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Abstract: The literature on the generic features of academic discourse has revealed that the communicative purposes of
different sections of research reports (e.g. research articles) affect the degree of tentativeness, flexibility, and authorial
engagement realized by various linguistic resources. Following this assumption, a corpus of 32 research articles in the field of
applied linguistics were analyzed in order to find out both the cross-sectional (i.e. Introduction-Methodology-Results-
Discussion/Conclusion) variations in the use of metadiscourse — as a key tool for establishing interpersonal relationships in
academic writing. Hyland’s (2005) taxonomy of metadiscourse was applied to analyze the data set. The findings of the study
revealed that the authors utilized interpersonal features differently in the four rhetorical atmospheres of their texts. Writers
tended to employ high frequency of interactive metadiscourse resources in the introduction section of their articles, while in the
discussion/conclusion section writers utilized more interactional resources. The findings clearly indicate that the differences in
the discoursal functions of different sections of a research report play a significant role in writers’ fashioning of interactive and
interactional features. The results of this study can be drawn on in academic writing courses for research students and novice
writers in order to facilitate their achievement in academic writing.
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1. Introduction

The awareness that success of academic communication is partly accomplished through strategic manipulation of
interpersonal and rhetorical elements has stimulated a fresh wave of studies exploring the interactive, interpersonal,
evaluative, persuasive, and rhetorical dimensions of academic discourse. Many of these studies can be clustered under
the uniting umbrella of metadiscourse- an intuitively attractive concept as it seems to offer a principled way of collecting
under one heading the diverse range of linguistic devices writers use to explicitly organize texts, engage readers, signal
their own presence, and signal their attitudes to their material and their audience. The concept of metadiscourse brings to
the fore qualities of academic written communication, such as nontopical linguistic material that may be irrelevant to topic
development but key to understanding discourse as a whole (Lautamatti, 1987); linguistic material that does not add
propositional information but signals the presence of an author (VandeKopple, 1985); author’s intrusion into the discourse
to direct rather than inform (Crismore, 1983); and nonreferential aspects of discourse that help to organize prose as a
coherent text and convey a writer's personality, his or her awareness of readers, and his or her stance toward the
message (Hyland, 1998).

Studies that have developed a cross-cultural perspective (e.g., Adel, 2006; Breivega, Dahl, & Flottum, 2002; Dahl,
2004; Mauranen, 1993; McEnry & Kifle, 2002; ThueVold, 2006) have revealed that metadiscourse is not uniform across
languages; studies that have looked at metadiscourse form cross-disciplinary point of view (e.g., Charles, 2006;
Harwood, 2005; Hewings & Hewings, 2001; Swales et al., 1998) have shown how metadiscourse use is sensitive to the
ways texts are written, used and responded by individuals acting as members of academic discourse communities; and
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studies that have adopted communicative purpose (Swales, 1990) as the major focus—genre-based studies of
metadiscourse—have also contributed to awareness of how different communicative purposes and different audiences
can influence the use of metadiscourse.

Different academic genres have been investigated both individually and in comparison with other genres. While due
to its significance in the life of academy, the research article (RA) has been studied more extensively (e.g., Hyland,
1996a, 1996b, 2002c, 2007), other academic genres like textbooks (e.g., Hyland, 1994), dissertations (e.g., Bunton,
1999), and undergraduate essays (e.g., Myers, 2001) have also been investigated. Other studies have compared two or
more academic genres: Hyland's (1999) study of research articles and textbooks; Hyland’s (2002a) study of textbooks,
research articles, and student reports; de Oliveira and Pagano’s (2006) study of research articles and science
popularization articles; Hyland’s (2004) investigation of master's and PhD dissertations; Hyland’s (2002b) investigation of
expert and non/less expert writers; and Hyland and Tse’s (2005) investigation of research articles and dissertations.

While such comparative genre-based studies have contributed a great deal to understanding how metadiscourse
use might vary with generic fluctuations, there has been a tendency to look at the variations in those genres that
represent an overt contrast in terms of the communicative purpose(s) they serve without considering the nature of
variations in smaller components — i.e. subgenres — of those genres. The main objective of the present study, hence,
was to investigate how metadiscourse use varies due to the variations in communicative and rhetorical features of the
subgenres (Introduction, Method, Results, and Discussion/Conclusion) of a single genre — research article (RA
henceforth). This research might be of some significance in that it looks at how the differences in the communicative
purposes of different subgenres might influence the fashioning of interpersonal relationships in academic writing and
hence provide useful insights for novice writers and researchers.

2. Theoretical Review

Studies dealt with analyzing language can be grouped into two: first studies concerning language structure, that is
identifying structural unites, classes of language (such as words and phrases) and describing how these units form larger
grammatical units, and second studies concerning language use, that is analyzing how speakers and writers make use of
the language.

Therefore, moving beyond the grammatical features of any discourse, specially written one to analyse language in
use (how people use language in their everyday lives), the distinction is made between transactional and interactional
uses of language, in other words communication of information and the communication of affect respectively. The former
one which deals with that function of language applied for expressing content and the latter one which deals with that
function of language applied for expressing personal relations and attitudes can be considered as two sides of the same
coin that the researchers refer to it as interaction. Both of them act simultaneously to create meaning in real life (Hyland,
2005). Reflexivity, according to Roman Jakobson, is a feature of everyday language in use and as Adel (2006) asserts,
reflexivity is not limited to discourse for specific purposes. She points out that “not only is reflexivity abundant in everyday
discourse, but some scholars argue that it is fundamental to human communication” (p.2). She, therefore, classifies
metadiscourse as one type of reflexivity: “it includes reflexive linguistic items which reveal the writer's and reader’s (or
speaker’s and hearer’s) presence in the text, either by referring to the organization of the text or by commenting on the
text in other ways” (p.2). The metadiscourse approach to language analysis focuses on the natural language used in texts
rather than what is theoretically possible in a language.

The term metadiscourse was coined by Zellig S Harris in 1959 for the first time. Later on a number of researchers
such as Williams (1981), Vande Kopple (1985), Crismore (1989) and Hyland (2005) elaborated it more. It has been
widely defined as ‘discourse about discourse’ or ‘communication about communication’ (Vande Kopple, 1985:83),
‘metatalk’ (Schiffrin, 1980), and ‘signaling devices’ (Crismore, 2004) among many other scholar’s definitions. Very few
studies offer a specific definition of metadiscourse, however, partly because it constitutes a fuzzy nature (Hyland, 2005,
Adel, 2006). In a simple term, it is difficult to find a single accepted definition of the term metadiscourse because of its
fuzzy nature. That is why we can observe density of definitions in the literature of metadiscourse. Of all these descriptions
of the term metadiscourse, two groups are identifiable: the first group as non-propositional or non-topical definitions and
the second group as writer's act on research discourse. Harris’ (1959) definition of metadiscourse can be regarded as a
foundation for non-propositionality. He defined metadiscourse as “non-topical linguistic material” (p. 464). Williams (1981:
226) also considered metadiscourse as anything which “does not refer to the subject matter being addressed”.

Vande Kopple (1985), Crismore (1983) are among those scholars who considered metadiscourse as something that
writers are doing in the text. For example, Vande Kopple (1985: 83) pointed out that in metadiscourse level “we do not
add propositional material but help our readers organize, clarify, interpret, evaluate, and react to such material’. In a
similar vein, Crismore (1983) also regarded metadiscourse as “the author’s intrusion into the discourse, either explicitly or
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non-explicitly, to direct rather than inform, showing readers how to understand what is said and meant in the primary
discourse and how to ‘take’ the author” (p. 2).

But above all definitions of both propositional/non-propositional distinctions, Hyland (2005: 37) proposes the most
advantageous definition of metadiscourse: “Metadiscourse is the cover term for the self-reflective expressions used to
negotiate interactional meanings in a text, assisting the writer (speaker) to express a view point and engage with readers
as members of a particular community”. In other words, in this new definition he tries to show presence of the writer in the
text and also the role of the reader in the construction of argument.

3. The Present Study

Following Hyland's (2005) taxonomy of interpersonal metadiscourse, this study by taking more comprehensive picture of
the rhetorical atmosphere in different rhetorical sections of RAs as well as concentrating on all interpersonal resources-
Interactive and Interactional, aims at providing a more comprehensive cross-sectional analysis of features utilized for both
structuring the discourse and conveying authors stance towards readers and the discourse itself in a corpus of Applied
Linguistics RAs published in high prestigious applied linguistics journals. In order to do so the following research question
addressed in this study:

What are the differences across four different sections of research articles (Introduction, Methodology, Results, and
Discussion/Conclusion) in using metadiscoursal resources?

4. Procedures and the Corpus
4.1 Selection Process of the Journals and Articles

A journal may contain different types of content including Empirical/Experimental RAs, Theoretical RAs, Review Articles,
Editorials, Case reports. The corpus of this study was restricted to 32 Empirical/Experimental RAs (see Appendix for full
bibliographical information of the articles). The research articles belonged to Applied Linguistics articles all published
between 2005 and 2011. In the context of the present study Applied Linguistics was defined as:

In a broad sense, applied linguistics is concerned with increasing understanding of the role of language in human affairs
and thereby with providing the knowledge necessary for those who are responsible for taking language related decisions
whether the need for these arises in the classroom, the workplace, the law court, or the laboratory (Wilkins, 1999:7).

Theoretical articles were excluded from the scope of the study, because it is clear that the overall organization of
empirical RAs and theoretical RAs completely differ. The empirical research articles include those articles reporting on
investigations that apply quantitative, qualitative or mixed approach in the process of collecting and analyzing the data,
while the purpose in theoretical RA is presenting a theory, synthesis of other theories.

Tow criteria were involved in sampling procedure of the journals. The first one was their rating among AL lecturers and
the second criterion was the accessibility to the most important publications. In this process, ten lecturers that held a PhD
in AL were individually interviewed - this is known as informant nomination, the established tradition of selecting and
sampling in metadiscourse studies- (see for e.g. Hyland 2000, 2007; Kuhi & Behnam, 2010). They were asked to name
and rank the five most prestigious journals defined as journals with higher degree of popularity and reputation among
academics which they would want/wish their research articles to be published in. Then the responses were scored and
the journals were ranked based on what their score was. An important question at this point, however, might be to ask if
writer's nationality (native or non-native) can affect the study. According to Lindeberg’s (2004) view top English-medium
journals’ severity in review processing and also their demands according to their specific guidelines “make it irrelevant
whether the RAs were written by native English speakers or not” (p.8).They are presented in the order ranked by
academics as follows:

TESOL Quarterly (Teachers of English to Speakers of Other Languages Quarterly Journal)
AL Journal (Applied Linguistics Journal)

ESP Journal (English for Specific Purposes Journal)

Journal of Pragmatics

System Journal
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As to the focus of this study, cross-sectional comparison, the choice of RAs was based on a criterion. The RAs had the
standard macrostructure of empirical RAs, IMRD/C (Introduction, Method, Results, and Discussion/Conclusion) structure.
The researchers went through a random sampling procedure.The articles were selected, making 32 in all including 8 from
AL, 7 from TESOL Quarterly, 7 from System, 6 from ESP, and 4 from Pragmatics (due to the variety in the publication
frequency of the journals). This study was part of a larger project investigating metadiscourse use in articles rhetorical
sections (IMRD/C) as well as comparing and contrasting males and females’ use of metadiscourse in sections mentioned
above. . (When extracts are provided from the corpus, the first letter of each subgenre initiates the extract; for example:
‘D. RA2 which means Discussion of Research Article number 2').

As the focus of this study was on four different sections of AL RAs, namely Introduction, Methodology, Results and
descussion/conclusion (IMRD/C), the reference sections, tables, abstracts, figures, bibliographies, footnotes, direct
quatations of other researchers and headings were deleted and excluded from the domian of the present study, to form
an electronic corpus of totalling 221284 words from four sections of 32 articles. In the process of sampling, it was
understood that most of the articles had seprate results and discussion, but some others had results and discussion
merged/coalesced. Considering the fact that different sections of articles perform different rhetorical functions raelized
through applying different linguistic resources (see, for example, Salager-Meyer , 1994; Hopkins and Dudly-Evans , 1988;
Adams-Smith, 1984), here the focus was on articles with separate results and discussion/conclusion sections.

4.2 Model of Analysis

The instrument applied in the analytic component of the present study was Hyland’s (2005) Interpersonal model of
metadiscourse. Hyland’s (2005) taxonomy includes two sub-divisions: the first sub-division is interactive resources that
refer to different ways of organizing discourse. This concerns the writers to manage the information flow and assist the
readers to know writers' preferred interpretation including code glosses, Transitions, Frame markers, Evidentials, and
Endophoric markers. The second category is interactional resources that engage readers in the argument by alerting
them to the author’s perspectives both toward a propositional content and readers themselves. This concerns writers to
display an acceptable persona consistent with the norms of discourse community such as Hedges, Attitude markers,
Boosters, Self mentions, and Engagemnet.
In the analysis procedure, we also took into consideration the following principles emphasized by Hyland:

Metadiscourse is distinct from propositional material
Metadiscourse refer to some aspects of texts that embody writer-reader interactions
Metadiscourse refer only to relations which are internal to the discourse

All'in all, it suits best and complete as a model or framework for the purposes of this study, because it is supposed to
move away from traditional treatment of metadiscourse towards a model that can capture the underlying principles of
academic writing.

4.3 Data Analysis Procedure

In order to achieve a reliability in the data analysis procedure, two processes of researchers analysis and inter-rater
analysis along with consultation with a specialist in this field were applied in the present study. Four different sections of
32 RAs were read carefully word by word in order to identify both interactive and interactional metadiscourse resources.
In order to increase the reliability of the findings, the inclusion of inter-rater was necessary: after highlighting all the
instances of metadiscourse resources in four different sections of 32 RAs, in the second phase of the data analysis, the
items were double-checked by another expert in the field. We prefered to select one page from each article randomly.
Inter-rater reliability was found to be 0.85. There were some disagreements and also ambiguities. Such cases were
consulted with professor K. Hyland via e-mail.

5. Results and Discussion
5.1. A Quantitative Discussion

To address the research question of the study, the frequency of interpersonal resources were calculated, the overall
distribtion of which is summarized in table 1.
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Table 1.Overall Frequency of Metadiscourse Resources in AL RAs’ Four Sections (per 1,000 words)

Applied Linguistics RAs
I

Total words

Total number of Interactive Devices
F per1,000 words
Total number of Interactional Devices
F per 1,000 words

58785
3665
62.34
2084
35.45

R.
62935
1762
27.99
1903
30.23

D/C
57353
2193
38.23
2631
45.87

Total
221284
9301
42.03
7661
34.62

(I=Introduction; M=Method; R=Results; D/C=Discussion/Conclusion; F=Frequency)

As Table 1 shows, the frequency of metadiscourse resources in terms of interactive resources in the Introduction section
of AL RAs (62.3 per 1,000 words) was higher, and also in the Discussion/ Conclusion section (45.8 per 1,000 words) of
AL RAs, there was higher frequency of interactional resources. The overall distribution of both categories in four sections
is summarized in Figure 1 on the basis of average frequency (per 1,000 words).

Figure 1.0verall Frequency of Interpersonal Metadiscourse Resources in AL RAs’ Four Sections (per 1,000 words)

(I=Introduction; M=Method; R=Results; D/C=Discussion/Conclusion)
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To better illustrate the findings about the frequency of interpersonal resources, Figure 2 and Figure 3 display the
frequency of subcategories in the Introduction, Method, Results, and Discussion /Conclusion sections.

Figure 2.Category-based Distribution of Interactive Metadiscourse Resources in Four Sections of AL RAs

30
8 25
e 20
° 15
g 10
o2 h il
0
CG End Evd F T
B Intro. 11,97 2,56 26,89 6,58 14,32
mM. 7,5 5,16 7,58 7,84 11,72
mR. 6,02 5,37 2,04 4,08 10,47
mD/C 6,85 2,71 8,8 4,41 15,44

(CG=Code Glosses; End=Endophorics; Evd=Evidentials; F=Frame markers; T=Transitions)
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Regarding the interactive devices, as can be seen in Figure 2, evidentials can be considered as the most varied feature
across four sections. The introduction section ranked the first with discussion, method, results were being the second,
third, and fourth.

Figure 3.Categorical Distribution of Interactional Metadiscourse Resources in Four Sections of AL Ras

25
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8
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w
5
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AM B SM E H
M Intro 10,78 4,88 0,23 1,93 17,6
L N\V 6,65 2,81 3,52 1,49 10,21
R. 11,02 4,3 0,71 1,71 12,47
m D/C 13,28 5,99 1,08 2,98 22,52

(AM=Attitude Markers; B=Boosters; SM=Self Mentions; EM=Engagement Markers; H=Hedges; Intro=Introduction;
M=Method; R=Results; D/C=Discussion/Conclusion)

Regarding interactional devices, as Figure 3 shows, hedges can be considered as relatively a varied feature across the
sections.

These differences can be explained by resorting to the communicative purposes of different sections of research
papers which may affect the degree of writer-reader relationship and also discourse organization, realized by means of
different linguistic resources. In what follows, we have provided an in-depth analysis of the findings:

5.2. The Priority of Interactive Resources in the Introduction Section

The priority of evidentials in introduction section of AL RAs can be explained through Swales’ (1990) ideas. He believes
that writers/authors can relate their study to previous research in order to determine the significance of its contribution in
the introduction section of articles. This is achieved by means of evidentials. Similarly, as Hill, Soppelsa, and West (1982)
state, in the introduction section, the purpose is to transit from the larger academic field to the particular study by means
of evidentials. This can also be a support for many of move related studies that claimed about the density of citations as a
tool for identifying the neglected areas in previous studies so as to open a way for new research (see Swales and feak,
2000; Thompson and Tribble, 2001; Samraj, 2002; Fakhri, 2004; Yeh, 2010). The example from the corpus illustrates the
point:

(1) Clearly, these claims about attention and noticing are important for SLA. Scmidt (1995,2001) and Robinson
(1995,2001, 2003) argue that learners must consciously notice input...referred to as the Noticing Hypothesis (Schmidt
1990,1993,1995), which has been explored in a number of studies (e.g. Alanen 1995; Leow 1997; Rosa and O'Neill
1999;Leow 2000; lzumi 2002; Leow 2002; Swain and Lapkin 2002; Adams 2003; Gass et al. 2003).(I. RA1)

‘Hedges’ and ‘attitude markers’ were the most frequently used subcategories of interactional category in the introduction
section of articles. Considering hedges, as Salager-Meyer (1997) puts, they are used to establish a context of
argumentation that results in giving encouragement to the researcher’s own work. Regarding attitude markers, “the build-
up of attitude markers amplifies the negative tone of the introduction to create a rhetorical effect which constructs a
problematic issue worthy of research” (Hyland, 2005:150). The following examples can show such tendencies:

(2) In additon to knowledge, pre-service programs are expected to prepare teachers with a variety of
techniques and strategies. There may be more opportunities for student teachers in these programs...l argue that these
courses could aim to create reflective learning communities where student teachers would also be trained. (1. RA9)
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(3) L2 vocabulary development through reading is complex...the quality of processing during reading and on  any tasks
intended to facilitate integration of new words is crucial...a few studies investigated effects of background knowledge on
retention of nonsense words... (I. RA17)

5.3. Writer’s Stance in Method Section

Less frequent use of hedges can be an indication of author's desire in highlighting the reliability and validity of their
methodological decisions. Through these devices, persuading variety of readers (for example novice readers, informant
readers and referee) of the validity of applied models for getting appropriate findings will be easy and achievable (Lim,
2006). Hyland (2005) offers a good possible explanation for this:

The fact that methodologies and results are more open to question also means that writers in the soft fields need to work
harder to establish the significance of their work against alternative interpretations. This means they also have to restrict,
or fend off, possible alternative voices, closing them down using boosters to emphasize the strength of the writer's
commitment, and thereby convince the reader through the force of the argument (p. 146).

5.4. Lower frequency of metadiscourse in the Results Section

The use of evidentials with the lowest frequency in Results section in comparison with three other sections can be
considered as an important issue in the results section of articles. Of course, it is clear that here the goal is providing an
account of the results of the present research not the findings of other studies. However, there might be some hidden
motivations behind weaker resort to such devices as well. In fact, the writers might look at this section as a safer
atmosphere for developing a monolithic voice.

What is also interesting about the Results section of articles (with results separate from discussion section) is that
there is much less space to comment on the reported results. Thus, Results section of articles contains low density of
interpersonal metadiscourse in comparison with other three sections.

5.5. The Priority of Interactional Devices in Discussion/Conclusion Section

Writer's heavier use of interactional devices in the Discussion section of articles suggests that they are aware of the
subjective nature of the Discussion section. Moreover, according to Hyland (1998), “[ilt is in Discussions that authors
make their claims, consider the relevance of results and speculate about what they might mean, going beyond their data
to offer the more general interpretation by which they gain their academic credibility. The level of generality, and therefore
the density of hedges, is much higher here, as explore the ratifications of their results” (p. 154). Hyland (1999) also
indicates that writers utilize more hedging strategies as a major pragmatic feature to establish the importance of their
findings in the discussion section.

This finding of the present study confirms other researchers’ findings (Marandi, 2003; Faghih and Rahimpour, 2009;
Salager-Meyer, 1994; Adam Smith's, 1984; Swales, 1990) in that the discussion section is the most heavily hedged
subgenre due to the kind of information it encompasses or greater possibility of using author projection to this section.
The preference for interactional devices in the discussion section of articles shows that this section is more explicitly
interpersonal and evaluative. The following examples from the corpus clarify the point:

(4)...the Hong Kong students appeared to have relatively more difficulty than other two groups... (D. RA21)
(5) Emotions (at least in some cases) could be coded as filling a rapport-building function. (D. RA26)

(6) It is acknowledged that learners of Japanese, as suggested by Okada et al., may be more motivated and more
dedicated than others, which may explain the discrepancy described above. (D. RA13)

Another important device which was found to further affect the communicative purpose of Discussion/Conclusion section
of articles was the positive quality of attitude markers while, it was used negatively in the Introduction section. It means
that authors try to realize the importance of their arguments by means of using positive kinds of attitude markers. In this
way, readers can be influenced positively to agree on writer's argument. The following examples from the
Discussion/Conclusion section of articles can be a proof for this:
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(7) This finding is particularly interesting because it indicates that these students hold strong beliefs about the relative
difficulty of learning these two foreign languages. (D. RA27)

(8) It would be vital to move deeper into the constituent steps belonging to each move. Linguistic similarities existing
between different constituent steps reveals a great deal of information...linguistic structures may effectively enable
learners to acquire a deeper understanding of the common situations. (D. RA12)

6. Implications

In this study we presented an overall cross-sectional picture of the types and frequencies of metadiscourse in RA as a
high prestigious genre. It was revealed that different sections of articles are demanding different kinds and distributions of
interpersonal resources. This can be insightful for the teachers of English for academic purposes in making their learners
sensitive to the ways metadiscourse use is shaped by the rhetorical atmosphere of the section in which it occurs. In this
way section-specific metadiscourse features may sensitize academic writers and can assist them to understand what
kinds of resources are needed to achieve the communicative purposes of specified genre. ESP teachers also need to
move beyond a view that academic writing is simply detached and factual. According to Hyland (1998), ESP courses
need to discuss the interpersonal aspects of writing as there is still not enough focus on students to be taught explicitly
about interpersonal relationships. They, for example, need to view writing of discussion/conclusion section in soft
sciences (AL) as evaluative section and acknowledge students that hedges are one of the conventions of this section. In
this way, they can use can delete hedges in the discussion section of papers and ask their students to rewrite it in a way
that can be hedged.

In conclusion, learning to deal with interpersonal relationship in academic writing is as important as learning to deal
with the propositional content of academic discourse; in other words, both of them act dependently not independently
(Halliday, 1994).

References

Adams Smith, D.E. (1984). Medical discourse: aspects of author's comment. English for Specific Purposes, 3, 25-36.

Adel, A. (2006). Metadiscourse in L1 and L2 English. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Breivega, K. R., Dahl T., & Flottum, K. (2002). Traces of self and others in research articles. A comparative study pilot study of English,
French, and Norwegian research articles in medicine, economics and linguistics. International Journal of Applied Linguistics, 12,
218-239.

Bunton, D. (1999). The use of higher level metatext in PhD theses. English for Specific Purposes, 18, 41-56.

Charles, M. (2008). The construction of stance in reporting clauses: A cross-disciplinary study of theses. Applied Linguistics, 27, 492-
518.

Crismore, A. (1983). Metadiscourse: What is it and how is it used in school and non-school social academic science texts. Urbana-
Champaign: University of lllinois.

Crismore, A. (1989). Talking with readers: Metadiscourse as rhetorical act. New York: Peter Lang.

Crismore, A. (2004). Pronouns and metadiscourse as interpersonal rhetorical devices in fundraising letters: a corpus linguistic analysis.
In Discourse in the professions. Perspectives from corpus linguistics, edited by U. Connor and T. A. Upton. Amsterdam: John
Benjamins, pp. 307-330.

Dahl, T. (2004). Textual metadiscourse in research articles: A marker of national culture or of academic discipline? Journal of
Pragmatics, 36(10), 1807-1825.

De Oliveira, J.M. & Pagona, A.S. (2006). The research article and the science popularization article: a probabilistic functional grammar
perspective on direct discourse representation. Discourse studies, 8(5), 627-646.

Faghih, E. & Rahimpour, S. (2009). Contrastive rhetoric of English and Persian written texts: Metadiscourse in applied linguistics
research articles. Rice Working Papers, 1, 92-107

Fakhri, A. (2004). Rhetorical properties of Arab research article introductions. Journal of Pragmatics, 36, 1119-1138.

Halliday, M. (1994). An Introduction to Functional Grammar, 2" ed. Edward Arnold, London.

Harris, Z. (1959). The transformational model of language structure. Anthropological Linguistics, 1(1), 27-29.

Harwood, N. (2005). “We do not seem to have a theory...The theory | present here attempts to fill this gap”: Inclusive and exclusive
pronouns in academic writing. Applied Linguistics, 26, 343-375.

Hewings, A., & Hewings, M. (2001). Anticipatory “it’ in academic writing: an indicator of disciplinary difference and developing
disciplinary knowledge. In M. Hewings (Ed). Academic writing in context (pp. 199-214). Birmingham, UK: University of
Birmingham press.

Hill, S. S., Soppelsa, B. F. & West, G. K. (1982). Teaching ESL students to read and write experimental-research papers. TESOL
Quarterly, 16(3), 333-347.

Hopkins, A., & Dudley-Evans, T. (1988). A genre-based investigation of the discussion sections in articles and dissertations. English for
Specific Purposes, 7(1), 113-121.

412



ISSN 2039-9340 Mediterranean Journal of Social Sciences Vol. 3 (11) November 2012

Hyland, K. (1994). Hedging in academic writing and EAP textbooks. English for Specific Purposes, 13, 239-256.

Hyland, K. (1996a). Nurturing hedges in the ESP curriculum. System, 24, 477-490.

Hyland, K. (1996b). Writing without conviction? Hedging in Science research articles. Applied Linguistics, 17, 433-454.
Hyland, K. (1998). Boosting, hedging and the negotiation of academic knowledge. Texts, 18(3), 349-382.

Hyland, K. (1999). Talking to student: Metadiscourse in introductory textbooks. English for Specific Purposes, 18(1), 3-26.
Hyland, K. (2000). Disciplinary discourses: Social interactions in academic writing. Harlow, Essex: Pearson Education.
Hyland, K. (2002a). Directives: Argument and engagement in academic writing. Applied Linguistics, 23, 215-239.

Hyland, K. (2002b). Options of identity in academic writing. ELT Journal, 56, 351-358.

Hyland, K. (2002c). What do they mean? Questions in academic writing. Texts, 22, 529-557.

Hyland, K. (2004). Graduate gratitude: The generic structure of dissertation acknowledgments. English for Specific Purposes, 23, 303-

324.

Hyland, K. (2005). Metadiscourse: Exploring interaction in writing. London: Continuum.

Hyland, K. (2007). Applying a gloss: Exemplifying and reformulating in academic discourse. Applied Linguistics, 28, 266-285.

Hyland, K., Tse, P. (2005). Hooking the reader: A corpus study of evaluative that in abstracts. English for Specific Purposes, 24, 123-
139.

Kuhi, D. & Behnam, B. (2011). Generic variations and metadiscourse use in the writing of applied linguistics: a comparative study and
preliminary. Written Communication, 28(1), 97-141.

Lautamatti, L. (1987). Observations on the development of the topic in simplified discourse. In U. Conner & R. B. Kaplan (Eds.), Writing
across languages (pp. 87-114). Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley.

Lim, J. M. H. (2006). Method sections of management research articles: A pedagogically motivated qualitative study. English for Specific
Purposes, 25(3), 282-309.

Lindeberg, C. (2004). Promotion and politeness: conflicting scholarly rhetoric in three disciplines. Vasa: Abo Akademi University Press,
Abo, Finland.

Marandi, S. (2003). Metadiscourse in Persian and English master’s thesis: A contrastive study. Iranian Journal of Applied Linguistics, 6
(2), 23-42.

Mauranen, A. (1993). Contrastive ESP rhetoric: Metatext in Finnish- English economics texts. English for Specific Purposes, 12, 3-22.

McEnry, T. & Kifle, N.A. (2002). Epistemic modality in argumentative essays of second language writers. In J. Flowerdew (Ed.)
Academic Discourse (pp. 182-195). London, UK: London.

Myers, G. (2001). “In my opinion”: The place of personal views in undergraduate essays. In M. Hewings (Ed.), Academic writing in
context (pp. 63-78). Birmingham, UK: University of Birmingham Press.

Salager-Meyer, F. (1994). Hedges and textual communicative function in medical English written discourse. English for Specific
Purposes, 13(2), 149-170.

Salager-Meyer, F. (1997). | think that perhaps you should: a study of hedges in written scientific discourse. The Journal of TESOL
France, 2(2), 127-143.

Samraj, B. (2002). Introductions in research articles: Variations across disciplines. English for Specific Purposes, 21, 1-17.

Schiffrin, D. (1980). Metatalk: Organizational and evaluative brackets in discourse. Sociological inquiry. Language and Social Interaction,
50, 199-236.

Swales, J. (1990). Genre analysis. English in academic and research setting. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Swales, J., Ahmed, U. K., Chang, Y., Chavez, D., Dressen, D. F., & Seymour, R. (1998). Consider this: The role of imperatives in
scholarly writing. Applied Linguistics, 19, 97-121.

Swales, J., & Feak, C. (2000). English in today’s research world. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press.

Thompson, P., & Tribble, C. (2001). Looking at citations: Using corpora in English for academic purposes. Language Learning &
Technology, 5(3), 91-105.

Thue Vold, E. (2006) Epistemic modality markers in research articles: A cross-linguistic and cross-disciplinary study. International
Journal of Applied linguistics, 16(1), 61-87.

VandeKopple, W. (1985). Some exploratory discourse on metadiscourse. College Composition and Communication, 36, 82-93.

Wilkins, D.A. (1999). Applied Linguistics. In B. Spolsky (Ed). Concise encyclopedia of educational linguistics (pp. 6-17). Amsterdam:
Elsevier.

Williams, J. M. (1981). Style: Ten lessons in clarity and grace. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Yeh, C. (2010). Citations practices in TESL research articles: A comparative study. Asian ESP Journal, 6(2), 40-64.

Appendix: List of Research Articles

N | Article

o.

1 Mackey, A. (2006). Feedback, noticing and instructed second language learning. Applied linguistics, 27/3, 405-430.

2 Alderson, Ch. (2007). Judging the frequency of English words. Applied Linguistics, 28/3, 383-409.

3 Vandergrift, L. (2005). Relationships among motivation orientations, metacognition awareness and proficiency in L2
listening. Applied Linguistics, 26/1, 70-89.

4 Forman, R. (2011). Humorous language play in a Thai EFL classroom. Applied Linguistics, 32(5), 541-565.

5 Field, J. (2005). Intelligibility and the listener: The role of lexical stress. TESOL Quarterly, 39(3), 399-423.

413



ISSN 2039-9340 Mediterranean Journal of Social Sciences Vol. 3 (11) November 2012

6 Field, J. (2008). Bricks or Mortar: Which parts of the input does a second language listener rely on?. TESOL Quarterly,
42(3), 411-433.

7 Folse, K. (2006). The effect of type of written exercise on L2 vocabulary retention. TESOL Quarterly, 40(2), 273-283.

8 Radwan, A. (2005). The effectiveness of explicit attention to form in language learning. System, 33, 69-87.

9 Goker, S.D. (2006). Impact of peer coaching on self-efficacy and instructional skills in TEFL teacher education. System, 34,
239-254.

10 | Grainger, P. (2005). Second language learning strategies and Japanese: Does orthography make a difference?. System, 33,
327-339.

11 | Alptekin, C. (2006). Cultural familiarity in inferential literal comprehension in L2 reading. System, 34, 494-508.

12 | Lim, J. (2006). Method sections of management research articles: A pedagogically motivated qualitative study. English for
Specific Purposes, 25, 282-309.

13 | Ozturk, I. (2007). The textual organization of research article introductions in applied linguistics: Variability within a single
discipline. English for Specific Purposes, 26, 25-38.

14 | Cheng, A. (2008). Individualized engagement with genre in academic literacy tasks. English for Specific Purposes, 27, 387-
411.

15 | Rothman, J. (2009). Pragmatic deficits with syntactic consequences? L2 pronominal subjects and the syntax-pragmatics
interface. Journal of Pragmatics, 41, 951-973.

16 | Hu, G, & Cao, F. (2011). Hedging and boosting in abstracts of applied linguistics articles: A comparative study of English-
and Chinese- medium journal. Journal of Pragmatics, 43, 2795-2809.

17 | Pulido, D. (2007). The effects of topic familiarity and passage sight vocabulary on L2 lexical inferencing and retention
through reading. Applied Linguistics, 28(1), 66-86.

18 | Larsen-Freeman, D. (2006). The emergence of complexity, fluency, and accuracy in the oral and written production of five
Chineses learners of English. Applied Linguistics, 27, 590-619.

19 | North, S. (2005). Disciplinary Variation in the Use of Theme in Undergraduate Essays. Applied Linguistics, 26(3), 431-452.

20 | Yiakoumetti, A. (2006). A bidialectal programme for the learning of Standard Modern Greek in Cyprus. Applied Linguistics,
27,295-317.

21 | Mcdowell, H. & Lorch, M.P. (2008). Phonemic awareness in Chinese L1 readers of English: Not simply an effect of
orthography. TESOL Quarterly, 42(3), 495-512.

22 | Setter, J. (2006). “Speech rhythm in world Englishes. The case of Hong Kong”. TESOL Quarterly, 40, 763-782.

23 | Li, Y. (2007). Apprentice Scholarly Writing in a Community of Practice: An Interview of an NNES Graduate student writing a
research article. TESOL Quarterly, 41, 55-79.

24 | Winke, P. (2011). Evaluating the validity of a high-stakes ESL test: Why teachers' perceptions matter. TESOL Quarterly,
45(4), 628-660.

25 | Zareva, A. (2005). Models of lexical knowledge assessment of second language learners of English at higher levels of
language proficiency. System, 33(4), 547-562.

26 | Shen, Helen H. (2005). An investigation of Chinese-character learning strategies among non-native speakers of Chinese.
System, 33, 49-68.

27 | Diab, R. L. (2006).University students’ beliefs about learning English and French in Lebanon, System, 34, 80-96.

28 | Sesek, U. (2007). English for teachers of EFL-Toward a holistic description. English for Specific Purposes, 26, 411-425.

29 | McGrath, L., & Kuteeva, M. (2011). Stance and engagement in pure mathematics research articles: Linking discourse
features to disciplinary practices. English for Specific Purposes, xxx, 1-13.

30 | Kaewpet, Ch. (2009). Communication needs of Thai civil engineering students, English for Specific Purposes, 28, 266-278.

31 | Dafouz-Milne E. (2008): “The pragmatic role of textual and interpersonal metadiscourse markers in the construction and
attainment of persuasion: A cross-linguistic study of newspaper discourse”. Journal of Pragmatics, 40, 95-113.

32 | Adel, A. (2011). Rapport building in student group work. Journal of Pragmatics, 43, 2932-2947.

414




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


