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Abstract

Argumentative writing serves as a crucial vehicle for assessing EFL learners’ critical thinking and
comprehensive language proficiency. However, previous research has largely been confined to sin-
gle student populations, often reductively treating argumentative elements as “structural check-
lists”, while paying insufficient attention to the intrinsic reasoning quality and cross-cultural com-
parative perspectives. Drawing on the International Corpus Network of Asian Learners of English
(ICNALE), this study selected 190 argumentative essays by Chinese and Korean university students
at the CEFR B1 high level, employing an adapted Toulmin model to annotate argumentative struc-
tures and a rubric refined from the Relevance-Acceptability-Sufficiency (RAS) framework to evalu-
ate argumentative quality. Results demonstrate that: 1) Both groups have mastered the basic “claim
+data” framework, yet diverge significantly in advanced elements—Chinese students show a stronger
tendency to construct complete counterargument-rebuttal loops, whereas Korean students display
more linear structures; 2) Chinese students’ essays scored significantly higher in overall quality; 3)
Regarding argumentative strategies, both cohorts primarily relied on logical reasoning, albeit more
prominently among the Chinese, while Korean students comparatively retained more personal ex-
perience as a supplementary form of support. These findings reveal differentiated rhetorical pref-
erences between Chinese and Korean university students in English argumentative writing and ex-
plore the potential influences of instructional paradigms and cultural habitus on writing perfor-
mance.
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WORSCE R B iR ) F i B4 5B T S A B R I O r . ART— o S ERE
TRAERR, R AR SO SR S M e S B S S S R B TE N L. ALV J1iedE IR AR N R T
WAL REUORSCAEFEAE . HEE BRSO b G 48 EE A, (A 2 B SIER A2 R
RN ANESERIERHE. H—TJ71h, BMER & EURE(Toulmin, 2003) 550 UERE AL, LA HUR B 2 5 IRT
B AMBES ) H BRI R E A, B 7RI PPAE LS AN [ [ 2 o) & s st b R, X
SR AR IR R “AMIE R, (NERERNE S SEL AR MR DL R
AFSCHE ST RIFSRANES, WHUX S “GHEEF4A" 5 “WiEEmLsE” o Fik, ARSCEH
ICNALE 1k} (Ishikawa, 2023) 4 (G R HI AR &, BHATIOEM 7T, FEIESRE T, WARA P, i
P A TERIE A S & R E R H .

2. BORSTIRIERAFR
FURBIL AL A R4 0k 104 DRESF R, 2B IEL R 2 ML . s R
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YEFE S, Qin I Karabacak [2]. Stapleton 1 Wu [3]55 4 H o R oAEE F5K. . RITMA. RITI0HE.
B FiK MBI AN ERRWIG T K. X — SRR 7 R 2L4], &M TEE a5, XA
BT ERAE N, & A KB RIARE6]-[8]. SHIERF AR A, S T ERER, HESRRTE
LR m B SR AR SR BRI AN 2] [3] [6]-[13]: H WA UT A “ZHRHE - S50 AR
YA, R IE B AR R 2 i DA PR

TEWIE R VAL /7T, Johnson [14]F1 Govier [15]14& HIRAH OGP WTEZ2PE. R (RASHESLIA 18
PH MK, BEARE IR L[6]. BAFFME TS RAS &R [2] [3] [12] [17], HEEH
T EARALIR AR 7 ARl AB 2T H ol o 40 () 45 46375 B [8]-[13], MELAMUSIIEM HERR R & . BhAh, BB AIR
2 SR [ SRR (18] o XoF ELABREWE S0 48 Y, AN SCALSH R4 B D S A7 7 22 57« 30 /0 VB B A e 2 L P i g it
UEHE” [19] [20], 10 55 —#B o WS V@A NG DI BOA R [21] [22]. Bk rT DA, AR LR
PR — E AR G AR AR, HOR IR RN, S RN S A 5SS T,
X A S B ABAE AR . TR SRR R R IR T L. R, A OGS ICNALE [23138 82, S H 2 &
IREIRAL 5 RAS HESE, MR TESE I 14 28 SORIE i & = M FEN T, IR R Pl KA 808 S = ]
7L S5 T B TR R AN R ST 5 N IR IE RS 22 57, T B BOIT 5] 5 2% A A\ Sl HE ) 2 3R 1)
WIEZH, YISeT 08 U S 1EKF .
3. gt

A FMFT ICNALE [23138RLEE, 80t by 56 B RS AR SEBORSL, BAERIZ LRI A .

1) BT SO EURBORRY, A R S A LR BB WS SR R IR 45 A (] S ) 2

2) 1E RAS WHIF i S AR P8 AU 5 TH, A s oK 2 2R ] S [ 2
31 IBNSERE

AR IERNE B ICNALE MSIETFPE, SEECT H . S BB N RNIE [FE S 2500 E Bl &
PR RFAEIL 190 RO CEE, EREAEE L 1.

Table 1. Corpus information
F1ERHER

HAEE I () i ()
ST LA 1E TR R S 48 48
KA R RIAEER 47 47
PRV EA4 95 95
PENEIEG 22,886 21,081

32. WIBHFREENE

EREERR

W 7K e R SRS R (032 2) % SCARIEAT B 1/ING) SR T IRRIE, SeitZE R < Z” ()7 B 5 “ff
FHAR” (RFE); [RIES 485 Packer A1 Timpane [18]#0 7> 2K i8I 8 & v similb 4l . BARBIE. MAL . 2
AR DY (LA 3) o WRTE ISR VPAG R FH 25 T RAS HE 4L S0k J5 R IE i SV M 5 % (AQC & S-RAS) (L
4), WAVEIHEE ICC Jy 0.87. Hids /0 #rk H R 77k 46 5 Mann-Whitney U JEZ 4t 5 .
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Table 2. Encoding table of Toulmin elements

F 2. EURHEZRMD R

FERH WIEER TR HX
F5K C PR X 4 WG R  H00 3737
HAREZ
e D B SRR 5K A B B
SITHL R cc 5153 SR B s O B A B L A
KI7 R CD R 7 W A B
R
ST ERN RC X I 5 W BT AR S B B
B RD SCRPEE 5K Bt BIE R

Table 3. Encoding table of evidence types
= 3. WIRABMAT R

IR ne ] X

SHRIE SE GitddE . THEMA . AR ANFELEE
FARBGIE CE =TT BRG] HriERE S

NV PE TE# B 5 B SR P

e RL BT RURBOR AR R IR, 25 SRl — R M AR R e 5

Table 4. AQC & S-RAS
*® 4 WIEREIFNER

i3 X
R IPS s FEMIRZ I SEE H 5 SRS RIT, g B IN SRS
Btk Pres B 5 2 (B SRR AR TR, BAARSHE RS iR
WEHEDE S35 EE LA LR R T IE M SRR AR T B R DL IR 2%
W T % FHd ). B SR EFZ I R TR YI . AT IR HER
W REIT REEFR iR GG 8] — e AR IR, BIE, BRI R B “HNA
TE# L SEYFER I — B, EARRERE A1, TSR IE R T E

4, ERDSTHL
4.1, PHAFEERITEHNRRE

AT RS A SRRSO BUR ORI I, MR (R TR, R
PR YRR LR, R “VRRE BT R, AT R E A

(1) BRI

105 WK, SRS LR A SCRS A 6 AR — SR,
BRI <R3+ IR ORI, K S BRI T IR BB — 5 AR5
ERBE, TR A RO RI TR S (2] [3] [6]-113).

T
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%
N
S

) B ERNERER

ERPR PN [ AR AR KA Y (0 R B og 4 — B0 (AR R B3 4 FH 23 DL B 3% B3P s R
HO5TH, fFAERFEER . NERGHMERK “RE” , % 6 il T NKRERAER R CH I Bk
VS ETE S UR LTSRS

Table 5. Comparison of Toulmin elements usage rates between Chinese and Korean students (N = 95/group)

5. hEFEEREEREMRLLEB(N = 95/4H)

WIEER i HE 7© pfE
Fik 95 (100.0%) 95 (100.0%) N/A N/A
wHE 95 (100.0%) 95 (100.0%) N/A N/A

JR TR 27 (28.4%) 14 (14.7%) 4.479 0.034"

RIT I 36 (37.9%) 26 (27.4%) 1.939 0.164

S B A, 24 (25.3%) 24 (25.3%) N/A N/A

R A 16 (16.8%) 7 (7.4%) 3.166 0.075

VE: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001. F[E.

Table 6. Average usage frequency and test results of Toulmin elements among Chinese and Korean English learners
7 6. PEHEEF I EERYEERELIIFERIVIRIEIEER

L3 F & M (SD) EE M (SD) ZHE p1E

Eik 1.88 (0.56) 1.72 (0.50) —2.04 0.041"

wHE 3.19 (1.23) 2.73 (1.08) —2.84 0.005™
K7 £k 0.31 (0.51) 0.15 (0.36) -2.33 0.020"
S5 0.43 (0.60) 0.27 (0.45) -1.74 0.081
U ENS 0.28 (0.52) 0.27 (0.49) -0.04 0.968
SRR A 0.20 (0.47) 0.09 (0.36) -1.97 0.049"

TERRIEE R T, S A R E AR R B kA, (A b [ 2 AR AR R AR SO A I kA e
SRS & TR E AR (R 6), IXRMIFIAERTR A, E AT TR eI, S,

5 MR 6 MAIRMIE R TP E B S E R LR Bk, PEZEAES R I A )
PETE G, HAE T 25(28.4% vs. 14.7%) 1 24145i7(0.31 vs. 0.15, p = 0.020) 9 B & s T b E 24 . Hk, fER
BBk e B b, W AR RO E AR DR M 2 R . R ZH 2 A 4 S B A B Bl s B — B (3
N 25.3%), {RAESCHE I RS b, H AR S FOE Gevt 2 b R TR E 2R (p = 0.049).
XYL, AR T PR ROT - BF - RS BRI IR, MR A B R
BOR, EE B SR S, WRESBUSIEREA IR, REIH BRI ML MR,

() 54

SRS, WIESAEE “RBEGEARRIENESL” F& S —8, (HERIER R 2 BRI sE 80 ot
B . o [ 2 A AN AE A B3R A P SRR, 7 AL P s B 4 R It SR IRt T R B AR P A R,
HRS R I AR S NFIBE R AT A B R K. AL R, 86 E 22 AR IR 45 M T 26, (i s e
g, RUESI N R R, AT REDR G 2 J5 ST (K 70 70 3%, 76— @ PR LR 7 IS AR R 2
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42. FEREFIERIIRESIERRMOERAER
4.2.1. WiEREAEFRI
Wi 7 fn, R, H E AR R E BT R 4> (Mean = 24.91) % 3 & 1 5 [E 22 4E (Mean = 23.08, p

=0.001). & FE BRI b5 E 2 (4.06) TG 7R F AR KSF 22 AR . X — 25 R, FEESHIIE 5P I RT i
N, o E AL UGS SO RIS IE T R IH AR RS . N T DR T X P 2 S TR AR
PR, SOR AIESR SR AL PR A FH S N TR A 20 -
Table 7. Descriptive statistics and test results based on AQC & S-RAS
= 7. ETRIERETNERMTABRSEIT SRR

) FIME PR g ofBE BME BRE ZfE pfE

EE 24.91 2.86 25.0 4.0 16 30

3.22 0.001™
[ 23.08 4.06 24.0 6.0 14 30

4.2.2. IEEERIERBRE

% 8 5 1 R T E AW IR LS LR R B, WEBRGRE, WES RS
CYBERHETL” VR NBAZ O RIRIE T BL(H [E Mean = 1.86, 5tk 58.4%; #H[E Mean = 1.34, (5L 49.0%),
Bt BL KT 3 AR WAL SO AR Tl B A R IE R B .

Table 8. The average usage frequency and significance test results of the four types of evidence
7 8. MARBEHEANARBEZHRIER

TEHE LA & M (SD) HE M (SD) H () p1E
SR 1.05 (0.93) 0.85 (1.02) 1.93 0.054
BARBIIE 0.19 (0.42) 0.18 (0.46) 0.51 0.611
I 0.08 (0.31) 0.36 (0.58) -4.18 <0.001***
WA 1.86 (1.11) 1.34 (1.14) 3.38 0.001™

mHE mEEE
58.40

49.00
0.33
31.30
13.10
00 6.50
6.00 2.60
N ..

SERIF FARGIIE NVl AR

Figure 1. Distribution of evidence types in argumentative essays by
Chinese and Korean students

B 1 REFERGLIRERE S

DOI: 10.12677/ml.2026.142128 180 HICIE = 5


https://doi.org/10.12677/ml.2026.142128

w9, X%

SRIMT, TERHEM R BARCEL -, P 2B RN ZER . WE 1 For, Jih2e A 7850145 (33.0%
vs 31.3%)-5 B A& IE(6.0% vs 6.5%) 1) fH FH L BIAR Y, (H 22 57 35 BRIy v [ 2% A ARG i 1 32 5 4 3
(Mean =1.86,p=0.001), Jf-3REHH T 24 FH B iE B (18 35 [19] [20], X Pl 25 5 1) B ey o 5 L8 v 1) 1
A (WA AR AL R, 86 E A T 5] NS A2 P (Mean = 0.36), FUAve i B 224
(1) 4.5 f%(p < 0.001). X PRI T 55 [ 27 A= B Ed e vFA AN N Bk By il i ke i ise 3 1 1 B3k ng 50, i
—Z5 50 B BRI 70 0% T AN R SO TS SRt 4 i I A7 AE 72 7 I A W) & [21] [22] .

4.3. RIEERHBERE

ARG SV (AT 1 2 5 R S T A, R R A AE N SOl . A A
LA LS RE IR 0L, BRTAT LIS R0 5 #t s (R — BT A ) 8 R
HEATRRRE . ST AL, RO ERHEN R, [ YIS (RO K BRI | ey
B ST ER VR ISR, N S 1S A Sems 7 T A A [24] [25] . WEATBF AL, EHRHH
KT SRS % DR TS BN SR 0 s, ST T B8 B 181 5 0 8 R 4 AU Ay 5 4
SCAR [25]. KPR AT AL h I A A o 2 ) R T A A0 P 24 B AR £
7 T RER R AR —— B2 T R 5 IR Iy — BB BB AL 1, LA < F
MOVPOERAE. MEZ T, T uE SR NRIL, W ARG T 5 — MBS . S R R 50
JBIRE, {F Hinds [2114R 1) B BEAETL T 2 AT L6 86 R 5 1P AR b el e 0 (R B, BT T e ffe
U TR o STUEGF I — DY 7k — e, RIE EFL 221 AE S0 SO 9118 T B £ 55
— NFRARIAI SR A0 W 3 ) T B [26]. S50 00 F R TSR 3 0 A f35 s e SR AR 7 {1 4
O T R KRR, ABF A E R R R NN, TR AR A BN, T
FTBE A RERENG ], BB SO 5 R SREESRERC . SRT, E AP TR
BALE A I VPR T S50B 0 5E PA6  EmE T B AS RE H  D 5%

5. &5

ARSCRF T 7 rps SRR SR VOB SO MIRIES ) . SRS &, BRI B, WEY
" AR RE AR L R TEAESL, (Hh 22 A R AR (RO R B4 s ) 8787y, i
[ TS SO SRR S B3, 5, fEIESRSRMG b, PR R DGRy T, (Hrp FE g
U2 AR A A EL R Y, 17 8 R 22 A U S B 2 AR B TS N D Sl B8 e, I AT RE Sk 1 AN A
R H=, SHEERY, hESERERISIET R, 5T 545 P IR L 18 R AIE i ) U]
EIHE R BE. R, AEREAAE - ERRIRYE: EE, AR TRGR Bl MUK TR
A, SRR IE ] T HIHECE S (0 CL /KPR I F M@ I E: X, AFFUOGER T PR E S 1
ER, R BE A TR A (R TS AN VR I SR RV RS2 . AROR MBI FE ATt — By REEAYE ], A
[FIACEBUR 2 213, FF SIS BB B 220 T B o 5 IR E SRR, DUSE At i 7= SO 5 #0
SR EN BGOSR IR R R .
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