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Abstract

Recently, there has been an increased emphasis on the interpersonal function of

metadiscourse features in academic texts. This means that research on writing in academic

contexts began to focus on the interactional metadiscourse markers that writers use to

present their voice and stance in writing. Although several studies have favored research

articles as an important genre to search the metadiscourse features, little attention has been

drawn to the analysis of metadiscourse in master theses general conclusions across L1 and

L2 languages. Besides, academic writers, especially English foreign learners do not

manifest these features in their writing. The current study, thus, aims to report a

comparative based analysis of forty postgraduates’ master theses general conclusions

compiled into two equal-sized corpora each representing one of two different universities,

namely, Oum El Bouaghi and Iowa. To carry out the analysis, the study adopts Hyland’s

(2005) interpersonal model of metadiscourse to investigate how interactional meta-

discourse markers are used by native and non-native students and how similar or different

the two corpora regarding the use of those markers. The results showed that each group

employed interactional markers differently. Additionally, Iowa students used more

interactional markers than Oum El Bouaghi students. Still, the analysis reported on some

similarities in the use of those markers between native and non-natives which is the same

frequency order of hedges, attitudes and engagement in both corpora. Moreover, hedges

acted as the leading category and engagement as the last one. Nevertheless, the statistical

Chi Square results suggested that there is a significant difference in the use of those

markers between natives and non-natives (p<0.05).
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General Introduction

1. Rational of the Study

Over the last decade, there has been a shift in the way academic writing is

perceived based on the view that writing is a social and communicative engagement

between the writer and the reader and that writing is not entirely voiceless and impersonal.

As a result, there has been an increasing interest in the study of metadiscourse as a tool

which can be used to explore the interactive nature of texts.

At the advanced levels of academic writing, metadiscourse has a significant role

because it reveals how the writer tries to present and negotiate information in ways that are

meaningful and appropriate to a given purpose and audience. Although several studies

have favored research articles as an important genre to search the metadiscourse features,

few studies only have concentrated on metadiscourse in master theses. Because the

dissertation is perhaps the most significant piece of writing that any graduate or

postgraduate student will ever do, writers should be aware of the social view of writing.

Researchers believe that the key differentiating aspect of dissertation writing is

much greater use of metadiscourse.  In other words, neglecting metadiscourse features

would make the passage less personal, less interesting and less easy to follow. Thus,

theses’ writers should not only provide their readers with organized propositional content,

but also project their attitudes towards their texts and target readers.

The general conclusion is an essential component of an applied linguistics MA

thesis for it completes the circle begun with the introduction. It is where writers can make

the strongest case for themselves as academics. EFL postgraduate students, however, find

the task of writing up successful thesis general conclusion very intimidating and even more

challenging. Besides the need to appropriately write an interesting, interactive and
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persuasive text, non-native postgraduates need to take into account the linguistic and the

rhetorical features underlying the MA thesis conclusion section. In this way, they will

ensure the communicative purposes and the interactive nature of their products.

2. Statement of the Problem

Developing a successful general conclusion in MA thesis writing at a postgraduate

level requires more than text accuracy. It rather demands to look upon how the text at hand

can appropriately function in the target context. To bridge this gap, applied linguistics

postgraduates are recommended not only to produce texts or give information in an

organized way but also recommended to intrude into their texts and represent themselves

and their readers in one way or another via the use of metadiscourse features, the

interactional markers.

Despite the great importance of metadiscourse to MA theses general conclusions

writing, Algerian EFL students seem unaware of this rhetorical feature and the different

functions that interactional metadiscourse markers play in their writing such as the

effective communication and the interaction with readers. In this respect, the present study,

that I have conducted, aims to raise students’ awareness of metadiscourse features and

functions and help them to write their MA theses general conclusions in an easy, effective

and more interactional way.

3. Aims of the Study

This study presents a comparative-based analysis of the use of interactional

metadiscourse markers in the general conclusion sections of MA theses written in English

by Algerian and English postgraduates. The primary goal of this study is to explore

whether or not students from different linguistic and cultural backgrounds within the same

discourse community have the same distribution of IMDMs in terms of type and frequency
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in their general conclusion parts of their MA theses. Therefore, its main objectives are the

following:

1. To investigate the use of interactional metadiscourse markers, in terms of type and

frequency, in academic English MA theses’ general conclusion sections written by

postgraduates of both Oum El Bouaghi and Iowa state universities.

2. To compare and contrast the use of interactional metadiscourse markers in the general

conclusion sections exhibited by postgraduates of the Algerian University of Larbi Ben

M’Hidi and the American University of Iowa in their MA theses writing.

4. Research Questions and Hypotheses

In keeping with the aim and the objectives of the study the following research

questions are addressed:

1. To what extent are the interactional metadiscourse markers used in the general

conclusion sections of MA theses written by postgraduates of Larbi Ben M’Hidi

University?

2. To what extent are the interactional metadiscourse markers used in the general

conclusion sections of MA theses written by postgraduates of Iowa University?

3. Are there any similarities or differences in the use of interactional metadiscourse

markers in the MA theses general conclusions of English native (Iowa) and non-native

(OEB) postgraduates?

Based on the questions stated above, it is mainly hypothesized that:

1. H0: There is no statistically significant difference in the use of IMDMs employed by

native and non-native postgraduates in their MA general conclusion sections.

2. H1: There is a statistically significant difference in the use of IMDMs employed by

native and non-native postgraduates in their MA general conclusion sections.
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5. Significance of the Study

The current study is a comparative- corpus based study that attempts to investigate

and analyse MA theses general conclusion sections written by Algerian and English

postgraduates in English language departments at a university level. In spite of the general

conclusion section vital role in MA thesis writing, it has been given scant attention in the

literature of metadiscourse analysis. Therefore, the significance of this study can be seen

in:

1. Giving a clear image of the rhetorical metadiscourse features performed by English and

Algerian EFL postgraduates in writing their MA theses general conclusion sections.

2. Providing a reference for EFL learners to cognize and master the importance of the

IMDMs functions in writing the general conclusion section of their MA thesis.

3. Helping syllabus designers in developing adequate metadiscourse materials and

instructions for academic writing courses to assist EFL postgraduate students’ thesis

writing.

6. Research Methodology

6.1. The Corpus

The corpus of the present study consists of 40 general conclusion sections of MA

theses written in English. The theses were randomly selected from online databases of

one English native speaking university and one English non-native speaking university

local library (OEB). The corpus is divided into two sub- corpora: sub-corpus (1)

includes twenty general conclusions written by non-native postgraduates of the

Algerian University of Oum El Bouaghi and sub-corpus (2) includes twenty general

conclusions written by native postgraduates of the American University of Iowa.
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6.2. The Method

Metadiscourse markers are identified and classified. The criteria used for the

purpose of this study are based on Hyland’s taxonomy of metadiscourse because it is

believed to be simple, clear and comprehensive. Drawing on this taxonomy, the general

conclusions will be analyzed according to one major parameter, namely, interactional

metadiscourse and its subcategories. Then, the software Antconc (3.5.7), which is a tool for

Word statistics, will be used to count word frequency. Moreover, SPSS Chi Square Tests

are used to find out if there is a significant difference in the use of IMDMs between the

two corpora.

7. Structure of the Study

Following the general introductory section, this dissertation is basically divided into

two main parts: a theoretical part and a practical part:

 The theoretical part contains the literature review and it constitutes of two main

chapters:

a) The first chapter provides an overview of the key notions and concepts in the arena

of discourse and metadiscourse including its definition, principles, and its different

classifications.

b)  The second chapter is consisted of two sections. The first section deals with the

different issues related to the general conclusion such as its definition, purpose, structure,

types and characteristics. In addition, it tackles the language of the general conclusion and

the previous research metadiscourse studies carried out on MA theses.

 The practical part includes an account of the method of analysis adopted to generate

data and the discussion of the findings. Finally, the empirical findings, implications,

limitations, and suggestions for further studies are thereupon considered.
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CHAPTER ONE:

INTERACTIONAL METADISCOURSE MARKERS

Introduction

It is indisputable that writing is one of the most important skills in foreign language

classes. It is not just a matter of drawing together a set of words, sentences, or passages. It

is, rather, an art that reflects the writers’ ideas, stance towards their texts and their readers

to enhance the communicative efficiency. Therefore, writing is considered as a strenuous,

yet, challenging task to be developed by EFL learners. However, writing a master

dissertation seems more complicated because it needs skillful writers and a complete

knowledge of the characteristics of academic writing in order to write an effective research

paper. At the beginning, metadiscourse was widely used in discourse analysis and language

education to refer to the pragmatic use of language to comment reflexively on the

discourse itself. With the growth of discourse analysis as a key tool in understanding

language use, it shifts the focus of attention from ongoing communication, putting some

stretch of discourse in a context or frame designed to influence the meaning and practical

conduct of communication. Based on this view, master theses writers do not only produce

a text to convey ideation content, but also they want to make certain that what they express

is comprehensible and reasonable for their audience to attract their attention and establish

interactions with them. In this respect, this chapter provides a clear insight about this

rhetorical tool to achieve the goals and the functions of academic writing. First, it

introduces the term metadiscourse taking into account different perspectives, identifies the

metadiscourse markers, lists the main criteria for identifying those markers, highlights the

key principles of metadiscourse, and finally details the different taxonomies of

metadiscourse.
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1.1. Discourse Analysis

Language teaching has traditionally been more concerned with individual

sentences. There is a good reason for this: sentences, after all, are key building blocks of

language and have a relatively fixed and describable grammar. But language, in its natural

state, is not isolated sentences: it is a text. As Thornbury (2005) puts it “language always

happens as text and not as isolated words and sentences. From an aesthetic, social or

educational perspective, it is the text which is the significant unit of language” (p. 6).

Going ‘beyond the sentence’ in order to explore the structure and the purposes of

whole texts falls within the orbit of what is called discourse analysis. Put simply,

Thornbury (2005) defines discourse as “the way that language, either spoken or written, is

used for communicative effect in a real-world situation” (p. 9). For Thornbury, discourse

analysis is the study of such language, and the analysis of the features and texts’ uses is an

essential element of discourse analysis. One way to differentiate discourse from text is to

think of discourse as the process and text as the product. That is speakers or (writers)

engage in a communicative process that involves language-such as a shopping exchange-

and the record of the language that is used in this discourse is called its text (Thornbury,

2005).

1.2. Definition of Metadiscourse

Metadiscourse has been defined from different perspectives since the term was first

proposed by Harris in 1959. Harris (1991) assumes that metadiscourse is a technique of

understanding language in use or reflecting writers’/speakers’ intention to guide audience’s

perception of texts (as cited in Hyland, 2005). Williams (1981) defines metadiscourse as

“writing about writing, whatever does not refer to the subject matter being addressed” (p.

226).This suggests that as we write, two levels are involved. On one level, the
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propositional level, we deliver information about the topic of our text. In this respect, the

ideational content is to be extended. On the other level, the level of metadiscourse, we do

not add propositional material but help our readers “organize, classify, interpret, evaluate,

and react to such material” (Vande Kopple, 1985, p.83). Metadiscourse, therefore, is

discourse about discourse or communication about communication. More precisely,

Crismore, Markkanen, and Steffensen (1993) redefine metadiscourse in their article

entitled “Metadiscourse in Persuasive Writing: A Study of Texts Written by American and

Finnish University Students” as “linguistic material in text, written or spoken, which does

not add anything to the propositional content but that is intended to help the listener or

reader organize, interpret and evaluate the information given” (p. 40).

Hyland and Tse (2004), however, have argued that metadiscourse emphasizes our

attention on the techniques writers use to project their presence in the discourse to signal

their attitudes towards both their informational content and their target readers. According

to this understanding, and basing on the view that writing is a social and communicative

engagement between writers and readers, Hyland (2005) gives a clear definition of

metadiscourse:

Metadiscourse is the cover term for the self-reflexive expressions used to negotiate
interactional meanings in a text, assisting the writer (or) speaker to express a
viewpoint and engage with readers as members of a particular community (p. 37).

This definition emphasizes the interpersonal meaning in a discourse such as evaluation,

attitude and engagement and considers metadiscourse as a meaning system that is

expressed by language resources. A similar view has been hold by Ädel (2006) who states

that “Metadiscourse is text about the evolving text, or the writer’s explicit commentary on

her own ongoing discourse. It displays an awareness of the current text or its language use

per se and of the current writer and reader qua writer and reader” (p. 20). That is,

metadiscourse basically plays two discourse functions. First, it guides the reader through
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the text and comment on the use of language in the text. This is called by Ädel (2006)

metatext. Using metadiscourse to interact with the target reader in ways that are

appropriate and meaningful is the second function. This latter is called writer-reader

interaction (Ädel, 2006).

From the previous views on the term metadiscourse, we can summarize that the

concept of metadiscourse is a matter of controversy amongst linguists. That is, not all

analysts understand this term in the same way. For instance, some writers such as William,

Vande Kopple (1985) and Crismore (1993) consider it as essentially ‘text about text’ or

‘talk about talk’ depending on the nature of the discourse investigated, either written or

oral. For them, metadiscourse is restricted to the patterns of the rhetorical organization

including the language items that refer to the text itself such as in this section- this paper

etc. Others like Hyland (2005) and Adel (2006), however, see the term as the linguistic and

the rhetorical material writers use to show their stances towards their texts and their readers

and establish the interaction between the writers and their readers. Consequently, Hyland

(2005) rejects the earlier definitions of metadiscourse as they highlight only the aspects

that refer to the text itself. He adds that these perspectives towards metadiscourse are

partial and unsatisfactory because we use language not only for organizing our ideas, but

also to reveal our attitudes, personality and establish interactions with our target readers.

Despite these distinct views towards metadiscourse, one can deduce that the common

thread in the definitions of metadiscourse distinguishes propositional and metadiscourse

meanings

.

1.3. Definition of Metadiscourse Markers
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Metadiscourse markers are linguistic elements which portrait the presence of the

writer or reader in the text by either referring to the organization of the text or commenting

on the text in other ways. Metadiscourse stresses that as we speak or write we negotiate

with others, making decisions about the kind of effects we are having on our listeners or

readers (Hyland, 2005).

Another definition of Metadiscourse markers has been given by Biry (2017)

“Metadiscourse markers frame the propositional content of the text by paving the way for

the reader’s comprehension: they remind the reader of earlier ideas, explain new concepts,

soften a claim, express an opinion and anticipate the reader’s reply”. The amount of

metadiscourse varies depending on the context, the purpose of the text and, consequently,

the genre of the text. Moreover, Adel (2006) adds that metadiscourse markers can take

many different forms, beginning with morphemes, single word forms, phrases, clauses, to

strings of sentences.

1.4. Identification of Metadiscourse Markers

According to Ädel (2006), metadiscourse is a fuzzy concept since it lacks clear- cut

borders and occasionally it may occur that it would be hard to make a distinction between

metadiscoursal and non-metadiscoursal categories (As cited in Gholami et al., 2014). It is

indispensable, therefore, to make explicit the criteria by which metadiscoursal markers can

be identified in the text.

One of the criteria, Mauranen (1993) has suggested, for identifying metadiscoursal

markers is explicitness; that is “the explicit commentary of the text on itself” (p. 158 as

cited in Ädel, 2006). Opposing to some scholars who consider some features such as italics

and boldface as metadiscourse, these are not considered metadiscoursal here as they do not

provide supplementary meanings with the aid of words themselves.
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The other aspect which should be considered in identifying data is whether the text

deals with the elements of the ongoing discourse or whether the attention is on the items

external to the text. That is, not the world of discourse but the real world. As it is obvious

from the definition of metadiscourse, only devices which are associated to the world of

discourse can be believed as metadiscoursal. Correspondingly, markers which emphasize

the reader are supposed to be metadiscoursal, just if the reference is to the current reader

and not to the readers of other texts (Gholami, 2014).

One may encounter difficulties in identifying metadiscoursal markers in the text or

in differentiating between their subgroups since metadiscoursal and non-metadiscoursal

groups may overlap as well as the different subgroups of metadiscourse. Consequently,

sometimes, it is impossible to settle on in what function a writer has used a particular item

(Markkanen, Steffensen, & Crismore, 1993). Here, however, the interpretation which is the

most likely one has been considered true.

1.5. Principles of Metadiscourse

Underlying Hyland’s (2005) conceptualization of the term “metadiscourse”, there

are three principles:

1.5.1. Metadiscourse is Distinct from the Propositional Aspects of Discourse.

It is suggested that the aforementioned definitions of metadiscourse makes a clear

distinction between metadiscourse and propositional content. According to Hyland and Tse

(2004), the term proposition is generally used to refer to everything which concerns

thoughts, ideas or states of affairs in the world exterior of the text. For instance, Halliday

(1994, p.70) states that “propositional material is something that can be argued about,

affirmed, denied, doubted, insisted upon, qualified, tempered, regretted and so on”.

Metadiscourse, on the other hand, as it is defined previously, has the role of commenting

on the main informational side of texts.
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Though, the distinction has been made between propositional and metadiscourse

levels, both of them occur together in texts, frequently in the same sentences. Therefore,

unsurprisingly, a stretched piece of discourse may have both functions.

1.5.2. Metadiscourse Expressing Writer-Reader Interaction

Metadiscourse refers to aspects of the text that symbolize writer-reader

interactions’. Hyland and Tse (2004) have rejected the strict duality of textual and

interpersonal functions found in the earlier models of metadiscourse believing that all

metadiscourse is interpersonal as it uses features that take into consideration the “readers’

knowledge, textual experiences, and processing needs and that it provides writers with

armoury of rhetorical appeals to achieve this” (p. 161).

1.5.3. Metadiscourse Distinguishes External and Internal Relations

Metadiscourse refers only to associations that are internal to the discourse’. An

internal relation links the situations illustrated by the propositions and is exclusively

communicative, where as an external relation deals with those situations themselves

(Hyland and Tse, 2004).

1.6. Textual and Interpersonal Functions of Metadiscourse

Halliday (1994) believes that when people use language, they usually work toward

fulfilling three macro functions. They try to give expression to their experience, to interact

with their audience, and to organize their expressions into cohesive discourses. In other

words, Halliday (1994) states that people communicate with messages that are integrated

expressions of three different types of meaning; ideational, interpersonal, and textual:

 The ideational function: the use of language to represent experience and ideas. This

approximately corresponds to the notion of propositional content.
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 The interpersonal function: the use of language to encode interaction, allowing us

to engage with others, to take on roles and to express and understand evaluations and

feelings.

 The textual function: the use of language to organize the text itself, coherently

relating what is said to the world and to the readers (Halliday, 1994 cited in Hyland, 2005,

p. 26).

Hyland (1999) believes that “textual metadiscourse is used to organize

propositional information in ways that will be coherent for a particular audience and

appropriate for a given context” (p.7). He supposes that the writer of a text expects the

readers’ processing difficulties and needs, and accommodates them by using certain

resources. Besides, He states that interpersonal metadiscourse “allows writers to express a

perspective toward their propositional information and their readers. It is essentially an

evaluative form of discourse and expresses the writer's individually defined, but

disciplinary circumscribed, persona” (p.7-8)

1.7. Classification of Metadiscourse

Metadiscourse is essentially an open category which can be realized in numerous

ways. Similar to the different approaches to defining metadiscourse, the categorizations of

metadiscourse resources vary due to different standpoints taken by researchers. Hyland

claims that the resources that writers use to organize, connect, comment on a discourse and

express their stances towards their texts and target readers are diverse and vast. This leads

to have also a diversity in the classifications and the models of metadiscourse themselves

(Hyland, 2005).

Earlier models have grouped metadiscourse categories into ‘textual’ and

‘interpersonal’ (Crismore et al 1993), whereas later models have distinguished between

‘interactive’ and ‘interactional’ (Hyland and Tse 2004) or ‘intra-textual’ and ‘inter-textual’
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markers. Moreover, some scholars such as (Mauranen 1993, 2008) have used the terms

‘text reflexivity’ or ‘discourse reflexivity’ to refer to metadiscoursal uses of language. In

addition, the three first models (Vande Kopple 1985; Crismore 1993; Hyland 2005) follow

Halliday’s (1994) tripartite conception of metafunctions which distinguishes between the

ideational elements of a text, the ways we encode our experiences of the world, and its

textual and interpersonal functions. However, other models Adel (2006), do not follow

Halliday’s functions.

1.7.1. Vande Kopple’s Model

Based on Lautamatti’s (1978) and Williams’ (1981) taxonomies of metadiscourse

(as cited in Vande Kopple, 1985), Vande Kopple (1985) considers that metadiscourse can

convey either textual or interpersonal meanings. The textual metadiscourse resources help

to show how individual units of those propositions are related to one another to make the

whole text cohesive and coherent. The interpersonal metadiscourse resources, however,

help writers to give their opinions and attitudes towards the ideational content of their texts

and to portray the interaction between the writers and the readers about this content.

According to Jin (2016), Vande Kopple categorized metadiscourse into seven types,

among which the first two are textual and the remaining five are interpersonal. His textual

category includes: text connectives (e.g. however) and code glosses (e.g. this means that).

Interpersonal metadiscourse category, on the other hand, includes illocution Markers (e.g.

to conclude), narrators, validity markers (hedges, emphatics, and attributors), attitude

markers (e.g. surprisingly), and commentaries (e.g. you might not agree with that).These

seven functional categories are shown in Table1.
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Table 1

Vande Kopple’s classification system for metadiscourse (Jin, 2016, p.211)

For Hyland (2005), however, Vande Kopple categorized metadiscourse into seven

types, among which the first four are textual and the remaining three are interpersonal.

Text connectives, code glosses, validity markers and narrators are under the function of

textual. Illocution markers, attitude markers and commentaries, on the other hand, are

included in the interpersonal function of metadiscourse. Table 2 summarizes this

categorization.
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Table 2

Vande Kopple’s classification system for metadiscourse (Hyland, 2005, p.32)

Despite the two distinct perspectives towards Vande Kopple’s division of

metadiscourse subcategories, discussed above, the common point that we can note is his

recognition that metadiscourse markers are of two types: textual and interpersonal.

Amiryousefi (2010) claims that although Vande Kopple’s model was specifically

important in that it was the first systematic attempt to introduce a taxonomy that triggered

lots of practical studies (e.g. Crismore and Farnsworth, 1989, 1990; Intaraprawat and

Steffensen, 1995; Cheng and Steffensen, 1996), and gave rise to new taxonomies. The

categories are, however, vague and functionally overlap. This made the model difficult to

apply in practice. For instance, problems occur when we try to separate examples of

illocution and validity markers where cases such as 'we suggest that' and 'I demonstrate

that' seem to indicate both the degree of commitment that the writer hopes to supply in a
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statement and simultaneously the act that the discourse is performing at that point (Hyland,

2005). As a result, Vande Koppel’s model has been refined by Crismore et al (1993).

1.7.2. Crismore et al.’s Model

A summary of Crismore et al.'s taxonomy is shown in Table 3. They kept the two

major categories of textual and interpersonal, but separated and reorganized the

subcategories. As can be observed, Crismore drops narrators, shifts some sub-functions to

a new category of textual markers, and moves code glosses and illocution markers into

another new category of interpretive markers. These two new categories are supposed to

account for the textual role of metadiscourse, with textual markers referring to features

which help organize the discourse and interpretive markers which function to, as Crismore

et al. (1993, p.47) point out, “help readers interpret and better understand the writer's

meaning and writing strategies” (as cited in Hyland, 2005).

Table 3

Crismore et al.’s categorization of metadiscourse (Hyland, 2005, p. 34)
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Although Crismore (1993) et al.'s efforts to impose order on the different functions

of metadiscourse are an enhancement on Vande Koppel’s model, problems remain. It is

obscure, for instance, why textual metadiscourse has been separated into textual and

interpretive resources. Organizational characteristics evidently help in understanding the

text and interpreting it by the reader. There is also confusion within these categories; for

example, the decision to include reminders, which refer to matters earlier in the text, as

textual markers while announcements, which look forward, are seen as interpretive.

Besides, although Crismore et al. define metadiscourse as a material which does not add

anything to the propositional content of the text, they nonetheless see elements which

frequently relate ideas, such as logical connectives, as metadiscourse. It seems obvious,

however, that conjunctions working to connect elements of proposition might reasonably

be seen as part of those propositions (Ibid). As a result, new metadiscourse models have

been introduced.

1.7.3. Hyland’s Interpersonal Model

Since there are some overlaps between metadiscoursal and non-metadiscoursal

groups as well as between the different subgroups of metadiscourse in the previous

classifications of metadiscourse system, Hyland (2005) introduces a new model. This

model owes a great deal to Thompson and Thetela’s conception (1995), but it takes a wider

focus by including stance and engagement markers. Moreover, Hyland model has been

based on his aforementioned metadiscourse principles. Table 4 presents Hyland’s model.

The model recognizes that metadiscourse is comprised of the two dimensions of

interaction: an interactive dimension and an interactional dimension.
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Table 4

An Interpersonal Model of Metadiscourse (Hyland 2005, p. 49)

1.7.3.1. The interactive dimension

Hyland (2005) claims that this dimension focuses on the writer's attention of his

target audience and the ways he or she seeks to adapt his probable knowledge, interests,

rhetorical prospects and abilities. The writer's goal here is to characterize and restrain a text

to meet the needs of particular readers, putting arguments so that they will understand the

writer's intentions and aims. The use of linguistic devices in this category therefore

concerns ways of organizing discourse, rather than experience, and shows the degree to

which the text is built with the readers 'needs and perceptions in mind. As it is shown on

Table 4, this dimension is divided into the following five sub categories:

 Transition markers: Transition markers are essentially conjunctions and

adverbial phrases which help readers understand pragmatic relationships between steps in

an argument. They indicate additive, causative and contrastive relations in the writer's

thinking, exploring connections between stretches of discourse. It is insignificant whether

elements here contribute to syntactic coordination or subordination, but to count as
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metadiscourse they must perform a role internal to the discourse rather than the outside

world, helping the reader interpret links between ideas.

 Frame Markers: Frame markers can be employed to sequence parts of the text

or to internally order an argument, frequently performing as more explicit additive

relations (first, then, at the same time, next). They can explicitly label text stages (to

summarize, in sum, by way of introduction). They state discourse goals (argue here, my

purpose is, the paper proposes, I hope to persuade, there are several reasons why), and

they can signal topic shifts (well, right, OK, now, let us return to). Items in this category

therefore offer framing information about elements of the discourse.

 Endophoric Markers: Endophoric markers are phrases that refer to other parts

of the text. These markers help make additional propositional information more

understandable to the reader. The purpose of an endophoric marker is to help clarify an

argument and also to direct the reader toward the writer’s preferred interpretation of

information. See Figure 2, refer to the next section, as noted above are examples of

Endophoric markers.

 Evidentials: Evidentials are defined by Thomas and Hawes (1994) as

“metalinguistic representations of an idea from another source” (p. 129) which guide the

reader's understanding and create an authorial command of the subject by differentiating

who is responsible for a position or statement. In academic writing, it refers to a

community-based literature and gives a significant support for arguments. Hyland (2005)

gives this example of evidentials: “According to well-known journalist, R. Birkenbuel …”

 Code Glosses: Code glosses are words or phrases that supply additional

information, by rephrasing and explaining what has been said to help the readers

understand the writer’s intended meaning. Expressions such as for example, in other

words, that is, etc… function as code glosses (Ibid).
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1.7.3.2. The Interactional Dimension

The interactional metadiscourse is the second parameter of Hyland’s (2005) model.

It concerns the ways writers perform interaction by interfering and commenting on their

content. The writer's purpose here is to make his or her perspectives explicit and to give

readers the opportunity to contribute to his message and to respond to the propositional

material. This is the writer's revealing of his 'voice', or community-recognized personality,

and compromises the ways he or she expresses attitudes and stance and establishes

interaction among particular readers. In this line, Metadiscourse is basically “evaluative

and engaging, expressing solidarity, anticipating objections and responding to an imagined

dialogue with others” (Hyland, 2005, p. 49-50). It represents the degree to which the writer

works cooperatively with readers to construct the text. There are five general subcategories

for interactional metadiscourse markers: hedges, boosters, attitude markers, self mentions,

and engagement markers.

 Hedges: Hedges are words and expressions such as may, perhaps, possible that

the writer employs to acknowledge alternative voices and hence withhold complete

commitment to the presented proposition. Moreover, hedges help the writers to present

information as an opinion rather than a fact or certain knowledge.

 Boosters: Boosters permit writers to express certainty in a particular

proposition. So, boosters close down alternatives and views to a given proposition. Devices

such as demonstrate, clearly, obviously make the writer more confident and certain about

specific information.

 Attitude markers: For Hyland (2005) attitudes signal the writer’s “surprise,

agreement, importance, obligation, frustration, and so on” (p. 53) by the use of attitude

verbs (e.g., prefer, agree), sentence adverbs (e.g. hopefully, fortunately) and adjectives
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(e.g., amazing, remarkable, appropriate). That is, they indicate writers’ attitudes toward

propositions.

 Self mentions: Self mentions refer to the presence of the writer via the use of

particular markers such as I, me, mine, exclusive we, our, ours that are grouped under first-

person pronouns and possessive adjectives.

 Engagement markers: Engagement markers are language items that clearly

address readers, either to focus their attention or to include them as text participants. These

markers can be pronouns such as you, your or inclusive we or can also be interjected

phrases such as you may notice, or by the way. Lastly, as Sanford (2012) points out,

engagement markers can take the form of question, directives, and obligation modals (e.g.,

should, must have) since these markers “involve rhetorical positioning of the audience,

guiding them to interpretations” (p. 9). It is important to note here that Hyland (2005)

claims that attitude and engagement markers are often difficult to distinguish in practice

because affective devices can also have relational implications.

In comparison with earlier classification models of metadiscourse, Hyland’s

interpersonal model of metadiscourse employs “interactive markers” and “interactional

markers” to substitute the traditional dichotomy of “textual” and “interpersonal”

metadiscourse and identifies, as Jin (2016) hold, more specific functions with them by

reducing functional overlapping.

For Hyland (2005), the writer ‘s choices of interactive markers concentrate on

readers' anticipations that an argument will conform to conventional text patterns and

expected directions, helping them to treat the text by encoding connections and organizing

material in appropriate and convincing ways. Interactional choices, on the other hand,

focus more unswervingly on the participants of the interaction, with the writer adopting an

acceptable persona and a tone consistent with the conventions of the community. In
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academic writing this generally engages creating a reasonable, discipline-defined

equilibrium of tentativeness and assertion and an appropriate relationship to one's

information, arguments and audience.

Though Hyland (2005) attempted to introduce a metadiscourse model that is

complete and pragmatically grounded, there are some limitations of his taxonomy. As

formerly illustrated, metadiscourse devices must be explicit and clearly identified in the

text. However, trying to define and categorize the author’s effort to present him or herself

into the writing is difficult at best. Language is flexible and in some cases a word or phrase

may serve a metadiscourse function and a propositional role at the same time. Thus,

metadiscourse classification formats can just approximate the difficulties of language

usage (Sanford, 2012). Drawing on Hyland taxonomy, this study aims at analyzing general

conclusions according to one major parameter, namely, interactional metadiscourse and its

subcategories.

1.7.4. Adel’s Model

Adel (2006) claims that his model is an alternative to the predominant Halliday’s

model adopted by most researchers in the area of metadiscourse analysis. She adds that

although the three –part model of the meta functions of language (ideational, interpersonal

and textual) proposed by Halliday have been widely used for the definition of

metadiscourse and constitute the basis of the above models, Halliday himself does not

discuss or define metadiscourse in those terms. In light of these drawbacks, Adel (2006)

believes that it seems wise to attempt to adjust the existing model or create a new one

instead of adhering to a model that does not sufficiently match the linguistic phenomenon it

sets out to describe. In this respect, she uses a modified Jakobsonian model, referred to as

the ‘reflexive model’ instead of textual and interpersonal model. According to Adel (2006)

the reflexive model “takes as a starting point Jacobson’s functional model of language.
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Three of his six functions of language are used: the metalinguistic, the expressive and the

directive” (p.17). Their corresponding foci or so called ‘components of the speech event’

are the text/code, the writer and the reader. More specifically, She distinguishes between

two main types of metadiscourse; “metatext” and “writer-reader interaction”. Metatext

clarifies the writer’s or reader’s speech act. Writers may comment on their own discourse

actions. They may, for example, introduce a topic, state an aim, or close the topic. Metatext

can also represent the aspects of the text itself like its organization, wording, or the writing.

Writer-reader interaction, on the other hand, embodies those linguistic expressions which

are used by the writer to engage the reader. These linguistic expressions like you might

think or lets elaborate on it represent the writer’s awareness of the existence of the reader

and are exploited to interact with him (Ibid, pp.36-37). The following table summarizes

this model.

Table 5

Personal and impersonal configurations of metatext and writer-reader interaction (Adel,

2006, p. 38)
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Conclusion

In few words, metadiscourse is essentially an important rhetorical means that

should, from my perspective, be used in all types of academic genres. Metadiscourse plays

a pivotal role not only in organizing discourse but also in expanding the significance of

meaning beyond the propositional to textual and interpersonal functions and creating social

and communicative engagement between writers and their audience. Hence, we

concentrated, in this chapter, on the main issues that make the academic writers familiar

and aware of the term as an interactive and rhetorical character of academic writing. So,

we started off by giving definitions of discourse, discourse analysis and metadiscourse and

metadiscourse markers respectively. Then, the criteria for differentiating metadiscourse

markers from propositional meanings and the three principles of metadiscourse were

highlighted. Finally, this chapter concluded with a discussion of the different

categorizations and models given of metadiscourse markers.
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CHAPTER TWO:

MASTER’S THESIS GENERAL CONCLUSION AND CORPUS ANALYSIS

2.1. Master’s Thesis General Conclusion

Introduction

Writing the necessary chapters for a thesis or dissertation demands particular skills

including summarizing and critiquing previous research, adopting a stance and using

reporting and evaluative verbs. The general conclusion, the most important part of one’s

thesis, requires special attention while writing it. It is where writers can make the strongest

case for themselves as academics. Therefore, they should take much care with it as they

have with other parts of the thesis. This motivates us to carry out this study in order to

overcome the possible difficulties conclusion writers may encounter. In this respect, this

section begins with an overview about the general conclusion or chapter of theses. Besides,

different aspects related to it are highlighted such as its purpose, its typical content, types,

its features and its language. Finally, we cite some previous studies that have been

conducted on the theses’ general conclusions with accordance to metadiscourse as a

linguistic tool that helps their writers achieve their goals and functions.

2.1.1. Overview

The exigent need to write up an impressive closing chapter to one’s thesis is

assuredly not an accessorial requirement. It is rather an obligatory step the author takes to

address the wider understanding of the issue that has been studied. Presenting a thesis

conclusion is a short but vital section that completes the circle begun with the introduction.

By this stage, the writer summarizes his findings in relation to the hypothesis or research

questions: are they answered, confirmed or nullified? If things have gone wrong, how is

this explained? (Swetnam, 2004)
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By definition, the conclusion of a thesis “reaffirms the thesis statement, discusses

the issues, and reaches a final judgment. The conclusion is not a summary; it is a belief

based on your reasoning and on the evidence you have accumulated” (Assan, ND, p.1).

This is the place to share with readers the conclusions you have reached because of your

research and carry them to a new level of perception about it. Besides, Assan (ND) argues

that it particularly seeks to offer answers to the questions raised in the research and

justification for the approach used by the study.

2.1.2. The Purpose of a General Conclusion

The purpose of a conclusion, according to Assan (ND) is to tie together, or integrate

the various issues, research, etc., covered in the body of the thesis, and to make comments

upon the meaning of all of it. This includes noting any implications resulting from your

discussion of the topic, as well as recommendations, forecasting future trends, and the need

for further research. The conclusion chapter or section seeks to:

1. Tie together, integrate and synthesize the various issues raised in the discussion

sections, whilst reflecting the introductory thesis statement (s) or objectives

2.   Provide answers to the thesis research question (s)

3.  Identify the theoretical and policy implications of the study with respect to the

overall study area.

4.  Highlights the study limitations

5. Provide direction and areas for future research

2.1.3. The Structure of a Good Conclusion Chapter

Respecting its purpose, the structure of the conclusion must be clear in order to

attract the interest of the reader and supply persuasive ideas about the study.
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Approximately similar to a thesis on the study, “it should have a beginning (introduction),

a middle section (synthesis of empirical finding as answers to research questions),

theoretical and policy implications and an end (future direction and direction of further

research” (Assan, ND, p.2). As a result, Assan (ND) considers the following elements as

the content of a good conclusion chapter.

2.1.3.1. The Introduction

According to Assan, the conclusion chapter should contain an assertive introduction

which shapes the awareness of the reader to the thesis statement in which the research was

based on. This introduction should reformulate the research questions that the investigation

seeks to answer and evidently rationalize the need of such a course. In addition, there is the

necessity to launch the context, background and/or significance of the subject. On the

contrary, this section must point out a problem, disagreement or a gap in the field of study.

In doing this, it is accurate that the research questions and the main objectives of the study

are set out. Second, just as those of the discussion chapters, the introduction of the general

conclusion should give an idea about the structure of this chapter. It should so offer a vivid

chain of the issues to be investigated and how the section is going to end. This gives the

reader the chance to anticipate, expect and have a strong coverage for the research.

 Strategies for developing a good introduction

The introduction begins with a sentence that represents the main topic of discussion

in the thesis or dissertation. It also highlights the significance of the topic under discussion.

Furthermore, the restating of the research questions, as they have been presented in the

introduction chapter, is also another part of this introduction. Respecting this content and

structure will strengthen the importance of the study and its results.



29

2.1.3.2. Empirical Findings

The empirical findings resulted from the study with regard to the research questions

are synthesized in this section. Moreover, it includes evidence and a combination of

arguments provided in the body to illustrate how these arguments joined together to answer

the research question, and or investigate goals and objectives. So, it is recommended not to

summarize. In other words, writers should not simply repeat earlier arguments that have

been presented in their theses. Instead, they have to show their readers how their claims,

statements, and issues they made and the support and illustration they gave accommodate

together. This should be done systematically for all the various research questions of a

thesis or dissertation. Then, they may write a short summary of their argument and specify

the key factors behind their questions. Certainly, if there are two or more parts to the

question, they have to be sure to provide answers to each part in their conclusion.

2.1.3.3. Implications of the Findings

The general conclusion chapter can include two types of implications: theoretical

implication and policy implication. The theoretical implications provide speculations about

possible consequences and contribution of findings with respect to the research questions

and how they may impose on previous theories. In this section, we try in brief to discuss

and justify how our findings could affect further understanding or application information

in the subject matter. At the same time as we should not undervalue existing perspectives

and views on such topics, it is decisive that we display a modest view of how our study has

participated to present understanding of ideas that has been investigated by the work. In

cases where results are different from those of others, it is practical to present possible

explanations for such dissimilarity. Moreover, it is worthwhile to admit the others’

positions which are similar to ours. In a nut shell, indicate how your results differ or

support those of others and why.
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The second type of implication is policy implications. This is where we present a

short synthesis of the policy relevance of main results from our investigation. It is

convenient that we state the chief theoretical understanding on the base of our research, the

position of our study with this theoretical frame and how our work could affect the

discussion with this thesis. In this respect, it would be proper to speculate how our findings

may influence application in that area of study in the future.

2.1.3.4. Recommendation for Future Research

Recommendations for future action and expectations on future developments are

considered as supplementary parts that a general conclusion of a thesis may include. When

the need for future research is discussed, many things should be taken into account. First, a

proposal for further research should be planned and outlined in order to investigate the

interesting issues that have not been covered in the present study. Then, this outline can be

transformed in bullet points with some short explanations for individual research

statement. For the length of this plan, it is suggested that a maximum one page in case of a

PhD dissertation and less than half a page for theses. This shows the reader that we are

aware about our area of investigation and are thinking forward of the actual challenges and

reflecting on future issues, differences and developments. Accordingly, providing

directions and areas for future research means that researchers are evidently aware about

their work.

2.1.3.5. Limitation of the Study

In the case of an experimental study, it is of great importance to acknowledge the

different limitations a researcher could encounter at the various levels such as sampling,

lab work, data collection and analysis stages of the project. However, the limitation should

end on an optimistic message to note how they functioned together to give emphasis and

reinforce the empirical findings. Point out that this section is preferred, for some
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supervisors, to be included in the methodology chapter or to be combined with the section

on future research representing how it could ‘fill in the gaps’, identifying and countering

the limitations.

2.1.3.6. Conclusion of the Conclusion

Finally, inserting a sentence or two is a good idea to support the thesis statement

which was presented in the introduction. This gives the reader the impression that you have

achieved what you told you would achieve and gives a feature of unity to the thesis. Assan

(ND) argues that when writers intend to write their general conclusions, they should make

sure their ending has as ending. In this part, we could talk about the overall significance of

the study, the topic in general, and how it is essential to have an idea about it, how it can

contribute to "the body of knowledge with the areas of studies ".Moreover, we should

make the reader feel satisfied about the issues discussed in the paper.

Apparently, then, it is necessary to close the conclusion chapter with a very small

paragraph that functions as a conclusion. Hence, this section works as the container of the

general conclusion of the study and should be very precise and concise. This paragraph

always has a positive implication in the case of a positive question and a negative

standpoint in the context of a critique. Commonly, though a succinct quote is sometimes

suggested as being able to make the conclusion more interesting, the concluding

paragraphs should be in one’s own words. At this arena, try to evade direct quotations or

references to other sources.

Almost a similar view to the content of the thesis’s general conclusion is provided

by Thompson (2005) who lists the following conventional sections:

● Introductory restatement of aims, research questions;

● Strengthening of present research (e.g. findings, limitations);
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● Practical applications/implications;

● Recommendations for further research

In his words:

A thesis is a long text and the restatement of the aims and questions is a necessary
reminder to the reader, several chapters on, of what the starting point of the
research was. The concluding chapter is also an evaluation of the whole research
project. This evaluation is strategically important as ... the targeted readers are also
evaluating the project, to determine whether the writer is worthy of [the award of
the degree]. In the conclusions chapter, therefore, the task of the writer is to point
out what his/her achievements have been, and to forestall criticisms by identifying
limitations of the research (pp.317-318).

From what has been discussed before, an important point that should be highlighted

here is that the conclusion chapter is not only one paragraph that summarizes the

researcher’s findings but rather it is a set of structured and related paragraphs. This latter

introduces the main topic of the thesis and its significance, restate the research aims and

questions, synthesizes he empirical findings resulted from the study, provides speculations

about possible contribution of findings and recommendations for future research,

highlights the different limitations a researcher could encounter during his study and lastly

makes the reader feel satisfied about the issues discussed in the entire paper.

2.1.4. Types of Conclusion Chapter

In 2005, Bunton examined the structure of Conclusions chapters and found two

main types of conclusions. He refers to them as thesis-oriented and field-oriented

Conclusions. A thesis-oriented carry out Conclusion is one that “focuses mainly on the

thesis itself, beginning with a restatement of purpose and summary of findings and claims”

while a field-oriented Conclusion “focuses mainly on the field and only mentions the thesis

and its findings or contributions in the context of the whole field” (Bunton, 2005, p. 2014-

215). He discovered that these various orientations have an effect on the organizational
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structure of this chapter. Table 6 summarizes the typical structure and content of thesis

oriented Conclusions.

Table 6

The typical structure of thesis-oriented conclusions (Paltridge 2007, p. 152)

Field-oriented Conclusions, Bunton (2005) found, sometimes have quite a

dissimilar structure to thesis-oriented conclusions. They are often characterized by

‘problem/solution/evaluation’ type pattern while writing them and in some cases are

written in the form of an argument. While this kind of conclusion is less frequent than

thesis-oriented Conclusions, they do point out that there is more than one way in which the

conclusions may be written. As well, according to Bunton, conclusions also vary across

areas of study. For example, conclusions written in the humanities and social sciences are

likely to be longer and have more sections than science and technology conclusions (as

cited in Paltridge 2007).

2.1.5. Characteristics of a Good Conclusion

Writing a good conclusion is conditioned by many different criteria. According to

Assan (ND), structuring the paragraphs of the general conclusion is one of them. This

structuring is to be done via the use of writing conventions to make ideas clearer such as

sequencing points (e.g. First, second, third, fourth and finally OR lastly), opposing ideas

(e.g. In contrast, on one hand, on the other hand, whereas and so on) and emphasizing
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(e.g. Not only, but also…). Second, conclusion writers should make use of the linking

sentences to relate the ideas of the different paragraphs within each section and across

sections.

For Evans and Gruba (2002), the conclusion section or chapter is where students

give a summary about the entire work and highlight the closure of it. The writers point out

that conclusions have a list of features. First, the conclusion represents what the Discussion

chapter has been claiming for. Second, it might be written and put as a separate chapter for

a thesis or dissertation or mingled with the discussion chapter under the title of ‘Discussion

and conclusions’. Sometimes, a conclusions chapter is just a few pages long, as contrasted

to the discussion chapter which is much longer and much more elaborative. The third

feature has to do with the connection of the conclusions made in this chapter and

“Discussion chapter”. In other words, students should draw their conclusions from what

has been argued for in the “Discussion chapter”. Fourth, there should be no new

information or further discussion in this chapter. Last, the general conclusion responds to

the stated aims in the first chapter.

2.1.6. The Language of a General Conclusion

On discussing typical language features of conclusions, Hewings (1993) describes,

in particular, how authors write up, comment and reflect on their findings. He uncovered,

in his investigation that writers typically refer to one of three things when they do this: the

world, other research, and either the methodology or findings of the study itself. Table 7

gives Examples of this.



35

Table 7

Reporting, commenting and suggesting in the Conclusions section (Paltridge, 2007, p.
153).

2.1.7. Previous Research Metadiscourse Studies on Theses Conclusion

At the developed levels of academic writing, metadiscourse has a major role

because it emphasizes how the writer attempts to “present and negotiate propositional

information in ways that are meaningful and appropriate to a particular disciplinary
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community” (Hyland, 2004, p. 136). Most of the contrastive rhetoric studies of

metadiscourse in academic writing favor research articles while other genres are to some

extent under-investigated (Burneikaite, 2008). In recent years, however, some scholars

have focused on both PhD and master theses. The knowledge of metadiscourse is essential

for graduate and postgraduate students. Swales (1990) also suggests that “the key

differentiating aspect of dissertation writing is a much greater use of metadiscourse” (p.

188). With regard to the importance of PhD and master theses/dissertations Hyland (2004)

states:

The dissertation is a high stake genre at the summit of a student's academic
accomplishment. It is perhaps the most significant piece of writing that any
student will ever do, a formidable task of intimidating length and exacting
expectations which represents what is potentially achievable by individuals
writing in a language that is not their own. (p. 134)

Therefore, the PhD and master dissertations are considered to be very important for the

advanced university students. Despite the great importance of metadiscourse in

dissertations, few studies have investigated master theses in search of metadiscourse

markers. One such research is done by Marandi (2003). In her study, she presented a new

metadiscourse typology which is a revised version of Crismore et al. (1993) classification.

In her study, she compared the use of metadiscourse markers across three groups and also

two chapters of master theses, i.e. introduction and discussion. She found that different

groups use metadiscourse markers differently in their theses. In addition, her results

showed that metadiscourse markers as a whole were used differently across chapters

(Marandi, 2003).

Hyland (2004) examined doctoral and master theses written by Hong Kong

students. In contributing a theoretically more robust model of metadiscourse rhetorical

features were suggested for teachers of second language writing to incorporate into their

classes. He suggested how academic writers use language to offer a credible representation
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of themselves and their work in different fields, and thus how metadiscourse can be seen as

a means of uncovering something of the rhetorical and social distinctiveness of disciplinary

communities. The results of his study indicated “the importance of metadiscourse to

students writing in this genre” (Hyland, 2004 p. 140).

Another study was conducted by Chi-yee (2005) who examined the metadiscourse

features of eight MA theses published by the graduate students of four National Taiwan

universities, each providing two theses on literature and linguistics respectively. The

findings reported that Taiwanese graduate student writers (TGSW) use much more textual

features (68.63%) than interpersonal features (31.37%). Moreover, the researcher

compared the use of metadiscourse markers in accordance to Hyland’s schema (1998a)

between TGSW and EAW and found that TGSW use more textual features than EAW and

less interpersonal features.

Burneikaite in a series of studies (2008, 2009a, 2009b) described patterns of

different metadiscourse markers in the linguistics M.A. thesis genre. In her 2008 study she

compared metadiscourse strategies in English texts by L1 and L2 writers as well as

considering the role of institutional practices and individual writer style in the way writers

manage their discourse. She defines metadiscourse as the language used to express the

author's explicit awareness and management of the discourse as process. Her model

includes three major categories: Text-organizing metadiscourse, Participant-oriented

metadiscourse, and Evaluative metadiscourse. The aims of her study are manifold: 1) to

develop a methodological framework for analyzing metadiscourse in the master's thesis

genre; 2) to describe patterns of metadiscourse in the M.A. thesis genre in the discipline of

Linguistics; 3) to compare the use of metadiscourse in native and non-native/ interlanguage

English M.A. thesis from British and Lithuanian universities. Burneikaite found the
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following pattern of distribution: extensive use of text-organizing markers; limited use of

participant-oriented markers; and sparse use of evaluative markers.

In a recent study, Akbas (2012) investigated metadiscourse in the abstract section

of master theses across three groups: native speakers of Turkish, native speakers of

English, and Turkish speakers of English in social sciences. Akbas (2012) tried to find out

how the writers of these theses use metadiscourse markers and "whether student writers

from a shared cultural background tend to use similar rhetorical features to those of their

mother tongue or harmonize themselves with the language in which they are writing" (p.

12).Based on the metadiscourse taxonomy of Hyland and Tse (2004), he examined ninety

randomly selected and comparable master dissertations in the social sciences (30 per

group).  The results of Akbas' study revealed a significant difference between the three

groups of theses with regard to the number of occurrences of interactional metadiscourse

markers in those theses. But in case of interactive markers the difference was not

significant.

Another recent study was conducted by Mirchamsi and Allami (2013). The

researchers argue that in spite of considerable importance of dissertations for the advanced

university students, this genre is mostly ignored in the literature. Moreover, one of the

most crucial aspects of every piece of writing, especially master's thesis genre is the use of

metadiscourse markers as they help writers show themselves, talk to their audiences,

persuade them, and in sum have negotiation with the readers of their texts. Hence in their

study, they have analyzed the occurrences of metadiscourse markers in the Discussion and

Conclusion sections of the master theses of three groups: native English speakers, native

Persian speakers, and non-native English speakers. The results showed that native English

writers used more interactive and interactional meta-discourse markers than native Persian

and EFL learners which might stem from the insufficient awareness of EFL learners of the
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role of the metadiscourse markers, intercultural differences, and the fact that they do not

usually receive explicit instruction on these devices in Persian academic context.

Rezaei Zadeh et al. (2015) in their study entitled "Interactive and interactional

meta-discourse markers in conclusion sections of English master theses" investigated the

interactive and interactional metadiscourse features in conclusion sections of English

Teaching, English Translation, and English Literature Master Theses of three Iranian

universities: Isfahan University, Islamic Azad university of Arak, and Islamic Azad

university of Najaf Abad. Basing their analysis on Hyland (2005) taxonomy, the results

reveal that Interactional Markers among these disciplines were employed more than

Interactive ones. Interactional Markers were used significantly more in English Translation

than in English Teaching and English Literature. Moreover, they found that there are

significant differences among these disciplines considering the use of interactive and

interactional markers.

In a very recent study, Jin (2016) took Hyland’s (2005a) interpersonal model of

metadiscourse as the theoretical framework and adopts corpus-based approach to analyze

the mode of usage and distributional features of BA theses English abstracts across three

different disciplines (Applied Linguistics, Material Science and Electronic

Engineering).Her results revealed that the number of interactive metadiscourse devices is

more than three times of the interactional devices used in BA theses abstracts across the

three disciplines. In terms of interactive metadiscourse markers, there are more similarities

in the use of each subcategory of interactive metadiscourse items among the three subjects.

However, in terms of the interactional metadiscourse resources, the frequency of this

category of resources used in BA theses abstracts of applied linguistics exhibit significant

variations with the other two disciplines. For example, hedges are the most frequently used

metadiscourse resources followed by engagement markers and boosters, which is different
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from the frequency of interactional metadiscourse resources ranked in the other two

subjects. In BA theses abstracts of Material Science and Electronic Engineering,

engagement markers are the most frequently used metadiscourse resources followed by

hedges and boosters.

Conclusion

In closing, this section has been designed in an attempt to provide a close look at

the different aspects of general conclusions as an essential element of theses or

dissertations. So, we started by giving a clear definition of it, then describing its typical

structure, their types. Besides, we highlighted some characteristics that any general

conclusion should have. Last but not least, we concluded this section with a series of

studies that have been carried out on MA theses general conclusion with regard to

metadiscourse analysis.

2.2. Corpus Analysis

Introduction

Despite the fact that there are several methods used to carry out a research, many

researchers suggested that the corpus based linguistics is a substantial and a valuable

method to analyze data. It is worth mentioned that, in the past, to study aspects of

language, paper-based collections were used. Because this method is limited in terms of

the small amount of information will include and the much time will consume, and due to

the advances in computer technology, an electronic corpus was developed and be a good

alternative. The electronic corpus is different from a library or an electronic archive. While

the latter permits only the access to the texts in order to read them, the purpose of the

former is to store the texts in a way that can be studied non linearly, and both quantitatively

and qualitatively. In fact, corpus based analysis is relatively a new approach in linguistics
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that has to do with the empirical study of ‘real life’ language use, with the help of

computers and electronic corpora. Thus, it proposes new perspective, and many new areas

of research. That is why; it gains popularity in its field. In this respect, this section

introduces the term corpus taking into account different perspectives, gives definition of

both corpus linguistics and corpus. In addition, it highlights the most common types of

corpora, lists the main criteria for a corpus, and finally reveals the different fields that

make use corpora as a method in their investigations.

2.2.1. Definition of Corpus Linguistics

Hunston (2002, p.2) defined corpus linguistics as ‘a collection of naturally occurring

examples of language, consisting of anything from a few sentences to a set of written texts

or tape recordings, which have been collected for linguistic study’. That is to say, it is not

only the study of a collection of written texts, but also of spoken ones.

On the other hand, McEnery & Hardie (2012) described corpus linguistics as the

analysis of naturally occurring language on the basis of computerized corpora. In other

words, the analysis of this natural use of language is performed with the help of the

computer, i.e. with specialized software, and takes into account the frequency of the

phenomena investigated. From these definitions, we end up with a clear understanding that

corpus linguistics is a new approach in linguistics that has to do with an empirical study

that permits investigations on different varieties of language using the computer for rapidly

searching and analyzing databases of real languages. These databases are called corpora.

2.2.2. Definition of Corpus

According to Nesselhauf (2011), a corpus (pl. corpora) can be defined as a

systematic collection of naturally occurring texts whether written or spoken (as cited in

McEnery & Hardie, 2012). In addition, Nesselhauf points out that “Systematic” means that

the structure and contents of the corpus follows certain extra linguistic principles. That is
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to say, a corpus is a planned collection of spoken or written texts to be used for linguistic

analysis and based on a specific set of design criteria influenced by its purpose and scope.

Similarly, Sinclair (2005) defines the same term as “A corpus is a collection of pieces of

language text in electronic form, selected according to external criteria to represent, as far

as possible, a language or language variety as a source of data for linguistic research”.

In this regard, we can define exhaustively and simply a corpus as a term that has

been used by linguists to refer to a collection of naturally occurring examples of language

(written or spoken) that are stored and accessed electronically via the use of computers for

the specific linguistic studies.

2.2.3. Types of Corpora

There is a considerable range of corpora types. This diversity is due to two reasons.

First, a corpus is always designed for a particular purpose, and the type of corpus will

depend on its purpose. Second, the significant advances in technology in general and

computers in specific result in having these different types:

2.2.3.1. Generalized vs. Specialized Corpora

According to the size of the sample, corpora are classified into generalized and

specialized ones. The generalized corpus is the broadest type, contains more than 10

million words and covers a variety of language.  So, because of the large size of the corpus

used in the research, the results can be generalized. On the other hand, the specialized

corpus is a corpus of texts of a particular type or restricted to a particular point of time. It is

defined by Hunston (2002) as:

A corpus of texts of a particular type, such as newspaper editorials, geography,
textbooks, academic articles in a particular subject, lectures, casual conversations,
essays written by students etc. It aims to be representative of a given type of text. It
is used to investigate a particular type of language. […] There is no limit to the
degree of specialization involved, but the parameters are set to limit the kind of
texts included. For example, a corpus might be restricted to a time frame, consisting
of texts from a particular century, or to a social setting, such as conversations taking
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place in a bookshop, or to a given topic, such as newspaper articles dealing  with
the European Union. (p. 14)
From the aforementioned definitions of both types, we can conclude that while the

generalized corpus is large and contains texts of many types of one country or more, the

specialized corpus is small and contains a particular type of text and may be restricted to a

particular point of time. Although the generalized corpus is considered the largest one, it

cannot represent the whole language.

2.2.3.2. Comparable vs. Parallel Corpora

Comparable corpora are “two or more corpora in different languages or in different

varieties of language” (Hunston, 2002, p.15). As its name suggests, this type of corpora is

used to compare languages or language varieties. As a result, it is used by translators and

learners to identify the similarities and the differences between languages. Alternatively,

according to Hunston, parallel corpora are “two or more corpora in different languages,

each containing texts that have been translated from one language into the other”.

Therefore, it contains the same texts in original and translated forms. These corpora can be

used to compare linguistic and discourse features across languages, and avoid the

malformations introduced by translations (Ibid). To sum it all up, parallel corpus is taking

the same text translated into two languages (i.e. one by one), but comparable corpora are

similar texts in two or more language(s) or language varieties.

2.2.3.3. Learner Corpus vs. Pedagogic Corpus

Hunston (2002) defined learner corpus as a series of texts produced by learners of a

language.  This type of corpora aims at identifying the possible differences between the

learners (how they differ from each other) and between the native speakers. Thus a

comparable corpus is needed. Moreover, it is a kind of specialized corpus. To this respect,

I can say that my research is of this kind.  On the other hand, pedagogic corpus is defined

by Hunston as “a corpus consisting of all the language a learner has been exposed to”
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(2002, p.16). It may include academic textbooks, transcripts of classroom interaction, or

any other kinds of written texts or spoken transcripts that are produced in an educational

setting. This type of corpora can be used to examine whether learners of a given language

are taught useful language or not or for the purpose of raising awareness.

2.2.3.4. Diachronic Corpus vs. Synchronic Corpus

For Hunston (2002), the diachronic corpus is a collection of texts that are gathered

from different periods of time. It is used in studies aiming at following the development of

a given aspect in language through time. The best and famous example of historical corpus

is affiliated to the Helsinki Corpus. Contrary to diachronic corpora, the synchronic corpus

deals with the study of language in a single period in time without taking its historical

development into consideration.

2.2.3.5. Monitor Corpus

Hunston (2002) defines the monitor corpus as “a corpus designed to track current

changes in a language” (p.16). Its size increases annually, monthly or even daily in a rapid

way; without any changes in the type of texts that remains constant.

2.2.4. Features of Corpora

According to McEnery (as cited in Berhail, 2016), a corpus should fulfill a number

of criteria. The first criterion is corpora should be in a “machine readable form”.  In other

words, a corpus- based study involves the use of computers which helps in storing,

accessing and searching the data in a rapid and easy way. The second criterion is

“authenticity”, by which the selected texts (including spoken transcripts) are examples of

naturally occurring language. That is, the text being used is picked out from a real world

communication. Selecting this kind of texts helps researchers in achieving validity and

reliability for corpora under investigation. Another feature that should be respected while

conducting a corpus based approach is representativeness. For Biber (1993) (as cited in
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Berhail, 2016), “Representativeness refers to the extent to which a sample includes the full

range of variability in a population”. That is, though any corpora (including generalized

corpora) cannot cover the whole language, it should represent as possible the wide range of

it. So, researchers can generalize the results. Finally, the corpus approach depends on both

quantitative and qualitative analytical techniques. We take the quantitative results

generated from the corpus and then analyze them qualitatively (Bennett, 2010).

To sum it up, it is agreed upon that corpus based study is characterized by these

features that make it different from other study approaches.

2.2.5. Fields Enjoying the Benefits of Corpus Linguistics

Corpora have influenced many fields as a methodological approach. At the

beginning, lexical studies in general and lexicography in particular are the fields that

mostly benefit from the advantages of corpus analysis. Later, with the great improvements

in computers technology, other areas within and without linguistics seem to adopt the

corpus method (Jablonkai, 2010). Table 8 summarizes the fields that make use of corpora

indicating the benefits each field gain from its use.
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Table 8

Fields of linguistics that use corpora (Meyer, 2002; McEnery & Wilson, 1996;

Partington, 1998, as cited in Jablonkai, 2010, p.76)
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Conclusion

In few words, postgraduates, in their final year, deliver their master dissertations

which are considered as the first step to further academic accomplishments and

achievements. This latter requires a deep understanding of academic writing rules and

conventions. The postgraduates should not only provide their readers with organized

propositional content, but also negotiate this information in meaningful ways and project

their attitudes towards the texts and the target readers. This reflects the social and the

communicative engagement of academic writing in general and the writing of general

conclusion for theses in particular. The key to achieve all these goals is through the use of

interactional metadiscourse markers. Therefore, this study focuses on how general

conclusion writers employ those linguistic and rhetorical features to give their writing

some voice and to achieve the real goals and functions of it. In addition a corpus based

study has been conducted to figure out how postgraduates use these rhetorical features in

their conclusion chapter. Then, a comparable corpus has been used to explore the possible

similarities and differences between native and non native postgraduates.
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CHAPTER THREE: FIELD WORK

“If we knew what it was we were doing,

it would not be called research, would it?”

_Albert Einstein_

“Research is to see what everybody else has seen

and to think what nobody else has thought.”

_ Albert Szent-Gyorgyi_

Introduction

The purpose of the current study is twofold. First, it aims at providing a thorough

description of the interactional metadiscourse markers in MA theses general conclusions

written by postgraduates of English belonging to one English native university, Iowa State

University (ISU) and one non-native English speaking university, Oum El Bouaghi

University (OEB) adopting Hyland’s interpersonal model of metadiscourse for this

analysis. Second, it attempts to identify similarities and differences of interactional

metadiscourse markers that are likely to occur in the general conclusions among the

mentioned university corpora. This chapter, therefore, introduces the corpus selected,

details the research procedures implemented in data collection, reports the research

findings and interpretations, and finally articulates the conclusion to the whole research

paper.

3.1 Research Methodology

3.1.1 Corpus Compilation

The corpus chosen in this study represents an adequate compilation of 40 MA

theses general conclusions collected from one non English speaking university local

library: Oum El Bouaghi University (Algerian) and one English speaking university

database: Iowa State University (American). Each sub-corpus comprises a number of 20
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MA theses general conclusions all specialized in the field of applied linguistics. Table 9

presents the sources from which the corpus of this study was collected.

Table 9

The Sources of the Selected MA Theses

Source Number of theses

Digital Repository @ Iowa State University
http://lib.dr.iastate.edu/
Home > Graduate College > Graduate Theses and Dissertations >
English

20

Electronic Library of Oum El Bouaghi (Larbi Ben M’hidi)
University
It requires physical access to the computer system of the
university local
Library

20

Total 40

To ensure the validity of the results, each of the theses comprising the corpus was
selected according to the following criteria:

A thesis submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of Masters of

Arts (MA).

A thesis majoring in Teaching English as a Foreign or Second Language (TEFL/TESL) in

the field of Applied Linguistics.

 The year of publication of the native theses ranges from 2008 to 2018  and the dates of

writing the non native master theses were limited to those inscribed in 2017/2018 with the
assumption that in this period, all writers would have followed the latest norms of
academic writing.

 It is easily accessible in online databases or local universities.

 The selected thesis must be a complete MA thesis.

 Each is written by a different author(s).
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 Each designed to include both a theoretical and a practical framework succeeding the

general conclusion.

Table 10 indicates the date of publication of the MA theses in each investigated corpus.

Table 10

Date of Publication of the Selected MA Theses

Year of publication Iowa State University
Corpus

OEB University
Corpus

Total

2008 2 0 2

2009 1 0 1

2011 2 0 2

2014 3 0 3

20015 3 0 3

2016 4 0 4

2017 4 20 24

2018 1 0 1

Total 20 20 40

3.1.2 Instrumentation

The present study used quantitative methods, constituting frequency counts, and

qualitative methods comprising descriptive analyses, to investigate the use, frequency and

distribution of interactional metadiscourse markers in the general conclusion sections of

the MA theses written by postgraduates of each university mentioned earlier in this section.

To carry out the analysis, Hyland (2005) interpersonal model of metadiscourse was

adopted because it was noted to be simple, clear and comprehensive (Abdi, Tavangar &

Tavakkoli, 2010)  to scrutinize the use of the interactional features in each concluding
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section of each corpus to disclose the differences existing between the two corpora among

the use of those markers. The model of Hyland (2005) is presented earlier in the Table 4.

3.1.3 The Analysis Procedures

3.1.3.1 Corpus Codification

In analyzing the corpus, texts constituting each corpus were codified in the form of

a three-letter acronym. The initial letter indicated the university name (O for OEB, I for

Iowa) and the last two letters denoted the phrase “general conclusion” (GC). The acronym

was followed by a number (from 1 to 20) for later statistical and illustrative requirements.

So, MA theses general conclusions belonging to OEB University were referred to as

OGC1, OGC2 ....., OGC20; and those of Iowa University were coded as IGC1, IGC2 ......,

and IGC20.

3.1.3.2 Data Analysis

In order to investigate how MA theses’ general conclusions writers use the

interactional metadiscourse markers (IMMs), we have carried out this study which is

mainly quantitative in approach.  The analysis is based on comparing and contrasting the

selected general conclusions of both corpora from the dimension of IMDMs adopting

Hyland’s (2005) taxonomy of metadiscourse. To this end, the current research was

conducted through the following steps. First, all the selected MA general conclusions were

converted into Rich Text format for computer storage. Next, a word count was run on

them. All the data were then traversed in search of the five categories of IMMs which

involve hedges, boosters, attitude markers, engagement markers and self mention both

manually and electronically through the use of AntConc 3.5.7 (2018), to ensure the

validity. AntConc is a freeware, multiplatform tool for carrying out corpus linguistics

research and data-driven learning. It is the latest version which was developed by Laurence
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Anthony. To answer the first question of the study, the frequency of each metadiscourse

marker in the conclusion section of both corpora is calculated. To answer the second

research question, after content analysis and frequency count, a Chi-square test was run to

examine if there are any statistically significant differences in the use of metadiscourse

markers between native and non native MA theses (conclusion sections). Finally, the

possible reasons behind similarities or variations for metadiscourse resources use will also

be analyzed.

3.2. Results

The first two questions this study sought to investigate are: “To what extent are the

interactional metadiscourse markers used in the conclusion sections of MA theses written

by postgraduates from non native speaking university (OEB)?” and, “To what extent are

the interactional metadiscourse markers used in the conclusion sections of MA theses

written by postgraduates from native speaking university (ISU)?”

In order to answer these questions, a micro analysis of interactional metadiscourse markers

of 40 general conclusions extracted from MA theses of two different universities

mentioned earlier was executed based on Hyland’s (2005) interpersonal model of

metadiscourse. The distributions of IMDMs in both corpora in terms of the frequencies of

the overall use of IMDMs, of each Interactional metadiscourse category and of each

metadiscourse resource within each subcategory of those markers are presented throughout

this section. Finally, basing on the results of the first two questions, we can answer the

third research question which seeks to depict the possible similarities and differences

between native and non native postgraduates.
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3.2.1. Interactional Metadiscourse Markers in OEB Corpus of Conclusions

Actually, Twenty (20) MA dissertations General conclusion sections written by

postgraduates from OEB University were analyzed and the findings were presented in the

following table.

Table 11

Interactional Metadiscourse Markers in OEB Corpus

Interactional markers Frequency

Hedges 130

Boosters 30

Attitude 59

Self mentions 58

Engagement 14

Total 291

The table above shows that MA general conclusion writers of OEB University use

all the types of interactional metadiscourse with a total frequency of (291), but with

different frequencies for each type. As you notice, hedges have the most frequent use

(130) in the corpus followed by attitude markers (59.) Self mentions have approximately

the same frequency (58) as Attitudes. The next rank is associated with boosters with a

frequency of (30) and finally engagement markers have the lowest frequency (14).

The frequency of each marker along with the corresponding words used is provided

separately below.
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3.2.1.1. The Use of Hedges in the Corpus

As Table 11 indicates, hedges were the most common used markers (130) by OEB

general conclusion writers. Interestingly, hedges were expressed by three different ways:

epistemic verbs, probability adverbs and probability adjectives. Table 12 shows the

frequency of each subcategory within hedges in detail.

Table 12

The Use of Hedges in OEB corpus

Hedges MDMs Example Frequency Total

a) Epistemic verbs

May 9

121

Might 3
Can 42
Could 7
Couldn't 0
Would 10
Wouldn’t 0
Should 29
Need 5
Must 8
Seem 0
Estimate 0
Argue 2
Clear 0
Claim 1
Indicate 1
Tend to 2
Assume 0
Suppose 0
Suggest 2

b)Probability
adverbs

About 0

3

Probably 0
Perhaps 0
Maybe 0
Possibly 0
Almost 0
Relatively 0
Fairly 0
Mainly 2
Frequently 1
Sometimes 0
Somewhat 0
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Generally 0

c)Epistemic
Expressions
(probability
adjectives)

Most 5

6

Probable 0
Possible 1
Apparent 0
Uncertain 0
Typical 0
In most cases 0

Total 130

In addition, as it is shown in the above table, OEB general conclusion writers

frequently employed epistemic verbs (121) to hedge their claims. Concerning the use of

epistemic Expressions, they used them secondly with a frequency of (6).Probability

adverbs are the least frequently used expressions (3). Figure 1, Figure 2, Figure 3 add clear

demonstration of what is inserted in the table about the most common hedges words in

each class with their percentages.

Figure 1

Frequencies of Epistemic Verbs in OEB Corpus
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Figure 2

Frequencies of Epistemic Expressions in OEB Corpus

.

Figure 3

Frequencies of Probability adverbs in OEB Corpus

3.2.1.2. The Use of Boosters in the Corpus

Boosters have occupied the fourth rank (30) in the general conclusions of OEB MA

theses after hedges, attitudes and self mentions as it is shown in Table 11. Regarding words

that are used for the category -boosters; Table 13 shows their frequency in details.
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Table 13

The Use of Boosters in OEB corpus

Boosters MDMs Example Frequency Total

a) Intensifier adverbs

Certainly 0

11

Really 0
Undoubtedly 0
Always 2
Never 2
Definitely 0
Obviously 0
Clearly 1
Totally 1
In fact 2
Of course 0
Actually 0
Surely 3
Conclusively 0
Decidedly 0
Incontestably 0
Incontrovertibly 0
Indisputably 0

b) Intensifier
adjectives

True 0

1

Certain 0
It is clear that 0
Obvious 0
Undeniable 0
Clear 1
Evident 0

c) Intensifier verbs

Demonstrate 0

18

Indicate 1
Show 1
Prove 1
Think 1
Decide 0
Know 2
Find 8
Found 3
Realize 0
Believe 1

Total 30

The above table clearly shows that the most frequently used markers among the three types

of boosters were Intensifier verbs with a frequency of (18), then followed by intensifier
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adverbs (11) and finally intensifier adjectives with a frequency of (1). Figures 4, Figure 5,

Figure 6 illustrate the percentages of each word used to express boosters within each

subcategory.

Figure 4

Frequencies of Intensifier Adverbs in OEB Corpus

Figure 5

Frequencies of intensifier adjectives in OEB corpus
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Figure 6

Frequencies of Intensifier Verbs in OEB Corpus

3.2.1.3. The Use of Attitude Markers in the Corpus

Another important type of interactional metadiscourse markers is attitudes. This

latter is also used, after hedges, by general conclusion writers of OEB University to project

their opinions or assess their propositions. The total frequency of attitude markers, the

frequency of each individual word and to which class (verb, adverb or adjective) it belongs

are illustrated in the following table and figures.

Table 14

The Use of Attitude Markers in OEB Corpus

ATTITUDES
MDMs

Example Frequency Total

a) Attitude verbs

Feel / felt 0

15

Believe /believed 1
Think /thought

1

Presume
0

Expect
0

Consider 2
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Appear
0

Sound
0

Notice
1

Sense 0
Suppose 0
Predict 0
Estimate 0
Tend 2
Propose 2
Suggest 2
Agree 0
Prefer 4

b) Attitudinal
adverbs

Fortunately 1

11

Usually 1
Importantly 3
Significantly 2
Unfortunately 0
Correctly 0
Appropriately 1
Admittedly 0
Amazingly 0
Astonishingly 0
Curiously 0
Desirably 0
Disappointingly 0
Dramatically 0
Essentially 0
Expectedly 0
Hopefully 0
Preferably 0
Shokingly 0
Strikingly 1
Surprisingly 1
Unbelievably 0
Adequately 1

c) Attitudinal
adjectives

Essential 1

33

Important 4
Interesting 0
Unusual 0
Usual 1
Remarkable 0
Desirable 0
Appropriate 6
Inappropriate 0
Understandable 0
Good 8
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Well 1
Best 2
Better 10
Striking 0
Shoked/ shoking 0

Total 59

Figure 7

Frequencies of Attitude Verbs in OEB Corpus

Figure 8

Frequencies of Attitude Adverbs in OEB Corpus
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Figure 9

Frequencies of Attitude Adjectives in OEB Corpus

3.2.1.4. The Use of Self mentions in the Corpus

Approximately, the amount of self mention markers in the general conclusion

sections of OEB corpus is the same as attitudes. This might be because both markers are

used to indicate the writer’s personality and stance towards their texts. Self mentions were

expressed via the use of particular language items including verbs, adverbs and adjectives

such as first person singular, plural pronouns (I, we) and so on.  Table 15 obviously

highlights the most frequently used markers and their frequencies.
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Table 15

The Use of Self Mentions in OEB Corpus

Self mentions MDMs Frequency
We 40
I 0
Our 15
Ours 0
Us 2
Me 1
My 0
Mine 0
The writer 0
The researcher 0
The author 0
Total 58

3.2.1.5. The Use of Engagement Markers in the Corpus

Lastly, the engagement markers, which help the writers to explicitly address their

readers to draw them into the discourse, seems to have the least frequent use (14) in the

MA general conclusions written by OEB postgraduates in comparison to other categories

of the IMDMs. In fact, they used only directive imperatives and obligation modals to

indicate their engagement towards both their information and readers as Table 16 shows.

Table 16

The Use of Engagement Markers in OEB Corpus

Engagement MDMs Example Frequency Total

a) Reader pronoun

You 0

0
Your 0
Yourself 0
One's 0

b) Interjection By the way
0 0

c) Directive imperatives
Note that 0

2Consider 2
Note 0
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Think about 0

d) Obligation modals

Do not 0

12
Have to 3
Need to 1
Must 8
Wouldn’t 0

Total                                                                       14

Concerning the most frequent used words of both directive imperatives and

obligation modals, the following figures obviously show them with their percentages.

Figure 10

Frequencies of Obligation Models in OEB Corpus

Figure 18
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Figure 11

Frequencies of Directive Imperatives

3.2.2. Interactional Metadiscourse Markers in ISU Corpus of Conclusions

Similarly, Twenty (20) MA theses general conclusion sections written by

postgraduates of Iowa University were analyzed and the findings were presented in the

following table.

Table 17

Interactional Metadiscourse Markers in ISU Corpus

Interactional markers Frequency
Hedges 678

Boosters 148

Attitude 200

Self mention 55
Engagement 53

Total 1134
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As you notice here in Table 17, the five types of the interactional metadiscourse

markers were indeed used in the MA general conclusions written by ISU postgraduates.

However, the distributions of these markers differ from each other. Undoubtedly, the first

rank is linked to hedges with a frequency of (678) followed by attitudes with (200).

Boosters came in the third place with a frequency of (148). The next rank is associated to

self mentions with 55. Finally the lowest frequency (53) relates to engagement markers. In

addition to frequencies of the interactional categories, frequencies for the individual target

items within each category are provided to identify which particular interactional items

were most prevalent across the sub-corpora.

3.2.2.1. The Use of Hedges in the Corpus

Importantly, hedges were highly used by ISU postgraduates (678) in their corpus to

indicate uncertainty towards their propositional content. The most common hedges devices

are of three classes: epistemic verbs (esp. may), probability adverbs (esp. perhaps) and

probability expressions (esp. most). However, the frequencies of the use of these three

categories are different as it is shown in Table 18.

Table 18

The Use of Hedges in ISU Corpus

Hedges MDMs Example Frequency Total

a) Epistemic verbs

May 64

546

Might 56
Can 68
Could 149
Couldn't 0
Would 80
Wouldn’t 0
Should 50
Need 36
Must 13
Seem 5
Estimate 0
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Argue 6
Clear 0
Claim 4
Indicate 4
Tend to 1
Assume 2
Suppose 0
Suggest 8

B) Probability
adverbs

About 0

52

Probably 7
Perhaps 10
Maybe 13
Possibly 2
Almost 2
Relatively 3
Fairly 0
Mainly 1
Frequently 9
Sometimes 1
Somewhat 1
Generally 3

c) Epistemic
Expressions
(probability
adjectives)

Most 43

80

Probable 0
Possible 35
Apparent 2
Uncertain 0
Typical 0
In most cases 0

Total 678

Besides, the following figures give the percentages of the most common words within each

subcategory of hedges used in ISU general conclusions.
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Figure 12

Frequencies of Epistemic Verbs in ISU Corpus

Figure 13

Frequencies of Probability Adverbs in ISU Corpus
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Figure 14

Frequencies of Epistemic Expressions in ISU Corpus

3.2.2.2. The Use of Boosters in the Corpus

Boosters had the frequency of (148) in the corpus. ISU general conclusions writers

indicate their certainty towards their claims via the variation in the use of intensifiers

(adverbs, adjectives and verbs) as Table 19 shows. Though, they used these intensifiers

with different frequencies. For instance, intensifier verbs have the most frequent use (96).

Intensifier adverbs and adjectives, on the other hand, were similarly used (26).

Table 19

The Use of Boosters in ISU Corpus

Boosters MDMs Example Frequency Total

a) Intensifier adverbs

Certainly 2

26

Really 0
Undoubtedly 1
Always 4
Never 0
Definitely 0
Obviously 1
Clearly 4
Totally 0



70

In fact 5
Of course 1
Actually 7
Surely 1
Conclusively 0
Decidedly 0
Incontestably 0
Incontrovertibly 0
Indisputably 0

b) Intensifier
adjectives

True 2

26

Certain 13
It is clear that 0
Obvious 1
Undeniable 0
Clear 7
Evident 3

c) Intensifier verbs

Demonstrate 6

96

Indicate 4
Show 17
Prove 1
Think 0
Decide 0
Know 7
Find 20
Found 32
Realize 4
Believe 5

Total 148

Figure 15, Figure 16 and Figure 17 give more details about this distribution.
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Figure 15

Frequencies of Intensifier Adverbs in ISU Corpus

Figure 16

Frequencies of Intensifier Adjectives in ISU Corpus
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Figure 17

Frequencies of Intensifier Verbs in ISU Corpus

3.2.2.3. The Use of Attitude markers in the Corpus

As it can be noticed from Table 19, the ISU postgraduates sound to use attitude

markers (200) less than hedges and more than boosters. Actually, Attitudes to propositions

are overtly expressed through the use of attitude verbs (esp. prefer, suggest), attitude

adverbs (esp. importantly, significantly), and adjectives (esp. important, better).The

distribution of attitude markers, in details, is illustrated in the following table and figures.

Table 20

The Use of Attitude Markers in the ISU Corpus

ATTITUDES MDMs Example Frequency Total

a) Attitude verbs

Feel / felt 2

60

Believe /believed 10
Think /thought

4

Presume
0

Expect
1

Consider
26
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Appear
3

Sound
0

Notice
1

Sense 0
Suppose 0
Predict 0
Estimate 0
Tend 1
Propose 0
Suggest 8
Agree 3
Prefer 1

b) Attitudinal adverbs

Fortunately 1

13

Usually 1
Importantly 3
Significantly 2
Unfortunately 1
Correctly 1
Appropriately 2
Admittedly 0
Amazingly 0
Astonishingly 0
Curiously 0
Desirably 0
Disappointingly 0
Dramatically 0
Essentially 1
Expectedly 0
Hopefully 0
Preferably 0
Shokingly 0
Strikingly 0
Surprisingly 0
Unbelievably 0
Adequately 1

c) Attitudinal adjectives

Essential 1

127

Important 46
Interesting 0
Unusual 0
Usual 0
Remarkable 0
Desirable 2
Appropriate 15
Inappropriate 0
Understandable 0
Good 3
Well 9
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Best 8
Better 43
Striking 0
Shoked/ shoking 0

Total 200

Cleary, the figures below add information about the percentages of the most used devices

in each subcategory of attitudes.

Figure 18

Frequencies of Attitude Verbs in ISU Corpus

Figure 19

Frequencies of Attitude Adverbs in ISU Corpus
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Figure 20

Frequencies of Attitude Adjectives in ISU Corpus

3.2.2.4. The Use of Self Mentions in the Corpus

Self mentions are also used by the general conclusion writers of ISU but

infrequently (55) compared to hedges, booster and attitudes. The frequencies of the

common words to express this type of IMDMs are provided in the table below.

Table 21

Self Mention in the Corpus

Self mentions MDMs Frequency

We 17
I 12
Our 11
Ours 0
Us 0

Me 1
My 2
Mine 0
The writer 2
The researcher 10
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The author 0

Total 55

It is clear that ISU postgraduates use different devices to show their stance and explicit

their presence for instance: I, we, our, the researcher and the writer.

3.2.2.5. The Use of Engagement markers in the Corpus

The analysis of IMDMs indicated that engagement markers were the least

frequently used marker by ISU postgraduates. As Table 22 shows, the specific analysis of

engagement markers revealed that writers explicitly expressed their engagement towards

their content by obligation modals (52) and directive imperatives (1). Obviously, the most

frequently preferred modal by those writers is need to. In addition to frequencies of the

engagement category, percentages for the individual target items within this category are

provided in the following figures

Table 22

The Use of Engagement markers in the ISU corpus

Engagement
MDMs

Example Frequency Total

a) Reader pronoun

You 0

0

Your 0
Yourself 0
One's 0

b) Interjection By the way
0

0

c) Directive
imperatives

Note that 1

1

Consider 0
Note 0
Think about 0

d) Obligation modals

Do not 3 52
Have to 0
Need to 36
Must 13
Wouldn’t 0

Total 53
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Figure 21

Frequencies of Obligation Modals in ISU Corpus

Figure 22

Frequencies of Directive Imperatives in ISU Corpus
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3.2.3. Comparison of Interactional Metadiscourse Markers between OEB and ISU

corpus

In response to the third question of this study, “What are the similarities and the

differences between the uses of interactional metadiscourse markers employed in the

general conclusion sections of MA theses written by English native (ISU) and non-native

(OEB) postgraduates?”, this section reports on the data generated from the comparison of

the two investigated corpora in terms of type and frequency.

3.2.3.1. The Similarities between OEB and ISU Corpus

The analysis revealed that both American and Algerian (OEB) writers employed

the five types of the interactional markers, the second parameter of Hyland’s interpersonal

model of metadiscourse. Surprisingly, hedges, in both corpora, acted as the leading

category whereas engagement markers acted as the last one. Specifically, both writers, as it

can be noticed from Table 11 and Table 17, made use of the three sub categories of hedges

and with the same order. In other words, they employed most frequently epistemic verbs

followed by epistemic expressions then they used probability adverbs. After hedges,

attitude markers were the second most frequently used markers. Actually, both writers

preferred attitudinal adjectives, then attitude verbs and finally adverbs as Table 13and

Table 19 illustrate. Boosters, in both contexts, were highly expressed by intensifier verbs.

Concerning self mentions, OEB and ISU general conclusion writers seems to use them

quietly similarly. In other words, they had the same frequency (58-55) as Table 14 and

Table 20 highlight. Finally, engagement devices were the least frequently used

interactional feature by both ISU and OEB postgraduates. From Table 15 and Table 21, it

is obvious that both writers did not use reader pronouns and interjections to express their
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engagement instead; they clearly used Directive imperatives and obligation modals. Table

23 represents a record of the major results of the five categories across the two groups.

Table 23

The use of interactional markers in OEB and ISU corpus

IMDMs Frequency

OEB corps ISU corpus

Hedges 130 678

Boosters 30 148

Attitudes 59 200

Self mentions 58 55

Engagement 14 53

Total 291 1134

3.2.3.2. The Differences between OEB and ISU Corpus

The possible similarities between OEB and ISU use of IMDMs discussed earlier

did not preclude them to have differences as well. As it can be illustrated from the above

table 23 and figure 23, ISU postgraduates used considerably more IMDMs (1134) than

OEB postgraduates (291) in their writings. In addition, there are some differences at the

level of each individual marker. For instance, hedges, attitudes, boosters and engagement

markers were more used by non-natives than natives. Another difference was related to the

choices of devices (words and expressions) both writers made to express each type of

IMDMs. As for hedges, the most common words  in ISU corpus were could, would, may,

perhaps whereas the most  frequently used devices in OEB corpus were can, should,
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mainly and frequently. In the same vein, these words to express boosters: actually, always,

clearly, certain, clear, found and show were frequently employed in the general

conclusions of ISU corpus. On the other hand, the following devices: totally, never, in fact,

clear, know, prove and think were used in OEB corpus. Attitudes, as well as, expressed

differently across both groups. Specifically, the attitudinal verb believe is mostly used by

ISU postgraduates while prefer is the most frequently used by OEB postgraduates.

Engagement markers were characterized by the use of these resources: need to, must, don’t

and note that by natives and by the use of have to, must and consider by non-natives.

Although self mentions sound to have a slight similarity in terms of frequency in both

corpora, it is worthy to acknowledge that ISU writers used first person singular pronoun (I)

and words such as (the writer, the researcher) whereas OEB writers did not in their

conclusions.

Figure 23

The Distribution of IMDMs among ISU and OEB Corpora
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3.2.3.3. The Extent of Difference among Native (ISU) and Non-native (OEB) English

Master Theses

To find out whether there is a significant difference in the use of IMDMs among

native English (ISU) and nonnative English (OEB) MA theses general conclusion sections,

Chi Square Tests were run to assess this significance of such difference. Thus the

following hypotheses were tested:

H0: there is no statistically significant difference in the use of IMDMs between native and

nonnative MA theses general conclusions.

H1: there is a statistically significant difference in the use of IMDMs between native and

nonnative MA theses general conclusions.

Table 24

Chi-Square Tests of IMDMs in ISU and OEB

Chi Square Tests Value Df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 20,000a 4 0,01

Likelihood Ratio 16,094 4 ,446

Linear-by-Linear
Association

3,353 1 ,067

N of Valid Cases 5
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Table 25

Symmetric Measures of t IMDMs Use in ISU and OEB

Symmetric Measures

Value
Approx. Sig.

Nominal by
Nominal

Phi 2,000 0,01

Cramer's V 1,000 0,01

N of Valid Cases 5

From the results of Chi-Square Tests, the null hypothesis (H0) was rejected because

(p= 0.01< α= 0.05) and then the alternative hypothesis was confirmed. That is, there is a

statistically difference in the use of IMDMs between ISU and OEB corpora. Therefore the

distribution of the different types of Interactional metadiscourse in American corpus is not

the same as their distribution in the Algerian corpus.

3.3. Discussion

The present study mainly aimed at exploring the difference between native and

non-native postgraduates in the use of interactional metadiscourse markers based on

Hyland (2005) interpersonal taxonomy in the general conclusion sections of their MA

theses. According to the obtained findings and the Chi square obtained results, there was a

significant difference in applying IMDMs between the two groups. That is, the general

conclusion writers from Iowa University use more IMDMs than their OEB counterparts

because they are writing in their own language and might be more familiar with the norms

and conventions of their rhetorical structure. Also, this variation may stem from the

insufficient awareness of EFL learners of the role of the meta-discourse markers and the

fact that they do not usually receive explicit instruction on these devices in Algerian

academic context. Moreover, the length of the general conclusions in both corpora was
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different. We found that general conclusions written by Iowa postgraduates were lengthier

than that written by OEB postgraduates. This may extend the opportunities for Iowa

students to use more IMDMs than OEB students in their MA general conclusion sections.

Another reason is the cultural factors which shape our background understandings, and

may affect the ways we write and the ways we organize our writing. According to Hyland

(2005), Cultural values are carried by language and provide us with taken-for-granted ways

of engaging others in writing. They can affect perception, language, learning,

communication and particularly the use of metadiscourse.

Surprisingly, these results were in line with what other researchers have found in

their studies (Akbas, 2012; Mirchamsi &Allami, 2013).  For example, Akbas (2012)

investigated the metadiscourse features in MA theses across three groups: native speakers

of Turkich, native speakers of English and Turkich speaker of English. The results of his

study revealed a significant difference between the three groups with regard to the number

of occurrences of interactional metadiscourse features. Similarly, Allami et al. (2013) in

their study of metadiscourse in discussion and conclusion section of master theses found

that native English writers use more interactional markers than Persian writers. Moreover,

they emphasized that the most crucial aspects of every piece of writing, especially master's

thesis genre is the use of metadiscourse markers as they help writers show themselves, talk

to their audiences, persuade them, and in sum have negotiation with the readers of their

texts. Also my present study concords with the contrastive study which was conducted by

Gholami et al. (2014). The researchers found that there is a significant difference in the

amount and types of IMMDs between English and Persian writers. The results revealed

that English used more IMDMs than Persian.

On the other hand, and at the level of individual marker, our results regarding the

use of hedges and attitudes across native and non-native writing were in contrast to the



84

results of Crismore (1993) et al. Their research findings revealed that Finnish students use

substantially more attitudes and hedges. However the other markers are used highly by

Americans. This latter supports what I have found. Another research that my results were

in line to its results is the study  of Hinkel (2002) where he found that hedges acted as the

leading category among the four other types of IMDMs. Moreover, Hinkel points out that

hedges are common in many academic writing traditions as a means of conveying

indirectness, opening a rhetorical space for alternative views and avoiding responsibility

for the certainty of a proposition. My findings with regard to the use of attitudes and

boosters were similar to another study conducted by AbdollahZadeh (2003). He found that

American writers tend to use higher instances of boosters and attitude markers in their texts

than their Iranian counterparts. In contrast, Vassileva’s (2001) study revealed that

Bulgarian academics used far fewer hedges and more boosters indicating both greater

detachment and more commitment.

Finally, it is of great importance to emphasize here that metadiscourse especially

interactional markers play a vital role in academic writing in general and theses as genre of

this writing in particular. This claim is strongly supported by many researchers especially

Hyland through his various studies (1998; 1999; 2004). He concluded that metadiscourse

plays an important part in communication.

Conclusion

To sum up, this section reported on the findings of the contrastive analysis of 40

MA theses general conclusions that were compiled into equalized corpora which have been

written by different postgraduates belonging to two different universities mentioned earlier

throughout this chapter. The results obtained from the analysis of each corpus adopting

Hyland’s interpersonal model (2005) were separately reported with regard to types and sub
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types of the Interactional metadiscourse markers and their frequencies. . Moreover, this

section proceeded with giving a detailed account of the results generated by comparing

each of the two corpora to one another with reference to the overall use of each type of

interactional markers, their frequencies, and again the subcategories with their occurrences

within each individual marker. Only after that, the final interpretations were provided to

account for the data observed in each corpus.
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General Conclusion

This study was an attempt to investigate the use of interactional metadiscourse

markers using a corpus-based study of 40 applied linguistics MA theses general

conclusions compiled into two same-sized corpora from  two different  universities

repositories, one English native (Iowa) and one non-native (OEB). It aimed to answer three

main questions: the first two questions were raised to find out the use, the type and the

distribution of the interactional metadiscourse in the general conclusion sections written by

postgraduates in both corpora. The following research question was to determine the

similarities and the differences in the use of those markers between ISU and OBE

postgraduates. This section begins with a summary of the findings. Then, it provides the

implications of these results and addresses the limitations of the study. The section ends

with suggestions and directions for future research on the investigation of interactional

metadiscourse markers.

1. Empirical Findings

The findings obtained from the micro analysis of interactional metadiscourse

markers using Hyland’s model (2005) executed on OGCs IGCs have revealed much with

regard to two major aspects: The extent to which each sub corpus uses interactional

metadiscourse markers in their MA general conclusions and how similar or different the

two corpora were at both levels, including the frequency of the overall use of the markers,

that of each marker and that of individual words used to express each marker.

To begin with, the analysis of OEB selected corpus showed that students employed

the five types of the interactional markers with an overall frequency of (291), yet with

different frequencies for each marker. Hedges were the most common used markers (130).

Besides, it was observed that the epistemic verbs to express hedges were the most
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frequently used (121) in the corpus than probability adverbs and epistemic expressions.

Similarly, attitudes (59) were the second most frequently used IMDMs employed in the

general conclusions. In this case, the frequency of the attitudinal adjectives was higher

than attitude verbs and adverbs. Concerning boosters, we found that students used more

intensifier verbs (18) followed by adverbs then adjectives to reach the frequency of (30).

Self mentions were the fourth most frequently used markers with a frequency of (58). The

most noticeable remark in the use of self mentions is the absence of first singular pronoun

(I) which could indicate the direct voice of the writers and words such as the researcher,

the author and the writer. Finally, the least common used markers were engagement with a

small frequency of (14) and frequently use of obligation modals if we compared it to the

two remaining subcategories of engagement. All in all, this was the distribution of IMDMs

that I have found in the OEB corpus.

Concerning the distribution of IMDMs in ISU corpus, we found that ISU students

employed interactional markers with a total of (1134) and with a different frequency order

for each marker. In fact, the total frequency (1134) was emphasized through the greater use

hedges (678). Hedges in the corpus were mostly expressed by epistemic verbs (546)

followed by adjectives then adverbs. The second level was associated with attitudes (200).

The distribution of the latter was observed as attitudinal adjectives (127), verbs and

adverbs respectively. Boosters (148) were at the third level with much use of intensifier

verbs (96) and an equal frequency for intensifier adverbs and adjectives. The fourth rank is

related to self mentions with a frequency of (55). The researcher essentially remarked the

use of first and plural pronouns and the following words: the researcher and the writer.

Lastly, engagements (53) were the least frequently used markers which expressed highly

by obligation modals.
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Basing on the two distributions discussed earlier, we can find the possible

similarities and differences between both corpora.  With regards to similarities between the

corpora in the use of IMDMs, all types of IMDMs existed. Besides, the frequency order of

the markers was similar in both corpora in regards hedges, attitudes and engagement. More

specifically, hedges acted as the leading category and engagement as the last category.

Other common points in the use of IMDMS between both groups could be found at the

level of the existing sub categories within the individual marker. For instance, the

frequency order of those sub categories was the same in hedges, attitudes, boosters

(intensifier verbs) and engagement resources. On the other hand, findings suggested that

ISU students used IMDMs differently from OEB students. That is, the former employed

more IMDMs (1134) when compared to the latter (291). Besides the differences in the

overall use of markers, there were also variations at the level of each individual marker and

the list of words and expression within it. Moreover, the results obtained from the Chi

Square tests revealed that there was a statistically significant difference in the use of

IMDMs in the MA theses general conclusion section by native (ISU) and non-native

(OEB) students.

2. Pedagogical Implications

Basically, this study aimed at broadening the perceptions of academic students and

research writers to consider the quality of master’s theses general conclusions through the

use of the linguistic and the rhetorical means metadiscourse. As a matter of fact, the results

obtained in this study are of a significant importance both to the teaching of academic

writing in Second or Foreign Language Acquisition and more particularly to the teaching

of research writing to postgraduate students in Algerian universities.

Firstly, pedagogical implications can be offered to non-native English ESL/EFL

postgraduates in the field of applied linguistics hoping to raise their awareness about the
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appropriate use of IMDMs in their theses’ conclusions. Although this study has focused

only on the conclusion section as a crucial part of the entire master thesis, it may also

motivate students to consider looking at the use of IMDMs in the other parts of the overall

thesis when actually writing their research works. Secondly, the results gained from the

comparative analysis of the English native (Iowa) and non-native (OEB) corpora of

conclusions suggest statistically significant differences in the use of the interactional

metadiscourse markers in the same section. Particularly, OEB students used less frequently

interactional markers than ISU did in their general conclusions. This issue calls for a need

to make students familiar with the rules of academic writing in order to improve the way

they use IMDMs in their academic writings. This familiarity can be gained through direct

or indirect instruction where EFL teachers or material designers should provide proper

texts and instructions in regard to metadiscourse markers.

Additionally, the findings of this study would also pave the way for successive

researchers to put different aspects of metadiscourse markers used in academic writing,

especially Master theses.

3. Limitations of the study

Like any other research, some limitations and setbacks were encountered at some

points in this study. These limitations were related to the sample’s size, date of publication

of the MA theses, reliability and the multi-functionality of metadiscourse.

One of the limitations to this study stems from the small sample size of corpus.

That is, the selected samples were not really representative enough. In that, only 20 general

conclusions taken from each university repository have been analysed. To that effect, it is

quite impossible to generalise the findings to other general conclusions of each university.
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In fact, it was difficult to deal with a large collection of data and this was due to time

constraints.

A further drawback to this study is related to the MA theses date of publication. In

other words, the samples gathered represented conclusions of MA theses

published/released on different dates were with an age gap of 10 years between the oldest

and the youngest thesis. Still, it is important to note that the selection has been made to

meet other criteria set forth by the researcher of this study such as pertaining to a similar

field of speciality.

Another limitation was the manual analysis carried out by the researcher. Because

the contextual analysis was conducted to determine the instances that did not fall into one

of the categories of interactional metadiscourse markers, it was sometimes difficult to

determine the functional use of those markers. Hence, it would have been ideal for the

further investigation of interactional metadiscourse markers to have more than one

researcher examine the instances to avoid subjective judgment of interpretations and

ensure that the analysis is reliable.

Finally, another problem can be referred to as the multi-functionality of

metadiscourse. As described by Hyland (2005), metadiscourse markers can serve more

than one purpose. Some words and phrases can serve as both metadiscourse and

propositional information. For the purposes of this study, metadiscourse markers were only

counted once, even if they served more than one purpose.  See example in sentence (x).

This sentence contains both a self mention, me, and an engagement marker let take you.  In

the data set, this sentence was counted as one self mention or as one engagement

metadiscourse marker.

Sentence x: let me take you back
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4. Directions for Future Research

Based on the findings and limitations of this study, several recommendations could

be made for future research calling attention to the importance of more studies on native

vs. nonnative writing.

One proposal for future research concerns the size of the sample. A replication of

this study could be worked out in reflection of either a confirmation or a rejection of the

results obtained. Furthermore, as this study was conducted on a small-sized corpus, a more

practical investigation of the same MA thesis section could be realized on larger corpora

for the sake of possible generalizations. Apart from the general conclusion section of MA

theses, future research studies might be conducted targeting other smaller sections of the

MA thesis such as the acknowledgements and abstract sections or longer sections like the

literature review and the discussion sections. More possible studies, however, could be

carried out on different academic genres such as research articles, doctoral dissertations,

grant proposals, letters and even students’ essays and project reports.

Another possible recommendation for further comparative studies between L1and

L2 is to enlarge the comparable corpora. For instance, selecting more than one native

university to depict if there are similarities and differences among these native universities

to confirm the results of these studies

In addition, though the present comparative based study has focused on one

significant parameter of Hyland’s interpersonal model of metadiscourse, interactional

markers, further investigations could be conducted on both parameters of this model which

are interactive and interactional metadiscourse markers.

Finally, future researchers might experiment the impact of using metadiscourse

markers on EFL learners’ writing performance. In this way, researchers can assess whether
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or not explicit instruction on this aspect of academic writing can improve the quality of

writing MA dissertation or any genre of academic writing.

Conclusion

In concluding, metadiscourse is quite a new concept in the area of text analysis.

Despite the importance of metadiscourse in academic writing as a rhetorical means writers

use to negotiate their claims with their readers, interacting with them and to show the

writer’s voice and personality and being investigated from different angles recently, it is

still unknown to many of those who are involved in the field of linguistics and surprisingly

little is known about the ways metadiscourse markers are realized in English MA theses

general conclusion sections. In this perspective, therefore, the present study sheds more

light on the subject and seeks to address this gap.
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Résumé

Il a été mis, récemment  davantage l'accent sur la fonction interpersonnelle des

caractéristiques du métadiscours dans les textes académiques. Cela signifie que la

recherche sur l'écriture dans des contextes académiques a commencé à se concentrer sur les

caractéristiques rhétoriques, telles que le métadiscours interactionnel, que les auteurs

utilisent pour présenter leur voix lors de l'écriture. Bien que plusieurs études aient

privilégié les articles de recherche en tant que genre important pour la recherche des

caractéristiques du métadiscours, peu d’attention a été accordée à l'analyse de l'utilisation

du métadiscours dans les conclusions générales des thèses de master à travers les langues-

mères (L1) et les langues étrangères (L2). En outre, les écrivains universitaires, en

particulier les apprenants de langue anglaise, ne manifestent pas ces caractéristiques dans

leurs écrits. La présente étude a donc pour but de présenter une analyse comparative des

conclusions générales de 40 thèses de maîtrise d’études supérieures en deux corpus égaux

représentant chacun une des deux universités différentes, à savoir Oum El Bouaghi et

Iowa, U.S.A. Pour mener à bien l’analyse, l’étude adopte le modèle de métadiscours

interpersonnel de Hyland (2005) afin d’examiner la manière dont les marqueurs de

métadiscours interactionnels sont utilisés par les étudiants autochtones et non autochtones

et la similitude ou la différence entre les deux corpus concernant l’utilisation de ces

marqueurs. Les résultats ont montré que chaque groupe utilisait des marqueurs de

métadiscours interactionnels avec des fréquences différentes pour chaque marqueur. De

plus, les étudiants de l'Iowa ont utilisé plus de marqueurs interactionnels que les étudiants

d’OEB. Néanmoins, l’analyse a fait ressortir certaines similitudes dans l’utilisation de ces

marqueurs entre autochtones et non-autochtones, ce qui correspond au même ordre de

fréquence des couvertures, des attitudes et de l’engagement dans les deux corpus. De

l’autre coté, les couvertures constituaient la catégorie principale et les engagements, la

dernière. Néanmoins, les résultats statistiques du chi carré suggèrent qu'il existe une

différence significative dans l'utilisation des métadiscours interactionnelle entre natifs et

non-natifs (p< 0,05).



ملخص

اھتماما متزایدا األكادیمیةفي النصوص و السیاقات  أدوات المیتا خطاب  خاصة المتعلقة باألدوات التفاعلیة شھدت 

وھذا یعني أن البحث في الكتابة في السیاقات األكادیمیة بدأ یركز على المالمح الخطابیة مثل أدوات . األخیرةاآلونةفي 

على الرغم من وجود العدید من الدراسات التي . المیتا خطاب التفاعلیة التي یستخدمھا الكتاب إلبراز صوتھم في الكتابة

ذهلذلك فان دراسة ھ. حول استعمال ھذه األدوات في المقاالت البحثیةتھتم بأدوات المیتا خطاب إال أن أغلبھا كان

الطلبة أن الطلبة بصفة عامة وضف إلى ذلك.تكاد تنعدمأوألطروحات طلبة الماستر قلیلة ةالعاملخاتمةاألدوات في ا

تھدف الدراسة . بصفة خاصة ال یبرزون ھذه الخصائص في كتاباتھمأجنبیةین یدرسون اللغة االنجلیزیة كلغة ذال

لماستر  لخریجي الدراسات العلیاخاتمة عامة لرسائل ا) 40(تحلیل مقارن ألربعین التحقیق في نتائجإلى،إذن،الحالیة 

تتمثل في عشرین من ىاألولالمجموعة . مجموعتین متساویتینثم تقسیمھا إلى الخاتمات العامة ھذهتم تجمیعحیث 

جامعة  أم البواقي و المجموعة الثانیة لقسم اللغة االنجلیزیةطلبةالخاتمات العامة لرسائل الماستر كتبت من طرف 

في نالقد استعمل.األمریكیةلطلبة  جامعة ایوا تتمثل ھي األخرى في عشرین من الخاتمات العامة من رسائل الماستر 

الستكشاف كیفیة استخدام أدوات  الخطاب التفاعلیة من قبل (2005)لباحث الشھیر ھایالند ھذه الدراسة نموذجا یعود ل

أظھرت . استخدام تلك األدوات التفاعلیةو اختالف المجموعتین فیما یتعلق طلبة كلتا الجامعتین و تحدید مدى تشابھ أ

ال أكبر لھذه األدوات من طرف طلبة مع استعم،النتائج أن كل مجموعة استخدمت أدوات المیتا خطاب بشكل مختلف

ترتیب بین المجموعتین من ناحیة تشابھ في استعمال بعض أدوات المیتا خطابوجدینھ إلك فذبالرغم من جامعة إیوا

Attitude(َ، أدوات إبداء أراء ومواقف الكتاب )Hedges(أدوات التحفظ مثلثالثةحدوث أدوات المیتا  خطاب ال

markers( ،رتباط والتعھد بین الكاتب أو القارئ لجذب انتباه القارئ أو إشراكھ في النصأدوات اال(Engagement

markers) .ن أدوات التحفظإال أ)hedges( نسبةلكن األسدكانت لھا حصةengagement markers تكاد تنعدم .

اإلحصائیة و التي '' Chi Sauqreیرتشي سكو''استعملنا  ,المیتا خطابأدواتإلثبات وجود االختالف في استعمال 

البواقي و جامعة ایوا أمبین طلبة جامعة أدوات المیتا خطاب التفاعلیةأشارت  إلى وجود فرق كبیر في استخدام

>P)في كتاباتھم للخاتمة العامة لرسائل الماستراألمریكیة أدوات المیتا خطاب واستعمالوبالتالي فإن توزیع(0.05

.المجموعتین مختلف تماماالتفاعلیة في 
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