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Abstract

The present work is a contrastive study where we analyse the conclusions of
a corpus of 36 Linguistics and Applied Linguistics research articles written
in Spanish and Slovene, both by native speakers, as well as research articles
written in Spanish by Slovene investigators. We focus on the structure of this
section following the moves and steps established by Yang and Allison (2003)
and Moritz, Meurer and Dellagnelo (2008), as well as the principles used for
this kind of analysis settled by the field of intercultural rhetoric (Connor and
Moreno, 2005, Moreno, 2008, Connor 2011). The results of our investigation
reveal that there are important differences concerning conclusions in research
articles between the two languages, which should be taken into account when
teaching Spanish as an academic language.

Keywords: intercultural rhetoric, academic writing, corpus study, rhetorical
moves, conclusion in research articles.

Izvledek

V pri¢ujo¢em prispevku je predstavljena kontrastivna Studija, v kateri analizi-
ramo sklepne razdelke v korpusu 36 znanstvenih ¢lankov s podrodij jezikoslov-
ja in uporabnega jezikoslovja, ki so jih v $panscini in slovens¢ini napisali rojeni
govorci, pa tudi ¢lankov, ki so jih v $panséini napisali slovenski raziskovalci.
Struktura sklepnega razdelka je raz¢lenjena po potezah in korakih, kot so jih
definirali Yang in Allison (2003) ter Moritz, Meurer in Dellagnelo (2008),
ter v skladu z naceli analize, uveljavljene na podro¢ju kontrastivne retorike
(Connor in Moreno, 2005, Moreno, 2008, Connor 2011). Rezultati raziskave
pokazejo pomembne razlike med jezikoma v sklepnih razdelkih znanstvenih
clankov, ki bi jih bilo treba upostevati pri pouku $panscine kot akademskega
jezika.

Klju¢ne besede: medkulturna retorika, akademsko pisanje, korpusna studija,
retori¢ne poteze, sklep znanstvenega ¢lanka




1 INTRODUCTION

In the last few decades, a large number of studies (Cassany and Morales 2008;
Gnutzmann and Oldenburg 1991; Holmes 1997; Hyland 1996; Pérez Ruiz
2001; Swales 1990, 2004) has paid extensive attention to the delimitation of
the structure and construction of research articles (henceforth RAs), in order
to stimulate an ever more global form of scientific-academic communication.
The aforementioned investigations are oriented to identify prototypical rhe-
torical moves that constitute the different sections of RAs (Introduction, Re-
sults and Discussion, Conclusion and Summary).! However, we cannot ignore
that most of the previous studies are framed within an Anglo-Saxon context,
whose impact on the global scene has highlighted the importance of the socio-
cultural context within academic-scientific writing® (Santiago and Heredero
2018, 272).

Our aim in the present paper is the analysis of the rhetorical conventions in the
conclusions section of RAs written in Spanish by Slovene researchers, compar-
ing them with those made by Slovene and Spanish researchers in their native
languages. Our work is framed in the same line as other investigations (inter
alia: Amnuai and Wannaruk 2013; Aslam and Mehmood 2014; Ciapuscio and
Otani 2002; Fuentes Cortés 2013; Moritz, Meurer and Dellagnelo 2008; Reza
Adel and Ghorbani Moghadam 2015; Tabatabaei and Azimi 2015; Yang and
Allison 2003). All the investigations mentioned above are focused on English
as a native language tongue in contrast to English used by non-native speakers.
Nevertheless, in our case, although we understand that English is the reference
language needed to have visibility in the international scientific community,
we believe more studies of intercultural rhetoric focused on other languages
are needed, such as Spanish, which it is also increasingly present in the sci-
entific world.? Hence, in our research we have been particularly interested in
those studies that include Spanish in their corpus, although it is true that they
exclusively use texts by authors for whom Spanish is their mother tongue to
observe if there are transfers of rhetorical patterns into English.* With regard

1 This fact points to the existence of prototypical formalities that the scientific articles have to incorporate to satisfy a series
of expectations necessary for their subsequent publication in scientific journals.

2 Connor (2011); Connor and Moreno (2005); Moreno (2008); Mur Dueas (2018) and Kubota and Lehner (2004) among

others.

3 According to the annual report of the Instituto Cervantes for 2018, the growth in the number of Spanish-language texts
from Spanish-speaking countries in the world’s scientific production was 127.96% for the period 2003-2011. In addition,
except for the period 2000-2003, such participation in the world’s scientific production has been growing steadily since
1996. Despite the fact that the presence of Spanish as a scientific communication instrument remains scarce on a global
scale, the Spanish language, with 103,773 records in 2017, is the third most common language in which journals (not only
scientific) are published.

4 We refer, among others, to: Moreno (1997), who analyses the use of causal metatext; Ciapuscio and Otafii (2002), which

analyses the cultural-rhetorical characteristics in the conclusions of RAs written in English, German and Spanish; Vizquez




to contrastive rhetorical research focused on the Slovene language, Pisanski Pe-
terlin’s work on the text-organizing metatext (2005, 2007) and the inclusion of
previews and reviews in the text (2002) needs to be mentioned. However, there
exist only two investigations (Heredero, Pihler and Santiago 2017; Santiago
and Heredero 2018) that have worked with Spanish and Slovene, both focused
on differences and similarities of the introductions of Linguistic and Applied
Linguistic research articles written in Spanish by Slovene researchers, compar-
ing them with those written in their native languages by Spanish and Slovene
researchers. Taking into account all the above, this article attempts to solve this
gap and to contribute to the identification and establishment of rhetorical and
cultural conclusion patterns, as well as the literature on the distance between
both languages, and we consider the results could be useful for future pedagogic
purposes for academic writing in Spanish as a foreign language.

In our analysis, the framework of intercultural rhetoric has been considered (see
Connor 2011; Connor and Moreno 2005) to establish whether there is a trans-
fer of rhetorical patterns from the mother tongue to the foreign language (in
our case, from Slovene to Spanish), using a parallel corpus for this. Regarding
the comparability and equivalence of the corpus within intercultural rhetoric,

we have based our work here on the contextual factors established by Moreno
(2008).

With respect to methodology, a corpus composed of 36 RAs has been designed,
of which 12 have been written in Spanish by native speaker experts, 12 in
Slovene by native speaker experts and 12 in Spanish by Slovene experts. For
the classification and analysis of the rhetorical moves of the corpus, on the
basis of the pioneering works of Swales (1990, 2004) and Gnutzmann and
Oldenburg (1991), we have taken into account the model in Yang and Allison
(2003) (where Results, Discussion, Conclusion and Pedagogic Implications are
included), adding two more steps from the model in Moritz, Meurer and Del-
lagnelo (2008).

In summary, this research investigates how conclusions of RAs produced in Span-
ish by Slovene researchers, and Slovene and Spanish researchers in their native
languages, are structurally organized with respect to the moves and steps of the
proposed conclusion model. After describing our corpus data and our method of
analysis, we present the results and discussion of our research, finishing with a
conclusion that summarizes the main findings and takes into account the peda-
gogical implications of this investigation.

(2010), which deals with the use of modal verbs; Fuentes Cortés (2013), who studies the Conclusions section in the disci-
pline of history; or Mur Dueas (2018), focused on the use of metadiscourse features in Business Management RAs written

in English and in Spanish.




2 METHODOLOGY

2.1 Data selection

This is a corpus-based study using three subcorpora, created for the purposes of
our investigation, one including RAs written in Spanish by Spanish investigators
(Corpus ESP), one with RAs written in Slovene by Slovene experts (Corpus SLO)
and one including RAs written in Spanish by Slovene researchers (Corpus ELE).
Each corpus contains 12 RAs, adding up to a total of 36 for the whole corpus.
We are aware that 12 is a small number of examples, but it should be taken into
account that there are not many RAs written in Spanish by Slovene experts. Be-
sides that, similar previous studies (such as Moritz, Meurer and Dellagnelo 2008
or Mur Duefas 2010) were carried on with as many RAs as in our investiga-
tion. This same corpus was also used in a previous investigation (Santiago and
Heredero 2018) analysing Introductions.

In order to create a corpus as comparable as possible, we followed the criteria
established by Moreno (2008). Therefore, besides the genre of RA we limited the
topic of the texts to Linguistics and Applied Linguistics. The length of the articles
goes from 3,750 words to 10,000, and all of them were published between 2010
and 2016. This also explains the small number of texts and authors included in
the corpora, since there were not many RAs written in Spanish by Slovene inves-
tigators during this period of time. Finally, the research articles for Corpus ESP
and Corpus SLO were taken from three different journals, while for Corpus ELE
we needed to take them from five journals because of the small number of this
kind of RAs, as already noted. However, the main criteria for selecting the articles
was that the journals were indexed in the following bases: MLA, ERIH Plus and/
or Scopus.’

2.2 Data analysis

Regarding the classification and analysis of the conclusions of each research ar-
ticle included in the corpora, we followed the model of moves and steps estab-
lished by Yang and Allison (2003). The mentioned research analysed all rhetorical
choices among the various sections, from Results to Conclusions (i.e. Results,
Results and Discussion, Discussion, Conclusion or Pedagogic Implications sec-
tions). Nevertheless, we have only taken into account the structure of the Con-
clusion section due to our interest in the fact that this summarizes “the research

5 For full details of each research article included in the corpora, check the Appendix.




by highlighting the findings, evaluating and pointing out possible lines of future
research as well as suggesting implications for teaching and learning” (Yang and
Allison 2003, 380). However, we found that some important steps were missing
in this model for the purposes of our investigation. Thus, we decided to add a few
modifications that were present in the model proposed by Moritz, Meurer and
Dellagnelo (2008), itself based on Gnutzmann and Oldenburg 1991. As result of
this combination, the model that we used in our analysis was as follows:

Move 1. Summarizing the study

Move 2. Evaluating the study

Step 1. Indicating significance/advantage

Step 2. Indicating limitations

Step 3. Evaluating methodology

Move 3. Deductions from the research

Step 1. Making reference to previous research®
Step 2. Recommending further research

Step 3. Drawing pedagogic implications/applications’

Figure 1. Moves and steps in conclusion sections based on Yang and Allison
(2003), Moritz, Meurer and Dellagnelo (2008) and Gnutzmann and Olden-
burg (1991)

Following this model of moves and steps, each RA included in the corpora was
manually analysed twice by each of the investigators, since our goal was “to iden-
tify the rhetorical steps in a genre and the most salient signals leading to their in-
terpretation” (Moreno and Swales, 2018, 42). There was a period of two months
between the two analyses, so that the validity and reliability of the results were
higher. Regarding Corpus SLO, since it is written in a foreign language for both
of the investigators, an extra investigator, a native speaker of Slovene, analysed
it. The level of analysis was usually the sentence, but we took into account even
smaller units if we considered that they were realizing a certain step, since “we
were aware that a segment of text might have more than one function” (Yang and
Allison 2003, 371). We restricted the analysis to the presence of certain structures
that realize a move or a step. Examples of every fulfilled move and step for each
of the corpus are presented below, with the structures realizing the step shown

in bold:

6 Step added from Moritz, Meurer and Dellagnelo (2008) and Gnutzmann and Oldenburg (1991).
7 Step modified from Moritz, Meurer and Dellagnelo (2008) and Gnutzmann and Oldenburg (1991).




Move 1. Summarizing the study

“Se ha llevado a cabo un andlisis lingiiistico de nombres de marca espa-

foles.” (ESP 01, 86)

“El presente trabajo ha presentado la teorfa de la cooperacién e implica-
turas conversacionales de Grice [...]” (ELE 06, 84)

“V nasi raziskavi [...] smo preverili, kako se polprofesionalni prevajalci
znajdejo pri [...]” (SLO 05, 60)

Move 2. Evaluating the study

Step 1. Indicating significance/advantage

“La acumulacién de evidencias de la validez que se ha descrito hasta aqui
viene a demostrar que [...]” (ESP 11, 108)

“El andlisis del léxico disponible de los estudiantes eslovenos pone de
relieve el grado de convergencia [...]” (ELE 09, 75)

“Ugotavljamo, da eprav se starsi [...]” (SLO 02, 202)
Step 2. Indicating limitations

“Algunas limitaciones que presenta este estudio pueden hallarse en la
poblacién sobre la que [...]” (ESP 02, 26)

“Ademds, el hecho de que la lengua espafiola ofrezca tantas posibilidades
de expresién no facilita la tarea de delimitar conceptos y funciones sin-

tacticas” (ELE 10, 159)
“Vzorec je sicer premajhen, da bi lahko delal posplositve, saj je le 4 CIU-
TI anketirancev navedlo, da se ukvarja s tolmacenjem.” (SLO 04, 19)

Step 3. Evaluating methodology

“Asimismo, y con vistas a obtener unos datos mas completos que puedan

servir para [...] al andlisis cuantiativo se afadird otro de corte cualita-
tivo” (ESP 10, 149)

“[...] los problemas que pueden tener los jueces a la hora de tomar la
decisién sobre los puntos de corte [...] [lo] hemos experimentado en

nuestro proceso de calibracién.” (ELE 04, 320)

“Model je nastal na podlagi dolgoletnih prevajalskih izkusenj avtorice
in njenega raziskovalnega dela [...]” (SLO 06, 122)




Move 3. Deductions from the research
Step 1. Making reference to previous research

“En Ruiz (2014) y Ruiz (en prensa) se ofrece una completa presentacién

de este modelo [...]” (ESP 03, 49)

“Con esto se confirman las caracteristicas de los prototipos segiin Kleiber

(1995) [...]” (ELE 08, 161)

“Razli¢nih izrazov sloganov ter njihovih variant in modifikacij ne najdemo
samo v Casopisnih naslovih, kot to obravnavata Korosec (1978) ter Ka-

lin Golobova (2008) [...]” (SLO 08, 17)
Step 2. Recommending further research

“Con respecto a la fraseologia también deberia ser objeto de futuros es-
tudios el papel que desempefia [...]” (ESP 05, 107)

“Seria interesante investigar la recepcion de la literatura traducida entre
los lectores eslovenos [...]” (ELE 07, 64)

“Vsekakor bi v zvezi z manjsalnostjo potrebovali ve¢ kvantitativnih in
statisti¢nih analiz, zasnovanih na [...]” (SLO 07, 112)

Step 3. Drawing pedagogic implications/applications

“Con la descripcién detallada de la seccién 3, se ha posibilitado que una
persona conocedora de la estructura de una PL pueda interpretarlas sin

necesidad [...]” (ESP 06, 68)

“De este modo, esta investigacion revela las palabras mds disponibles entre
los espafioles y que los estudiantes eslovenos desconocen y que deben ser
ensefiadas en la clase de ELE en Eslovenia.” (ELE 12, 17)

“[...] je nujno, da se dejstva, da slovens¢ina v prevodih ni enaka slovenséini
v izvirniki, zavedamo, in da ga upostevamo tako pri pouku prevajanja
kot pri pouku materins¢ine.” (SLO 10, 40)

3 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

In Table 1 it can be noticed that both the interval and average length of the ar-
ticles are similar in the corpora, despite Corpus ESP being the longest, followed
by Corpus ELE and then Corpus SLO. Even so, although Corpus SLO is the
shortest, it does not have a relevant influence in Corpus ELE. Referring to Con-
clusions, these are much longer in Corpus ESP or ELE (in addition to having a
much wider range) than in Corpus SLO: in Corpus ELE or ESP Conclusions




account for an average of 6.96% or 6.31% of the total length of the articles,
respectively, with 5.11% for Corpus SLO. In any case, in terms of RAs and Con-
clusion size, we can conclude that Slovene specialists in Spanish prefer to make
more extensive Conclusions than their colleagues in their native language, which
we interpret as a rhetorical influence from Spanish.

Table 1: Length of the RAs and the Conclusions

CORPUS ESP | CORPUS ELE | CORPUS SLO

N=12 N=12 N=12
Interval number of words in 4,803-9.794 3.771-9.541 5.252-8.122
the RAs
BN O R 6,869.25 6,477.16 6,280.58
the RAs
Interval nun.lber of words in 206-1,172 1461216 102-587
the Conclusion
Average number of words in the 434.08 451.33 321.41
Conclusion (6.31%) (6.96%) (5.11%)

With respect to Table 2, it illustrates the results and distribution of moves and steps
for the Conclusion sections in relation to the presence of rhetorical moves in each
of the RAs, i.e., it shows percentage of RAs in which moves and steps were used as
well as total percentage of all moves together with the total number. The first thing
that attracts our attention is that although Table 1 showed that Conclusion sections
were much longer in Corpus ESP, Corpus ELE is the one that has the least moves
(58.33%) and steps (34.52%), considering total moves and steps. Likewise, the total
number of steps in Corpus ESP is higher than in Corpus SLO or Corpus ELE, what
indicates that Spanish authors are more used to the moves and steps of the Conclu-
sion section, or at least their rhetorical strategies are closer to Anglo-Saxon standards.

Table 2: Results and distribution of moves and steps

CORPUS ESP | CORPUS ELE | CORPUS SLO
Move 1

.. 5 (41.6%) 1 (8.3%) 4 (33.3%)

Summarizing the study

Move 2
0, 0 0,
Evaluating the study 12 (100%) 11 (91.6%) 12 (100%)

Move 3
Deductions from the research il ©se) 9 (75%) 12 (i)

Total number of moves 28 (77.77%) 21 (58.33%) 28 (77.77%)

Average number of steps in RAs 4.08 2.5 3.416

Total number of steps 49 (58.33%) 29 (34.52%) 41 (48.8%)




On the other side, Move 1 (Summarizing the study) is the least favoured move in
all corpora: Corpus ESP (41.6%), SLO (33.3%) or ELE (8.3%). Its function is
“to provide a brief account of the main points from the perspective of the overall
study” (Yang and Allison 2003, 382) and it does not have any steps. Our results
coincide with Moritz, Meurer and Dellagnelo (2008) or Amnuai and Wannaruk
(2013), and we can interpret this as the writer’s reluctance to repeat what has
been already included in the RA summary. However, this shared finding is lim-
ited to the mentioned studies (all three in the field of Applied Linguistic). In
other fields (i.e. Natural and Social Sciences), the results have been completely
different (Aslam and Mehmood 2014 or Tabatabaei and Azimi 2015), and the
use of this pattern is more settled.

Table 3: Results and distribution of steps from move 2

1% (0)% 2] CORPUS ESP | CORPUS ELE | CORPUS SLO
Evaluating the study

Step 2.1
Indicating significance/ 12 (100%) 10 (83.3%) 12 (100%)
advantage

Step22 4 (33.3%) 2 (16.6%) 2 (16.6%)
Indicating limitations

Step 2.3 5 (41.6%) 1 (8.3%) 4 (33.3%)

Evaluating methodology

Total number of steps 21 13 18

Unlike Move 1, Move 2 (Evaluating the study) is the rhetorical move with the
most frequency, as we can observe in Table 3. Its objective is to evaluate the over-
all study. The analysis distinguishes between three steps. The first step, Indicating
significanceladvantage (Step 2.1), is the most favoured in all corpora, given that
one of the goals of any research is to point out its strengths and highlight its find-
ings. These results seem to confirm previous investigations in contrastive rhetoric
(inter alia: Amnuai and Wannaruk 2013; Aslam and Mehmood 2014; Ciapuscio
and Otani 2002; Fuentes Cortés 2013; Moritz, Meurer and Dellagnelo 2008;
Reza Adel and Ghorbani Moghadam 2015; Tabatabaei and Azimi 2015; Yang
and Allison 2003). The second and the third steps, Indicating limitations (Step
2.2) and Evaluating methodology (Step 2.3), are more problematic due to the
low frequency (especially in Corpus ELE, with only two and one occurrences,
respectively). Surprisingly, if we just focus on the total steps of move 2, corpus
ELE is the one with the least frequency (13 steps) compared to corpus ESP (21
steps) and corpus SLO (18 steps). It is striking that although corpus ELE has
the longest Conclusions, there is no correlation with the number of moves and




steps included, which it could imply that Slovene authors who write in Spanish
do not use these rhetorical patterns as much in their RAs. Nevertheless, we have
to consider the number of different authors as a problem when establishing the
corpora: Corpus ESP has 18 different authors, SLO 12, while corpus ELE has
only seven, due to the lack of Slovene authors® who publish in Spanish. In view
of this context, the disparity concerning Corpus ELE is understandable, albeit a
research limitation of the present investigation. On the other hand, a previous
investigation focusing on Introduction sections carried out with the same corpora
as in the present research (Santiago and Heredero 2018, 278-79), revealed that
step 3.4 (Summarising methods) had a higher frequency in Corpus ELE (91.6%)
and Corpus SLO (75%) in contrast to Corpus ESP (50%). If we compare this
with the results obtained in the step 2.3 (Evaluating methodology) of the Conclu-
sion section, where Corpus ELE had the lowest frequency (8.3%) followed by
Corpus SLO (33.3%), we find an inverse relationship that we could interpret as
a reluctance by the Slovene authors to refer back to methodology.

However, our results do not differ from Yang and Allison 2003, Amnuai and Wan-
naruk 2013, Aslam and Mehmood 2014 or Reza Adel and Ghorbani Moghadam
2015, which suggests that this reluctance should be taken into account in teaching/
learning academic writing, as well as by future investigators, since authors should
distinguish methodology presentation from methodology evaluation. There are
enough studies that have already verified the adequacy and pedagogic utility of
Yang and Allison’s model, and steps like 2.2 or 2.3 are indispensable to achieve
investigations capable of questioning their own validity and/or reliability.

Table 4: Results and distribution of steps from move 3

MOVE 3 CORPUS ESP | CORPUS ELE | CORPUS SLO
Deductions from the
research

Step 3.1
Making reference to previous 6 (50%)

research

Step 3.2
Recommending further 6 (50%) 5 (41.6%) 4 (33.3%)

research

6 (50%) 7 (58.3%)

Step 3.3
Drawing pedagogic 11 (91.6%) 4 (33.3%) 8 (66.6%)

implications/applications

Total number of steps 23 15 19

8 The population of Slovenia is estimated at 2.08 million, according to the Statistical Office of the Republic of Slovenia
(https:/[www.stat.si/StatWeb/en, 26.2.2019).




With regard to move 3 (Deductions from the research), the results reveal a high
frequency in all corpora (SLO with 19, ESP with 23 and ELE with 15), as shown
in Table 4. This is understandable, since authors use this move to elaborate sug-
gestions from their research results in order to “solve the problems identified by
the research, pointing out the line of further study or drawing pedagogic implica-
tions” (Yang and Allison 2003, 383). Nonetheless, taking into consideration the
total number of steps, Corpus ELE has the least steps of all (ESP has 23 steps,
SLO 19 and ELE 15), which agrees with what we already mentioned for move 2.

Three steps build move 3. The results in step 3.1 (Making reference to previous re-
search) do not show large differences among corpora (Corpus SLO 7 steps, ESP and
ELE 6), although the percentage is just around 50%. However, we could explain
the low number by the fact that some authors prefer to make such references in
other sections of the paper, such as the Results section. Anyway, we consider it
relevant to compare a study’s results with those of other investigations in the Con-
clusion section, as a way to highlight the significance of the work, framing it within
international research lines as another of the possible findings from the research.

Something similar to the results for step 3.1 occurs with 3.2 (Recommending
further research) in all corpora (ESP 6 steps, ELE 5 and SLO 4). Once again,
this demonstrates a partial implantation of the Anglo-Saxon model in these aca-
demic cultures, a fact that is extrapolated to the whole model analysed in this
work. Nonetheless, our case is comparable with previous investigations (such as
Amnuai and Wannaruk 2013, Aslam and Mehmood 2014 or Reza Adel and
Ghorbani Moghadam 2015), which considered this step optional.

Finally, step 3.3 (Drawing pedagogic implications/applications) was partially modi-
fied on the basis of the Moritz, Meurer and Dellagnelo model (2008) and Gnutz-
mann and Oldenburg (1991), adding ‘applications’ to the Yang and Allison
model (2003). The goal of this step is to “allow authors to state the pedagogical
significance of the study or indicate necessity for pedagogic changes” (Amnuai
and Wannaruk 2013, 7). For this step Corpus ESP has 11 out of 12 occurrences,
representing 91.6%, in contrast with SLO (8 out of 12, 66.6%) or ELE (4 out of
12, 33.3%). This last step reveals cultural and rhetorical specific variations: while
Spanish authors evaluate this step as almost indispensable, the Slovene ones con-
sider it nonessential (as well as Persian authors in Tabatabaei and Azimi 2015 and
Reza Adel and Ghorbani Moghadam 2015, Pakistani researchers in Aslam and
Mehmood 2014, or Thai investigators in Amnuai and Wannaruk 2013). This
fact reveals again that Spanish authors of RAs are more familiar with these rhe-
torical patterns than Slovene authors, although we cannot forget the very small
number of Slovene authors publishing in Spanish, a fact that is responsible for
the disparity concerning Corpus ELE and a research limitation of the present
investigation, as mentioned before.




4 CONCLUSION

The main purpose of the present study was to identify the rhetorical organiza-
tion of the Conclusion sections of RAs written in Spanish and Slovene by native
speakers, as well as RAs written in Spanish by Slovene authors. For the analysis
of the different patterns of the Conclusion section, we followed the model stab-
lished by Yang and Allison (2003), Moritz, Meurer and Dellagnelo (2008) and
Gnutzmann and Oldenburg (1991), as well as the principles used for this kind of
analysis settled by the field of intercultural rhetoric (Connor and Moreno, 2005;
Moreno, 2008; Connor 2011; Moreno and Swales 2018).

The empirical data was based on comparable corpora compiled ad hoc for our re-
search aim. However, we are aware of some limitations, especially the low number
of RAs in the corpora and especially the low number of Slovene authors in the
corpus ELE, due to the scarcity of Slovene authors writing in Spanish, all of which
makes our study difficult to generalize. For this reason, further investigations are
necessary to replicate and confirm the results presented here. Even so, we agree with
Tabatabaei and Azimi (2015) regarding further investigations. These authors sug-
gested there is a need to analyse all sections included within RAs in order to establish
“the structural relation of each section to other sections”, and thus be able to “de-
termine how sections are related to each other” (Tabatabaei and Azimi 2015, 378).

In defiance of all its limitations, this study confirmed previous research based on
the field of intercultural rhetoric (cf. Amnuai and Wannaruk 2013; Aslam and
Mehmood 2014; Moritz, Meurer and Dellagnelo 2008; Reza Adel and Ghorbani
Moghadam 2015; Tabatabaei and Azimi 2015; Yang and Allison 2003). Despite
evidence of the adequacy and the pedagogic utility of Yang and Allison model,
our results also present an unbalanced distribution of rhetoric patterns, which
shows that writers still maintain their differences during the process of writing
their concluding sections.

Nonetheless, there were some very notable differences in the frequency of moves
and steps in the three corpora of this analysis. Spanish writers proved to be more
familiar with these rhetorical patterns, since corpus ESP had the most number of
steps, followed by corpus SLO and corpus ELE (it is notable that corpus ELE has
the lowest number of steps, although it has the longest conclusions). We cannot
forget as a possible reason for this the influence of the journals’ and reviewers
policies and views on the articles published in individual journals, since some edi-
tors/reviewers might demand a certain structure, while others are perhaps more
flexible. However, all corpora (ESP, SLO and ELE) showed steps 2.2 (Indicating
limitations), 2.3 (Evaluating methodology) and move 1 (Summarizing the study)
were the least favoured. These results may persuade Spanish and Slovene authors




of the importance of Conclusion section when writing RAs, considering it is an
essential part of the research in which writers can show the importance, signifi-
cance and benefits of their findings, although we cannot forget the fact that all
these articles were indeed published and thus successfully passed the editorial
procedure. Therefore, we think it would be useful for writers to be more familiar
the different patterns in the rhetorical organization of the Conclusion section.
This fact underlines the need for specific investigations to focus on the teaching/
learning of rhetorical patterns within the context of Academic Writing classes.
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