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Abstract

While vast research efforts have been directed to the identification of moves and
their constituent steps in research articles (RA), less attention has been paid to
the social negotiation of knowledge, in particular in the Conclusion section of
RAs. In this paper, I examine the Conclusion sections of RAs in English and
Spanish, including RA Conclusions written in English by Spanish-background
speakers in the field of applied linguistics. This study brings together two
complementary frameworks, genre-based knowledge and evaluative stance,
drawing on Swales’s (1990, 2004) move analysis framework and on the
engagement system in Martin and White’s (2005) Appraisal framework. The
results indicate that the English 1.1 group negotiates a consistent space for
readers to approve or disapprove the writers’ propositions. However, the Spanish
L1 group aligns with readers, using a limited space through contracting
resources, which may be because this group addresses a smaller audience in
comparison to the English L1 group which addresses an international
readership. On the other hand, the English 1.2 group tends to move towards
English rhetorical international practice, but without fully abandoning their
SpL1. These results contribute to gaining a better understanding of how
successful scholarly writing in English is achieved, and offers important insights
for teaching multilingual researchers.

Keywords: functional rhetoric moves, evaluative stances, specific rhetorical
effects in English and Spanish, multilingual writers, wider audience in
English.
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Resumen

Espacios dialigicos en la construccidn de conocimientos de la secciin de la
Conclusion en articulos de investigaciin escritos en inglés 1.1, inglés L2 y
en espariol L1

Si bien se han dirigido vastos esfuerzos de investigacion a la identificacion de los
movimientos retoricos y sus pasos en articulos académicos, menos atencion se
ha puesto en la negociacioén social de conocimiento, en particular en la seccién
de la Conclusion. En este articulo, examino la seccion de la Conclusion de
articulos de investigacién en inglés y espafiol, incluyendo las conclusiones de
investigaciones escritas en inglés tomando en cuenta distintos enfoques, el
conocimiento basado en la teorfa del género y el proceso de evaluacion,
basandome en el marco de analisis de movimientos retoricos propuesto por
Swales (1990, 2004) y en el sistema de compromiso propuesto por Martin y
White (2005) dentro del marco de la evaluacion. Los resultados indican que el
grupo de inglés como primera lengua (LL1) negocia un espacio consistente para
que los lectores aprueben o desaprueben las propuestas de los escritores. Sin
embargo, el grupo de espafiol L1 se alinea con los lectores, utilizando un espacio
limitado a través de recursos de contraccion, lo cual puede atribuirse a que este
grupo se dirige a una audiencia mas pequefa en comparacion con el grupo inglés
L1 que se dirige a lectores internacionales. Por otro lado, el grupo de escritores
en inglés como segunda lengua (L2) tiende a adecuarse a la practica de retorica
internacional del inglés, pero sin abandonar totalmente su espafiol como primera
lengua (I.1). Estos resultados contribuyen a lograr una mejor comprension de
cémo lograr una escritura académica en inglés y brindan un importante
conocimiento a los profesores investigadores multilingiies.

Palabras clave: movimientos retoricos funcionales, posturas evaluativas,
efectos retoricos especificos en inglés y espafiol, escritores multilingiies,
audiencia mas amplia en inglés.

1. Introduction

In recent decades, numerous studies have paid attention to the research
article (RA), which is undoubtedly “the principal site of knowledge-making”
(Hyland, 2009: 67) in academia globally. Some studies have explored the
textual organization of the four main sections of research articles (RAs) in
English: Introduction, Methodology, Results and Discussion [IMRD] (Brett,
1994; Holmes, 2001; Samraj, 2002; Yang & Allison, 2003). There has also
been substantial interest in the ways writers negotiate and construct

interactive relations through the functions of evaluative features in RAs in
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English (Hunston & Thompson, 2000; Hyland, 2001, 2005). This interactive
negotiation “locates participants’ relationships at the heart of academic
writing, assuming that every successful text must display the writer’s
awareness of both its readers and its consequences” (Hyland, 2001: 549-

550).

An important perspective of evaluation is the Appraisal framework, which
has been developed within the SFL paradigm (Halliday, 1994; Matthiessen,
1995), and which makes transparent the relationship of language choices to
semantic functions, and accommodates the analysis of stance and how it is
achieved linguistically. It stands apart from numerous other studies that have
addressed evaluative features in discourse by focusing on hedging,
intensification, evidentiality, attitude markers and voice as self-representation
(Salager-Meyer, 1994; Tang & John, 1999; Hyland, 2005, to name a few).
Drawing on the engagement system in appraisal theory, Chang and
Schleppegrell (2011) explored authorial stance connected with functional
moves; and more recently, Cheng and Unsworth (2016) focussed on
academic conflict in the Discussion section of RAs in applied linguistics.
Both studies have pedagogical implications for novice researchers. However,
as English has become the global language for research and scholarship over
the past decades, multilingual scholars are disadvantaged in that they have to
compete for academic recognition in a language other than their own. Thus,
the mastering of such aspects of RAs in English is essential.

Consequently, cross-cultural and multilingual studies have explored the
dimension of evaluation, producing valuable findings. Studies have
compared RAs in English and Spanish in various disciplines in terms of
attitude markers (Mur-Duefias, 2010), modality (Ferrari & Gallardo, 2000)
and engagement markers (Mur-Duefias, 2009). Others have explored
hedging and boosters (Mendiluce Cabrera & Hernandez Bartolomé, 2005),
first-person markers (Martin-Martin, 2005; Sheldon, 2009; Burgess &
Martin-Martin, 2010); author voice (Lorés-Sanz, 2011), stance (Resinger,
2010), epistemic commitment, amplified attitude, self-mention and
periphrastic expressions (Perales-Escudero & Swales, 2011), citation
(Fortanet, 1997) and metadiscourse features (Mur-Duefias, 2011). Although
these studies have demonstrated that texts are filled with rhetorical choices
that carry evaluative stance contributing to the social negotiation of
knowledge, they have focused “predominantly on identifying language
choices at the level of grammar” (Hood, 2010: 17), with the exception of the
study by Pérez-Llantada (2011).
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While the findings from such studies in English-language RAs as well as
contrastive studies in English and Spanish have been especially beneficial for
newcomers in helping them to meet the expectations of international
scientific academia, few studies have explored the Conclusion section
independently (Ciapuscio & Otafii, 2002; Williams, 2005). This section has
been more generally conflated with the Discussion section of RAs, although
the Conclusion section offers specific information that typically is not
included in the Discussion section. In fact, in the Conclusion section writers
present their contributions as valid and/or offer new insights as well as
provide “important elements, such as implications and recommendations”
(Amnuai & Wannaruk, 2013: 54). The interpretation and justification of the
results have been shown to be problematic for multilingual scholars, as they
have to establish themselves as competent and credible members in their
discipline (Hyland, 2001, 2005; Swales, 2004; Mauranen at al., 2010). In light
of the above, the present study aims to fill the gap in the literature. No
studies have focused on evaluative resources across the moves of the
Conclusion section of RAs in the field of applied linguistics, contrasting
English and Spanish and three groups of writers, native speakers of English
(Eng 1), native speakers of Spanish writing in their own language (Sp L1),
and native speakers of Spanish writing in English (Eng 1.2).

The present study combines genre-based knowledge and evaluative stance,
drawing on the move analysis framework (Swales, 1990, 2004), and on the
engagement system in the Appraisal framework (Martin & White, 2005). The
engagement system, as theorized within the Appraisal framework, is found
to complement move analysis, as it addresses text evaluation from a semantic
perspective. Although Appraisal theory is concerned with three main
evaluative systems, i.e. engagement, attitude and graduation, I focus on one
aspect for closer examination, namely the engagement system. This is
because the engagement system deals with the resources of inter-subjective
positioning in the discourse community and examines the way in which
writers include readers in their discussion. The combination of move
analysis and the engagement system allows me to investigate how the
Conclusion section is rhetorically organized and how patterns of
lexicogrammatical choices within moves and steps craft different types of
authorial personae and ideal readerships in English and Spanish. It is
hypothesized that the analysis of the Conclusion sections may enfold
discursive peculiarities, which may be explained in terms of the potentially
different conventions or traditional views of national culture as compared to
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those of the “big culture” (Atkinson, 2004; Sheldon, 2011, 2018) of English
as the dominant global language in academia. Therefore, this study aims to
provide multilingual scholars with a more comprehensive representation of
evaluative stance in both English and Spanish. In particular, the analysis aims
to illuminate the ways in which writers and readers interact in a dialogue in
RAs and reveal whether evaluative realizations make meaning in similar or
different ways in each language. The results of this study, therefore, have
pedagogical implications for non-native speakers of English in the context
of international publications.

I ask three questions of my data to gain an understanding of L1 and L2
scholarly writing considering the multiple aspects of evaluation in RAs:

(i) What are the similarities and differences between the English 1.1,
English 1.2 and Spanish I.1 Conclusion sections of RAs in terms
of the taxonomy of the genre structure of moves and steps?

(i) What are the similarities and differences in the use of the
evaluative stance in the identified rhetorical moves in the three sets
of Conclusion sections?

(i) Are the English L2 Conclusion sections influenced by the writers’
native or L1 (i.e. Spanish) written academic culture?

2. Methodology

2.1. Corpus selection

The corpora were selected from the field of applied linguistics, with thirty
Conclusion sections of RAs, written in English and Spanish, divided into
three groups. The first group comprises ten RAs written by native speakers
of English, of which six are from the Journal of English for Specific Purposes and
four from TESOL Qunarterly. The second group comprises ten RAs written
in Spanish by native speakers, five from Revista Espariola de Lingiiistica Aplicada
(REST.A) and five from Ibérica. The third group of ten RAs was written by
native Spanish speakers in English, from [bérica, and six from RESL.A.
Scholars from the first group have their home institutions in Anglophone
countries, while the Spanish L1 Conclusion sections were written by scholars
working in Spanish institutions. I selected only RAs written by scholars from
universities in Spain, and so the corpus is limited to Castilian Spanish. This
provides a homogeneity that not only facilitates the analysis but also makes
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it more reliable, for example, by not having to account for linguistic
differences with RAs written by scholars in Latin America. The third group
of Conclusion sections, English L2 texts, comprises articles by Spanish
authors who were educated at Spanish universities, increasing the likelihood
that they were writing in English as L2. However, it is possible that native
speakers of English have edited the articles in the English L.2 group.

The English L1 corpus comprises 7,650 words with an average of 765 words
per RA Conclusion, which is longer than those in the Spanish L1 corpus.
The Spanish L1 corpus comprises 6,950 words with an average of 695 words
per RA conclusion, making the English L2 Conclusions shorter than the
English L1 and Spanish L1 ones. The English L1 group corpus comprises
6,650 words with an average of 665 words per RA Conclusion. Although the
audience (national vs. international) will vary, the three data sets are
comparable in their main contextual features (field of study, text form,
genre, mode, participants, peer review system), as recommended by Moreno

(2008).

2.2. Analysis framework

As noted in the Introduction above, the present study analyses evaluative
stance by drawing on the engagement system (Martin & White, 2005),
integrated with the framework of rhetorical moves (Swales, 1990, 2004).
According to the framework of rhetorical moves, the Conclusion section
consists of three moves: Move 1 Consolidation of results; Move 2
Limitations of the study; and Move 3 Further research suggested and their
corresponding steps. The current study adopts the concepts of moves and
steps in the coding procedures. A move is defined as a segment of text that
performs a particular communicative purpose and that contributes to the
overall communicative purpose of the text while a step is a smaller
functional text that forms part of a move (Sheldon, 2018). Move 1 justifies
the research in question through five steps: Step 1: Restating methodology
(purposes, research questions, hypotheses restated, and procedures); Step 2:
Stating selected findings; Step 3: Making overt claims or generalizations
(deduction, speculation, and possibility); Step 4: Recommending; and Step 5:
Exemplifying, Move 2 is realized through three steps: Step 1: Limitations of
the findings; Step 2: Limitation of the methodology; and Step 3: Limitations
of the claims made. Move 3, however, does not have any steps (see Table 1
below).
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Move 1: Consolidation of results

(i) Step 1: Restating methodology (purposes, research questions, hypotheses restated, and
procedures)

(i) Step 2: Stating selected findings

(iii) Step 3: Making overt claims or generalizations (deduction, speculation, and possibility)

(iv) Step 4: Recommending

(v) Step 5: Exemplifying

Move 2: Limitations of the study

(i) Step 1: Limitations of the findings
(i) Step 2: Limitations of the methodology
(iv) Step 3: Limitations of the claims made

Move 3: Further research suggested

Table 1. Move-structure model of the conclusion section of an RA.

Because the application of move analysis has been hampered by the lack of
objective ways of identifying of boundaries between moves, the study uses
inter-coder reliability to demonstrate that a move can be identified with a
high degree of accuracy by trained coders. Three coders practised coding of
the data before applying the coding scheme to the data in English and
Spanish, allowing them to develop a consistent approach. One of the three
coders and myself demarcated each group of the Conclusion section
individually. This approach was followed by an evaluation where a coder and
I together verified the labelling of move/steps to enhance the reliability and
empirical validity of the analysis. I follow Soler-Monreal et al’s (2011)
criteria, which recognize that ninety percent of occurrences in each move are
deemed obligatory, but if the move occurrences reach less than ninety per
cent, it is deemed optional.

In the examples below some words are marked in bold to show the coding
of moves:

Engl.1 (7)

In this study, I set out to examine where writers (Move 1 Step 1) playfully
depart from convention in the occluded RPT report genre as it is realized in
this corpus.

SpL1 (18)

En este trabajo hemos analizado la funcion evaluativa (Move 1 Step 1) de
las resefias de libros en su vertiente positiva. Hemos interpretado los resultados obtenidos
desde una dptica sociopragmatica, pues hemos considerado que esta perspectiva era necesaria
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para poder llegar a interpretaciones fiables. [In this article, we have analysed the
evaluative function (Move 1 Step 1) of book reviews, and considered their
positive slant. We have interpreted the results obtained from a social
pragmatics standpoint, since we considered this perspective necessary to
reach reliable interpretations.]

Engl.2 (14)
In the present study we have carried out a quantitative analysis (Move 1

Step 1) of the vocabulary input in four textbooks from two educational
levels.

Furthermore, the quantification of moves followed in the present study is
recognised as common practice in move analysis (see Martin-Martin, 2005;
Adnan, 2008; Sheldon, 2011). However, it should be noted that while these
figures are used to identify trends across the three groups no claim is made
for statistical significance, as the number of texts analysed it is not sufficient
to carry out statistical analysis.

In stage two of the analysis, the study adopted the analysis framework of the
engagement system. This is constituted by two main categories,
“monoglossic” and “heteroglossic” options. Monoglossic options lack
dialogic functionality, i.e. they are construed by a single voice and ate
generally characterized as denoting objectivity and neutrality. On the other
hand, heteroglossic choices include either the writer’s point of view or other
points of view, via projection, modality, negation and concession.
Heteroglossic resources ate grouped as having either dialogically expansive
or dialogically contracting positions (Martin & White, 2005, after Bakhtin,
1981) to explore the intersubjective functionality of texts. Dialogic
contractions are produced when an utterance challenges or restricts contrary
positions, aiming to align the reader with the argument being advanced. In
addition, contractions are further sub-divided into “disclaim” and
“proclaim”. The disclaim feature deals with textual voices or rejects
contradictory opinions, for example “deny”, “counter”, “proclaim,

2 ¢

“concur”, “pronounce” and “endorse”.

Expansion, by contrast, denotes that the text has included other voices as
claims are still open to question, and it is also further subdivided into
“entertain” and “attribute”. The attribute resources open up dialogic space
by referencing an external source, acknowledging that source. The
“Acknowledge” feature is a locution where the authorial voice stands with
respect to the proposition, which is usually represented through reporting
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verbs such as say, report, state, declare, announce, believe and think. The entertain
options include “wordings by which the authorial voice indicates that its
position is but one of a number of possible positions and thereby, to greater
or lesser degrees, makes dialogic space for those possibilities” (Martin &
White, 2005: 104). Figure 2 presents the options “contract” or “expand” and

their sub-categories with patterns of their linguistic realizations.

deny

no, didn’t, never

disclaim 4
counter
vyet, although, amazingly, but
affirm: naturally, of course, obviously ete
contract ¥
concur
>
concede: admittedly...[but]; sure
proclaim > pronounce
I contend, the facts of the matter are. ..indeed
.’
endorse
the report demonstrates/shows/proves that
enlertain
perhaps, it’s probably that, this may be, must,
It seems to me, apparently, expository questions, etc
expand =

— acknowledge

. Halliday argues that, many Australians
attribute c . )
believe that...it’s said that, the report states etc

distance
== Chomsky claimed to have shown that. . etc

Figure 1. The engagement system - contract and expand (Martin & White, 2005: 134).

On the basis that cross-cultural studies must have equivalent corpora, all the
Conclusion sections for the analysis have three moves (M1, M2, M3). The
analysis of engagement features can be subjective (Mei, 2007), thus double
coding at an interval of two months was used to give me an opportunity to
identify any bias in the analytical process. Mei (2007), who analysed high- and
low-rated undergraduate geography essays, followed a similar process. Mei
was able to reflect on her own subjectivity and assess the coding process in
light of her own interpretations. Furthermore, because I am bilingual, having
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Spanish as my mother tongue and English as a second language, I was able
to analyse the three groups of writers and supervise the coders. The
following texts provide instantiations of engagement (contractions/
expansions) and these are bolded.

Engl.1 (5)

This examination of the Noun that pattern has shown [contract:
proclaim: endorse] clear evidence of disciplinary variation.

SpL1 (10)

En los resultados obtenidos en este trabajo hemos podido mostrar [contract:
proclaim: endorse] que existe una tendencia... (In the results obtained from this
work we have been able to show [contract: proclaim: endorse] that there
exists a fairly generalized tendency...)

Engl.2 (10)
Results from our study showed [contract: proclaim: endorse| that the

learners’ proficiency level affected both the amount of appropriate advice

acts...

The results of the coding were subjected to quantitative analysis, which
included frequency of engagement features (contract and expansion)
indicated in bold and also non-quantitative analyses. The first stage of the
analysis asked whether the Conclusion sections written by the three groups
of writers show the presence of the three moves. The second stage of the
analysis combined the linguistic resources identified in the framework of
moves with the evaluative language encoded in the Conclusion sections, and
looked at how the three groups of writers manage their interpersonal
positions in the Conclusion sections and asked whether there are
convergences and divergences in the use of evaluative stance in the identified
rhetorical moves and steps. I discuss the two main categories of the
engagement values, monoglossic and heteroglossic. With regards to the
heteroglossic values, I include examples of texts from the three groups of
writers, as noted in the Introduction section.

As evaluative stance in the engagement system provides writers with the
means to represent themselves as holding different positions in their
arguments, it is of interest to explore whether a similar stance represents the
same meaning in both languages.
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3. Results and Discussion

The first stage of the analysis reveals that the English and Spanish RA
Conclusion sections display three moves and their corresponding steps; and
it is noted that each move occurs cyclically rather than lineatly, supporting
the finding of past studies that the Conclusion section is highly cyclical
(Swales, 1990, 2004; Yang & Allison, 2003; Loi at al., 2016). However, this
aspect is beyond the scope of this article.

In regard to Move 1, the three groups of writers used a larger number of
steps compared to Move 2 and Move 3, which strongly indicates that their
communicative focus is on Move 1 Consolidation of results. This can thus
be characterized as conventional, as found in past studies (Swales, 1990,
2004; Posteguillo, 1999; Yang & Allison, 2003; Loi et al., 2016; Sheldon,
2018). However, despite using this move more often, the English L1 group
displayed seventy-four instances of Move 1, compared to the fifty instances
displayed by the Spanish L1 group and the forty-nine by the English 1.2
group. These results suggest that writers have a purposefully defined range
of textual choices at their disposal to craft the consolidation of their results
effectively, which is testimony of the complexity of this move. The English
L1 group has engaged the five steps to consolidate their results, with a
delineated path of making claims being foregrounded. On the other hand,
the Spanish L1 group does not use the five steps as often as does the English
L1 group. It appears that the demands of the discourse community of each
language have contributed to their framing of their texts. With this move, the
English 1.2 group is positioned more towards the Spanish 1.1 group than to
the English L1 group, as shown in Figure 2.

® English L1
W Spanish L1
English L2

-

Move 1 Move 2 Move 3
Figure 2. English L1, Spanish L1 and English L2 RA Conclusions employing moves.
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Move 2 reveals limitations or shortcomings of the writers’ research. This
move received some attention from the Spanish L1 group but less from the
English L1 and English 1.2 groups. However, there is no expectation that
every research publication needs to contribute to a discussion of limitations
of findings, methodology or claims. Neither does Move 2 figure in
comparative studies of German and Anglo-American Introductions and
Conclusions in linguistics by Gnutzmann and Oldenburg (1991), and
Spanish, German and English by Ciapuscio and Otafi (2002). Although
generalizations cannot be drawn due to the small corpora the results here
may raise awareness of the consistent presence of Move 2 in the two groups
writing in English L1 and Spanish L1. This seems to indicate that the
inclusion of recommendations may promote knowledge growth as it
strengthens everyone’s case for research grants. Due to the smaller number
of instances of Move 2, it is deemed optional.

Move 3 proposes further research whose marked use by the English L1 and
L2 groups may be explained by the internationalization of English discourse,
which functions as a norm encouraging universal application (Swales, 1990,
2004; Salager-Meyer, 1997). On the other hand, the smaller number of
instances of Move 3 by the Spanish L1 group may suggest that scholars in
Spain have been discouraged from proposing future research. However, the
number of instances by the three groups is below the ninety percent
threshold, thus Move 3 is also optional. Overall, the analysis of moves in the
thirty Conclusion sections written by three groups of writers in English and
Spanish reveals the complexity of the Conclusion section, suggesting that
these texts enfold discursive peculiarities of their specific cultural discourse
communities.

In the analysis of stage two, it is noted that heteroglossic resources are
chosen more frequently by the writers than monoglossic ones to position
themselves in the discourse community to make knowledge claims. Within
the domain of monoglossic resources, the English L1 group displays 20
instances, equivalent to 7% of the total number of monoglossic and
heteroglossic resources which total 249 instances, 93%. The Spanish L1
group exhibits 21 instances, equivalent to 9% of the total number of
monoglossic and heteroglossic resources with a total of 211, 91%, while the
English L2 group displays 17 instances, equivalent to 8% of the total
number of monoglossic and heteroglossic resources which total of 174, 92
%; as shown in Figure 3.
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150 4 ® English L1
W Spanish L1
100 + ® English L2
50
0

Monoglossic Heteroglossic

Figure 3. Instances of monoglossic and heteroglossic categories in the Conclusion section of three groups of
writers.

The fact that the writers in all three groups overwhelmingly choose
heteroglossic categories rather than monoglossic ones, as shown in Figure 3,
indicates that the Conclusion section is filled with alternative views. This
appears to confirm that texts are multi-vocal in academic writing, Although
monoglossic statements are dialogically inert, they nevertheless contribute to
achieving the communicative objectives of a text as the writers are
construing a reader with whom they assume to share a similar position.

A closer examination of the heteroglossic resources further confirms that
the Conclusion section is highly engaging and loaded with evaluative
language in both English and Spanish. However, variations in expressing
expanding and contracting resources are evident in the three groups of
writers. The English L1 group favoured expanding resources, with 141
instances (52.50%), rather than contracting resources, with 108 instances
(40%). On the other hand, the Spanish L1 group favoured contracting
resources, with 115 instances (50%), rather than expanding resources, with
nineteen instances (41%). As with the English 1.1 group, the English 1.2
group favoured expanding resources, with 98 instances (51.30%), over
contracting resources, with 17 instances (40%). Figure 4 presents the
frequency of contracting evaluative language observed in the Conclusion
section, including “deny”, “counter”, “concur”, “concede”, “affirm”,
“pronounce” and “proclaim”.
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Figure 4. Instances of contracting resources in the Conclusion section of three groups of writers.

In general terms, the Spanish L1 group favours the “deny” feature by
displaying 39 instances (17%) of it, while the English L.1 group displays 19
instances (7.06%) and the English L2 group, 24 instances (12.56%).
Examples are as follows:

Engl.1 (2)

I would [expand: entertain] argue that the identification of such patterning
not [contract: disclaim: deny| only contributes to the understanding and
description of disciplinary language use, (...)

SpL1 (4)

Estos hallazgos resultan  [contract: proclaim: endorse] de gran utilidad no [contract:
disclaim: deny] solo a la Diddctica del Espaiiol como 1.2, sino a la Diddctica de las
respectivas asignaturas. (The results are very useful not only to the Spanish
Didactic as 1.2 but to the Didactic to the respective subjects.)

Engl.2 (2)

The frequency of the passive voice is not [contract: disclaim: deny]
meaningful and the use of active voice is twice that of the passive; the simple
present tense stands out over the rest.

The three examples above show a similar execution of the “deny” resource.
The negative voice simultaneously includes the positive voice, and it is
assumed that the reader will take the alternative perspective, thus preventing
readers from gaining incorrect information. By guiding the reader away from
any potential misunderstanding, a closer relationship has been established
between writer and reader, thus enhancing solidarity between them.
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Another evaluative feature that merits attention is endorsement.
Endorsement choices close down the space for dialogic alternatives where
the authorial voice presents the proposition as true. These formulations are
realized by reporting verbs such as “show” and “demonstrate”, and although
these features limit the room for negotiation, they deploy objectivity. In the
present study, the three groups of writers have endorsed their findings by
placing other sources in Theme position, so their interpolation in the text is
positioned as objective. The Conclusion section achieves its effect through
the negotiation of contracting resources (endorse/proclaim/affirm). On the
basis that formulations of pronouncement imply consensus or appeals to
general knowledge (the truth of the matter...), known as “evidentials”
(Chate, 19806; Hyland, 2005), they are appropriate for discussing results and
findings. With expressions of certainty, or “evaluations of pronouncements”
in Appraisal terminology (Martin & White, 2005), writers address readers as
being as knowledgeable as themselves. The endorse category, which
represents the communicative purpose of Move 1, Step 3, has been favoured
by the Spanish group, displaying 38 instances (16.37%), while the English L1
group displayed 29 (11%) and the English L2 group 24 instances (12.56%).
Examples are as follows:

Engl.1 (7)

Another important finding of this study is that most dimensions show
[contract: proclaim: endorse] a strong polarization between spoken and
written registers.

SpL1 (2)

En la segunda parte de este trabajo, se ha comprobado [contract: proclaim: endorse]
estadisticamente el nivel de discriminacion de estas medidas para ambos grupos. (In the
second part of this work it has been proved [contract: proclaim: endorse]
statistically the level of discrimination in both groups...)

Engl.2 (3)

The analysis also showed [contract: proclaim: endorse] how these units
cluster at moments making bundles to attain their purposes more effectively.

The repetitive use of contractive resources such as endorse pushes the
examples above to a different level. The exclusion of other voices and
dialogic alternatives achieves its effect through the proclamation of new
knowledge, for example in “show a strong polarization between”, se ha
comprobado (it has been proved), “show how these units cluster at moments
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making bundles”. With these features, writers have developed a prosody of
assertive claims', as the accumulation of contractive resources (endotse,
pronounce and affirm), distributed through the clause and across the clause,
resonate with the values of graduation®. The English 1.1 Text 7 uses “strong
polarization”, the Spanish L1 Text 8 estadisticamente el nivel de discriminacion
(statistically the level of discrimination), and the English L2 Text 3 “more
effectively”, all of which allow them to advance their argument with an
explicit authoritative voice.

As the Spanish L1 group produced almost triple the number of instances
of endorsement patterns as the English L1 group (16% Spanish L1 and
11% English L1), we may say that the register of the texts of the Spanish
L1 group has been constructed with formulations characterized as correct
and valid. Based on the quantitative analysis, the sub-categories of
contracting resources, such as “deny” and “endorsement”, have
contributed to construing the Spanish L1 register with a relatively narrow
space for alternative views. In other words, the Spanish L1 texts appear
more direct than their English counterparts, as these resources tend to
close down dialogic space. The notion that the Spanish writers are “more
comfortable with higher degrees of epistemic commitment” (Perales-
Escudero & Swales, 2011: 66) appears to correlate with the results of the
present study. Evaluative resources denoting contributions are a typical
feature of the Conclusion section, and the reader expects this type of
contribution.

Another popular contracting feature employed by the three groups of
writers is “counter”. Counter invokes a particular proposition but is replaced
by a proposition that would have been expected. It is usually realized through
conjunctions and connectives such as “even though”, “however”, “yet” and
“but”. These locutions have also been categorized in the traditional literature
as evidentials of contrast (Swales, 1990, 2004). The English L1 group
favours this feature, displaying 31 instances (13%) compared to the Spanish
L1 group with 19 instances (8.18%) and the lesser usage of it by the English

L2 group, displaying only 12 instances (6.28%). Examples are as follows:

Engl.1 (7)

Although [contract: disclaim: counter] many questions about academic
language remain, this study has made a substantial contribution to the
description of academic discourse, providing a relatively comprehensive
analysis of language use in the university.
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SpL1 (2)

Aunque [contract: disclaim: counter] en este trabajo no [contract: disclaim: deny] nos
hemos planteado determinar como objetivo la evaluacion interna de los materiales - en la
cual, se analiza la adecuacion de los mismos a la edad-este primer andlisis ya nos indica
que todas las series presentan libros de texto apropiados a las caracteristicas y necesidades
del nirio de tres a cinco anos. (Although [contract: disclaim: counter] in this work
we have not [contract: disclaim: deny] aimed to determine the evaluation of
resources with respect to their suitability for the age; the first analysis
indicates that all the series of books present appropriate texts to the needs
of children from three to five years old.)

Engl.2 (5)
Quantitative Economy prefers to start with the problem to solve but

[contract: disclaim: counter] Management and Financial is not [contract:

disclaim: deny] very strict in the moves included in the introduction.

The countering expectation here allows these writers to put forward their
arguments. Besides associating the writers’ own position with what they are
reporting, the focus of the message is on the clause that puts the concession
first, while the main clause provides a general statement that “this study has
made a substantial”, este primer andlisis ya nos indica que todas... (“the prime
analysis points that all the series”) and “Management and Financial is not
very strict in the moves included in the introduction”. It appears that the
category of disclaiming through countering choices takes an authoritative
position and prevents readers from gaining the wrong information, which is
more noticeable in the English L1 than in the other two groups of writers.

In regard to expanding resources, across the moves of the three groups of
Conclusion sections, expanding resources realized through “entertain”
features assist the writers to moderate their expressions of certainty by
providing a dialogic space for the diverse opinions held by readers. It has
been hypothesized in the literature that published material in languages other
than English displays a distinct interpersonal negotiation of evaluative
resources (Mur-Duefias, 2009, 2010; Sheldon, 2009), which can be
conditioned not only by linguistic factors but also by communal disciplinary
knowledge. The English L1 group favours this evaluative feature, while the
Spanish L1 group as well as the English L2 group use it less, as shown in
Figure 5.
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Figure 5. Instances of expanding resources used by three groups of writers.

As the Spanish L1 group tends to narrow the space between writers and
readers, this may confirm the finding that interpersonal engagement choices
may “derive from national academic traditions” (Mauranen et al., 2010).
Therefore, I would argue that the English 1.1 group enacted the writer-reader
relationship with a more dynamic approach to suit their international
readership. For example:

Engl.1 (5)

Researchers investigating academic lectures could [expand: entertain]
interview lecturers to determine whether they are awate of their discursive
practices when lecturing to different audience size.

SpL1 (7)

Los resultados del andlisis evidencian que se puede [expand: entertain] establecer un
paralelismo entre AIDA y la macroestructura de los folletos bancarios... (Results of
the analysis show that can [expand: entertain| draws parallels between AIDA
and macrostructure of bank brochures...)

Engl.2 (8)

Research on actual texts provides realistic information that can [expand:
entertain| be used for academic writing courses allowing graduate students to
appreciate the complexity and variation that is involved in the process of
writing PhD thesis introductions.

Through the range of entertain features, these three writers dynamically
construe a heteroglossic backdrop for the text, with modal auxiliaries such as
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“could” and “can”. However, these modals of probability construct the
challenges of the research tentatively, suggesting that a more direct argument
is not strategic in persuading English readers at this point. In this instance,
persuasion is centered on entertaining various options, through modal
auxiliaries used to create more space for refutation by or debate between
writers and readers. This suggests that, although the texts display contractive
resources, part of the logic of the argument rests on expanding resources in
the form of “entertain”, as they discuss several challenges that need to be
acknowledged, such as presenting findings and limitations without a
commitment to support the conclusions.

Acknowledge resources also contribute to shaping the Conclusion section,
particularly Move 1, which opens up the dialogic space and acknowledges
the scholarly contributions of other voices that are external to the texts.
Other voices are included in the texts through the reporting verbs where
the writer attributes the proposition to the literature and shows impartiality
towards the proposition being advanced. With this in mind,
acknowledgement choices are anticipatory, and through this mechanism,
the external voice in the text itself engages with other voices. I explored
the evaluative potential of reporting verbs from the semantic perspective
of negotiating meaning, From this perspective, I was able to investigate
how attributions in the form of reporting verbs dynamically unfold across
the text to position the writer’s own research in relation to other
contributions. For example:

Engl.1 (3)

Finegan (1999) stated [expand: attribute: acknowledge] that such nouns are
one of the primary devices used to mark stance in academic prose...

SpL1 (2)

Como sefiala Craig (1989), [expand: attribute: acknowledge] aunque [contract:
disclaim: counter] existen diferencias individuales,. .. (As Craig (1989) points out
[expand: attribute: acknowledge] although [contract: disclaim: counter] there
exist individual differences...)

Engl.2 (10)
Cotterall (1999:497) pleads [expand: attribute: acknowledge] for studies on

beliefs to aim at the greatest possible conceptual, methodological and
psychometric rigor, ...
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These three examples reveal expanding resources through attribution,
allowing the writers to position their studies in the field to demonstrate
knowledge. Finegan (1999), Craig (1989) and Cotterall (1999: 497) have
acknowledged that, through verbal reporting verbs, an explicit detachment
from the message is observed here because the writers have attributed a
position to the original authors. In this case, these writers have created a
dialogic space to make public the contributions from other researchers.

So far, the analysis using the engagement system identified what repertoire
of linguistic resources construe Move 1 in the Conclusion section written by
three groups of writers. These writers manage their interpersonal positions
by opening up or closing down potential negotiations to enact the writer-
reader relationship to suit their discourse of practice.

Move 2 Limitations of the study emerges as writers acknowledge that their
outcomes are not what they were expecting due, for example, to the narrow
analysis of data:

EngL1 (10) (M2/S1)

Finally, we recognize [contract: proclaim: pronounce] that the narrow scope
of this study leaves many questions unanswered regarding
PVs:...[monogloss]

SpL1 (4) (M2/S1)

Para finalizar, quisiéramos poner [expand: entertain] de manifiesto algunas
limitaciones del presente estudio a las que habria que prestar [expand: entertain] mds
atencion en futnras investigaciones. (To finish, we would like to put [expand:
entertain| forward some limitations from the present study to which must
pay [expand: entertain] attention in future investigations.)

EngL1 (4) (M2/S1)

Although [contract: disclaim: counter] we are aware of the limited size of
the sample of texts taken from the CTC, [monogloss] it is interesting to note
that this meaning ...

The English L1 and L2 writers above assigned functions to segments of
information, for example, the monoglossic statement of the English L1 Text
10 “the narrow scope of this study”, and the English L2 Text 4, “we are
aware of the limited size of the sample of texts”, to make apparent the
limitations of their studies. These texts are constructed with one single voice
to present neutrality and objectivity. Although monoglossic locutions are
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minimal in number in the texts of the present study, their presence in
publications in the field of linguistics is essential for the writers’ arguments.
On the other hand, the Spanish L1 Text 4, quisiéramos poner de manifiesto algunas
limitations del presente estudio (we would like to put forward some limitations
from the present study), draws on the entertain resources which allow this
writer to expand his dialogic space. Overall, in using contracting or
expanding resources, writers justify their work in a competitive academic
community by acknowledging their research limitations.

Moreover, as a kind of motivational force, the three groups of writers
advocate the need for further research, thus enacting Move 3 Further
research suggested. Move 3 reinforces disciplinary practice in general,
indicating that these writers are not avoiding competitiveness among
research members and institutions but are encouraging further research. For
example:

Engl.1 (6) (M3)

Future research will [expand: entertain] need to address the issue of how far
we can lengthen collocations while retaining cross-disciplinary usefulness.

SpL1 (9) (M3)

Con respecto a una posible continnidad de este estudio, pensamos que podria [expand:
entertain] servir de punto de partida para investigaciones futuras... (With respect to a
possible continuation of this study, we thought it would [expand: entertain]
serve as a starting point for future research...)

Engl.2 (6) (M3)
To sum up, despite [contract: disclaim: counter] some limitations that might
[expand: entertain] be attributed to our study, ...

These writers dynamically construe a heteroglossic backdrop for their text,
with modal auxiliaries such as “will”, “can”, “would” and “might”. However,
these modals of probability construe the challenges of the research
tentatively, suggesting that a more direct argument is not strategic in
persuading their readers at this point. In this instance, persuasion is centered
on entertaining various options, through modal auxiliaries used to create
more space for refutation by or debate between writers and readers.
Nevertheless, readers always have the option to refute what has been
proposed, so it is important that multilingual scholars are aware of how
knowledge is negotiated.
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Overall, it is worth noting that the comparison of the Conclusion sections
written in English and Spanish has highlichted how these writers align
themselves with other voices to justify their own research and how their
engagement with readers operates at different levels. The combination of
the engagement system and the move-based framework has provided more
contextual data and has thrown light on the scholarly discourse and
rhetorical traditions in the written cultures of the two L1 and the L2 groups
of writers. Interestingly, the analysis indicates that arguments were created
around the three moves, but Move 1 Consolidation of results was used more
often because writers purposely highlight the significance of their studies.
The differences in the frequency distributions of the engagement resources
may be attributable to different ideological positioning, disciplinary norms
and the size of the audience in each language.

The English L1 writers constructed the international reader/audience by
framing their texts using a rich research contextualization. These writers
moderated the forcefulness of their claims to reduce the distance between
writers and readers, as this approach allowed them to do their “selling job”
(Yakhontova, 2002: 231) and persuade their readers/audience of the
legitimacy of their claims. Therefore, it appears that the international
English-language discourse community has nurtured an informed reader.

The Spanish L1 writers constructed the national reader/audience in line with
their particular social and cultural conditions and discourse pressures. Their
texts were targeted to be read by a national applied linguistics audience in
Spain, which is known to be a relatively closed community. It is not
surprising that the English L1 and Spanish L1 groups have “instantiated two
different culture- specific textual responses to different audience construals”
(Pérez Llantada, 2011: 27).

The L2 writers validated their contributions using similar resources as the
English L1 writers. However, they provided reduced space for readers with
opposing views, as did the Spanish L1 writers, suggesting that the English 1.2
group has transferred some of their L1 rhetorical patterns into L2. A similar
conclusion was reached by Amornrattanasirichok and Jaroongkhongdach
(2017), who explored RAs in Thai and English in applied linguistics, using
the engagement system, noting that “particular differences in the
deployment of engagement resources might be attributed to factors such as
readers’ expectation, norms and conventions of the academic discourse
community and disciplinary culture” (page 325). Thus, these outcomes reveal

Ibérica 35 (2018): 13-40



DIALOGIC SPACES OF KNOWLEDGE CONSTRUCTION

the struggles encountered by second language writers who are forced to
enter and sustain a career in a globalized academia, and how any
manifestation of rhetorical differences from Anglophone normative rules
may reduce those researchers’ opportunities to publish internationally.
Nevertheless, these texts have gained the final endorsement of editors and
expert reviewers for publication, so the variation in the results of each group
provides solid evidence that the international and national applied linguistics
discourse communities accept a variety of rhetorical organization styles.

I argue that disciplinary practices and expectations have a bearing on L1
writers’ ability to adopt a more or less authoritative stance and to facilitate an
open discussion with readers. According to Hyland (2000), in the field of the
social sciences greater importance is placed on explicit interpretation of
results, which in itself is a difficult goal to achieve for multilingual scholars.
Surprisingly, the comparison of the writer-reader/audience relationship
across English and Spanish has not been the subject of much empirical
research using a moves perspective and Appraisal framework in relation to
the Conclusion section.

4. Conclusion

The Conclusion sections written in English and Spanish in the field of
applied linguistics make visible the validation of knowledge, which was
noted with the endorse strategy embodying Move 1 in the present study, as
these writers contextualized their results using similar evaluative features.
The English L1 group mobilized heteroglossic resources in a specific way to
instantiate the values of their discourse community. The deployments of
contracting resources such as endorsements and of expanding resources
create more space for refutation, construing a writer-reader relationship for
a “big culture” (Atkinson, 2004). On the other hand, the Spanish L.1 group
restricted other voices through contracting resources, taking sole
responsibility for the propositions made. Their Conclusion sections did not
show a rich arrangement of expanding resources, which would have opened
a dialogic space through entertain features. This finding supports the study
by Mur-Duefias (2011) which compared metadiscourse features in RAs in
business management, written in English and Spanish. Mur-Duefas claims
that Spanish writers tend to use less interactional metadiscourse than English
writers who address an international discourse community. This may suggest
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that the discourse produced by the Spanish L1 group, unlike that by the
English L1 group, is oriented to be read by a “national” audience.

The English L2 group also limited the space for negotiation, but not to the
extent of the Spanish L1 group. Thus the discourse of the English 1.2 group
produced a hybrid dialogic space for writer/reader interaction, corroborating
the findings of Pérez-Llantada (2011) who argued that the English L2 group
“transfer some of their local L1 rhetorical traditions to their text in English”
(page 43). The comprehensive explanation of evaluative stance developed in
the present study showed how the three groups of writers used the resources
of the engagement system, which would be a valuable addition in the
teaching of advanced literacy.

As can be seen, the engagement system provides a good platform for
different options of evaluative resources in arguing the case for a writer’s
own research. Therefore, understanding the dialogism in RAs represents a
step forward in terms of interpersonal literacy in English. Recognizing that
multilingual scholars find difficulty in persuading readers of the validity of
their propositions, the engagement framework can assist them in construing
effective scholarly writing. This approach “goes beyond reviewing
grammatical rules and offering key phrases or new vocabulary” (Chang &
Schleppregrell, 2011: 148). My findings may assist multilingual writers to
better understand the construction of an assertive stance in academic
writing, and these writers may thus be more successful in meeting
gatekeepers’ and readers’ expectations in a new broader cultural context.
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NOTES

! Prosody is viewed by Lemke (1992: 47) as any evaluative feature in texts, a feature that “is not restricted
to a particular meaning distributed through the clause, and across the clause and sentence boundaries but
evaluations spread throughout the text”. Evaluative stances are thus not unrelated words or clauses but
choices that communicate with each other throughout the text in making meaning (Chang &
Schleppegrell, 2011).

* Graduation provides a key dialogistic effect associated with scaling-up/scaling-down the preciseness of
statements. These resources can assist the engagement system to explore its dialogic functionality more
intensively by considering their potential effects in the construal of agreement and solidarity (Martin &
White, 2005).

* Drawing on the modality of possibilities, these texts employ “might”, “shall”, “may”, “can”, “should”,
“could” and “seems”, followed by a verb, which indicates stronger or weaker investment in the

propositions.
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