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ABSTRACT

Since academic authors aim to enhance the value of their current research findings
compared to earlier studies, understanding how to convince journal gatekeepers is
crucial. This study analysed the use of academic conflict units in English research
article discussions (RADs) published in reputable Indonesian and Malaysian journals
within the discipline of language education. The analysis employed four academic
conflict units as an analytical framework. The results revealed that both Indonesian
and Malaysian RADs tended to employ proposing claims (PC), but the other three
academic conflict units, namely, inconsistency indicator (I}, opposing claims (OC), and
conflict resolution (CR) were rarely used. Regarding gaining visibility and recognition
in international knowledge sharing, this finding appears to contradict English RADs
written by native English authors published in highly reputable journals. It also
suggests that authors discuss their research findings by establishing a global context,
comparing them with international literature, and concluding their research articles
by considering broader impacts. This finding may offer insights into the literature and
draw implications for designing academic writing instruction.

Keywords: academic conflict units; English research article discussion (RADs);
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Introduction

Rhetorical structure within research articles (RAs) has gained widespread scholarly
attention. Many linguistic scholars have investigated the abstract section (Andika et
al., 2018; Swales et al., 2009), introduction section (Adnan, 2011; Afshar et al., 2018;
Alharbi, 2021; Arsyad, 2013; Arsyad et al., 2020; Lu et al., 2021; Rochma et al., 2020;
Swales, 1990), methods (Cotos et al., 2017; Kutay, 2016; Zhang & Wannaruk, 2016),
results (Williams, 1999), and discussion (Amnuai, 2017; Basturkmen, 2012; Moreno,
2021; Moyano, 2019). These studies suggest that understanding the rhetorical
structures of research articles is essential.

Besides, studies on one specific functional move within RAs have also been
carried out widely. For example, in the introduction section, some scholars have
investigated research promotion (Abdi & Sadeghi, 2018; Moreno, 2021; Wang & Yang,
2015; Warsidi, 2023; Zibalas & Sinkdniené, 2019), indicating a research gap (Suryani
et al., 2015), and establishing a niche (Amnuai, 2021; Lim, 2012). In the discussion
section, some linguists analysed the evaluation and comments on results (Lim, 2010;
Liu & Lim, 2014), theoretical implications (Cheng, 2020), and academic conflict (Cheng
& Unsworth, 2016; Sadeghi & Alinasab, 2020). All these studies indicate that
comprehending how the genre of a certain functional move is employed in a discourse
community is also pivotal.

However, although many studies have explored rhetorical structures and
specific functional moves, academic conflict within RAs has received relatively little
attention. Academic conflict involves a discussion of current research findings by
comparing and contrasting them with earlier related studies, thus, enhancing the
value of current knowledge. Its application allows authors to refine and articulate
their argumentative judgments. It has four academic conflict units: proposed claim
(PC), inconsistency indicator (Il), opposed claim (OC), and conflict resolution (CR)
(Cheng & Unsworth, 2016; Hunston, 1993; Sadeghi & Alinasab, 2020). Despite this,
our review over the past few years reveals that only two studies have addressed this
fundamental issue (Cheng & Unsworth, 2016; Sadeghi & Alinasab, 2020).

Firstly, Cheng and Unsworth (2016) investigated academic conflict units
within empirical research article discussions (RADs) in the field of applied linguistics.
The method used in the study was a rhetorical analysis using two frameworks
(Hunston, 1993; Martin & White, 2003). The results revealed 30 RADs employed
functional units of academic conflict: proposed claim, opposed claim, inconsistency
indicator, and conflict resolution. In this regard, while 29 of them employed proposed
claims, and 28 employed opposed claims, and all 30 RADs employed inconsistency
indicators and conflict resolution. This finding emphasises the importance of
proposing academic conflict in RADs to enhance the value of current research
findings.

Secondly, Sadeghi and Alinasab (2020) academic conflict within RADs was
analysed in the applied linguistics discipline within three different contexts: RADs
written by native English authors, non-native English authors, and native Persian
authors. The study, utilising a theoretical framework of academic conflicts proposed
by Cheng and Unsworth (2016), examined 60 RADs, with 20 from each context. The
results revealed that native English authors employed the most academic conflict
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units (ACUs), followed by non-native English authors, while native Persian authors
employed the fewest ACUs. These findings indicated that native and non-native
English authors discussed their findings in comparison to those found earlier in the
literature more than those of native Persian authors. Besides, they tended to resolve
conflicts more than those of native Persian authors. These findings may contribute to
the teaching of academic writing for publishing RAs, particularly to those for whom
English is their second or a foreign language.

However, there are notable limitations in the two studies. For instance, the
method sections lack clarity in explaining how data were analysed. The information
about indicating academic conflicts was mainly described in the literature or
introduction sections, and examples of academic conflicts were described in the
method section. In addition, language signals to indicate academic conflicts were
described in the results sections.

While academic conflict has been investigated in RADs, many questions
remain unresolved and pose urgent issues for further studies. For example, how
fundamental is this issue in countries where English is a second or foreign language,
such as Malaysia and Indonesia? Is there a statistically significant difference between
RADs from those published in English reputable journals? If so, to what extent are the
differences? Answering these questions may not only expand the existing knowledge
but also provide insights for readers, highlighting that proposing academic conflict
units within RADs can critically evaluate knowledge claims (Swales & Feak, 2004), and
employ criticism strategies (Salager-Meyer et al., 2003). By doing so, their future
research papers may provide more value and more meaningful research findings.

This study investigated how academic conflict units are proposed in English
RADs published in reputable language education journals in Indonesia and Malaysia.
The purpose of this investigation is to answer the following research questions:

1. To what extent are academic conflict units proposed in English RADs
published in reputable Indonesian journals?

2. To what extent are academic conflict units proposed in English RADs
published in reputable Malaysian journals?

3. Do these two data sets have statistical differences? If so, to what extent?

Method
Data Sets

This study used 40 English RADs within the discipline of language education, sourced
from two different contexts. Specifically, 20 RADs were written by Indonesian
academics and published in reputable Indonesian journals, while the remaining 20
were written by Malaysian authors and published in reputable Malaysian journals.
Here, reputable journals are defined as those indexed in Scopus with a Scimago
journal rank (SJR) of 0.20 or above. The choice of this number of articles was
influenced by the desire for representation, considering that some earlier studies
employed fewer articles (Kwan, 2006; Soler-Monreal et al., 2011; Warsidi et al., 2023).
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To form these corpora, this study adhered to several standard criteria. Firstly,
the RAs were written in English and published in Indonesian and Malaysian
institutions. Additionally, they were published in Scopus-index journals with an SJR of
0.20 or above and published in the last four years (2020-2023). Furthermore, the
selected articles were empirical research articles, discerned by the presence of
method sections. They were also attributed to Indonesian academics (for the
Indonesian corpus) or Malaysian academics (for the Malaysian corpus), identified by
their names and affiliations. Moreover, each article had an explicitly separate
discussion section, disregarding any combined sections (e.g., Results and Discussion)
to focus on the discussion section.

Based on the above standard criteria for selecting corpora, this study
determined three Indonesian Scopus-indexed journals that meet the standard
criteria, namely Studies in English Language and Education (SiELE), Indonesian Journal
of Applied Linguistics (lIJAL), and International Journal of Language Education.
However, because more than 20 RADs from these three journals met these standard
criteria, this study only considered 20 of them. Then, this study also determined two
Malaysian Scopus-indexed journals for corpus selection, the GEMA Online Journal of
Language Studies, and 3L: Language, Linguistics, Literature because only these two
journals in language education met the above standard criteria. However, this study
selected 20 RADs from these two journals because a large number of RA also met
these criteria.

Data Analysis Procedures

To analyse the data in the present study, academic conflict units within both corpora
were analysed. In this regard, four academic conflict units from earlier studies (Cheng
& Unsworth, 2016; Sadeghi & Alinasab, 2020) were used as an analytical framework:
PC, Il, OC, and CR. However, earlier studies did not provide a complete understanding
of the processes for identifying academic conflict units. Thus, to make these four
academic conflict units more understandable, this study establishes the processes for
identifying academic conflict units. In this regard, Table 1 describes each unit.

Table 1
A Framework for Analysing Academic Conflict Units within Rads
Academic Definition Example The processes for identifying
conflict unit academic conflict units
Proposing Proposing The data analysis 1. Reading a whole
Claims (PC) claims based  results of the discussion section
on the present study focusing on identifying
current revealed that ... signals indicating
research The present data authors’ claim
findings analysis showed 2. Highlighting and coding
that ... language signals
The present study indicating authors’
found that ... claim
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This finding 3. Ensuring the meaning
demonstrates ... and context are a
proposing claim
Inconsistency Contrasting This result is 1. Reading a whole

Indicator (Il)  the present different from ... discussion section
finding with This finding focusing on signals
those found contradicts those ... indicating comparing
in earlier The present and contrasting
studies research findings authors’ findings to

seem in those of literature
contradiction with 2. Highlighting and coding
those of ... comparison and
However, unlike contrast of authors’
those found in findings with those of
earlier studies, the literature
present findings 3. Ensuring the meaning
seem ... and context are
comparing or
contrasting findings to
those of literature

Opposing Restating Wang (2009) noted 1. Reading a whole

Claims (OC), earlier that none of the RAs discussion section
contradictory employed ... focusing on signals
research Some earlier indicating comparison
findings findings revealed and contrast. However,

that different unlike Il, authors in this
language manner focus on
backgrounds of RAs literature as subject for
may have ... discussion.
Some studies have 2. Highlighting and coding
indicated that ... ocC
3. Ensuring the meaning
and context are
discussing literature
that is different from
the present study

Conflict Presenting One of the possible 1. Reading a discussion

Resolution possible reasons for the section focusing on

(CR) reasons for difference is that ... signals about to stop

the
contradiction
from those
found in
earlier
studies. Here,
the present

The findings are
possibly that ...

The reason for these
differences may be
because the context
of the present study
is different from ...

academic debates, such
as stating possible
reasons for the
contradiction. In this
manner, authors tried
to elude further
debates.
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author 2. Highlighting and coding
attempts to the signals indicating CR
describe the 3. Ensuring the meaning
reason for and context are finding
the possible reasons for the
contradiction. inconsistencies

Inter-rater Reliability

Thus, since the analyses of academic conflict units in the present study employed this
analytical framework (Table 1), misanalyses, and misinterpretations might be easily
avoided. Besides, the first author analysed the academic conflict units using the
framework while the second author checked the results of the analysis. However, to
ensure the inter-rater reliability, the first author provided three example findings from
each academic conflict unit, which means 12 examples from all four academic conflict
units. The purpose of providing these examples is to ensure that both authors have
agreement in understanding these four academic conflict units. Then, the result
revealed that both authors have 100% agreement. More details regarding the
agreement of data analysis samples are presented in Table 2.

Table 2
Authors’ Agreements in Relation to Inter-Ratter Reliability
Academic conflict  The findings from The second author’s Match
units (ACU) the first author agreement
PC 3 3 All match
1l 3 3 All match
ocC 3 3 All match
CR 3 3 All match
Total match 12
Total counts 12
Inter-Ratter Reliability 100%
Results

This section reports the results to answer the three research questions in the study.
Table 3 shows the frequency and mean for academic conflict units found in English
RADs published in reputable Indonesian and Malaysian journals. Firstly, academic
conflict units are only employed in a small portion of Indonesian RADs. Of the four
academic conflict units, only PC was employed in all Indonesian RADs and had a mean
number of 4.2, while the other two units (Il and CR) were seldom used in Indonesian
RADs. However, one unit (OC) was not used in Indonesian RADs. Secondly, academic
conflict units also hardly appeared in Malaysian RADs. Of the four academic conflict
units, only PC predominated in the corpus and had a mean of 3.85, while the other
three were rarely found in the data. Thirdly, these two data sets seemed to be similar,
as they tended to employ PC but neglected the other three academic conflict units.
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Table 3
Frequency and Mean for Academic Conflict Units Found in English RADs Published in
Reputable Indonesian and Malaysian Journals

English RADs published in English RADs published

Academic reputable Indonesian in reputable Malaysian ~ P-Value
conflict units journals journals
(ACUs) Total Mean Total Mean
numbers numbers
PC 84 4.2 77 3.85 0.653
Il 7 0.35 3 0.15 0.321
0oC 0 0 3 0.15 0.354
CR 1 0.05 2 0.10 0.982

As shown in Table 3, academic conflict units were only partially employed in
both Indonesian and Malaysian corpora. Of these four units, PC was the most
frequently used in both data sets, while the other three units were rarely employed
in them. After that, the statistical analysis (p-value above .05) indicates that there is
no significant difference between Indonesian and Malaysian RADs regarding the
employment of the four academic conflict units. Further details of academic conflict
units found in both data sets and their statistical comparisons are presented in each
of the following units:

Proposing Claims (PC)

In this functional move, authors propose claims based on their current research
findings. This functional move appeared in all data. It appeared higher in the
Indonesian corpus than in the Malaysian corpus (4.2 and 3.85 respectively). However,
the difference did not reach statistical significance because the p-value (0.653) is
higher than the standard alpha value (0.05) (see Table 3). This finding implies no
statistical difference between the Indonesian and Malaysian corpus in employing PC.
The ways authors employed this functional move are exemplified in (1) to (6). The
bolded texts indicate the signal words of the functional move “proposing claims”.
Indonesian corpus:

(1) Based on the findings of this research, it is found that the Foreign and
Defence Minister of Indonesia employed three forms of discourse
markers: textual discourse marker, interpersonal discourse marker, and
cognitive discourse marker. Indonesian corpus 02

(2) The finding showed that both RLP and DJW were effective in improving
the writing ability of students with different self-esteem. Furthermore, the
analysis indicated that the students in the RLP class performed better than
those in the DJW class. Indonesian corpus 04

(3) Furthermore, based on the statistical analysis gained from pre-test and
post-test scores of students with high and low self-esteem, it could also
be inferred that the implementation of the DJW technique could also
improve the student's writing performance. Indonesian corpus 04
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Malaysian corpus:

(4) The findings essentially revealed several interesting phenomena about
the literacy aptitudes of the participants. Among the things realised in this
study was that in exploring the horizons of possibilities of the short story,
the participants were productive in using different ways of thinking
involving critical, creative, and imaginative thinking. Malaysian corpus 01

(5) The findings of this study indicate that 54.1% of the respondents found
the criterion ‘how interesting the oral history text is’ played a significant
role during the evaluation process. Malaysian corpus 02

(6) The findings revealed that most of the respondents had difficulties with
the prescribed teaching materials provided by the Ministry of Education.
This can be implied from viewpoints expressed by respondents 3, 5, 6, and
7 (refer to Table 2). Malaysian corpus 06

Examples (1) to (3) were found in the Indonesian corpus, while Examples (4)
to (6) were found in the Malaysian corpus. In this regard, the authors proposed claims
based on their findings by stating “the findings revealed” and “the findings indicate”.

Inconsistency Indicator (11)

In this functional move, authors contrast their current findings with those found in
the literature. Unfortunately, this functional move rarely appears in both data sets. In
the Indonesian corpus, it appeared a maximum of 4 and a minimum of 0 times, while
in the Malaysian corpus, it occurred a maximum of 2 and a minimum of 0 times. Its
mean value was 0.35 in the Indonesian corpus, but 0.15 in the Malaysian corpus. Thus,
the Indonesian corpus employed this functional move more than the Malaysian
corpus. However, the difference was also not statistically significant because our
inferential statistic test showed that the p-value (0.321) is higher than the alpha value
(0.05) (see Table 3). The ways authors contrasted their findings with the literature are
presented in examples (7) to (12):

Indonesian corpus:

(7) This result is different from that of Widodo et al. (2020). Their study
shows that the students applied the rhetorical structure in closing their
speech. This difference might be explained by the fact that the present
study analysed the speech in more detail, focusing not only on the speech
in general but also on the speech into three structures, i.e., introduction,
content and conclusion. Indonesian corpus 06

(8) These findings do not really support McPhee and Cushman’s (1980)
argument indicating that predisposition to action and affective evaluation
are the same. Indonesian corpus 10

(9) It also contradicts Toledo’s (2005) argument that one who learns a
language should have knowledge about genres in the language in order to
obtain the purpose of communication successfully because this study
finds that genre with the presence of other factors does not determine
reading comprehension. Indonesian corpus 14
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Malaysian corpus:

(10) The finding, however, contradicts Burkhauser and Lesaux’s (2017) earlier
findings in which experienced teachers, as opposed to novice teachers,
were found to have a better ability to adapt curriculum materials by
extending curriculum activities and integrating different materials and
activities. Malaysian corpus 06

(11) However, the findings do not bear a resemblance to what Grossman and
Thomson (2008) found; they found that novice teachers were reported
to have closely followed the prescribed materials with limited
adaptations. Malaysian corpus 06

(12) Although the findings of this study which are based on an analysis of
argumentative discourse differ from those reported by Noor (2001) and
Hinds (1990) who focused on expository discourse, some cross-genre
similarities need to be highlighted here. Malaysian corpus 10

In examples (7) to (12), some text is bolded to show signal words indicating a
contradiction between the current research findings and those found in earlier
studies. In this regard, authors may use signal words such as “this finding is different
from,” “this finding contradicts,” “this finding does not support,” “these findings
differ,” or other language signals. However, again, this functional move was rarely
employed in both corpora.

n u. n .

Opposing Claims (OC)

In this functional move, authors re-explain earlier contradictory research findings. The
purpose may be to debate or go against the authors’ current research findings.
Unfortunately, this functional move was absent from the Indonesian corpus (0), but
in the Malaysian corpus, it had three appearances with a maximum of 2 and a
minimum of 0 within one RAD. Its mean value was 0 in the Indonesian corpus, but
0.15 in the Malaysian corpus. Although this functional move only appeared in the
Malaysian corpus, the difference between both corpora in the use of OC was not
statistically significant because our inferential statistic test showed that the p-value
(0.354) is higher than the alpha value (0.05) (see Table 3). The ways authors re-stated
earlier contradictory research findings were exemplified in the Malaysian corpus in
(13)-(15) as follows:

(13) Although Hyland (1990, p. 70) has highlighted the role of “gambits” in
the argumentative genre in English, the researchers have proposed a
new linguistic profile that has not been reported in previous research,
in that it illustrates the five key functions of ‘arousing readers’ interest’
in relation to their associated resources in the argumentative essays (see
Table 3). Malaysian corpus 10

(14) Keramati et al. (2019) found that self-mentions in three applied
linguistics journals increased in the 1996 to 2016 period, but the
frequency is still far less than boosters, hedges, and attitude markers,
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despite a decrease in the use of these three markers. Malaysian corpus
16

(15) Moreover, Khedri (2016) also found frequent use of self-mentions in the
method section of applied linguistics articles, but psychology articles
have more self-mentions in the introduction section, and environmental
engineering and chemistry articles have the most self-mentions in the
results and discussion sections. Malaysian corpus 16

The opposing claims serve to contrast current findings with earlier claims, and by
doing so, readers may feel encouraged to read the discussion further.

Conflict Resolution (CR)

In this functional move, the authors attempted to reconcile the disagreement
between current findings and those of earlier research. Unfortunately, authors in both
data sets rarely utilised this functional move in their discussion. It had only one
occurrence in the Indonesian corpus (with a mean of 0.05) and two appearances in
the Malaysian corpus (with a mean of 0.10). Its appearances also indicate statistically
insignificant differences between the Indonesian and Malaysian corpus because the
p-value (0.982) is higher than the alpha value (0.05) (see Table 3). The ways authors
employed this functional move are exemplified in (16)-(18) as follows:

Indonesian corpus:

(16) In other words, individuals’ gender, age, and education level factors
cannot be considered the absolute factors that make changes in
attitudes and behaviours when delivering health protocol messages by
using their mother tongue audio visually. Indonesian corpus 10

Malaysian corpus:

(17) In the present study, most of the self-mentions in the political science
articles are in the method section, similar to the applied linguistics
articles in Khedri’s (2016) study. Political science is in the arts discipline,
like applied linguistics. It is generally considered as a social science (not
a pure/applied science). In the present study, political science
researchers highlight their role in the research process using first-person
pronouns. In so doing, they emphasize their ownership of the
methodology and justify why the method was chosen (Khedri, 2016).
Malaysian corpus 16

(18) The strong writer presence in the method section of political science
articles is possibly reflective of the arts inclination towards an author-
centred approach as opposed to the object-cantered approach of the
sciences. Malaysian corpus16

In examples 16 to 18, the authors attempted to find a reason for the

contradiction and reconcile their disagreement with literature to summarise their
discussion. In (16), the author presented that several factors cannot be

10
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overgeneralised to make a claim. In (17), the author attempted to present the
similarities in “political science and applied linguistics” as one discipline of arts. In (18),
the author intended to create speculation about their disagreement by stating
“possibly.” All these examples indicate that the authors intended and attempted to
reconcile their disagreements with the literature. However, this functional move was
rarely found in both data sets of the present study.

In short, academic conflict units hardly appeared in the Indonesian RADs.
Among the four academic conflict units, only PC was the most employed in the
Indonesian corpus, while Il and CR were rarely used. Furthermore, OCs were not
utilised in the Indonesian corpus. Similarly, academic conflict units were also only
partially employed in Malaysian RADs, with PC being the most frequently used unit,
while the other three academic conflict units were rarely used. Our inferential
statistics analysis revealed no statically significant difference between Indonesian and
Malaysian corpus in employing academic conflict units, including in employing PC, OP,
I, and CR.

Discussion and Conclusion

The study showed that academic conflict units were hardly used in the Indonesian and
Malaysian corpus. In both corpus, PC was the most employed unit, while the other
three units were rarely utilised (I, OP, and CR). Our statistical analysis also revealed
that these two data sets did not have significant differences.

As these two data sets tend to be similar more than to be different, thus, in
this discussion, we present the similarities between these two data sets. The first
similarity is that both tended to propose claims more than the other three academic
conflict units when discussing their current research findings. The next similarity is
that, however, both rarely compared their research findings with those of earlier
literature (Il and OC), and thus, this fact may explain the infrequent presentation of
solutions for the debate (CR). The reasons may be writing traditions and journal
conventions. Regarding writing tradition, countering research findings is considered
impolite in Indonesian culture (Adnan, 2010), which may also apply to Malaysian
culture because of their geographic proximity and historical connections. For
example, their national languages are closely related, and both countries’ religious
majority is Islam. In this situation, contrasting findings to those written by more senior
academics are considered impolite, and thus Indonesian authors (Adnan, 2011;
Arsyad & Adila, 2018; Arsyad & Arono, 2016; Mirahayuni, 2002), as well as Malaysian
authors (Ahmad, 1997; Zainuddin & Shaari, 2021), tend to avoid critics, evaluation, or
countering those of earlier research findings. Besides, Malaysian authors rarely
present unexpected outcomes or inconsistent indicators (Il), and thus, they seldom
describe the reasons for the contradiction (Loi et al., 2016).

The RADs in the present study tended to employ more PC, interpret their
findings, and support them with either data or literature. This result means that the
main purpose of the discussion section was to announce the analysis results and
convince readers that the current research findings were essential, interesting, and
consistent with earlier studies (Arsyad et al., 2020). However, in the present study,
the authors related their findings to the literature; nonetheless, their purpose for

11
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employing literature was not to establish a direct comparison between their current
findings and those in the existing literature. Instead, they used literature to support
their claims and reference experts, and, in doing so, aimed to convince their target
readers of the significance, interest, and logical coherence of their current research
findings. Their objective was to encourage readers to accept their findings rather than
inviting challenges in a “reference proposition” (Samanhudi & O'Boyle, 2022). In doing
so, the discussion section of RAs in the Indonesian and Malaysian contexts could still
be written without any reference (Samanhudi & O'Boyle, 2022), and some RADs in the
present study also supported this claim.

In contrast, the present finding seems inconsistent with academic conflict
units employed in English RADs (Cheng & Unsworth, 2016; Sadeghi & Alinasab, 2020).
For example, in the present findings, three academic conflict units (Il, OC, and CR)
were rarely employed in RADs. On the other hand, in English RADs, Il (average 1.70),
OC (average 1.75), and CR (average 2.1) occurred in each RAD, which means that
comparing and contrasting current research findings is essential in reputable English
journals (Sadeghi & Alinasab, 2020). This comparison indicates that, while the
Indonesian and Malaysian authors in the present study rarely or even hardly ever
compared their current research findings with those found in literature, English RADs
in reputable international journals tend to employ this functional move (Arsyad, 2013)
by presenting inconsistency indicators and opposed claims (Cheng & Unsworth, 2016;
Sadeghi & Alinasab, 2020) to enhance the theoretical value of current knowledge
findings (Cheng, 2020) and to promote the novelty of current research findings
(Cheng, 2021).

The reason for these differences may be that the authors’ purposes in the
present study were different from those of native English authors, as studied by
Sadeghi and Alinasab (2020). The authors in the present study may have aimed to
solve practical problems and expected their research findings might contribute to
overcoming practical problems, as expected by the government (Dimyati, 2020), and
making recommendations for government policy (Warsidi, 2021). In contrast, native
English authors, as studied by Sadeghi and Alinasab (2020), may aim to interpret their
findings deeply. To find meaningful interpretations and to enhance the value of the
current research findings, native English authors compare their current findings with
those found in the literature. By doing so, they can elaborate and explore the potential
contribution of their current research findings to create more meaningful results and
advance knowledge production.

The findings of the present study may practically be used to design teaching
material for those taking a course in English for publishing purposes. Besides, it may
also be used as a practical guide when writing a discussion section to conceptualize a
global context and incorporate international literature, and thus, the discussion may
result in a broader impact.

It is important to note that this study is restricted to the analysis of academic
conflict units in only two different contexts. Given these limitations, further studies
examining academic conflict units in the RADs across diverse disciplines, different
language backgrounds, and discourse communities are encouraged. Such studies can
contribute to, strengthen, confirm, or expand upon the findings of the present study.

12
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This approach may lead to a more comprehensive understanding of genre knowledge
concerning academic conflict units in RADs.
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