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Abstract 
The discussion section is considered as a crucial part in the writing process of 
a research article (RA). Research writers find it difficult to write an effective 
discussion for their results and this could be due to the unawareness of the 
various move functions that shape this section. A rhetorical move is a sen-
tence or group of sentences that serves a communicative function. This paper 
focuses on move Background information, its linguistic devices such as verb, 
tense, and self-reference and lexical bundles (LBs) including 3- to 5-word 
bundles that are used to construct this communicative move. The corpus of 
the study includes a total of 50 medical RAs discussion section which were 
selected from five prestigious journals in the field. The corpus was analysed in 
terms of the occurrence of move Background information, the linguistic de-
vices associated with this move and the LBs that initiate it. The analysis of the 
move and the linguistic realizations was done manually and the identification 
of LBs was done using AntConc3.5.7w computer program. The findings re-
vealed that 34 (64%) of the corpus included move Background information. 
This move was mainly employed to describe methodological aspects and res-
tate the research purpose. These functions were characterized by the use of 
procedural verbs, first-person plural pronouns and simple past tense. More-
over, several 3 - 5 words LBs (e.g., we tested the hypothesis, this study was 
based on) were found to initiate move Background information. Further stu-
dies are needed to examine other obligatory and optional moves such as Ex-
plaining research findings and Indicating research limitations.  
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1. Introduction 

The research article (RA) has become the gateway for the exchange of knowledge 
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among researchers from different discourse communities. This growth in pub-
lished RAs along with Swales’ (1990) discussion of communicative moves in re-
search has turned RA into a high-status genre to be examined in various studies 
concerned with academic writing. An important and most crucial section of RAs 
is the discussion section as stated by many scholars (e.g., Amnuai, 2017; Bas-
turkmen, 2012; Dujsik, 2015; Moyetta, 2016). It has been noted that the discus-
sion section is essential in RAs (Basturkmen, 2012) and one of the most de-
manding sections for researchers, especially for novice writers (Amnuai, 2017). 

The discussion section of an RA has several functions. Moyetta (2016) asserts 
that the primary purpose of the discussion section is to state the results and in-
troduce the work of others “for confirmation, comparison or contradistinction” 
(Swales & Feak, 2004: p. 235). On the other hand, Basturkmen (2012) has argued 
that this section allows researchers to make claims on the integration of the re-
sults and state the contributions to disciplinary knowledge. Similarly, Sheldon 
(2013) states that the most substantial claims of a study would be made in this 
section. Nonetheless, Dujsik (2015) has noted that the discussion section is fo-
cused on presenting and interpreting findings. Therefore, this section is not li-
mited to restating findings from the research but also explaining them by pro-
viding reasons and examples that could support the arguments. Besides com-
paring the findings with the literature and stating claims, this section would some-
times include limitations, recommendations, and implication of the study. These 
various functions are called communicative (or rhetorical) moves and steps.  

A rhetorical move is generally viewed as a function of a specific segment in a 
text (Yang & Allison, 2003). The move can be a sentence, group of sentences or a 
paragraph that serves one or multiple communicative functions in a text. On the 
other hand, a step is a precise rhetorical mean that is employed to reveal and ad-
dress the multiple functions of a move (Yang & Allison, 2003). Thus, a step is at 
a lower level than a move, which functions as an “elaborator” of a move. The 
focus of this study, however, is on one particular rhetorical move, which is 
Background information.  

Move Background information has been found and defined by some scholars 
in the field of ESP. This move can be employed to introduce the readers for the 
discussion of findings that follows (Amnuai & Wannaruk, 2012). In this, it could 
include restating statements such as research questions, research objectives, 
theoretical background and methodological aspects. According to Amnuai 
(2017) and Liu and Buckingham (2018), research authors in the field of ac-
counting and dentistry prefer to begin their discussion by giving an introductory 
information. In addition, move Background information may involve highlight-
ing research gaps, proposing claims and stating deductions (Jin, 2018). On the 
other hand, Liu and Buckingham (2018) stated that move Background informa-
tion mainly provides research objectives. Nwogu (1997) who examined medical 
corpus, noted that Providing background information allows writers to contex-
tualize the study and “indicates that the research derives from a lively tradition 
of established works in the field” (p. 126). 
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Throughout the literature, this move was named differently by different re-
searchers. For instance, it has been named as move Information (Peacock, 2002), 
Give background information (Hopkins & Dudley-Evans, 1988), and Provide 
background information (Swales, 1990). The present study considered the name 
Background information as named by Dudley-Evans (1994) in his framework 
who followed the framework from Swales (1990), which was described by Pea-
cock (2002) as “the complete description of moves in the discussion section of 
research articles” (p. 224). Despite the various proposed names, move Back-
ground information serves the same function which is providing aspects related 
to the purpose of research, the theoretical framework, method, and procedure. 

There are two reasons behind examining move Background information. 
First, past studies on move analysis examined the structure of RAs discussion 
section as a whole but did not conduct a deep investigation of the communica-
tive moves individually. The current research seeks to focus on only move Back-
ground information which has been identified as either conventional or optional 
in recent studies (e.g., Arsyad et al., 2020a; Al-Shujairi et al., 2019; Amnuai, 
2017; Liu & Buckingham, 2018). Second, move analysis of the discussion section 
was mostly done in terms of frequency occurrences and percentages (e.g., Jin, 
2018; Moyetta, 2016). Little attention was given to examine the linguistic cha-
racteristics of the identified rhetorical moves in this section. This paper, there-
fore, aims to explore the linguistics devices that realize move Background infor-
mation and the lexical bundles that are associated with it. 

Research Questions 

1) What is the frequency occurrence of move Background information in the 
discussion section of medical RAs?  

2) Through which linguistic devices does the communicative function of 
move Background information realized?  

3) What sentence initial lexical bundles are associated with move Background 
information in the discussion section of medical RAs? 

2. Recent Studies Concerning Move Background Information 

A considerable effort was made recently to examine the rhetorical moves of RAs 
discussion section. Many studies have investigated the structure and organiza-
tion of this section. Some of these studies examined one discipline (e.g., Bas-
turkmen, 2012; Dobakhti, 2016; Arsyad et al., 2020b; Jin, 2018) while others in-
vestigated the disciplinary variations (e.g., Al-Shujairi et al., 2019; Liu & Buck-
ingham, 2018; Sadeghi & Alinasab, 2020). Despite the number of studies that re-
searched the rhetorical moves in the discussion section of RAs, they lack the 
deep analysis of what characterize these moves and what linguistic devices em-
ployed to realize the function of the discussion moves.  

Nodoushan (2012) analysed the rhetorical moves in the discussion of 46 RAs 
in the field of applied linguistics based on Yang and Allison’s (2003) framework 
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through the use of the AntMover software. The findings showed that move 
Background information occurred in 100% of the corpus and that makes it an 
obligatory move in the discussion section of applied linguistics RAs. In another 
study which also targeted RAs from the field of applied linguistics, Dujsik (2015) 
examined 50 discussions using Peacock’s (2002) framework of rhetorical moves. 
The findings showed that move Information occurred in 98% of the total corpus 
which is also considered as a frequent employed move by applied linguistics re-
search writers. This move was used mostly to restate research aims. For instance, 
words or phrases that were seen to be associated with this move are set out, goal, 
and research questions. In the same line, Dobakhti (2016) analysed the discus-
sion section from 15 qualitative RAs based on Swales’s (1990) framework. Re-
sults from the study showed that move Providing information occurred in four 
RAs (30%) and was used to provide readers with information. It was either used 
to provide background information (e.g. aim of the study) or present preview 
information (what is coming next). The writers provided background informa-
tion (e.g. restated the aim of the study) either in the starting part of the discus-
sion or at the ending part of it before summarizing their findings. From the 
above study, it can be concluded that research writers in the field of applied lin-
guistics prefer to give some background information when they discuss their re-
sults in the discussion section.  

Examining another discipline, Basturkmen (2012) studied the rhetorical moves 
in the discussion of dentistry RAs. The study involved not only moves but also 
steps and sub-steps. It adopted a framework proposed by Basturkmen (2009) 
based on RAs from the field of applied linguistics. The results showed that the 
discussion sections in Dentistry generally opened with move Background infor-
mation (Move 1), unlike social sciences which generally open with statements of 
results (Holmes, 1997). Move 1 occurred in 60% of the corpus which makes it a 
conventional move. Research writers used this move to remind the readers of the 
purpose of the study or its key methodological features (Ex1).  

Ex1: “This study aimed to clarify the clinical features of the…, evaluate the 
different diagnostic methods, and to evaluate the benefits of…” (Basturkmen, 
2012: p. 140) 

Investigating the field of psychology, Moyetta (2016) examined a corpus of 20 
RAs from prestigious journals within the field. Results had shown that move 
Providing background information was an obligatory move. This finding is sim-
ilar to the results from applied linguistics discipline (e.g., Dobakhti, 2016; Duj-
sik, 2015; Hashemi & Moghaddam, 2016). Move Providing background infor-
mation is considered as a central component in the discussion section within the 
psychology discipline (Moyetta, 2016). This move was used to strengthen the 
discussion by recapitulating main points, highlighting theoretical information, 
or reminding the reader of technical information (Swales, 1990). It was usually 
found as the opening move (Ex2), but it also appeared in different parts of the 
discussion as in Dobakhti (2016). 
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Ex2: “The purpose of this research was to examine the effect of…” (Moyetta, 
2016: p. 95) 

In another study, Amnuai (2017) analysed the discussion section from 20 RAs 
in the field of accounting. The rhetorical structure of the discussion section was 
examined using Yang and Allison’s (2003) model of moves. It was found that 
move Background information occurred in 13 (65%) RAs. The linguistic devices 
that were viewed to be associated with this move are the phrase this paper, the 
verb report, and the use of present tense. 

Ex3: “This paper reports the results of a study designed to provide additional 
evidence on individuals’ compensation contract choices” (Amnuai, 2017: p. 4) 

Unlike the aforementioned studies who examined all the rhetorical moves in 
RAs discussion, Joseph and Lim (2018) carried out a study that specifically ex-
amined move Background information in the discussion section of forestry RAs. 
They found that this move was signaled by the employment of purpose related 
lexemes, such as goal and objective, and procedural verbs, such as examine and 
investigate. Despite of their unique findings, Joseph and Lim (2018) recom-
mended further studies on move Background information as the occurrences of 
this move witnessed variations across disciplines (e.g., dentistry, law, biochemi-
stry). Therefore, the current paper seeks to conduct a deep analysis on move 
Background information in the discussion section of medical RAs. 

3. The Corpus 

The corpus of the current study involved the discussion section of 50 Medical 
RAs. According to the literature, the corpus size is considered sufficient to meet 
the objectives of the present research. In this, a small corpus enables some ana-
lyses such as moves/steps analysis and linguistic cues that require the hand cod-
ing of moves which otherwise may not be managed within a large corpus. 
Moreover, Fuertes-Olivera (2015) and Yang et al. (2015) argued that since the 
selected corpus are all from the same genre and discipline, sufficient data can be 
generated for the purpose of analysis regardless of their size.  

There are several criteria that were taken into consideration when selecting 
the corpus of this research. The articles constructed from 5 medical journals 
which were among the top high-ranked in the field. These journals were also 
recommended by a head of the department, who is a professor in the field of 
medicine at the Faculty of Medicine, Universiti Malaya. The researcher made 
sure that only high cited RAs were taken into considered. It is worth mentioning 
that the high citation does not reflect the quality of the language used in the ar-
ticle. However, it shows the popularity of the research in the field which makes it 
more reliable. A total of 10 RAs were chosen from the following journals: New 
England Journal of Medicine, The Lancet, The Journal of the American Medical 
Association, British Medical Journal, Journal of Clinical Investigation. The RAs 
written by the same authors were not included. This is because more than one 
research article written by the same author may increase the chances of expe-

https://doi.org/10.4236/ojml.2022.121008


Y. B. J. Al-Shujairi, F. A.-J. Al-Manaseer 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/ojml.2022.121008 76 Open Journal of Modern Linguistics 
 

riencing the use of similar language, structure, and style of writing, and that 
would be biased. Also, “nativeness” was ignored as a selection criterion. Since 
these articles had already been published by the respective journals, their authors 
were assumed proficient users of academic English conforming to the norms re-
gardless of their first language and cultural background. In addition, all selected 
RAs must have a stand-alone discussion section that must be separated from 
finding and conclusion sections because the focus of this research is on the dis-
cussion section alone. After applying the aforementioned criteria, the corpus 
were compiled into one Word file and prepared for the analysis. 

Analytical Procedure 

Three stages were involved in the analysis; identifying move Background infor-
mation, analysing the linguistic realisations and examining the sentence initial 
lexical bundles associated with this particular move. The researcher downloaded 
the medical corpus from the database of the journals selected in PDF format. 
After obtaining the required corpus, every text/discussion was assigned with a 
number (e.g., txt1, txt2, txt3). Then, the saved files were run into AntFileCon-
verter software to be converted into *txt format. In the following step, the total 
word-number in each discussion was counted by copy and pasting the discus-
sion section from any file type to a Microsoft Word. According to Holmes 
(1997), “the sentence was considered the unit of analysis implemented for ex-
amining moves, and the identifying feature was the linguistic realisations that 
were seen to realise the communicative functions of each move.” (p. 5). The 
hand-coding strategy was used despite the availability of some automated tools 
for conducting the linguistic analysis. This strategy was also done by recent stu-
dies (e.g., Ansarifar et al., 2018; Lubis, 2019) as it generated more fine-grained 
results. Therefore, the analysis was done manually by examining the discussion 
section sentences. After the analysis, the frequency and percentage were tabu-
lated and included in the findings. 

This process helped to verify the extent to which move Background informa-
tion has been employed. This study considered 60% as the cut-off rate of move 
essentiality (Kanoksilapatham, 2005; Pho, 2008). In this, it will be decided that 
the move can be considered as obligatory (if the move will be detected in 100% 
of the discussion chapters), conventional (if it is detected in 60% to 99% of the 
discussion chapters), and optional (if it is in less than 60% of the discussion 
chapters). Once the move analysis of the samples has been completed, these 
samples are further analysed for their use of linguistic realisation and lexical 
bundles. 

Regarding the linguistic realisations, several linguistic features such as gram-
matical subjects, tenses and hedges were observed, in works of literature (e.g., 
Kanoksilapatham, 2005; Pho, 2008) to have the potential of identifying and dis-
tinguishing rhetorical moves. Initially, the present research considered the lin-
guistic features identified in previous studies (Alamri, 2017; Doró, 2013; Hyland, 
2005; Kanoksilapatham, 2005; Nwogu, 1997; Pho, 2008; Vassileva, 2001). The list 
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of features assessed in this present study are as follows: grammatical subjects, 
verb tenses, procedural verbs, and other explicit academic lexemes. 

Grammatical subjects that were used as linguistic features for identifying 
moves by Pho (2008) were based on the classification proposed by MacDonald 
(1992). Grammatical subjects could have various forms of self-reference and 
self-mention occurring in the inclusion of words that referred to the author(s) of 
the paper, such as I, we, the author(s), and the researcher(s). Meanwhile, oth-
er-reference included the specific names of other researchers or citations. In 
other words, the reference to the writers’ own work occurred when referring to 
the study or paper. The verb tense and voice included three broad tenses and 
two voices in English. The tenses were in the past, simple, and future, whereas 
the voices were in active and passive forms, thus considered to be the grammat-
ical aspects of linguistics realisations. Other linguistic devices considered in this 
research include procedural verbs. Procedural verbs, such as use and examine, 
could be employed to restate certain methodological aspects.  

The researcher also considered looking at other explicit academic lexemes 
during the analysis that may enable the identification of some moves or steps in 
the discussion section of MRAs. Nwogu (1997) was the first to introduce the 
phrase “explicit lexemes” (p. 5) which refers to particular linguistic clues. Later, 
they were considered by Fryer (2007) in his move identification. Explicit lexemes 
could be verbs, nouns or any parts of speech (Davis, 2015) that signal explicitly 
the information contained in a move/step (Nwogu, 1997). In other words, they 
are academic vocabularies; their meaning reflects the name and/or the function 
of a move/step. For instance, the lexemes limit and limitation realise the func-
tion of step Indication Research Limitation (Jalilifar et al., 2012).  

After the analysis of the rhetorical move and linguistic realisations were done, 
the researcher prepared the data for the analysis of LBs by the AntConc3.5.7w 
computer program commenced. To meet the requirement of the software, the 
Word files were saved in Plain Text format (*.text file). This was done via Ant-
FileConverter software. Only then, the LBs in the texts were analysed and identi-
fied by an automated corpus tool based on three criteria: the cut-off frequency 
which is 40 cases per million words (Biber et al., 2004), the frequency of LBs 
which is in at least 5 different samples (Biber & Barbieri, 2007; Cortes, 2004), 
and the length of word combinations which is 3 to 5 words lexical bundles. Fi-
nally, a list of lexical bundles was created.  

The LBs were identified by searching for the co-occurrences of the linguistic 
realisation of the moves. For example, the procedural verb examine, which is one 
of the linguistic devices investigated in this study was typed in the software to 
look for words that co-occur with this verb to form a bundle. Examples of LBs 
identified by examining this verb are we examined that, and this study examined 
that. 

4. Results and Discussion 

Move Background information has appeared in 34 (64%) of the corpus. Based 
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on Kanoksilapatham’s (2005) cut-off rate, this move is considered conventional. 
This move has yet to be reported in past studies (e.g., Davis, 2015; Fryer, 2012; 
Huang, 2014) on rhetorical moves of MRAs. These studies have only reported 
that the discussion section is usually written when reporting the main findings. 
However, in a recent published work, Arsyad et al. (2020a) have found this move 
as an optional in the discussion of MRAs that are published in an Indonesian 
journal. One likely reason behind the emergent of this move in a recent pub-
lished RAs corpus is that the genre of research articles may change over time 
(Bhatia, 2004; Hyland, 2011). Li and Ge (2009) have also found that some moves 
would change from optional to obligatory and vice versa. As Paltridge (2013) has 
stated, the “communicative purpose of a genre … may evolve over time, where-
by it may change, expand, or shrink” (p. 348).  

The communicative function in move Background information intends to 
provide introductory information about the research, which involves the prima-
ry purpose of research and the methods that are followed in the study. A re-
search writer may remind the readers about the sample size and data analysis 
procedure of the study through this move. According to Amnuai (2017), this 
move is used by writers to prepare readers for the discussion of the results. The 
most frequent function of this move is to describe the research method, which 
has occurred in 30 (out of 50) discussions. Research writers may provide infor-
mation regarding the sample size, tools, analytical procedure and classification 
scheme in describing the research method. Table 1 demonstrates the first func-
tion of this move and the linguistic features that are used to realise the function.  

The first function (Describing the Research Method) is realised by the use of 
procedural verbs, with an occurrence of 25 times, followed by first-person plural 
pronoun (25 times) and simple past tense (24 times). The two most frequently 
used procedural verbs have been used and chose with an occurrence of 7 and 3 
times, respectively. The use of procedural verbs is considered to describe the re-
lated aspects in previous studies (e.g., Joseph & Lim, 2018; Khansari, 2016). Be-
sides, the use of the first-person plural pronoun, we, has been observed to be a 
dominant subject in most cases where the move is written in the active voice. 
This first-person plural pronoun we occurred 17 times as a sentence subject and 
co-occurred with the procedural verbs to realise the first function. The following 
examples demonstrate the employment of these linguistics features.  

Ex4: “In this study, we used the internationally accepted criteria to define post 
transplantation diabetes.”  

Ex5: “We used an ICD-10-CM based classification scheme that was not 
adapted from that of Fleming-Dutra et al., focused on a younger population, and 
used more recent data.”  

Ex6: “We chose this approach to enable a more robust evaluation of the inci-
dence, as well to assess clinician recognition of ARDS.”  

Ex7: “We studied a large UK based community volunteer sample aged 40 to 
70 at baseline, with a mean seven-year follow-up.” 
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Table 1. The function and the frequency of linguistic features of move background 
information. 

Move Background information 

Function 1: Describing the research method 

Linguistic realisations f 

1. Procedural verbs 25 

Use 7 

Choose 3 

Compare 2 

Perform 2 

Design 2 

Others (i.e., conduct, select, compile) 9 

2. First-person plural pronoun 25 

We 17 

Our 8 

3. Simple past tense 24 

Active voice 21 

Passive voice 3 

 
As shown in the examples, the procedural verbs have been written in the ac-

tive form of simple past tense. The simple past tense is found to be the dominant 
tense (24 times) used to demonstrate the functions of move Background infor-
mation. Writing the procedural verbs in the past tense also suggests that the re-
search procedures have been completed, whereby these procedures are restated 
to enlighten readers about the methods in achieving the findings (Joseph & Lim, 
2018). The frequent occurrence of the pronoun we can also indicate the prefe-
rence of the research writers to have a voice and claim ownership to the research 
explicitly. One of the reasons for the high usage of we could also be to include 
and engage the readers and the related disciplines (Li & Ge, 2009). This reason 
could help shorten the distance between researchers and readers by initiating 
camaraderie with the readers (Amnuai & Wannaruk, 2012). On the other hand, 
the passive voice is only noticed 3 times, which shapes the first function of this 
move (Example 8).  

Ex8: “The sample size calculation was based on an intracluster correlation 
coefficient of 0.37 from a previous pilot study.”  

The dominant use of the active voice is further explained by Thomas and 
Hawes (1994) who state that the pattern “subject + verb + complement” is a fre-
quent pattern with sentences that carry a procedural verb (p. 13). The focus in 
the use of active voice, however, would be on the agent (Davis, 2015), which in 
this case of RAs, is the researcher. However, Joseph and Lim (2018) have found 
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the passive voice to be more dominant in describing research methods in this 
move of the discussion section. This contradictory result could be due to the dis-
ciplinary variation, whereby research writers from the field of forestry may pre-
fer to use passive voice. At the same time, authors in the selected medical science 
RAs tend to demonstrate a voice explicitly in the research through the employ-
ment of first-person plural pronouns to claim ownership of the findings (Li & 
Ge, 2009).  

In a few cases where the procedural verb is not employed, medical writers are 
found to use the following verbs: to be (3), to do (1) and have (1). These verbs 
have the potential to occur in any part of the research but are not associated with 
specific moves or steps in the discussion section (Example 9 & 10). There is only 
one case, nonetheless, that the tense being used is the present perfect instead of 
past (Example 11). This single case of exception has also been reported by Am-
nuai (2019) who has found the present perfect tense to appear only once to in-
troduce move Background information. The occasional use of present perfect 
tense in this move suggests that some research writers have their own preferable 
pattern.  

Ex9: “In our study, we had to screen many more individuals to identify eligi-
ble and willing participants.”  

Ex10: “Our study was randomised and based on high quality baseline imag-
ing.”  

Ex11: “We have performed the first randomised clinical trial evaluating the 
efficacy of …” 

Additionally, the possessive pronoun our is also employed frequently to ex-
press the function of describing the research method. The possessive form, our, 
has occurred 8 times in this function (Example 12 & 13), which based on the 
examples, is employed by the research writers as a strategy in claiming owner-
ship of their work (e.g., our study, our paper), followed by the procedural verb 
designed to realise the move. However, when plural pronouns are not employed, 
research writers refer to their work through the employment of phrases such as 
this study (4), the study (2), the present study (1), and this cluster study (1). 
These are self-referential phrases, which are used to refer to the paper itself 
(Example 14). These phrases are also used as a strategy to claim the ownership of 
their work research and to distinguish from other studies (Amirian et al., 2008). 

Ex12: “Our study was designed to determine whether adding bevacizumab to 
the first-line treatment for …”  

Ex13: “Our study was designed as a response to their call to (broken) arms in 
order to address this critical knowledge gap.” 

Ex14: “This study was based on births in 1988, before the introduction of an-
tenatal steroids and surfactant, which …”  

The second function (Restating the Research Purpose) is employed by re-
search writers to remind readers of the main focus or the main objective of the 
research. Readers would be aware of the primary purpose of the research as they 
read the RA and relate the findings of the research to the objectives. A similar 
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function has also been reported by Amirian et al. (2008), who believe that by 
restating the purpose of the research, the readers would be reminded of the re-
search aims. Table 2 shows the second function of move Background informa-
tion and the related linguistic devices.  

Similar to the first function, the function of Restating the Research Purpose is 
characterised by the employment of procedural verbs, which have occurred 7 
times, the first-person plural pronouns, which have occurred 6 times and simple 
past tense, which has occurred 7 times. Amirian et al. (2008) has also reported 
that verbs, such as examine and aim, are dominant in the move on Statement of 
Aims. This similarity proves that procedural verbs are devices that are typically 
used to realise the background information related to the specific moves. In the 
present study, the most frequently used verb is examine, which has been de-
tected 4 times to achieve this function. The following examples demonstrate the 
use of the procedural verb, examine, in achieving the second function. 

Ex15: “Our study examined a much larger set of metastatic CRPC samples 
that were collected from distant organs through the warm autopsy program.”  

Ex16: “This 12-week trial examined the safety, tolerability, and LDLC-lowering 
efficacy of …” 

Past tense is employed on the verb, examine, to remind readers of the main 
purpose of the research, as well as to prepare readers for the results and the rele-
vant interpretations. On the other hand, Example 16 is the only case whereby the 
subject of the sentence is not a first-person plural pronoun. Instead, the writer 
begins the sentence with the phrase this 12-week trial, which is a self-reference  
 
Table 2. The function and the frequency of linguistic features of move background 
information. 

Move Background information 

Function 2: Restating the research purpose 

Linguistic realisations f 

1. Procedural verbs 7 

Examine 4 

Aim 1 

Test 1 

Sought 1 

2. First-person plural pronoun 6 

We 4 

Our 2 

3. Past tense 6 

Active voice 5 

Passive voice 1 
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to the writers’ work. The sentences that carry this function in the rest of the cas-
es begin with the pronoun, we (Example 17), or the possessive, our (Example 
15). 

Ex17: “We tested the hypothesis that …”  
In total, 28 occurrences of first-person plural pronoun and the possessive case 

have been employed to achieve this move. The high frequency of first-person 
plural pronoun could be due to the contributors in recent years using more ac-
tive voice than passive voice in academic writing (Li & Ge, 2009). This circums-
tance is most likely for research writers to project their voice and own the con-
tributions of their study (Al-Shujairi, 2020). On the other hand, the simple past 
tense is employed at a total of 34 times. Simple past is observed to be the domi-
nant tense used in this move, whereby 30 times of the occurrences have been ac-
tive, and only 4 times were passive. The use of the past tense in this move can be 
rationalised by the positioning and the nature of the discussion section. The re-
search has already been conducted, and therefore, the discussion is written based 
on the available results. Thus, the employment of the past tense is suitable for 
not only the research writers to express opinions but also for the readers to un-
derstand the discussion. This finding is, however, in contrast with findings from 
Amnuai (2017), who has shown that present simple tense is the most common 
in the discussion section of RAs within the field of accounting. The contradicted 
finding may be a result of the disciplinary variations. According to Li & Ge 
(2009), past tense is generally the most dominant tense (65.72%) in the writing 
of MRAs.  

Concerning the results of lexical bundles in the move Background informa-
tion of the discussion section, LBs with 3 to 5 words are found (Table 3). They 
are employed to realise this move. The occurrence of most of these bundles is 
twice in the corpus except for one bundle our study was, which has occurred 3 
times in this move. 
 
Table 3. List of lexical bundles in move background information. 

1. 3-word LBs f 

Our study was 3 

2. 4-word LBs f 

We studied a large 2 

We tested the hypothesis 2 

We used a classification 2 

The present study combined 2 

3. 5-word LBs f 

This study was done in 2 

This study was based on 2 

The current study was to 2 
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The finding of LBs in this move within this present research is unique because 
these LBs have not been reported in previous studies (e.g., Abdollahpour & 
Gholami, 2019; Jalali & Moini, 2018; Mbodj-Diop, 2016) that have examined LBs 
in medical research writing. The reason for this new finding could be due to the 
emerging of this new move (Background information) in the analysis of the 
present corpus. Thus, the finding on the 4- and 5-word bundles in the present 
study is as unique as the finding of move Background information in the discus-
sion section of the selected MRAs. On the other hand, the finding of the 3-word 
bundle is in line with several previous studies. For instance, Jalali et al. (2014) 
have found that the bundle our study was is commonly employed in the intro-
duction section by medical research writers. Further examples below are taken 
from the corpus analysed in this study to show the employment of some LBs in 
move Background information within the discussion section of MRAs.  

Ex18: “Our study was randomised and based on high-quality baseline imag-
ing …” 

Ex19: “We studied a large UK based community volunteer sample …” 
The 5-word LBs, which commonly consist of three bundles; this study was 

based on, the current study was to, and this study was done in, have also been 
detected in this research. These bundles are not reported in any recent work 
(e.g., Cortes, 2013; Jalali & Moini, 2018; Li et al., 2020). Unlike 3 and 4 words 
strings, 5-word bundles end with a preposition (on, to, in). Besides, the 5-word 
bundles initiate the sentences and function as a trigger in achieving the meaning 
of the move (Example 20), which is similar to the LBs with 3 to 4 words. The 
finding of the 4- to 5-word strings in move Background information also shows 
a strong bundle move connection. 

Ex20: “This study was done in an immunological low-risk patient population 
to compare the efficacy of …”. 

5. Conclusion 

The analyses of move Background information and its linguistic realisations in-
cluding lexical bundles were beneficial for international graduate students, no-
vice writers, and non-native English writers in academic writing. For example, 
the analysis of the first move in the discussion section of medical RAs in the 
present study appeared to provide insights into how research writers in the field 
should start their discussion of results and what kind of information to be in-
cluded.  

In this vein, the exploration of linguistic realisations, such as tenses, self-mentions, 
and procedural verbs, could benefit medical research authors in constructing the 
first communicative function of the discussion section. For instance, authors 
could acknowledge the employment of devices, such as self-mentions and pro-
cedural verbs to provide background information at the beginning of the discus-
sion. The use of present tense is also common to prepare the reader for the dis-
cussion of the results. In short, the examination of these linguistic realisations 

https://doi.org/10.4236/ojml.2022.121008


Y. B. J. Al-Shujairi, F. A.-J. Al-Manaseer 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/ojml.2022.121008 84 Open Journal of Modern Linguistics 
 

would assist medical research authors to construct this particular communica-
tive function of the discussion section. 

Regarding formulaic language as a specific type of linguistic realisations, the 
list of lexical bundles identified in the present study would benefit ESP or EAP 
practitioners and course designers. However, it was important to deal with these 
bundles with caution, as Hyland (2008) reported that bundles occurred and be-
haved in dissimilar ways, depending on the disciplinary environment. As such, 
the structural classification of the lexical bundles could serve as the basis for task 
productions (Familiarisation with form and structure) designed to foster the re-
trieval and use of specific bundle types in performing specific rhetorical func-
tions (Hyland, 2008; Mbodj-Diop, 2016; Neely & Cortes, 2009). With the expo-
sure to large numbers of lexical bundles frequently employed in academic writ-
ing, these tasks would help learners in effective and professional writing. 

The clarification of move Background information and the list of lexical bun-
dles associated with it would help postgraduates and novice writers in the field of 
medicine to write effective, well-structured, and well-written discussions of re-
search findings. Rather than being confused about which expression or phrase to 
use in realising move Background information in the discussion, medical re-
search authors can now refer to the list of lexical bundles when structuring this 
move and contribute to the readability of the research. For example, one may use 
the 5-word LB “This study was based on” to start the discussion by providing a 
background about the research methodology. It is important to mention that 
well-structured research would be easily comprehended by the audience, partic-
ularly journals editors and manuscript reviewers with the final say in accepting 
or rejecting a submitted manuscript. 
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