in the pre-course writing. For Category 2, 
S04 strengthened her argument for blended learning by adding supporting citations: “blended learning 
was currently regarded as the most successful … (Rasheed et al., 2020)” (Post04P02S02). 

S09 improved the organisation of her literature reviews (Category 3) by including sections that surveyed 
studies on the effects of “multimodal pedagogy” and identified relevant research gaps, thereby clarifying 
the research focus on enhancing students’ writing performance through this pedagogy. Many participants 
also enhanced their language use. For example, S01 recognised the issue of overly long and complex 
sentences, with many of their original sentences exceeding 80–100 words. S04 revised the phrase “there 
is a research blank” (Pre04P11S01) to read “most empirical studies … with relatively few …” 
(Post04P16S03), thus representing the gap more clearly. 

Positive Perceptions and Experiences of the CBLP-LRW Course 
An analysis of transcripts from interviews with 19 participants revealed positive perceptions of the CBLP-
LRW course’s effectiveness and experience. Five specific themes were identified: (1) mastering LRW 
skills and genre knowledge; (2) acquiring essential technological and cognitive skills for using the 
Parallel EAP Corpora; (3) stimulating self-reflections and revisions of literature reviews; (4) fostering the 
disposition to use a corpus for independent learning and LRW, and (5) enhancing critical reading and 
analytical skills for literature reviews. 

First, in response to RQ1 and RQ2, all participants recognised the course’s effectiveness in terms of 
improving LRW. They learned genre writing skills such as “using appropriate sentence structure to report 
the citation” as well as move construction such as “how to discuss the relationships between previous 
studies and my own study” (I-07). 

They attributed their successful learning outcomes to two main aspects: the use of the Parallel EAP 
Corpora and the PAAA model. The Parallel EAP Corpora provided various functions to facilitate 



Jiahao Yan, Qing Ma, and Pascual Pérez-Paredes 15 
  

  
  
learning, particularly by including both expert and learner data, helping participants to “easily grasp the 
learner problems and learn the more appropriate usages” (I-01) and to “gain a deeper understanding of the 
citations and moves in literature reviews” (I-11). 

During the acquiring stage, the PAAA model featured “step-by-step hands-on training and sufficient 
practices” in corpus use (I-09), provided “important concepts about LRW” (I-04), and enabled 
participants to “search data independently, examine the data, identify learners’ problems in moves, and 
find ways to deal with these problems” (I-12). Conclusively, the participants can “learn [about their] own 
problems and address them through using [a] corpus” (I-01). 

Second, the participants acquired “basic concepts related to corpus use, such as POS tag, concordance, 
and collocations” (I-11). Cognitively, they expressed increased confidence and ability in interpreting the 
corpus data. As I-04 stated,  

[A]t the beginning, I didn’t know whether I [could] interpret the data clearly and correctly. After some 
lessons, I found it much easier. 

They became able to “notice the collocation patterns in expert and learner writing” (I-05) and “infer the 
evaluative dispositions in literature reviews” (I-08). 

Third, as a crucial component of the application stage, this course stimulated participants’ self-reflection 
on and revisions to their literature reviews. As I-16 noted, “I will reflect more, [for example,] how to 
express my opinions and why [I should use] such expressions.” I-05 and I-15 recognised the importance 
of understanding the logic structure of LRW rather than focusing solely on grammatical errors. Some 
participants (e.g., I-14 and I-19) critically reflected on the reasons for learner difficulties, attributing them 
to a lack of exposure to research articles, low levels of critical thinking, and insufficient language 
proficiency. 

Fourth, most participants expressed willingness to apply corpora to address challenges in future research 
writing, such as to “search the corpus for valuable information and then adapt the sentence patterns to 
convey my own ideas” (I-05). I-14 also stated, 

[B]efore this workshop, I knew nothing about corpus … [N]ow I subconsciously use corp[ora] to search 
for some words, [such as] studies and note[s]. 

Finally, many of the participants reported enhanced critical reading and analytical skills. Previously, they 
read extant literature reviews without a “detailed investigation of the rhetorical structures and writing 
styles” (I-17), found it “difficult to interpret the exact meaning” (I-19), or simply accepted “what others 
wrote” (I-16). After the course, they could “analyse how academic writers report opinions and findings” 
(I-14) and “critically examine how others’ literature reviews can support” their own research (I-09). 

In conclusion, the first two themes emphasised the major pedagogical purposes of the PAAA-guided 
CBLP-LRW course, namely, acquiring LRW skills and learning to use the corpus. The next two themes 
represented crucial components of the application stage, encouraging learners to utilise the acquired 
language knowledge and corpus skills to address real-world issues. The last theme highlighted the 
importance of analysing authentic writing samples to enhance LRW reading and analytical skills. 

Discussion and Implications 

Significant Improvements in Move Construction and Genre Performance 
This study contributes to expanding the research territory regarding existing CBLP practices. As 
mentioned, prior research has predominantly focused on lexicogrammatical features or general writing 
skills (Boulton, 2021; Chen & Flowerdew, 2018a; Crosthwaite et al., 2020). Through implementing the 
PAAA model in the CBLP-LRW course, this study not only expands the research base by demonstrating 
improvements in students’ move constructions and genre performance but also advances the field by 



16 Language Learning & Technology 
  

 
 
evaluating the specific strategies employed to accomplish each move. 

The first unique finding concerns the significant improvements observed in Moves 2 (establishing the 
niche) and 3 (occupying the niche), as well as the strategies employed to achieve them. While the 
effectiveness of individual strategies ranged from small to large effect sizes, the overall improvements for 
Moves 2 and 3 show large effect sizes of 1.447 and 1.972, respectively, placing them among the top 25% 
approaches for language education (Plonsky & Oswald, 2014). These findings suggest that, although the 
strategies for accomplishing Moves 2 and 3 are more rhetorically complex and challenging for student 
researchers compared to those associated with Move 1 (Bastola & Ho, 2023; Soler-Monreal, 2015; 
Tribble & Wingate, 2013), the PAAA-guided CBLP-LRW course can significantly support student 
researchers in overcoming these challenges. In addition, while Move 1 remains dominant, the proportions 
of more advanced Moves 2 and 3 among all moves increased, along with all strategies. Aligning with 
previous studies (Bastola & Ho, 2023; Cotos et al., 2017), the higher proportions of Moves 2 and 3 
indicate that the student researchers became more capable of analysing and critically evaluating the 
research background and of explicitly articulating their own research to readers. 

Follow-up textual analyses further highlight that participants not only used these strategies more 
frequently but also integrated them more effectively. Notably, regarding Moves 2 and 3, there was an 
increase in the use of both negational and affirmative strategies. Using these strategies can help student 
researchers establish the research niche by logically and confidently evaluating the state of the field, as 
well as announcing new aspects and contributions more clearly and coherently. These findings underscore 
the PAAA model’s significance for move instructions and suggest that LRW courses should prioritise 
Moves 2 and 3, along with the key strategies. As Kwan (2006) notes, these move strategies provide 
metalanguage that heightens student awareness of schematic patterns in LRW. 

The study also demonstrates that participants improved their genre performance following instruction on 
moves. Previous research has extensively discussed the link between and the associated linguistic 
realisations of moves and genre constructions in research writing (Cotos et al., 2017; Farhang-Ju et al., 
2024; Saricaoglu et al., 2021). Our research advances this discussion by presenting empirical evidence 
obtained by investigating students’ improvements and revisions. By comparing pre- and post-course 
literature reviews, we observed significant improvements in various aspects of genre performance in 
LRW, including consideration of context and audience, use of citations to support arguments, use of 
academic language, coherence and cohesion, and overall organisation. Further textual analyses reveal 
how modifying moves can help student researchers enhance their genre writing. Such approaches include 
integrating properly formatted citations to convey disciplinary knowledge, discussing or evaluating 
existing literature using academic language, and improving the presentation of arguments through greater 
coherence and organisation. In summary, this study illustrates that aligning move development with 
broader writing competencies can produce positive outcomes in genre writing, emphasising the 
significance of the PAAA model implemented in the CBLP-LRW course. 

Pedagogical Implications and Suggestions for CBLP Courses 
The successful implementation of the PAAA model in the CBLP-LRW course and the positive participant 
evaluations indicate several pedagogical implications for future CBLP courses. 

First, the PAAA model can effectively navigate complex rhetorical move structures in genre learning and 
research writing. It underscores how CBLP design principles and pedagogical guidance can support genre 
learning (Cheung & Crosthwaite, 2025). The PAAA model also encourages participants to learn through 
revision and iterative practice with existing writing examples, fostering deeper comprehension and 
mastery of genre conventions. This cyclical process of drafting, learning, receiving feedback, and 
rewriting enables student researchers to refine moves in LRW, build confidence, and address individual 
and real-world writing challenges. Additionally, by employing genre-specific EAP corpora (e.g., the 
Parallel EAP Corpora), CBLP enables focused examination of discipline-specific linguistic features while 
fostering critical engagement with authentic academic discourse. This enables students to learn the textual 
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patterns of moves and achieve the communicative purposes by incorporating appropriate and effective 
moves and strategies in their writing (Cotos et al., 2017). Furthermore, CBLP practices promote extensive 
teacher scaffolding and encourage independent corpus analysis, helping participating students better 
understand complex language conventions and move constructions that appear in LRW and academic 
writing more broadly (Chang, 2012; Yan & Ma, 2024).  

Second, the inclusion of the Parallel EAP Corpora highlights the pedagogical potential of integrating both 
expert and learner corpora into CBLP courses. This approach aligns with the recommendations of Götz 
and Granger (2024) and Granger (2024), who advocate for integrating learner corpora data and research 
findings into classroom practices. Comparing authentic expert and learner writing helps student 
researchers diagnose issues in their own texts (Yan & Ma, 2024) and deepen their understanding of target 
features (Ackerley, 2017), especially moves and strategies (Saricaoglu et al., 2021), thereby supporting 
drafting and revision. Classroom-based comparative analysis also builds critical reading, analysis, and 
evaluation skills in relation to both published literature reviews and students’ own work. Thus, combining 
expert and learner corpora fosters reflective practice and promotes a nuanced grasp of genre-specific 
language use and writing skills. 

Third, a CBLP course should balance the acquisition of target features with appropriate guidance 
regarding corpus use. This dual approach was intended to equip students with the knowledge to apply 
target features in real-world contexts and to cultivate the skills needed to utilise corpora and corpus tools 
in their future learning. These skills encompass not only the technological aspects of using corpus 
technology, but also the cognitive abilities required to address real-world problems using corpora, such as 
questioning previous writing, reflecting on learning experiences, memorising target features, exploring 
corpus functions, analysing and interpreting corpus data, and hypothesising about and verifying language 
patterns (Chang, 2012; O’Sullivan, 2007). As Boulton and Vyatkina (2021) have argued, enhancing these 
cognitive abilities should be the focus and the primary benefit of learners’ corpus use. While these 
technological and cognitive skills may be challenging for lower-level students, future CBLP courses may 
integrate AI chatbots to facilitate corpus-based learning (Yang & Chen, 2025). 

Conclusion 

Guided by the recently developed CBLP framework, this study designed a four-stage, genre-based PAAA 
model to address a challenging task for educators, namely, improving student researchers’ move 
construction in the context of literature reviews. Participants in the CBLP-LRW course demonstrated 
substantial improvements in move construction, particularly in terms of establishing and occupying 
research niches. By focusing on moves, the course positively influenced participants’ genre performance, 
improving writing quality more generally. These findings confirm the suitability of the CBLP framework 
for LRW and highlight its considerable pedagogical potential in language classrooms. 

However, this study has several limitations. Similar to other EAP studies, it was small in scale and 
employed a quasi-experimental within-subjects design due to practical constraints. Future research with a 
larger sample and a control group receiving traditional/alternative instruction could more rigorously 
evaluate whether a CBLP course improves student researchers’ LRW compared to non-corpus based 
pedagogical approaches, such as solely employing textbooks. In addition, although participants’ cognitive 
engagement in such learning activities has been explored through interviews, incorporating innovative 
approaches such as think-aloud protocols and stimulus recall—as recommended by Boulton and Vyatkina 
(2021)—could further enhance the understanding of participants’ cognitive activities in the context of 
using a corpus and interpreting corpus data. 

Endnote 

1. A normal university in China is a university that focuses on teacher education. 
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Appendix A. Sample Activity 

Activity: Analysing sentences containing ‘Research on’ 

The pattern ‘research on’ is frequently used for Move 2 to establish the niche. It is often used for 
synthesising knowledge claims to establish a theoretical position or indicating the research gap (Table 7). 
Following steps 1 to 6, analyse and compare the usages of this pattern in expert and learner writing. 

1) Independently find all the collocation contexts of the pattern ‘research on’ in expert corpus and 
learner corpus. 

2) Independently analyse all the sentences containing this collocation, identify the moves and 
strategies used by the writers, and put your categorisations in the Table in the Tencent online 
document for sharing. 

3) Compare your own categorisation with your groupmates’ and the teacher’s, and check whether 
you have successfully identified the moves and strategies. 

4) Compare the expert writing and learner writing. What similarities and differences can you find? 
5) Work with your groupmates and summarise the issues in learner writing when using this pattern 

for the rhetorical strategies to Move 2. 
6) Reflect on your own writing experiences and prior knowledge. What are the possible reasons of 

these issues and what can learners do to address these issues? 
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Table 7 

Strategies of the Sentences Containing ‘Research on’ 

Strategies for Move 2 Expert writing Learner writing 
Synthesising 
knowledge claims 

1) Research on methodology of vocabulary teaching 
finds that explicit teaching of vocabulary results in better 
retention than incidental learning from natural text-based 
input such as book passages or dictionary entries (Chun 
& Plass, 1996; … Zimmerman, 1997) … 
2) … 
3) … 

1) Research on 
error correction has 
a long history. 
2) … 
3) … 

Gap-indicating 1) And, as both Rose (2005) and Jeon and Kaya (2006) 
point out, there are several methodological flaws and 
limitations found in the existing research that will need to 
be overcome in future research on instructed pragmatics, 
before firmer conclusions can be drawn about the relative 
advantages of an explicit or an implicit approach to 
teaching L2 pragmatics. 
2) … 
3) … 

1) The amount of 
research on 
learners’ preferences 
and actual use of the 
dictionaries are also 
limited. 
2) … 
3) … 

Appendix B. Rubrics for Genre Performance 

Category: Genre 
performance 

4 = outstanding 3 = Mastering 2 = Developing 1 = Beginning 

1. Consider the 
context and the 
reader 

Display a 
sophisticated 
understanding of 
the research context 
and disciplinary 
knowledge; pay 
good attention to 
reader integration 

Display appropriate 
understanding of 
the research context 
and disciplinary 
knowledge; pay 
some attention to 
reader integration 

Demonstrate 
adequate 
understanding of 
the discipline and 
familiarity with the 
context and 
audience 

Demonstrate 
superficial 
familiarity with 
the context and 
audience 

2. Use supporting 
citations 

Use wide, 
significant support 
and a variety of 
supporting citations 
from convincing 
sources 

Use sufficient, 
relevant, and 
adequate supporting 
citations from 
relatively 
convincing sources 

Use adequate but 
sometimes 
irrelevant or 
convincing citations 

Use few, 
irrelevant or 
unconvincing 
citations 

3. Display 
organisation and 
structure 

Display exemplary 
organisational 
structure in terms of 
paragraphs, 
sections, length, 
and overall 
coherence 

Display good 
organisational 
structure in terms of 
paragraphs, 
sections, length, 
and overall 
coherence 

Demonstrate 
adequate awareness 
of a recognisable 
organisational 
structure 

Demonstrate a low 
level of awareness 
of basic 
organisational 
structure 
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4. Use appropriate 
language and 
grammar 

Use academic and 
error-free 
language/grammar 
and formats 
accurately, fluently, 
and eloquently 

Use straightforward 
language/grammar 
and formats that are 
accurate but not 
completely fluent or 
error free 

Use 
language/grammar 
and formats 
adequately, but 
with some usage 
errors that impede 
meaning 

Use 
language/grammar 
and format 
superficially, with 
meaning often 
impeded by usage 
errors 
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