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ABSTRACT

A Study on Organization of Educational Contents
for Improving Persuasive Writing Competence

Lee, In-Je

(KICE)

The persuasive writing instruction has been
emphasized to improve the educational quality. that
is, to overcome the multiple-choice evauation-
system, to enhance the higher-thinking skill and to
improve school instruction-system. Although these
grounds, yet the persuasive writing ingtruction has
not been established in public education. This was
caused by different opinions among educationa
professionals on the method, intend and the content
of persuasive writing instruction. This dStuation was
primarily caused by the non-esteblishment of the
character and status of persuasive writing instruction
and non-organization of the educational content to
improve the writing competence. This study
illuminates the status of persuasive writing
competence and constructs the contents of per-
suasive writing instruction by severa principles.

First, this study investigates the status of the
persuasive writing competence as a tool of com-
munication, a tool of enhancing thinking skills and
making-decision. And then this study investigates
the educational contents of persuasive writing
ingruction, which divided into thinking skill-based
content, text-based content, writing process-based
content and writing across curriculum-based con-
tent.

These educationa contents are organized by the
principle of clarification of objects, of emphasizing
the educationd contents, of unification of procedure.
In according to the principle of clarification of
oh ects, the more essential educational contents are
text-based content and writing processbased con-
tent. While thinking skill-based content and writing
across curriculum-based content are digpenseble. In

according to the principle of emphaszing the
educational content, each contents are classified into
primary educational content and secondary educa-
tional content. This classfication clarifies each
educational significance more clearly. In according
to the principle of unification of procedure, the
contents, categorized as substance, principle and
practice, were re-categorized as knowledge ele-
ments and skill elements.

The viewpoint of this study in organizing the
contents of the persuasive writing instruction is
followed. ; Firgt, this study focused on ‘practice’
than ‘substance’ and ‘principle’. The most important
in persuasive writing ingtruction is text product
competence-skill elements. And knowledge elements
influence on product of persuasive writing, but
these ae not essential. Second, this sudy re-
illuminates the ground and character of persuasive
writing instruction which has been discussed
differently. Finally, this study proposes the coope-
rative writing activity. Because persuasive writing
competence mainly depends on text product, it dso
has close relation to text understanding.

For the importance of the persuasive writing
ingruction, there has been different viewpoints on
the methodology and content of persusasive writing.
But this confusion of viewpoint must not weaken
the essentid dSignificance of persuasve writing
ingruction. So this dudy tries to organize the
content of persuasve writing ingtruction, thereby
contribute to settling the persuasve writing
ingruction. The elaboration of the educational
contents of persuasive writing instruction is required
in the future studies.



