ACADEMIC WRITING  /  DOCTORAL WORKSHOP
[bookmark: _GoBack]The logic and sequence of presentation of the material
Level: PhD / doctoral students   |   Language: English   |   Format: guided workshop and independent writing
Purpose of the practical class
Coherence is built at the levels of claim, paragraph and section. Readers should never have to infer a missing premise or guess why one result follows another.
Learning outcomes
Reconstruct a coherent argument from unordered evidence.
Identify unsupported inferential leaps and repair them.
Develop a paragraph and section sequence around a research question.
Essential concepts
	Concept
	What it means in research writing

	Argument chain
	A conclusion must follow from stated premises and evidence.

	Paragraph logic
	Use a controlling sentence, supporting evidence, interpretation and a link forward.

	Known → new
	Begin with what the reader already knows and introduce new information deliberately.

	Transitions
	Signal true logical relationships: contrast, cause, addition, qualification and consequence.



Session plan
	Workshop task
	Mode
	Time

	1. Reorder an argument
	Groups
	20 min

	2. Spot the logical leap
	Pairs
	20 min

	3. Write a claim–evidence paragraph
	Individual
	30 min

	4. Build a section storyboard
	Peer review
	20 min



Practical activities
Activity 1. Reorder an argument  (20 min)
Working format: Groups
Source material / task situation:
Unordered statements: A “Thus, the observed difference motivates a more rigorous investigation.” B “A single laboratory batch was divided into treated and untreated groups.” C “Surface roughness was measured with the same instrument in both groups.” D “However, this dataset alone cannot isolate all batch effects.” E “The treated group had a lower observed mean roughness.” F “Reliable assessment requires comparable measurement conditions.”
Instructions:
1.  Propose the most reader-friendly order.
2.  Label the role of each sentence: context, design, method, result, limitation or implication.
3.  Add two connectors; explain why “therefore” is invalid before a causal claim.
Expected output: An ordered paragraph with sentence roles.
	Proposed order  [Type your response here]

	Reasoning chain  [Type your response here]



Activity 2. Spot the logical leap  (20 min)
Working format: Pairs
Source material / task situation:
Paragraph 1: “Participants who read more articles had higher publication counts. Therefore, reading articles caused their success.”
Paragraph 2: “Only one sample was imaged. The image showed no visible pores. Therefore, the entire material is pore-free.”
Instructions:
1.  Mark observation, inference and unsupported causal/generalizing claim in each paragraph.
2.  List at least two alternative explanations for the first claim.
3.  Write a corrected two-sentence interpretation for each paragraph.
Expected output: An inference-error diagnosis and corrected interpretations.
	Observed fact  [Type your response here]

	Unwarranted leap  [Type your response here]

	Repaired interpretation  [Type your response here]



Activity 3. Write a claim–evidence paragraph  (30 min)
Working format: Individual
Source material / task situation:
Use evidence from Topic 1 (mean roughness 1.80 and 1.07 µm) or a verified result from your own dissertation. Do not state a causal mechanism unless it was tested.
Instructions:
1.  Write a topic sentence with one scoped claim.
2.  Provide the measurement or source evidence with a precise reference to its origin.
3.  Explain how the evidence supports the claim; state one limitation.
4.  End with a transition leading to a proposed next analysis.
Expected output: A 150–180-word paragraph using claim → evidence → warrant → boundary → link.
	Topic sentence  [Type your response here]

	Evidence  [Type your response here]

	Reasoning and limitation  [Type your response here]

	Transition  [Type your response here]



Activity 4. Build a section storyboard  (20 min)
Working format: Peer review
Source material / task situation:
Your planned section should have an explicit reader question and a final answer; this is a map, not an abstract list of keywords.
Instructions:
1.  Draft four sequential paragraph “jobs” for one future thesis section.
2.  Identify a potential repetition and a missing premise.
3.  Exchange plans; peer draws arrows showing why each paragraph follows.
4.  Revise the topic sentence of the weakest paragraph.
Expected output: A four-paragraph logic map and one improved topic sentence.
	Reader question  [Type your response here]

	Paragraph jobs 1–4  [Type your response here]

	Closing answer  [Type your response here]



Independent assignment
Choose a draft section (400–600 words). Create a reverse outline and revise transitions, paragraph order and unsupported inference; mark at least five substantive changes.
Assessment rubric (20 points)
	Criterion
	Max
	What earns full credit

	Scientific accuracy and bounded claims
	4
	Claims are supported; observations and inferences are separated.

	Task completion and required outputs
	4
	All specified components and constraints are addressed.

	Reasoning and critical analysis
	4
	Evidence is connected to the question; alternatives and limits are considered.

	Academic style and structure
	4
	Logical organization, precision, terminology and appropriate tone.

	Referencing, ethics and presentation
	4
	Responsible attribution, consistent units and professional formatting.



Scoring rule: 4 = excellent; 3 = competent with minor omissions; 2 = partial; 1 = major problems; 0 = not demonstrated. Use the same rubric for the in-class deliverable or the homework, as announced by the instructor.
Self-check before submission
☐  Does each important claim connect to evidence that I can identify?
☐  Did I separate observed results from interpretation and speculation?
☐  Are terminology, units and sample descriptions consistent?
☐  Did I acknowledge the most relevant limitation?
☐  Can another reader understand exactly what I produced and why?
Instructor notes / suggested responses
These points support facilitation; they are not the only acceptable answers. Where activities use simulated data or fictional studies, do not present them as genuine research.
A defensible order is F → B → C → E → D → A, with another order possible if reasoning is explicit.
Correlation is not causation, and absence of observed pores in one image does not establish material-wide absence.
A transition word cannot repair an absent evidence link.
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