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Abstract 

A large amount of studies have investigated stance marking in different genres; however, little 

attention was drawn to the literature review section. Several studies have favoured other parts of 

research as important genres for exploring stance because it is commonly believed, especially by 

novice non-native researchers, that the section is a mere statement of propositional content reporting 

on previous knowledge. The current study attempts to determine the frequency and types of stance 

MD devices used in LR sections of RAs written by native and nonnative researchers of English and 

to compare the stance MD markers employed by either researchers and explore if there are 

significant differences among the LR sections of these RAs in terms of the use of stance IMDMs. 

Twenty literature reviews of research articles compiled into two equal-sized corpora each 

representing one of two different cultures, namely Algerian and British cultures, were analyzed and 

compared in terms of stance features. The analysis was carried out using AntConc software based on 

Hyland’s (2005) framework of stance interactional metadiscourse markers. After that data were 

subjected to comparison, contrast then a Chi-square test through SPSS software. The findings 

obtained demonstrated both differences as well as similarities between the two corpora in terms of 

types, order and frequency of the markers employed. It was found that Algerian researchers used 

limited numbers of stance interactional metadiscourse markers in comparison to native researchers. 

Similarly, the results of the Chi-square test indicated the presence of a significant difference in the 

use of those markers between both groups of researchers. Consequently, the alternative hypothesis 

was accepted and stance and culture were proved associated. Hence, this study highlights the 

evaluative nature of the literature review section as well as the importance of cross cultural 

differences in discourse. 

Keywords:  The Literature review section, Metadiscourse, Stance, Culture  
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General Introduction 

1. Background to the Study  

Danica, Ventura, and Verdaguer (cited in Phuong, 2013) put that in the past, many 

writers tended to avoid being personal and let the source material speak for itself. The traditional 

belief was that the personal presence of the writer in his writing should be deemphasized 

especially in academic contexts like science, engineering and medicine. Thus, it was all agreed 

upon that the writer must adopt an impersonal detached and passive voice to exhibit that his or 

her presence has not impacted in any way the objectivity of the source material. In other words, 

as asserted by Galvan and Galvan (2017), being objective and impersonal was required in order 

to persuade the readers of the validity and credibility of the paper. However, conventions 

governing the use of voice in writing have changed over the years. “In recent decades this 

convention has changed especially in social studies, humanities, and education” (Efron & Ruth, 

2019, p. 208). From this perspective, it can be deduced that it is accepted now to emphasize 

one’s agency as a writer and that there is a room for asserting authorial presence in research 

writing. They added that, academic writers and researchers will consequently be able to 

participate as equals in an academic discourse.  

in 1979, Liisa Lautamatti (cited in Al. Rubaye, 2015) identified writing or text features as 

belonging to two categories: topical (propositional) and non-topical (metalinguistic). Lautamatti 

argued that writing is not merely a communication of propositional information; rather it 

involves how the writer reflects upon this propositional content as well. Similarly, Williams 

(1981), Crismore, Markanen and Steffensen (1993), and Hyland and Tse ( 2004) all agreed to 

identifying two levels of writing or discourse, ‘propositional’ where the producer supplies the 

text with content information, and ‘non-propositiona’l in which writers direct readers throughout 

the text. All the above mentioned researchers agreed that this interaction in texts is achived 

through the use of metadiscourse (MD).  

2. Statement of the Problem 

The cultural and social norms affect the way researchers reflect their world and the ways 

they develop logical reasoning. According to Reeves (2005) each discourse community “employs its 

institutional discourse, its way of describing and categorizing a problem” (p. 99). In fact, language 

reflects the culture of the discourse community. Thus, it can be inferred that MD is linked to the 

expectations and norms of particular professional and cultural communities and serve the purpose of 

facilitating social interaction (Dahl, 2004). They require writers to have the sense of audience by 
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rationally exposing and manipulating the interactive and interactional features with a view to gain 

acceptance of academic claim (Hyland, 1999; Dahl, 2004). 

 In line with these arguments and according to our personal readings, it seems that, unlike 

native English researchers, nonnative speaking researchers lack knowledge in employing 

interactional metadiscourse markers (IMDMs) used in writing English research articles (RAs). Thus, 

the present study was undertaken to explore whether this claim is actually true or not. Furthermore, 

to our knowledge, even though stance in research writing has been a major focus of attention, 

studies on stance marking in the literature review (LR) of RAs have been relatively scarce compared 

to those in other academic prose. Accordingly, a contrastive analysis of stance markers in the LR 

sections of RAs written by both native and nonnative researchers is called for. 

With regard to the EFL (English as a foreign language) context in Algeria, with the limited 

opportunities for researchers to be linguistically and academically socialized, Algerian writers tend 

to lack native-speaker proficiency and tend to draw on interactional resources in accordance with 

their discourse communities that reflect their cultural and social preferences. Thus, the present study 

tries to shed some light into how non-native and native writers use stance adverbs to construe their 

stance and comment on their research.  

3. Aims of the Study 

This study aims at investigating how native and nonnative RA writers highlight their 

opinions and judgments and position themselves within their research writing in the LR section. In 

other words, the present study seeks to achieve the following specific objectives:  

 Determine the frequency and types of stance MD devices used in LR sections of RAs 

written by native and nonnative researchers of English. 

 Compare the stance MD markers employed by either researchers and explore if there 

are significant differences among the LR sections of these RAs in terms of the use of 

stance IMDMs.  

4. Research Questions 

In keeping with the aim of the study, the research questions to be answered in the study are 

formulated as follows: 

1) What are the frequencies and types of the  linguistic devices, specifically stance IMDMs, 

used by native and nonnative researchers of English to realize their voice? 
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2) Are there distributional variations and similarities for IMD resources use in LRs of RAs 

across the two different corpora? If so, to what extent difference among the two corpora are 

significant? 

4. Research Hypotheses 

Based on the formulated research questions, we hypothesize that 

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

native and non-native researchers in their LR sections of RAs, and therefore stance and 

culture are not associated. 

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

native and non-native researchers in their LR sections of RAs, and therefore stance and 

culture are associated. 

5. Methodology and Design of the Study 

3.1 Corpus 

The study compiled an electronic corpus based on 20 published RAs. After that, two 

specialized corpora were created; they were selected from articles of both native and nonnative 

writers of English. The articles in this corpus were selected randomly for either writer for validation 

purposes and to allow for more reliable results. The corpus of the study comprised 20 LR sections 

from these RAs because it is assumed that authors inevitably reflect their authorial stance in this 

section. It should be noted that all titles, tables, figures and quotations will not be considered in the 

study.    

5.2 Analysis  

The study adopted Hyland’s (2005b) model of stance and engagement. The taxonomy 

suggests two types of IMDMs which are stance and engagement resources. In this study, solely 

stance markers were exposed to analysis as the present study aims only to investigate the writers’ 

voice and positioning in their writing. Stance IMDMs have four sub-categories: attitude markers, 

self-mentions, hedges and boosters. The data were collected and modified in a text document format 

then analyzed using AntConc (3.5.8.0) corpus analysis toolkit. AntConc is a platform for carrying 

out corpus linguistic research developed by Laures Anthony in 2016. The converted texts were 

entered in the “File corpus” column one by one. Then, they were scanned to investigate stance 

IMDMs used in these texts. Next, the data were classified, compared and discussed. In the end, a 

very careful investigation of the context of these markers was manually carried out to ensure that 

they really stand for stance features. In response to the second research question, the date were 
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subject to a Chi-square test through the SPSS software in order to determine the interdependence of 

the two variables stance and culture. The Chi-square test of interdependence determines whether 

there is an association between categorical variables or not.  

 

6. Significance of the Study  

Today, the language of science is English in all majors. Experts from different nations with 

different nationalities tend to publish their studies in English. It was stated by Salager-Meyer (1997) 

that foreign language readers frequently tend to give the same weight to interpretations and opinions 

as to facts. Therefore, it is of great importance to use stance strategies in an appropriate manner for 

chances of findings to reach the corners of the world more comprehensibly. It is hoped, hence, that 

the results of the present study enrich the available literature on the nature of LRs in RA and 

contribute to a more comprehensive understanding of the use of stance devices in this section. 

Furthermore, the findings can also be used to raise novice researchers’ awareness of conveying their 

authorial stance and familiarize them with stance markers and their functions in the discourse. 

Additionally, the study may have some pedagogical implications for academic writing course 

designers in that it advises them to pay particular attention to the use and application of evaluative 

resources and consider variations in discourse across cultures. 

7. Structure of the Study  

The dissertation is comprised of two chapters. The first chapter constitutes the theoretical 

background of the study divided into two sections describing the two main variables, namely the 

LR section and stance. The first section defines the LR section, explores its types, schematic 

structure and explains how it is critical. The second section elaborates on stance, MD, and its 

variation across cultures. The chapter ends with presenting a number of research works relevant 

to the issue. The practical chapter consists of two sections. The first section constitutes the 

methodology used in this study including the sampling method, the corpus compilation and data 

gathering, and the method. The second section includes the presentation of the obtained results 

and their discussion. The study concludes with a summary of empirical findings, implications 

and the limitations encountered along the study. 
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Chapter one: 

Stance Markers and Literature Review in Research Writing  

Introduction  

A crucial element of research is the reflection on related literature. Therefore, the LR section 

is an unavoidable part of research in which  writers supply a theoretical ground for the study and 

synthesize the information and knowledge gathered in that specific area of interest. Randolph (2009) 

points out that the term literature review can be applied to both the development of the review of the 

literature, as well as the judgments given to the output of such development. Thus, the LR goes 

beyond just searching for information to evaluating the pieces of information gathered. Dafouz-

Milne (2008) argues that writers of academic articles can use MD as self-reflective expressions to 

engage with readers and express their viewpoint as well as to negotiate interactional meanings 

contained in a text. In other words, displaying a stance and projecting a position is mostly dependent 

on a range of IMDMs. 

This chapter provides a guide to what a LR constitutes and how stance is displayed in it. It is 

divided into two sections. The initial section attempts to give an overall definition of the LR section 

pointing out its relationship with the introduction part. The section also includes an overview about 

the LR section of RAs and particularly in applied linguistics. A more detailed discussion of the 

nature of LR is provided demonstrating the structure of the chapter and its rhetoric aiming at looking 

through and explaining issues of criticality.  The second section mainly addresses what stance is and 

how it can be linguistically realized. The section also attempts to explain theoretical models of 

stance and how it varies cross culturally. The chapter concludes with providing and overview of 

previous studies on stance in research writing. 

1.1. Literature Review in Research Writing  

Introduction   

An essential aspect of academic research is that it has connections with the work of others. 

Successful research is based on all the knowledge, thinking and research that precede it (Ridley, 

2012). In other words, it is important to explore the field in which one will do the research and gain 

a thorough awareness and understanding of current work and theories in the area. Being able to 

establish what is known about a subject area, and by association what is not yet known, is an 

important skill for students and researchers alike. In academic circles this is referred to as reviewing 

literature, and allows understanding of the current state in a subject area, to relate this to the ongoing 

research, and to identify gaps in this knowledge (Dale, 2018). The reasons for undertaking a LR are, 
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hereby, numerous including its main function and that is to show how related work in the field 

shapes and sets ground for the current research. Hence, to be tackled successfully, the LR section 

requires thoughtful organization and planning from the beginning.  

1.1.1. What is a Literature Review  

1.1.1.1. Definition of Literature Review  

 Literature reviewing is generally undertaken to produce a systematic overview of previous 

research and background knowledge relevant to the research topic (Gentles, Charles, Nicholas, 

Ploeg & Mckibbon, 2016). This lays out a theoretical foundation for the current study with the aim 

of demonstrating how current research fits into the large field of study. Even though the uses of LR 

in research are considerably broad, a number of scholars succeeded in providing inclusive and 

comprehensive definitions of the concept. Fink (2013) defined the LR as “a systematic, explicit and 

reproducible method for identifying, evaluating and synthesizing the existing body of completed and 

recorded work produced by researchers, scholars and practitioners” (p. 1). Furthermore, according to 

Hart (cited in Cronin, Ryan, and Coughlan, 2008), a LR is a thorough summary and critical analysis 

of related research and non-research literature on the topic being studied. 

 In the same vein, Ridley (2012) argued that for a more precise definition of such a complex 

phenomenon, “it is helpful to break it down into two parts: first, the finished product of the literature 

review which appears in the final draft of the dissertation or thesis; and second, the process that is 

involved in conducting a review of the literature” (p. 2). Thus, the LR can be said to be that section 

of a research paper, including dissertations or articles, which gives reference to relevant knowledge 

in the field of study, or can also refer to the ongoing procedures that start from searching related 

sources reaching the final draft. Briefly, a LR is a required section of any research paper that must 

attain relevance, criticality and comprehensiveness representing a level of engagement in the 

literature to indicate the readiness to contribute to the literature itself (O’Leary, 2004). In other 

words, the LR is a section in which the writer synthesizes what is already known and points out 

deficiencies and gaps to eventually position the current research study. 

1.1.1.2. Types of Literature Review  

Harris (2019) stated that “there are three basic classes of literature review in scholarly 

writing: Summary Overview, Research Background, and Research Study” (p. 138). According to 

him, a LR can be a ‘summary overview’, or also referred to as ‘survey overview’; the latter seeks to 

examine and summarize earlier published and non-published knowledge on a given topic without 

aspiring to provide any novel analytical insight. ‘Summary overviews’ cannot be considered as 
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independent research. They are often found in textbooks or assigned as course work for students. 

The second, that is the ‘research study review’, is a self-contained, standalone review in which the 

researcher conducts a formal and methodical analysis of a body of literature that is an empirical 

research study in its own right. ‘Research study reviews’ are generally undertaken for the purpose of 

drawing conclusions through overviewing current knowledge, so they are not followed by any 

research study. Yet, this type of review can be used as a basis for future research (Mertens, 1998); 

one example of this class of LR is review articles. The two types of review mentioned earlier are 

outside the scope of the present dissertation.  

Finally, the ‘research background’ LR (the kind of LR that is the main focus of this 

dissertation) is that distinct section of research that supports the development of a specific research 

study. This one type of review seeks to examine and explain background sources that inform about 

the current research project. In other words, it discusses early ideas that help shape and define the 

research questions. It is the sort of review that provides the introduction to journal articles and the 

theoretical chapters to dissertations. According to Efron & Ruth (2019)  research background LRs 

are also called embedded reviews because they are an integral part of a study and makes context for 

the issue being explored. The presence of this section provides implications for the study design by 

enabling the researcher to draw connections between earlier sources and the problem to be studied, 

and contributes to a better and fuller understanding of the topic under study. A LR that forms part of 

a research paper may occur in two main forms: dedicated and recursive (Ridley, 2012; Swales & 

Feak, 2000). A dedicated LR is a complete, independent chapter or chapters, generally called the 

review of the literature, in which the literature is included under topic-related titles at the beginning 

of the paper. A recursive LR, identically, presents related literature, but it is integrated throughout 

the whole work as the need for comparison and evaluation arises.  

1.1.2. Literature Review in Research Articles 

Harris (2019) stated that writing for publication is not the same as writing a dissertation or a 

thesis. He explained that the interests, motivation, and corresponding expectation of professors 

reviewing students’ work differs considerably from those of editors or peer reviewers, for a journal 

article is supposedly the work of a qualified member of the community. With respect to the LR, a 

dissertation of a student is expected to merely give a general LR to provide background for the 

study. By contrast, an editor reviewing a work for publication would require the writer to 

demonstrate the novelty of this work; hence, expects an original argument, evaluation, and evidence. 

Harris (2019) added that, unlike writing a thesis or dissertation, when writing for publication, 
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scholars should not focus on recapping their entire field of literature but rather efficiently evaluating 

some to create a space for the current research. Thus, the major purpose of a LR section in RAs is to 

provide the background and most importantly the rationale for the research conducted. 

Jian (2010) has delved the schematic structure appearing in RAs of linguistics employing the 

ILrMRD format, that is, Introductions, LRs, Methods, Results and Discussions. However, Swales 

(1990) argued that most RAs, regardless of the formatting requirements of the journal, follow the 

basic IMRD model including an Introduction-Methods- Results-Discussion. Furthermore, Galvan 

and Galvan (2017) asserted that  

Although there is some variation among journals, the literature review in a research article 

for a journal is usually expected to be combined with the introduction. In other words, the 

introduction to the research is framed as a short essay that introduces readers to both the 

topic and the purpose of the research while providing an overview of the relevant literature. 

Therefore, in preparing a research article, the emphasis of the review should be on 

establishing the scientific context in which a particular study was conducted and on the 

contributions it makes to the field. (p. 13) 

Hence, it is common in RAs to find the LR section combined with the introduction presenting 

background material and concluding with statements to provide the reasoning behind the study. 

1.1.3. The  Schematic Structure of Literature Review 

1.1.3.1. Components of Literature Review 

According to Phakiti, Plonasky, De Costa, and Starfield (2018), the LR section of any 

research encompasses three types of knowledge. When reviewing the relevant literature, researchers 

are required to navigate through three main categories of existing knowledge, namely, theories, 

research, and practices. First, for the conceptual knowledge, the LR is expected to be based on 

abstract theories and models setting the theoretical framework for the study. Second, the writer is 

further required to strengthen the theoretical knowledge by providing a collection of individual 

studies in the field reporting details on the methods and findings of each study. Third, practices and 

operations in the field must also be reflected upon in addition to the theories and research to 

accurately make an argument and justify how the study addresses a gap or problem in the literature. 

The presence of the three mentioned types of knowledge adds to the credibility of the review; 

however, Colling (2003) argued that good structuring of such knowledge is necessary to improve the 

flow and readability of the LR section. 
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1.1.3.2. Rhetorical Moves within a Literature Review 

LRs put existing works into analysis, assessment, and synthesis; nevertheless, this chapter 

cannot be approached or considered as a mere chain of sources patched together. The main aim of 

the review is to contextualize the existing or current study and give comprehensive insight into the 

existing or current state of knowledge. This goal cannot be achieved unless information are 

thoughtfully and logically weaved together into a holistic narrative allowing the audience to gain “a 

bird’s-eye view, or even better, a series of bird’s eye views” (Feak & Swales, 2009, p. 17).Harris 

(2019) claimed that any LR may take the basic format of introduction-body-conclusion. However, it 

is of more benefit to dive deep into its rhetorical moves through genre analysis. 

According to Jian (2010), genre analysis, which identifies prototypical moves or functional 

components, is very important for the study of RAs. ““Move Analysis” (Swales, 1990), for example, 

was developed as a top-down approach to analyzing the discourse structure of texts from a genre: 

the text is described as a sequence of “moves”, each move representing a stretch of text that serves a 

particular communicative function” (Jian, 2010, p .16). Along with his genre analysis (1984), 

Swales further proposed the CARS (1990, 2004) models describing the schematic pattern of 

introductions. According to Saadabdi and Pourchangi (2019), due to the beneficial function of 

Swales’ contribution, and the lack of a model for different sections of research, many scholars and 

researchers tried to propose different models for different sections of various written or spoken 

genres, particularly illustrating schematic and rhetorical move structures in isolated sections such as 

abstracts, discussion, conclusion, etc. in theses and RAs (e.g. Bunton, 2002; Crookes 1986; Fryer, 

2012; Pho, 2008; Salager-Meyer, 1997; Swales 1984, 1990, 2004; Swales & Najjar 1987). 

Until recently, descriptions of the structure of the LR section were considerably scarce 

despite the numerous studies conducted on other parts of research. Some scholars attempted to shift 

attention to this chapter for it requires more consideration (e.g. Jian, 2010; Kwan, 2006).  LR as a 

genre was first approached by Kwan (2006) when she proposed a structural framework for the LR 

section of PhD dissertations in applied linguistics based on Swales’ CARS model of introductions. 

According to Santa (2015), Swales’ CARS (1990, 2004) models are a starting point for all 

researchers in the field of genre analysis. He defined the moves within a genre as “discoursal or 

rhetorical units that perform a coherent communicative function in a written or spoken discourse” 

(Swales, 1990, p. 228).  Swales (1990) has identified a three-moves structure for the introduction 

section. Swales’ work was of great benefit, yet according to Saadabdi and Pourchangi (2019), the 

work received various comments for weaknesses by many scholars in the field. The model was 
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criticized as not defining obligatory and optional moves and steps. Thus, Swales has refined his 

model and proposed the new CARS model in 2004 in which he included new definitions to show the 

probability of some moves and steps in some fields. The two figures below demonstrate the 

similarities and differences between the two models. 

Figure 1 

Swales' CARS Model for Introductions (1990) 

 

Figure 2  

Swales' Revised CARS Model (2004) 

 

Later, Kwan (2006) drew on Swales’ (1990, 2004) and Bunton’s 2002 (cited in Kwan, 2006) 

modified CARS models to describe the rhetorical moves structure of Ph.D. dissertation LRs in 
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applied linguistics. She revised the corpus of 20 LRs from applied linguistics doctoral dissertations 

produced by English native speakers and proposed a three-moves pattern of LR. She adapted the 

models by changing steps into strategies claiming that they do not necessarily appear in a 

predictable sequential pattern. 

Table 1  

Kwan’s Move Structure for the Thematic Units in LR Chapters (Kwan, 2006) 

Move 1 Establishing one part of the territory of one’s own research by 

Strategy A# Surveying the non-research-related phenomena or knowledge claims  

Strategy B# Claiming centrality  

Strategy C Surveying the research-related phenomena  

Move 2 Creating a research niche (in response to move 1) by: 

Strategy A Counter-claiming  

Strategy B Gap-indicating  

Strategy C Asserting confirmative claims about knowledge or research practices surveyed 

Strategy D Asserting the relevancy of the surveyed claims to one’s own research 

Strategy E Abstracting or synthesizing knowledge claims to establish a theoretical position 

Move3(optional)  Occupying the research niche by announcing:  

Strategy A Research aims, focuses, research questions or hypotheses * 

Strategy B Theoretical positions/theoretical frameworks * 

Strategy C Research design/processes * 

Strategy D Interpretations of terminology used in the thesis * 

*Sub-strategy: justifying or claiming contributions  

#Strategy 1B tends to precede strategy 1A when the two co-occur. 

Until 2010, there was no practical model for LR in RAs. Jian (2010) bridged this gap, and 

further elaborated on the description of the LR section through extending the previous research from 

dissertations to articles. He used the rhetorical moves that were developed by Swales (1984, 1990, 

and 2004) and applied by Kwan (2006) to suggest the four-move pattern to the LR section. Jian 

described the schematic structure of the LR section in RAs of applied linguistics, which makes his 

proposed model most specific and very relevant to the field of this current study. He asserted that 

“this study identified some new steps and strategies in certain moves. I also identified a set of new 
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steps and strategies that exist within our proposed move of surveying and summarizing previous 

research” (Jian, 2010, p. 25). In his proposed model, Jian added a fourth move admitting Surveying 

and Summarizing Previous Research as a move rather than a strategy, which confirms its obligatory 

status. Saadabdi and Pourchangi (2019) admitted the suitability of this model for separate LRs, 

merged and integrated ones. The following table shows Jian’s move model. 

Table 2 Jian’s Move Structure for the Rhetorical Moves within LR Chapters (cited in Saadabadi & 

Pourchangi, 2019, p. 72) 

Move 1 Establishing a thematic territory  

S. 1A Making topic generalizations  

S. 1B Claiming centrality  

S. 1C Giving background information  

Move 2 Surveying and summarizing previous research  

S. 2A Constructing reference to the published work  

S. 2B Making positive/negative evaluation  

S. 2C  Making general/ summary statement  

Move 3 Creating a research niche  

S. 3A Counter-claiming 

S. 3B 

 

Gap-indicating  

S. 3C Question-raising  

S. 3D Asserting the relevancy  

S. 3E Establishing theoretical framework or position  

Move 4 Occupying the research niche  

S. 4A Announcing aims/ research questions  

S. 4B Announcing theoretical framework or position  

S. 4C Indicating RA structure  

 

1.1.4. Taking a Stance towards the Reviewed Literature 

Drawing on what was presented earlier (definition, types and structure of the LR section), it 

can be inferred that the LR section is of a critical nature. Efron and Ruth (2019) stated the following:  
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Do you have the confidence to see yourself as a partner in a conversation with authorities in 

the field or do you perceive yourself as a vessel who [sic] merely transmits their ideas? Do 

you silence your own voice and express only the voices of the authors you draw from? Do 

you assert your presence in your narrative or step back, give up your authority as a writer, 

and foreground only the authors you review? (p. 207) 

According to them a LR is a form of intellectual and dialogical engagement with the writings 

written by other authors, and the writer’s voice reflects the way one brings together and incorporates 

the perspectives of the authors reviewed. Ridley (2012), further, added that it is accepted that the 

reviewers’ voices are explicit as they assert their assumptions and express their opinions, 

perceptions and stances, and present the works of the cited authors according to their interpretation 

of how they connect to each other and to their own claim. Most of LRs written by novice researchers 

are marked down generally resulting from over description and lack of argument. (Jesson, 

Matheson, & Lacey, 2011).  

O’Leary (2004) argued that the word critical in general has a tendency to imply negativity, 

but in academic reviewing the word critical means evaluation; criticism involves analysis of both 

negative as well as positive features. “Critique identifies the strengths and key contributions of the 

literature as well as any deficiencies, omissions, inaccuracies, or inconsistencies. By highlighting the 

strengths and identifying the deficiencies in the existing literature, critical analysis is a necessary 

step towards adding to the knowledge base” (Dale & Volpe, 2019, p. 262). The writer’s stance must 

articulate both strengths and weaknesses of reviewed works. 

Conclusion  

In brief, writing the LR of a research paper may be as complicated as conducting it. It is no 

easy task to successfully conduct and write a good LR; one must negotiate multiple purposes; decide 

on appropriate content; work towards a logical structure; and make convincing arguments that are 

neither hypercritical nor deferential. (O’Leary, 2004)  

1.2. Stance in Research Writing  

Introduction  

Hyland (1998) and Tang and John (1999) argued that the common belief that academic 

writing involves impersonal prose and gives no room for the writer’s involvement was changed 

during recent decades, as academic writing is no longer seen as factual, unfolding in a distant and 

objective manner. This questioning, consequently, led to the emphasis of admitting academic prose 
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as writer-reader interaction in which the writer adopts a role of persuading (Hyland, 1998, 1995, 

2001, 2005; Rescki, 2005). Thus, academic writing is now viewed as an act of identity, 

communicating not solely propositional content, but also mirroring its writer (Hyland, 2002).  

What is of more interest to the present section is the use of stance devices by native and non-

native English writers. Hyland and Milton( 1997) and Paltridge ( 2012) (cited in Ferreira 2018)  

asserted that developing an academic identity and demonstrating an authorial stance may turn quite 

challenging for most novice academic writers, let alone for non-native ones. Thus, this section 

introduces what MD is and explains interaction and the two are interrelated. The section, then, 

defines stance, how it is linguistically realized and gives account to its theoretical frameworks. The 

section, at last, reports on previous studies relevant to the context of the current study.  

1.2.1.  What is Stance? 

1.2.1.1. Metadiscourse and Interaction  

There have been many controversies in defining MD since it was first introduced by Zelling 

S. Harris in 1959. As researchers attempted to explore the concept in different directions, they ended 

up shaping different reasoning and drawing different conclusions. Definitions that have been 

proposed to MD demonstrate these different views. Harris (1959) was the first to define the term 

referring to it as a tool of conveying and interpreting language in use, reflecting the intention of 

producers to guide the receivers’ perception of a text (cited in Hyland, 2005a). In other words, he 

coined the term to give a clear representation of the pragmatic relationship between writers and 

readers (Gholami, Tajalli & Shokrpour, 2014). 

 Williams (1981) defined MD as “whatever does not refer to the subject matter being 

addressed” (p. 226); he added that it is discourse about discourse not with the function of informing, 

but rather directing the reader. Crismore et. al (1993) argued that MD is the “ linguistic material in 

spoken or written texts, 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). Bunton 

(1999) defined MD as metatexts which stand for the expression of the writer’s self-awareness of 

organizing the text and directing readers to discover the intended organization. Dahl (2004) chose to 

refer to the concept as the expression of the writer’s acknowledgment of the reader inside the text. 

Hyland and Tse (2004a) also tried to redefine the concept claiming that its strategies “offer a way of 

understanding the interpersonal resources writers use to present propositional material and therefore 

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

communities” (p. 156).  The term was also described as “discourse about evolving discourse, or the 
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writer’s explicit commentary on his/ her own ongoing text” (Adel, 2006, p. 2). In brief, these 

scholars succeeded in giving a comprehensive definition to what MD consists most of and, to a 

certain degree, agreed to the same general starting point asserted by Harris that MD is language 

about language. 

The previous definitions were criticized by Hyland (2005a) as partial and unsatisfactory, 

mainly because they solely highlighted aspects that refer to the text itself, namely metatext and 

reflexivity in language. He argued that MD is also used to reveal writer’s attitudes, evaluation, 

engagement, and establish interaction with the audience. Hyland (2005a), hence, provides a clear 

definition emphasizing that “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). In other words, he 

described MD as expressions used to create and maintain relationship and communication between 

text producers and their texts through stance markers like self-mentions, attitude markers, etc. and 

between text producers and users as well through engagement markers like directives, personal 

asides, reader pronouns, etc. the latter anticipates the readers’ expectations, needs, abilities and 

response, and therefore influencing and engaging them. This was referred to by Adel (2006) as the 

‘writer-reader interaction’ and by Alkaff (cited in Oskouei, 2011) as the ‘social characteristic of 

MD’. Thus, we can deduce that the use of such interactional resources makes the text more reader 

friendly by contributing to his involvement, comprehensibility and directing through the discourse. 

For example hedging the results of one’s own study would make the text more reader friendly as it 

allows the reader a room for contradicting, questioning, interpreting, etc. (Lewin, 2005). 

Interaction in MD is not exclusive to interaction with readers only, according to Adel (2006); 

a basic functional distinction can be made differentiating between three types of MD “(a) references 

to the current text itself and its language use (called text-oriented metadiscourse), (b) references to 

the writer persona of the current text (called writer-oriented metadiscourse), and (c) references to the 

imagined reader of the current text (called reader-oriented metadiscourse)” (p. 36). To put it 

otherwise, MD encompasses first expressions that spell out metatext dictating the writers discourse 

acts and their comments on their own discourse actions, for example, signaling rephrasing, 

introducing and closing a topic, reminding of previous statements, or announcing what is to be 

discussed next. Second, ‘reader-oriented MD’ refers to linguistic material employed to directly 

connecting with readers and engaging them, for example, ordering the readers and directing them 

towards a particular understanding or asking questions . Third, the last category (which is the main 
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concern of the present study), that is ‘writer-oriented MD’ by which the writer injects his/her 

presence through projecting his/ her own stance, viewpoints, purposes and attitudes the 

propositional content (Adel, 2006) through expressions like I, may, actually, agree, etc.  In brief, this 

study proves that MD cannot be considered as merely a linguistic material to maintain organization 

in discourse, but it paves the way for writers to take a stance and be present in the text. 

1.2.1.2. Definition of Stance  

Authorial stance has been referred to in many studies as evaluation (e.g. Shaw, 2003; 

Thompson & Hunston, 2000), stance (e.g. Biber, 2006; Hyland, 2004; Johnstone, 2009), voice (e.g. 

Hirvela & Belcher, 2001; Matsuda & Tardy, 2007), persona (e.g. G. Myers, 1990 (cited in Phuong, 

2013); Tse & Hyland, 2008), MD (e.g. Crismore, 2004; Dafouz- Milne, 2008; Hyland, 2005a), 

appraisal (e.g. Holmgreen & Vestergaard, 2009; Martin & Rose, 2007), or writer identity (e.g. 

Hyland, 2002; Ivanič , 1997; Sanderson, 2008 (cited in Phuong,2013).  

Stance was defined by Biber, Johansson, Leech, Conard and Finegan (2002) as the 

expression of the writer’s “personal feelings, attitudes, value judgements, or assessments” (p. 966). 

Biber et al. (2002) used the term to cover epistemic stance, attitudinal stance, and style stance. By 

epistemic stance, Biber and his fellows were referring to certainty, doubt, actuality, precision, source 

of knowledge or perspective. In addition, they meant by attitudinal stance personal attitudes feelings 

conveying personal meanings and values. The third one, style stance, alike, describes and comments 

on the manner in which content is presented and on the communication itself. 

Thompson and Hunston (2000) further added that “evaluation” is the “ broad cover term for 

the expression of the speaker or writer’s attitude or stance towards viewpoints on, or feelings about 

the entities or propositions that he or she is talking about” (p. 5). Thompson and Huston identified 

four parameters of evaluation for the expression of negative and positive views of the writer: 

certainty/likelihood, desirability/goodness, obviousness/expectedness, and importance/relevance. 

Certainty and desirability, as noted by Thompson and Hunston, are the two main categories of 

evaluation among the four parameters as they express how sure the writer is about information, and 

expresses the writer’s belief on how desirable the information are. 

 More recently, Biber (2006) has defined the concept of stance as the expression of “many 

different kinds of personal feelings and assessments, including attitudes that a speaker has about 

certain information, how certain they are about its veracity, how they obtained access to the 

information, and what perspective they are taking” (p. 99). Hyland (1999, 2004, 2005b, 2006) 
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succeeded in defining the concept of ‘stance’ or ‘author stance’ in a comprehensive and broader 

way. Stance, according to Hyland, 

can be seen as an attitudinal dimension and includes features which refer to the ways writers 

present themselves and convey their judgements, opinions, and commitments. It is the ways 

that writers intrude to stamp their personal authority onto their arguments or step back and 

disguise their involvement. (Hyland, 2005b, p. 176) 

Phuong (2013) argued that Hyland’s definition remains the most comprehensive among all 

definitions proposed by different scholars covering what researchers refer to as authorial stance, 

writer identity, authorial voice, authorial presence, or appraisal. Stance, thus, incorporates many 

different dimensions: “personal versus impersonal, present versus absent, overt versus covert, 

explicit versus implicit, subjective versus objective, involved versus detached, or concrete versus 

abstract” (Phuong, 2013, p. 22).  

1.2.2. Adverbial Marking of Stance  

1.2.2.1. The Linguistic Realization of Stance  

According to Biber et al.  (2002), expressions used to convey stance are of three categories: 

paralinguistic, non-linguistic, and linguistic devices. Paralinguistic devices are mainly used to 

realize stance in spoken discourse to convey emotive meanings, for example, pitch, duration, and 

intensity. Facial expressions and body gestures constitute the non-linguistic devices employed to 

convey stance in conversation as well. Linguistic stance features consist generally of adverbial 

constructions, phrases, nouns, etc. Biber (2006) highlighted the fact that researchers are becoming 

more interested in investigating the linguistic tools used by speakers and writers to realize their 

attitudes and evaluation. Ferriera (2018) asserted that during recent decades, the linguistic 

expression of stance in academic writing has received a growing interest and generated extensive 

research (e.g. Aull and Lancaster, 2014; Biber, 2006; Gray & Biber, 2012; Hyland, 2005; Lancaster, 

2016). 

Stance in academic writing can be expressed through various linguistic forms. Drawing on 

Cakir (2016) claims, it can be said that these forms consist of “lexico-grammatical” features 

conveying stance (p. 86). In other words, stance in written discourse can be expressed through both 

lexical and grammatical marking. On the one hand, the lexical marking of stance depends typically 

on the appropriate choice of value-laden words from evaluative adjectives (e.g. interesting), 

evaluative verbs (e.g. appreciate), evaluative adverbs (e.g. similarly), to evaluative nouns (e.g. 

possibility) (Biber et al., 2002). On the other hand, grammar is another explicit linguistic source for 
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stance expression. Biber (2006) argued that “distinct grammatical structure is used to express stance 

with respect to some other propositions” (p. 88). Biber et al. (2002) identified five grammatical 

devices to be employed for the realization of stance in English: modals, stance adverbials, stance 

complement clauses, stance noun plus prepositional phrase constructions, and premodifying stance 

adverbs. 

Further linguistic realizations of stance were suggested by Phuong (2013), namely tense and 

aspect for verbs and the choice of grammatical voice. Tolchinsky and Rosado (2005) and Ivanic and 

Camps (2001) asserted that the past tense is more personal, concrete, specific, and involved than the 

present which generally conveys universal truths and make statements more objective. In addition to 

tense choice, the choice between active and passive voice allows the writer to manage and 

manipulate his presence in the discourse. According to Berman, Ragnarsdottir, and Stromqvist 

(2002) and Reilly, Zamora, and McGivern (2005), the active voice is generally considered to 

express a more involved, immediate, personal, or subjective stance, whereas the passive voice is 

considered to express a more detached, distanced, or objective stance. 

1.2.2.2. Reviewing Theoretical Frameworks of Stance 

Along the few past decades, a considerable number of researchers have provided models for 

the linguistic expression of stance (e.g., Biber and Finegan 1988; Crismore et. al, 1993; Hunston 

2000; Biber 2006). One of the earliest frameworks was proposed by Biber and Finegan (1988) who 

put stance into six categories, namely conviction/certainty, actuality, manner of speaking, 

approximation, attitudes, and possibility/likelihood. This classification, however, is limited as it 

consideres grammatical devices exclusively and downplays lexis (Yantandu, 2017). Martin (2000) 

chose the concept of appraisal for stance marking, and divided it into three categories: affect, 

judgment, and appreciation. According to Yantandu (2017), “this framework lacks clear systematic 

methodological procedures to explain how he develops the three categories of appraisal” (p. 53). A 

further attempt was made by Hunston (2000), who investigated evaluative linguistic devices across 

genres. Yantandu (2017) argued that “although she provides many examples of evaluative words in 

its linguistic context unlike the previous frameworks, her framework lacks detail explanations and 

categorization of linguistic markers of stance” (p. 53-54).  

Biber et al. (2002) attempted to extend the previous frameworks through the inclusion of 

markers which convey semantic distinction. They categorized stance markers into three groups: 

‘attitudinal stance’, ‘epistemological stance’, and ‘style stance’. The categorization was criticized by 

Yantandu (2017) as “limited by a lack of explicit category of boosters and hedges” (p. 50). In 
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addition, a stance framework was further elaborated in Crismore et al. (1993). They classified MD 

into two groups: textual MD and interpersonal MD, and divided interpersonal MD into five groups 

describing stance: hedges, certainty markers, attributors, attitude markers, and commentary. Biber 

(2006), again, extends the previous frameworks of stance as he includes modals, semi-modals, 

adverbs, as well as stance complement clauses. Bednarek (2006), similarly, developed an extended 

theoretical framework of evaluation by combining and modifying previous ones and including more 

variables. Her new framework identified two categories of evaluations: core evaluative parameters 

and peripheral evaluative parameters. On the one hand, core evaluative parameters are concerned 

with the representation of the writer’s approval or disapproval ascribed to the proposition evaluated; 

it has six subcategories: reliability, possibility/necessity, emotivity, expectedness, comprehensibility 

and importance. On the other hand, peripheral evaluative parameters are concerned with assessing 

evidence of knowledge with mainly three categories of values: evidentiality, mental-state and style 

(Yantandu, 2017). All the above mentioned models of stance do not recognize or take into account 

the use of explicit presence and self-mention features by the use of personal pronouns as part of 

stance. Finally, Hyland’s (2005b) model “of linguistic markers of stance incorporates various 

aspects of stance into one concept and provides a wide range of linguistic markers of stance, which 

none of the previous frameworks incorporate” (Yantandu, 2017, p. 59). Consequently, this study 

preferred Hyland’s (2005b) model as a framework for the analysis.  

1.2.3. Theoretical Framework of Hyland’s Linguistic Markers of Stance  

In an attempt to account for the interaction between the writer and the reader, Hyland 

(2005b) conducted a corpus-based study on stance and engagement in 240 published RAs from eight 

disciplines and insider informant interviews. Hyland’s main objective was to offer a framework for 

understanding the linguistic resources of academic interaction. According to Babaii, Atai and 

Mohammad (2015), Hyland (2005b) has proposed a model in which the writer-reader interaction is 

conceptualized as having two major components: stance and engagement. The first component of 

interaction, namely stance is the major focus of the current research.  
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Figure 3 Key Resources of Academic Interaction (Hyland, 2005b, p. 177) 

 

As it can be observed in Figure 4, in Hyland’s (2005b) conceptualization, the model recognizes four 

major markings of stance: hedges, boosters, attitude markers and self-mentions. According to Danis 

(2019), Hyland’s framework gave major prominence to the meaning of linguistic markers regardless 

of their grammatical categories. 

1.2.3.1. Hedges 

Hedging or claim making, according to Hyland (2005b ), is an interactional strategy in 

writing used to “withhold complete commitment to a proposition, allowing information to be 

presented as an opinion rather than accredited fact” (p. 178). In other words, hedging devices are 

used to decrease and limit the force of statements to distinguish between opinion and certainty 

demonstrating a tentative and humble assessment of propositional content in order to leave a room 

for readers to manipulate their views, interpretations and agreement. Swales (cited in Shirzadi, 

Akhagar, Roohalamin, Shafiee, 2017) argued that it is employed to tell the difference between facts 

and opinions, or honesty, modesty, and proper caution and signaling acknowledgment, respect, and 

freedom to possible criticism. Thus, hedges are linguistic devices employed in academic writing to 

reduce commitment to referential information in the discourse for the sake of leaving a chance of 

possible agreement and disagreement. In brief, writers when marking statements as cautious claims 

will meet the expectations of their audience that they will be allowed to participate in the dialogue. 

1.2.3.2. Boosters 

According to Hyland (2005b) boosting devices are “words like clearly, obviously and 

demonstrate, which allows writers to express their certainty in what they say and to mark 

involvement with the topic and solidarity with their audience” (p. 179). Hyland (2005b) put that 

boosters allow writers “to present their work with assurance while effecting interpersonal solidarity, 

setting the caution and self-effacement suggested by hedges against assertion and involvement” (p. 
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179). Contradictory to hedges and their tentative nature, boosting serve to enforce the statement of 

the writer (Kuivalainen, 2016). In other words, boosting enables writers to show how sure they are 

about the information. Thus, boosters are devices representing the writer’s conviction, degree of 

assertion and self-involvement. Salagar-Mayer (cited in Mirzapour, 2012), similarly, believes that 

boosters are lexical items deployed to express the author’s strong confidence for a claim.  

Hyland (1996) argued that the use of hedging and boosting help academics gain approval 

and acceptance for their work through balancing certainty and caution. He further claimed that they 

provide balanced, objective proposition, interpersonal negotiation and subjective evaluation. Hyland 

(2005b) classified both hedging and boosting markers as conveying epistemic stance. 

1.2.3.3. Attitude markers 

Hyland (2005b) said that unlike hedges and boosters, attitude markers convey affective 

rather than epistemic attitude. Attitude markers were argued to convey “surprise, agreement, 

importance, frustration, and so on, rather than commitment” (Hyland, 2005, p. 180). Mirzapour 

(2012) asserted that they signal the writer’s affect towards the propositional information presented, 

for example, agree, surprisingly, unfortunate, etc. Hyland (2005b) highlighted that it is generally 

signaled via attitude verbs (e.g., prefer, accept), sentence adverbs (interestingly, similarly), and 

adjectives (fortunate, logical, interesting). 

1.2.3.4. Self-mentions  

The expression of the discoursal self is essential in writing (Ivanic, 1998). The fourth 

category of linguistic devices signaling stance is self-mentions referring to the employment of first 

person pronouns such as I and we and possessive adjectives to present information. These features 

explicitly express the self of the writer into the discourse and position him/her directly with his/her 

proposition. Thus, the use of self-mentions as an interactional technique in writing gives opportunity 

to the authors to stress their own contribution as it clearly signals the view or approach from which 

the proposition can possibly be interpreted (Hyland, 2005b).  According to Hyland (2005b), he 

argued that in the humanities and social sciences, “the use of the first person is closely related to the 

desire to both strongly identify oneself with a particular argument and to gain credit for an 

individual perspective” (p. 181). Furthermore, Hyland (2005b) argued that 

these different features, taken together, are important ways of situating academic arguments in 

the interactions of members of disciplinary communities. They represent relatively 

conventional ways of making meaning and so elucidate a context for interpretation, showing 

how writers and readers make connections, through texts, to their disciplinary cultures (p. 190). 
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 He concluded that writers cannot avoid personal reference and projecting how they position 

themselves in relation to their arguments, their discipline, and their readers, yet explicitly indicating 

their own voice or subordinating it is mostly a conscious choice. 

1.2.4. Variation of Stance across Cultures  

1.2.4.1. Metadicourse across Cultures  

A community, as referred to by Bizzell (cited in Hyland, 2005), is a “traditional shared ways 

of understanding experience including shared patterns of interaction” (p. 217). Communities are 

conventional systems of communication and practices dictating what and how meaning is conveyed 

within it (Hyland, 2009). These descriptions of community draw attention to the fact that 

community allows to bring writers, readers and texts “into a common rhetorical space, 

foregrounding the conceptual frames that individuals use to organize their experience and get things 

done using language” (Hyland, 2009, p. 47). Therefore, a community, or a discourse community in 

particular, is an organizational framework of interaction between its members who share common 

norms, conventions, and values which in turn control interaction. Hyland (2009) stated that  

Texts are constructed in terms of how their authors understand reality. These understandings 

are, in turn, influenced by their membership in social groups which have objectified in 

language certain ways of experiencing and talking about phenomena. Academic discourse is 

therefore a reservoir of meanings that give identity to a culture (p. 46) 

Thus, most specialists agree that the concept of discourse or speech community is intertwined with 

culture signaling and identity group (Perez, 2017). 

As argued by Hyland and Paltridge (2011), any discussion of communication and discourse 

in relation to culture essentially starts with defining culture. According to Hyland and Paltridge 

(2011), anthropologists define culture in terms of “every day practices that arise from normative 

attitudes and beliefs negotiated by particular groups whose interactions are conditioned by particular 

forms of social organization” (p. 306). Such definitions enable researchers like Kramsch (2014) to 

claim that language and learning are inherently bound up with culture because cultural elements are 

essentially mirrored, interpreted and carried through language. She further claimed that culture 

offers systems of organizing the ways we learn and communicate including writing. A large number 

of studies (e.g. Grabe & Kaplan 1991; Kaplan, 1966; Kubota, 1998), mainly conducted in the field 

of contrastive rhetoric, have proved that writers from different cultures use differently rhetoric 

strategies in their writing. Swales (1996) believes that there are culture-specific patterns of writing 

in every culture. According to Maurane (cited in Adel, 2006), non-native speakers of language are 
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mostly not aware of writing conventions in a community, so they employ features which they have 

acquired or learnt in their native culture, which may be inappropriate and bring about 

misconceptions hindering effective communication.  

Similarly, as highlighted by Conor (1996), non-native speakers of English, when writing in 

English, employ conventions of their native culture which can affect the expected rhetorical 

structure. One example of culture controlling rhetorical strategies in English provided by Ivanič and 

Camps (2001) is the use of the pronoun he and gender bias and the use of the pronoun she and 

militant feminist language. Hyland and Paltridge (2011) stated that interpersonal interaction is 

highly affected by the set of norms and assumptions resulted from the writer’s socialization; hence, 

we can deduce that MD, as an interpersonal interactional activity and a typical rhetorical strategy, is 

embedded in culture. According to Hyland (2004), the style of discourse organization and the use of 

Metadiscourse Markers (MDMs) are highly affected by the writer’s cultural conventions. 

Research conducted over recent decades investigating language, culture, and discipline-

specific resources of MD in academic writing (e.g. Abdi, 2009; Burneikaite, 2008; Crismore et. al, 

1993; Dafouz-Milne, 2005; Dahl, 2004; Duenas, 2011) have shown that MD varies considerably 

among different languages, cultures and individual disciplines. As can be inferred from these 

studies, MD is in relation with the expectations and norms of particular professional and cultural 

communities (Dahl, 2004). Abdi (2009) added that “the conventions of employing interactional 

metadiscourse were shown to be a function of national culture rather than generic and discursive 

norms of the broader academic community” (p. 12). To conclude, the relationship between writing, 

interaction and culture was summed up by Mauranen (1993, p. 4) (cited in Adel, 2006) in the 

following 

[C]ulture influences writing habits in an important way. This is because writing is a cultural 

object. The use of rhetoric is dependent on the writer’s perception of persuasiveness in terms 

of form and content of presentation. The rhetorical choices and strategies available to a 

writer are limited by the value and belief systems prevailing in the linguistic and cultural 

community the text is written in. A writer’s notions about what convincing prose or 

persuasive writing looks like is a product of socialisation into his or her native culture’s way 

of perceiving written text. 

In brief, even though MD is a universal rhetoric strategy, conventions dictating its use and amount 

are culture-specific. 
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1.2.4.2. Cultural Conventions Affecting Stance  

Given that MD use is filtered by culture and that employing interpersonal MD is an attempt 

to bring in writers’ and readers’ voice (Thompson, 2001), it can be said that voice is a cultural 

product. In other words, how person reference is employed and how it serves discursive functions is 

culture bound. According to Hyland (2009), writers do not employ stance as self-reference from an 

infinite range of possibilities but they choose out of culturally available resources. Jaffe further 

confirmed that “it goes without saying that people from different cultures have different ways of 

pointing out their positions regarding any viewpoint” (cited in Babaii et. al, 2015, p. 23). Writer/ 

speaker’s stance, which is reflected in both content and linguistic form, is affected by the cultural 

envelope in which the discourse is enclosed (Reilly et. al, 2005). Furthermore, Shirzadi et. al (2017) 

put that according to systemic functional grammar (S.F.G), in functionalism, every instance of a 

proposition including stance taking techniques is a pragmatic illocutionary act of interaction 

embedded in sociocultural norms. 

Interestingly, Ochs (1990) believes that stance is one of the dimensions of culture, and 

argued that affective or epistemic stance is socially and culturally driven. Thus, taking a stance, be it 

affective or epistemic, is controlled by certain sociocultural conventions. A considerable amount of 

literature attempted to address and explore cultural issues in employing stance strategies (e.g. Cakir, 

2016; Duenas, 2010; Ferriera, 2018; Shirzadi et. al, 2017). Foundings of these studies have shown, 

similarly, that stance is a product of culture and that those differences can be accounted for owing to 

sociocultural background. Hence, it can be concluded that, as noted by Hyland (Cited in Abdi, 2009, 

p. 1), there is a general consensus among researchers that stance taking means projecting “socially-

situated identities”. 

A number of scholars researching MD and stance in particular, have attempted to highlight 

some specific cultural elements interfering in the employment of stance strategies or markers. Abdi 

(2009) put that “some norms might be so deeply rooted in the native cultural thought patterns that 

they do not easily lend themselves to discursive and disciplinary acculturation” (p. 4). Jiang (2011) 

identified audience awareness as one of the most salient difference derived from culture causing 

challenges in L2 academic writing, and in interactional MD in particular. He explained that when 

writers do not have the culture of taking the target audience into consideration, interaction in there 

writing will be absent and therefore no employment of any strategies.  

Another important cultural feature which was stressed by many researches (e.g. Adel, 2006; 

Clark & Ivanic, 1998; Clyne, 1987; Hinds, 1987) is language responsibility. As defined by Adel 
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(2006), language responsibility means how much responsibility the reader expects the writer to take 

when writing, and how responsibility the writer charges the reader with both reading and 

understanding the text. In a typology, Hinds (1987) divided languages or cultures into ‘reader-

responsible culture’ and ‘writer-responsible culture’. Adel (2006) asserted that in ‘reader-

responsible culture’ the burden is on the reader to infer and draw in the text; however, in ‘writer-

responsible culture’ the writer is required to communicate with readers and guide them through the 

text. Adel (2006) argued that this responsibility has an impact on the structure and organization of 

the text, and that one crucial example of textual organization affected is MD. She explained that 

when responsibility lies with the writer, MD elements will be used to draw connections between 

various parts of the text; in cultures in which the reader is the responsible participant, connections 

will be left implicit. Hinds (1987) argued that the English culture tends to charge the writer with 

clarity and effective communication. Therefore, it can be deduced that one reason why writers from 

different cultures would differently use MD is the responsibility their culture charged them with. In 

addition, Clark and Ivanic (1998) and Adel (2006) put that some cultures consider the employment 

of MD techniques as unnecessary, and that it would insult their readers’ intelligence: “Readers from 

other cultures sometimes feel that the British academic practice of writers frequently signposting 

their intentions and connections between their ideas positions the reader as a ‘poor reader’, treating 

the reader ‘as an idiot’ ” (Clark & Ivanic, 1998, p. 168).                  

Perez (2017) suggested that another reason contributing to variation across cultures was 

attributed to culture- specific intellectual styles.  The latter refers generally to preferred ways of 

guiding and interacting with audience, and is manifested in four main factors, namely persuasion, 

uncertainty, politeness, and informality (Adel, 2006; Duenas, 2010; Musa, Hussin, & Ho, 2019). 

According to Musa, Hussin, and Ho (2019), what is persuasive in a culture is not necessarily 

persuasive in another; some cultures might find interactional MD strategies and employment of 

stance as persuasive, and others might not. Hinkel (2005), Lee and Deakin (2016), Li and Wharton 

(2012) (cited in Musa et. al 2019) and Bagheri, Biria, and Shafiee (2014) similarly argued that when 

writing in English, scientific findings must be put and communicated explicitly in an argumentative 

style through MD, and that IMDMs can be considered as convincing in the Anglo-American culture 

but not necessarily in other cultural rhetorical contexts: “L2 writers, who have not been socialized in 

an Anglo-American culture, might not take account of interactional MD strategies that are 

essentially compatible with the norms of the English academic writing” (Musa et. al, 2019, p. 17). 
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For example, Hinkel (2005) and Hyland (2005) think that in Arabic culture, persuasiveness is 

mainly achieved through features of exaggeration and amplification.  

Duenes (2010) referred the concept of ‘uncertainty tolerance’ controlling the use of stance 

markers in his analysis of business management RAs. Uncertainty tolerance and avoidance refers to 

a culture’s members’ acceptance and comfort in being ambiguous, vague and cautious (Hofstede, 

2011).  Uncertainty avoiding cultures tend to opt for strict behavioural codes, disapproval of deviant 

opinions, and a belief in absolute truth, while uncertainty accepting cultures are more tolerant of 

being unsure and of opinions different from those they have (Hofstede, 2011).  Thus, it was argued 

by Pishghadam and Kermanshahi (2012) that this notion is in control of epistemic stance as well as 

denotic stance; they reported that cultures with low tolerance of uncertainty seem to employ hedges, 

while those with high tolerance of uncertainty employ boosters.  

Pavalanathan, Fitzpatrick, Kiesling and Eisenstein (2017) and Bagheri et. al (2014) 

highlighted the notions of politeness and formality as other cultural feature affecting stance. Stance 

marking is proved to align with annotations of politeness in a way that its strategies represent a 

positive concern, respect and acknowledgment of the reader (Pavalanathan et. al, 2017). Ohta (1991) 

and Rhee (2011) added that epistemic stance, in particular, adds more politeness to a statement 

through reducing the speaker's responsibility for that utterance and creating uncertainty or 

ambiguity. In addition, Adel (2016) explained that stance differences can be attributed to a cultural 

tendency of informality since cultures that have tendencies towards informality tend to write in a 

more personalized style. 

Other researchers proposed other factors in attempting to account for variation in stance 

taking. Hyland (2009) put that age, social class, gender, ethnicity, religion, regional background are 

also sociocultural features that interfere in shaping and projecting authorial identity. Matsuda (2001) 

added that language can be accounted for as a cultural convention in voice as the repertoire of 

linguistic devices available to each writer is to a great extent culturally based. Differences were also 

attributed to education by Yang (2003) and Zakaria and Abdilmalik (2018), who argued that writers 

from different cultural backgrounds would normally develop distinctive writing styles and modes of 

interaction as result of the training they received from their instructors in educational settings. Some 

instructors would focus their teaching on the structural and grammatical level while others, like in 

western cultures, take it to the discourse level; in addition, some instructors would impose 

constraining rules regarding the author’s presence in writing (Yang, 2003). Gu (2008) further 

reported that rhetoric is related to philosophy, religion, ethics, psychology, politics, and social 



28 
 

relations, and added that the heritage of English rhetoric owes much to the doctrines of Aristotle and 

Cicero. 

1.2.5. Previous Research Works on Stance  Taking  

1.2.5.1. Studies on Stance Use in Different Genres 

There has been a large amount of research exploring interaction through MD including 

stance taking. Many of these studies were conducted on writing. Researchers attempted to 

investigate MD in writing in many genres such as essays, newspaper articles, theses, etc. Moini and 

Salami (2015) conducted a study to delve deep and compare the distribution of stance and 

engagement IMDMs in journal’s author guidelines. Moini and Salami (2015) relied on Fu (2012) 

taxonomy of interactional MD and found that reader-oriented interaction was more prevalent, with 

engagement features enjoying higher frequencies.  

Getkham (2016) tried to explore authorial stance in doctoral dissertations, and further chose 

to compare its features across two genres. He aimed at studying stance marking in both the 

introduction and the discussion section of the dissertations written in English by Thai students, and 

further compared markers in the two sections. Getkham (2016) chose to adopt Hyland’s (2005b) 

model of stance as a framework for the analysis; the results showed that sectional differences were 

statistically significant concerning the amount, types and functions of the markers.  

Danis (2019)  used Biber’s (2006) stance framework to discover how stance taking might 

also vary across two essay task types, namely summary and argumentative essays. The corpus of the 

study was analyzed using AntConc concordance program to detect the markers. He discovered that 

stance features varied considerably across the summary and argumentative essay task in terms of 

occurrence and functions.     

Another genre in which the writer’s stance was researched was book reviews. Nayernia and 

Ashouri (2019) aimed at investigating the use of attitude recourses in particular in English book 

reviews published in academic journals of applied linguistics. Nayernia and Ashouri (2019) used as 

a framework for the analysis the appraisal theory developed by Martin and White (2005). Findings 

demonstrated that reviewers had a strong tendency to make use of appreciation markers to comment 

on the books.  

Stance taking was also explored in the spoken discourse. For example, Zareifar and 

Alinezhad (2014) conducted a study aiming at investigating the relationship between interactional 

MD, including stance, and gender in the defense seminars of Persian speakers. Their analysis was 
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based on the model of community of practice. Results, interestingly, reported prevailing differences 

between male and female candidates.   

1.2.5.2. Studies on Stance in Research Articles 

One of the many genres approached when exploring stance in writing is RAs. According to 

our readings, RAs have been the focus of many studies investigating MD including stance. Studying 

stance in RAs has been addressed in different ways like comparing it across the sections or attaching 

it to other variables such as gender, discourse community, etc. Dobakhti (2013) delved deep in 

studying stance in RAs by investigating the use of attitude markers of stance in qualitative and 

quantitative RAs. Dobakhti’s (2013) aim was to explore the effect of RA type and methodology on 

the employment of stance markers. Results obtained from a corpus and a genre analysis using the 

WordPilot 2002 showed that the markers appeared with similar frequencies and types across the sub 

corpora, and it was concluded that the types of study represented in the RA have no impact on 

stance marking. 

In another study, Babaii et. al (2015) attempted to discover the relationship between 

disciplinary conventions and stance in English. Babaii et al. (2015) chose to explore the stance 

component of writer-reader interaction in the RAs in psychology and sociology. They based their 

analysis on the integration of Hyland's (2005b) and Hyland and Tse's (2005) frameworks of stance. 

Findings, interestingly, reported both remarkable differences and similarities between those 

disciplines. Babaii et al. (2015) conclude that stance taking is governed by regulations, some of 

which dictated by disciplinary communities and conventions of a science. 

Stance in RAs was further investigated across different sciences. One remarkable research 

was that of Mina and Biria (2014) in which they examined interactive and international MD in 

discussion section of social and medical science RAs written by Iranian writers, and compare both. 

The two researchers adopted Hyland's (2005b) taxonomy for the analysis of the corpus of randomly 

selected articles. It was found that social science RAs enjoyed a high frequency of interactive MD 

while the interactional MD category was more frequent in medical science than in social sciences. 

1.2.5.3. Comparative Cross-Cultural Studies on Stance Use 

There is a considerable amount of research encountered while reviewing the literature for the 

current study. We will tackle only studies that are relevant to the current research.  Neff, Dafouz-

Milne, and Rica-Peromingo (2004) explored how writers from different cultures express their 

stance. Neff et al. (2004) examined the visibility of EFL writers through investigating their use of 

stance devices in their texts. The corpus included argumentative texts written in English exported 
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from different cultures, namely French, Spanish, Italian, Dutch and English. Wordsmith tool was 

utilized for the analysis of the corpus. The analysis and interpretation of the data indicate the 

existence of both qualitative and quantitative differences as well as similarities between and among 

the groups and demonstrates that all writers are well aware of their global and local discourse 

communities. 

Duenas (2010) conducted a corpus analysis of attitude markers in business management RAs 

derived from different cultures. Duenas' main objective was to explore the role of the sociocultural 

context in the expression of stance and attitude, and further to ascertain to what extent cultural 

conventions may be overridden by disciplinary ones. The corpus of the study consisted of a number 

of RAs from business management in two sociocultural contexts, namely international American 

and local Spanish.  The results obtained showed no difference between the two sub corpora; Duenas 

(2010) argued that similarity could be explained by common disciplinary conventions shared by 

scholars from these two contexts. 

In the same vein, culture in stance taking was investigated across natives and non-natives of 

English. Çakir (2016) explored the use of stance adverbs in abstracts of RAs written by Turkish and 

native writers of English. The main aim of this study was to discover how academic writers from 

different cultural contexts construct author's stance, and to analyze lexico-grammatical features used 

to realize voice. The corpus was constituted of abstracts from different disciplines, namely 

sociology, psychology, linguistics, physics, chemistry and biology. MINITAB release version 14. 

12. 0 were used to analyze stance adverbs in terms of occurrence. Results revealed that native 

writers of English employed more stance adverbs than their Turkish counterparts; differences were 

also found between hard and soft sciences. Çakir (2016) put in conclusion that different scientific 

communities have different rhetorical conventions. 

Cross cultural analysis of stance was extended to the Arabic context. For example, Al-

Zubeiry (2019) examined MD devices of stance in English scientific RAs written by English 

researchers and Arab researchers, and attempted to compare and account for exhibited differences in 

the use of these stance features. For the analysis, Al-Zubeiry (2019) used the AntConc software to 

detect the stance devices set in accordance with Hyland's (2005b) model. Analysis showed that the 

devices were employed by both groups of researchers, yet with different frequencies. In brief, Al-

Zubeiry (2019) found that native English researchers embrace more MD resources than Arab 

researchers. 
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1.2.5.4. Studies on Stance in the Algerian Context 

In addition to the current study, numerous studies were conducted seeking to account for 

interaction and stance in English writings in the Algerian context. Boudersa (2014) attempted to 

explore MD markers in expository writing of undergraduate students. The main aim of the study 

was to examine the effectiveness of conjunctive expressions as MD markers in writing a good 

quality essay. She divided the sample into two sub corpora, highly scored essays and poorly scored 

essays. The MD markers were analyzed in terms of density and appropriate use in both corpora 

using Halliday and Hassan’s (1976) taxonomy of conjunctive cohesion. In brief, the results of the 

correlational analysis were proved negative as essays with extensive use of connectives tended to be 

the poor quality essays and vice versa. 

MA dissertations of Algerian students also received a considerable attention in terms of MD 

analysis. Raissi and El-Khatib (2018) tried to explore evidential MD conveying stance in the LR 

section of dissertations written by master students of linguistics. According to Raissi and El-Khatib 

(2018), the study adopted a descriptive analytic approach applying a quantitative method for data 

gathering and a qualitative one for the analysis. Results reported in the study demonstrated 

differences in the efficiency of employing the different types of evidential MD. Students tended to 

be more efficient in applying both reporting and inferring markers, yet they appeared inefficient in 

employing sensory and belief types of evidential MD. Thus, Raissi and El-Khatib (2018) eventually 

suggested that students must receive specific training. 

Bouchemet (2019) examined the interactional MD markers in MA theses of applied 

linguistics written by Algerian students particularly in the introduction and conclusion sections. The 

main aim of the study was to analyze the distribution of the interactional MD features in both 

sections and show the differences in the use of these features between the two sections. Results 

showed significant differences across the two sections of the dissertations and led to some 

pedagogical implications for teaching writing to EFL learners. 

Kaies (2019) emphasized the cross cultural features of interactional MD. The study 

investigated how writers from the two cultural contexts, American and Algerian use interpersonal 

MD to present their voice and convey a stance. To carry out the analysis, Kaies (2019) adopted 

Hyland’s (2005b) interpersonal model of MD to investigate how interactional MD markers are used 

by native and non-native students. Results obtained and their interpretation proved that each group 

employed the features differently. Kaies (2019) added that the analysis reported on some similarities 
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as well, which are the frequency order of hedges, attitude markers, engagement markers in both 

corpora. 

Stance in English writings by Algerian researchers has recently been a major focus of 

attention. Studies on stance in Algeria explored a number of genres such as expository essays and 

master dissertations addressing various sections. However, these studies tend to favour students as 

an important population to search MD features and stance. Little attention has been drawn to the 

analysis of researchers’ writings and RAs in particular. In other words, studies on stance in RAs 

genre and particularly its LR section and its comparison across cultures have been relatively scarce 

in Algeria compared to those in other genres. Hence, the present research aims at bridging this gap 

through examining IMDMs of stance in LRs written by Algerian researchers and also seeks to 

compare them to those written by native English researchers. 

Conclusion 

In conclusion to the section, it can be deduced that MD and stance marking, in particular, are 

important rhetorical strategies in academic and research writing. Although the word research in 

general has a tendency to imply a mere reporting of facts, research writers are encouraged to signal 

their presence within their writings. Researchers have become required to maintain an argumentative 

and evaluative approach towards their own and others’ claims.  

Conclusion  

Writing a good LR is no easy task; a LR section is not supposed to just provide propositional 

information or background about the research topic. Writers in LR must negotiate content and inject 

their stance and attitudes in guiding readers to a specific understanding. Thus, researchers, while 

reviewing previous existing literature, are expected to think critically and take into account the 

importance of argument in research. The key element to achieve the above mentioned purposes is 

through the employment of interactional MD features. Therefore, the present chapter offered a 

detailed description of the importance and use of MD markers of stance with reference to the LR 

section of RAs, and clarified how it is a product of culture. 
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Chapter Two: Fieldwork 

Introduction  

The previous chapter supplied a theoretical ground for the study and reflected on related 

literature concerning LRs and stance marking in research writing. In this respect, the purpose of the 

current study is twofold. First, it attempts to investigate frequency distributions of stance markers 

employed by British native and Algerian non-native researchers. Second, it attempts to compare the 

data and identifying to what extent differences are significant. This chapter, therefore, is devoted to 

the fieldwork reporting the research methodology, the analysis and the results. The chapter first 

introduces the sampling method and the corpus compilation. Next, a thorough explanation of the 

method used is provided. Then it reports on the research findings, their interpretations and 

discussion to eventually answering the research question. The chapter finally articulates the 

pedagogical implication to this study and the limitations encountered.  

2.1. Research methodology  

2.1.1. Sampling Method 

The present study opts for probability sampling, in particular, random sampling. Random 

sampling involves the identification of the target population, the listing of all members of the 

population, and finally selecting elements of the sample through cheer chance procedures. The 

random sampling of the present study was drawn from the accessible population as in this research 

situation (English and Algerian researchers of applied linguistics); the enumeration of all population 

members is difficult, if not impossible. Hence, the instances of the population constituting the 

sample were selected randomly from a number of accessible RAs; every member of the population 

has a known probability of being chosen as data for the analysis. The reason behind going for this 

sampling method is that it guaranties representativeness of the sample, which in turn allows for 

making generalization about the whole from the part with reasonable competence. Randomization 

also insures that the analysis and the findings are not subject in any way to the researcher’s bias 

(Ary, Jacobs & Irvine, 2013).  

2.1.2. Corpus Compilation and Data Gathering  

The study compiles an electronic corpus based on twenty (20) published RAs all specialized 

in the field of applied linguistics. After that, two specialized corpora were created; they were 

selected from articles of both native and nonnative writers of English, in this case English and 

Algerian researchers. The first sub corpus comprised ten (10) LR sections from published RAs 
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written by Algerian researchers. The second sub corpus included ten (10) LR sections from 

published RAs written by English researchers. Texts constituting each section were codified A1 /A2 

/ A3 … A10 for the LR sections extracted from the RAs of Algerian researchers, and E1 / E2 / E3 

… E10 for LR sections extracted from the RAs of English researchers. It should be noted that all 

titles, tables, figures and quotations were not included.    

The Sources of the Selected RAs  

Table 3 

Sources of the RAs in the Corpus 

Source  Number of RAs 

  

Algerian Scientific Journal Platform (ASJP) 10 

 

Researchgate 

10 

  

Total  20 

2.1.3. Method 

In order to answer the research questions and fulfil the research objectives, two approaches 

are adopted namely quantitative and qualitative approaches. The study adopts Hyland’s (2005b) 

model of stance and engagement. The taxonomy suggests two types of IMDMs which are stance and 

engagement resources. In this study, solely stance markers are exposed to analysis as the present 

study aims only to investigate the writers’ voice and visibility in their writing. Stance IMDMs have 

four sub-categories: attitude markers, self-mentions, hedges and boosters (section 2, p. 22). As for 

the lexical resources constituting each category, the analysis used Hyland’s (2005a) typology of 

linguistic markers of stance (appendix 2, p. 68). 

To answer the first research question, a quantitative method is used constituting frequency 

counts. The data are collected and modified in a text document format, coded, then analyzed using 

AntConc (3.5.7) corpus analysis toolkit. AntConc is a platform for carrying out corpus linguistic 

research developed by Laures Anthony in 2016. The converted texts are entered in the “File corpus” 

column one by one. Then, they are scanned to investigate the stance IMDMs used in these texts 

through putting a list of the four categories of stance markers in the search column to be located 

within each corpus. Next, the data are classified, compared and discussed. In the end, a very careful 



37 
 

investigation of the context of these markers is manually carried out to ensure that they really stand 

for stance features.  

After treating each sub corpus alone, the second analysis is based on comparing and 

contrasting the two sub corpora concerning IMDMs of stance. To answer the second research 

question, the Chi-square test is carried out in order to examine any significant statistical differences 

in the use of IMDMs of stance between native and non-native researchers, and to determine the 

interdependence of the two variables stance and culture.   

2.2. Results and Discussion  

This study sought to answer two main questions. First, “Does stance exist in the LR section 

of both groups of RAs? If so, what are the linguistic devices, specifically stance IMDMs, used by 

these writers to realize their voice?” Second, “Are there distributional variations and similarities for 

IMD resources use in LRs of RAs across the two different corpora? If so, to what extent differences 

among the two corpora are significant?” 

With regard to the first research question, each corpus is analyzed and reported separately 

based on Hyland’s (2005b) model of stance and typology of the linguistic markers of stance. The 

results of stance IMDMs in the whole corpora which was done electronically included two groups of 

RAs: native English, and nonnative Algerian researchers. The ten first data are taken from nonnative 

Algerian research and the second data are taken from native English research. Frequencies of stance 

IMDMs appearing in the records of Algerian RAs as well as their native counterparts, which are 

represented in Tables 2 to 11, respectively will answer the first research question. The frequencies of 

IMDMs in both groups are examined through a focus on macro (hedges, boosters, attitude markers 

and self-mentions) and micro (modals, lexical verbs, adjectives, adverbs) levels of analysis. 

The quantitative analyses of the gathered data have helped in revealing the next findings 

which answer the second research question. After treating each sub corpus alone, the Chi square test 

allowed in obtaining the records displayed in Tables 15 and 14. 

2.2.1. Results  

2.2.1.1. Micro Analysis of Interactional Metadiscourse Markers of Stance in the 

Algerian Nonnative Corpus  

At the micro level, an analysis of the distribution of each of the four categories of stance IMDMs in 

non-native LRs is carried out separately. Results of the analysis are displayed in the tables below. 
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2.2.1.1.1. The Use of Hedges in the Nonnative Corpus 

As shown in Table 4, which illustrates the types, examples and frequencies of hedges in the 

Algerian Corpus, most of the hedges found could be roughly divided into three main types, namely 

modal verbs, lexical verbs (which withhold certainty without the need of an adverb) and epistemic 

adjectives and adverbs. In the first column we introduce each of them. The second column displays 

examples of the three types. Last, the third and fourth columns represent the frequency and the total 

number respectively.   

Table 4 

Hedges in the Algerian Nonnative Corpus 

Hedges IMDMs Example Frequency Total 

a) Modal verbs Can/ Cannot 

Might  

May  

Could/ Couldn’t 

Should/ Shouldn’t 

Would/ Wouldn’t 

Ought to  

45 

3 

11 

9 

15 

0 

0 

83 

b) Epistemic adjectives, 

adverbs and nouns 

About 

Almost 

Apparent/ apparently 

Approximately 

Around 

Broadly 

Essentially 

Fairly 

Frequently 

Generally 

Largely  

Likely  

Mainly 

Maybe 

Mostly 

Often 

Perhaps 

Plausible/ plausibly 

Possible 

Presumable/ presumably  

Probable/ Probably 

Quite 

Rather 

Relatively 

Roughly 

Sometimes 

24 

3 

0 

0 

1 

1 

0 

1 

2 

4 

4 

1 

4 

0 

0 

2 

1 

0 

3 

0 

1 

3 

9 

1 

0 

1 

75 
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Somewhat 

Typical/ typically 

Uncertain/ uncertainly 

Unclear/ unclearly 

Unlikely 

Usually 

Certain amount 

Certain extent 

Certain level 

From my perspective 

From our perspective 

From this perspective 

In general 

In most cases 

In most instances 

In my opinion 

In my view 

In this view 

In our opinion 

In our view  

On the whole  

 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

4 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

 

c) Lexical verbs  appear/ appeared/ appears  

argue/ argued/ argues 

assume/ assumed 

claim claimed/ claims 

doubt 

estimate/ estimated 

feel/ feels/ felt 

guess 

indicate/ indicated/ indicates 

postulate/ postulated/ postulates  

seems 

suggest/ suggested/ suggests 

suppose/ supposed/ supposes 

suspect/ suspects 

tend to/ tended to 

1 

10 

5 

8 

1 

0 

5 

0 

8 

0 

1 

14 

3 

0 

2 

58 

            Total   216  

The analysis of stance IMDMs in this corpus revealed that the overall number of hedges is 

216. The high frequency of hedges indicates the vast variation the writers have. This latter might be 

attributed to the large amount of hedging composing lexical resources in the typology used. The 

results revealed that some specific types of hedges were frequently employed by Algerian nonnative 

writers; modals were the most common hedging devices used across this corpus (83). Concerning 

the use of individual resources within this type, “can” and “cannot” were used with a considerable 
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amount in comparison to the other modal verbs, namely “should/ shouldn’t” (15), “may” (11), 

“could/couldn’t” (9), “might” (3), “would/wouldn’t” (0), “ought to” (0). The epistemic adjectives, 

adverbs and nouns were found to be the second frequent type (75). The adjectives, nouns and 

adverbs most commonly found here were “about” (24), “rather” (9), “generally, largely, mainly and 

in general” (4). The remaining resources, however, showed an average frequency from 1 to 3. 

Interestingly, some resources such as “apparently”, “essentially”, “mostly” and “maybe” were 

completely absent in the present corpus. Lexical verbs indicating hedging were also present, with a 

total frequency of 58 words. “suggest” (14), “argue” (10) and “claim” (8) were the verbs most 

frequently found.  

2.2.1.1.2. The Use of Boosters in the Algerian Nonnative Corpus 

Table 5 represents the detailed frequencies and types of boosting MD devices present in the 

Algerian corpus. Hyland (1994) asserts that boosting can be conveyed across different syntactic 

frames such as modals, verbs and adverbials. Thus, boosters IMDMs, likewise, were divided into 

three groups, namely modals, lexical verbs and epistemic adjectives, adverbs and nouns.  

Table 5 

Boosters in the Algerian Nonnative Corpus 

Boosters IMDMs Example Frequency Total 

a) Modal verbs  Must/ must not 

Shall/ shall not 

Will/ will not 

Have to 

0 

1 

11 

0 

12 

b) Epistemic adjectives, 

adverbs and nouns 

Actually 

Always 

Certain 

Clear 

Conclusively 

Decidedly 

Definite/ definitely 

Doubtless 

Evident/ evidently 

Incontestable/ incontestably  

Incontrovertible/ 

incontrovertibly  

Indeed 

Indisputable/ indisputably  

Never 

Obvious/ obviously 

1 

3 

4 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

 

3 

0 

1 

2 

25 
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Really 

Sure/ surely 

True/ truly 

Undeniable/ undeniably 

Undisputedly 

Undoubtedly 

Without doubt 

Beyond doubt 

In fact 

No doubt 

Of course 

 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5 

1 

2 

c) Lexical verbs  Believe/ believed/ believes 

Demonstrate/ 

demonstrated/demonstrates  

Establish/ established/ 

establishes 

Find/ finds/ found  

Know/ known  

Prove/ proved/proves 

Realize/ realized/ realizes 

Show/ showed/ shown/ shows 

Think/ thought/ thinks 

4 

2 

 

2 

 

6 

8 

5 

2 

13 

2 

44 

            Total    81 

Table 5 illustrates that boosters were found to be 81 in total. In this analysis, findings 

revealed that lexical verbs were the most frequent lexical items utilized to boost propositions (44). 

The table showed that “Show/ showed/ shown/ shows” got the highest frequency of occurrence (13) 

followed by “know/known” (8) then followed by the resources left with an average number of 2 to 6 

words. The next rank (25) was given to the epistemic adjectives, adverbs and nouns although almost 

half of them (e.g., decidedly, definite/ definitely, doubtless, evident/ evidently, incontestable/ 

incontestably, incontrovertible/ incontrovertibly) were proven to be absent in the corpus. The other 

half like “actually”, “always”, “certain”, “clear”, etc., enjoyed an average number of 1 to 5. Modal 

verbs were the least frequent category which appeared at an average frequency of 12 in the whole 

corpus. 

2.2.1.1.3. The Use of Attitude Markers in the Algerian Nonnative Corpus  

To evaluate and analyze the presence and nature of attitudinal markers, we divided the 

number of linguistic devices in Hyland’s typology into two groups: the first one includes verbs, the 

second one constitutes adverbs and adjectives. Table 6 shows examples of each of these categories 

with their frequencies. 
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Table 6 

Attitude Markers in the Algerian Nonnative Corpus  

Attitude markers Example Frequency Total 

a) Verbs   Agree/ agrees/ agreed 

Disagree/ disagrees/ disagreed 

Prefer/ prefers/ preferred  

 

0 

1 

1 

2 

b) Adverbs  and adjectives Admittedly 

Amazed/ amazing/ amazingly 

Appropriate/ appropriately 

Astonished/ astonishing/ 

astonishingly 

Correctly 

Curious 

Desirable/ desirably 

Disappointed/ disappointing/ 

disappointingly 

Dramatic/ dramatically 

Essential/ essentially 

Even 

Expected/ expectedly 

Fortunate/ fortunately 

Hopeful/ hopefully 

Important/ importantly 

Inappropriate/ inappropriately 

Interesting/ interestingly 

Preferable/ preferably 

Remarkable/ remarkably  

Shocked/ shocking 

Striking/ strikingly 

Surprised/ surprising/ 

surprisingly 

Unbelievable 

Understandable/ 

understandably  

Unexpected/ unexpectedly 

Unfortunate/ unfortunately 

Unusual/ unusually 

Usual  

0 

0 

4 

0 

 

0 

1 

0 

0 

 

0 

2 

2 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

 

0 

0 

 

0 

0 

0 

1 

14 

            Total   16  

Table 6 reveals that unlike hedges and boosters, Algerian researchers utilized a very limited 

lexicon to express their attitude. Although the occurrence of use of attitude markers was low, some 

attitudinal adjectives and adverbs were common in the corpus. Table 6 shows that the most frequent 
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category of attitude markers employed by Algerian researchers was that of adverbs and adjectives 

which constituted 14 of a total number of 16. Only two verbs indicating attitude marked their 

presence, namely “disagree/ disagrees/ disagreed” (1) and “Prefer/ prefers/ preferred” (1). 

2.2.1.1.4. The use of Self-mentions in the Algerian Nonnative Corpus  

Table 7 represents frequencies of employment of self-mentions in the Algerian corpus. 

Results for the present study showed that 33 instances of self-mentions are utilized by Algerian 

researchers. As shown in Table 7, self-mentions existed exclusively as self-referential pronouns 

particularly the first person plural pronouns “we”, “our”, and “us”. First person singular pronouns 

“I”, “me”, “my” and “mine” marked 0 frequency. It is worth noting that the expression “the author”, 

which stands for the writer of the article, appeared once in the corpus.  

Table 7 

Self-mentions in the Nonnative Corpus  

Self-mentions  Example Frequency Total 

 I 

We 

Me 

Us 

My/ Mine 

Our 

The author/ The author’s 

The writer/ The writer’s 

 

0 

30 

0 

1 

0 

2 

1 

0 

34 

2.2.1.2. Macro Analysis of Interactional Metadiscourse Makers of Stance in the 

Algerian Nonnative Corpus  

The above frequent records of the micro analysis of IMDMs of stance lead to the following 

macro categories. Table 6 displays all categories of stance IMDMs, which Hyland (2005, p.177) 

referred to as “stance markers” (hedges, boosters, attitude markers and self-mentions), identified in 

the Algerian corpus and their frequency of occurrence. Table 8 shows the type, frequency and 

percentage of each category of stance IMDMs employed in the LR sections.  
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Table 8 Interactional Metadiscourse Markers of Stance in the Algerian Nonnative Corpus  

Stance  Raw number  % of total  

Hedges  

Boosters  

Attitude markers  

Self-mentions 

216 

81 

16 

34  

62.36% 

23.27% 

4.60% 

9.7 % 

 

Total 347 100% 

The textual analysis of the total corpus showed that all categories of stance markers were 

present in the corpus. According to the statistical analysis presented in the table, the total number of 

occurrence of stance markers in the RAs produced by the Algerian researchers was 347. Hedges 

were the most frequently used IMDMs in the present corpus (216) representing 62.36% of the whole. 

As mentioned previously, this high record lies in the high frequency of the underlying resources of 

hedging. The second highest frequency recorded was boosting IMDMs of stance constituting 

23.27% of all 347 IMDMs used in the corpus. The least used category was that of attitude markers 

with an average percentage of use of 4.60%.  

To gain a better understanding of the distribution of stance devices in the current corpus, it 

might be useful to examine Figure 4. Thus, Figure 4 alternatively represents the percentage of each 

category of stance markers in the corpus. 
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Figure 4 Graphical Representation of Interactional Metadiscourse Markers of Stance in the 

Algerian Nonnative Corpus 

  

2.2.1.3. Micro Analysis of Interactional Metadiscourse Markers of Stance in the English 

Native Corpus  

2.2.1.3.1. The Use of Hedges in the English Native Corpus 

10 RAs were analyzed with respect to the stance devices of hedging. The following table 

below highlights the frequencies of hedges including modal verbs, epistemic verbs and epistemic 

adjectives, adverbs and nouns. 

Table 9 

Hedges in the English Native Corpus 

Hedges IMDMs Example Frequency Total 

d) Modal verbs Can/ Cannot 

Might  

May  

Could/ Couldn’t 

Should/ Shouldn’t 

Would/ Wouldn’t 

Ought to  

45 

29 

37 

12 

13 

30 

0 

166 

e) Epistemic adjectives, 

adverbs and nouns 

About 

Almost 

Apparent/ apparently 

Approximately 

Around 

Broadly 

Essentially 

29 

2 

7 

0 

2 

4 

0 

122 

62% 

23% 

5% 

10% 

stance  
Hedges Boosters Attitude markers Self-mentions
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Fairly 

Frequently 

Generally 

Largely  

Likely  

Mainly 

Maybe 

Mostly 

Often 

Perhaps 

Plausible/ plausibly 

Possible 

Presumable/ presumably  

Probable/ Probably 

Quite 

Rather 

Relatively 

Roughly 

Sometimes 

Somewhat 

Typical/ typically 

Uncertain/ uncertainly 

Unclear/ unclearly 

Unlikely 

Usually 

Certain amount 

Certain extent 

Certain level 

From my perspective 

From our perspective 

From this perspective 

In general 

In most cases 

In most instances 

In my opinion 

In my view 

In this view 

In our opinion 

In our view  

On the whole  

 

0 

6 

1 

2 

4 

1 

0 

0 

11 

7 

0 

10 

1 

2 

0 

13 

5 

0 

0 

2 

3 

0 

0 

3 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

4 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

 

f) Lexical verbs  appear/ appeared/ appears  

argue/ argued/ argues 

assume/ assumed 

claim claimed/ claims 

doubt 

estimate/ estimated 

feel/ feels/ felt 

13 

25 

8 

24 

0 

0 

7 

111 
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guess 

indicate/ indicated/ indicates 

postulate/ postulated/ postulates  

seems 

suggest/ suggested/ suggests 

suppose/ supposed/ supposes 

suspect/ suspects 

tend to/ tended to 

2 

5 

1 

4 

16 

0 

0 

6 

 

            Total   399  

The table given above gives you descriptive statistics of hedging markers and its types separately in 

the English corpus. As we can notice in the above table, the number of hedging resources was 

considerably high (399). As regarding the modal verbs, they marked the most frequent occurrences 

in this corpus. Among them, the most commonly used ones were “can/ cannot”, “may”, 

“would/wouldn’t” and “might”, being 45, 37, 30, and 29, respectively. Epistemic adjectives, adverbs 

and nouns attained the second rank in frequency with 122 occurrences. With regard to the words 

used for the category -epistemic adjectives, adverbs and nouns, Table 9 shows “about” (29), “often” 

(11) and “rather” (13) as the most common resources. Epistemic verbs were the least frequently type 

recording 111 verbs. 

2.2.1.3.2. The Use of Boosters in the English Native Corpus 

As for the distribution of uncertainty and likelihood categories in the corpus, Table 10 below 

presents gives a summary of the results for 42 searched for boosting devices.  

Table 10 

Boosters in the English Native Corpus 

Boosters IMDMs Example Frequency Total 

d) Modal verbs Must/ must not 

Shall/ shall not 

Will/ will not 

Have to 

5 

2 

27 

1 

35 

e) Epistemic adjectives, 

adverbs and nouns 

Actually 

Always 

Certain 

Clear 

Conclusively 

Decidedly 

Definite/ definitely 

Doubtless 

3 

5 

8 

8 

0 

0 

1 

0 

47 
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Evident/ evidently 

Incontestable/ incontestably  

Incontrovertible/ 

incontrovertibly  

Indeed 

Indisputable/ indisputably  

Never 

Obvious/ obviously 

Really 

Sure/ surely 

True/ truly 

Undeniable/ undeniably 

Undisputedly 

Undoubtedly 

Without doubt 

Beyond doubt 

In fact 

No doubt 

Of course 

 

1 

0 

0 

0 

5 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12 

1 

2 

f) Lexical verbs  Believe/ believed/ believes 

Demonstrate/ 

demonstrated/demonstrates  

Establish/ established/ 

establishes 

Find/ finds/ found  

Know/ known  

Prove/ proved/proves 

Realize/ realized/ realizes 

Show/ showed/ shown/ shows 

Think/ thought/ thinks 

1 

3 

 

0 

 

10 

3 

0 

0 

9 

2 

 

28 

            Total    110 

By taking a look at the table above, we can realize that almost in all RAs, Epistemic adjectives, 

adverbs and nouns were the most frequently used boosting markers recording 47 instances. The 

words “certain”, “clear”, “in fact” and “always” with 8, 8, 12, and 5 occurrences respectively were 

the most frequent words used to boost and affirm propositional content. As for the second frequent 

type, writers used modal verbs to make strong claims. The most frequently used modal verbs were 

“will” and “will not/ won’t” occurring 27 times. The least found type in the corpus was lexical verbs 

occurring less than 30 times with an average frequency of 28. Likewise, within this category, the 

verb “finds/ found” had the highest number of instances.  



49 
 

2.2.1.3.3. The Use of Attitude Markers in the English Native Corpus 

Table 11 offers an overview of how attitude Marker are distributed in the corpus considering both 

the frequency distribution and the types found. 

Table 11 

Attitude markers in the English Native Corpus 

Attitude markers Example Frequency Total 

c) Verbs   Agree/ agrees/ agreed 

Disagree/ disagrees/ disagreed 

Prefer/ prefers/ preferred  

 

0 

1 

0 

 

1 

d) Adverbs  and adjectives Admittedly 

Amazed/ amazing/ amazingly 

Appropriate/ appropriately 

Astonished/ astonishing/ 

astonishingly 

Correctly 

Curious 

Desirable/ desirably 

Disappointed/ disappointing/ 

disappointingly 

Dramatic/ dramatically 

Essential/ essentially 

Even 

Expected/ expectedly 

Fortunate/ fortunately 

Hopeful/ hopefully 

Important/ importantly 

Inappropriate/ inappropriately 

Interesting/ interestingly 

Preferable/ preferably 

Remarkable/ remarkably  

Shocked/ shocking 

Striking/ strikingly 

Surprised/ surprising/ 

surprisingly 

Unbelievable 

Understandable/ 

understandably  

Unexpected/ unexpectedly 

Unfortunate/ unfortunately 

Unusual/ unusually 

Usual  

0 

0 

4 

0 

 

0 

0 

0 

0 

 

0 

0 

9 

6 

0 

0 

11 

0 

3 

0 

0 

0 

1 

2 

 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

37 

            Total   38  
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With respect to attitude markers, in contrast to hedges, boosters, self-mention, they were the less 

frequently occurring items in this present corpus. Most of the attitude markers used in the analytical 

sections were attitudinal adjectives and adverbs (37). The most common ones were “inappropriate/ 

inappropriately” (11), “Expected/ expectedly” (9) and “fortunate/ fortunately” (6). In contrast, the 

rest of the attitudinal markers (verbs) recorded only one instance (agree). 

2.2.1.3.4. The Use of Self-mentions in the English Native Corpus 

The use of self-mentions by native English researchers was prevalent in the LR sections of 

the RAs. 

Table 12 

Self-mentions in the English Native Corpus 

Self-mentions  Example Frequency Total 

 I 

We 

Me 

Us  

My/ Mine 

Our 

The author/ The author’s 

The writer/ The writer’s 

32 

46 

4 

10 

8 

11 

0 

0 

 

111 

Based on Table 12 the use of self-mentioning in the LR sections of the RAs was comparatively high 

in this corpus. Self-mentions devices of stance recorded a total frequency of 111 resources. Most 

frequency belonged to the first person pronouns “I” with 32 instances and “we” with 46 instances. 

Likewise the use of the possessive pronouns “my” and “our” was considerable recording 8 and 11 

respectively. The object pronouns “me” and “us” also appeared 4 and 10 times respectively. 

Interestingly, the use of other forms of author reference phrases, namely “the writer”, “the writer’s”, 

“the author” and “the authors” did not occur in the corpus. 

2.2.1.4. Macro Analysis of Interactional Metadiscourse Markers of Stance in the English 

Native Corpus 

Table 13 represents frequencies of each MD markers’ category. The distributions of the 

findings are classified across the four categories in Table 13 below:  
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Table 13 

Interactional Metadiscourse Markers of Stance in the English Native Corpus 

Stance  Raw number  % of total  

Hedges   

Boosters  

Attitude markers  

Self-mentions 

399 

110  

38 

111 

60.64% 

16.72% 

5.77% 

16.87% 

Total 658  

After examining the overall distribution of each interpersonal marker among the LRs, Table 13 

shows that the frequency of the four types of IMDMs of stance (hedges, boosters, attitude markers 

and self-mentions) was remarkably considerable. Hedges (399) were the most commonly used 

resources in the English corpus of LRs which was followed by self-mentions (111) and boosters. 

The accumulative results suggest that hedges were comparatively used higher to highlight the 

writers’ tentativeness towards the proposition to make it more negotiable. Boosters, being the 

second most common ones in the sections, recorded 110 occurrences. The results suggest that even 

though natives used a large amount of hedges they managed to balance it so some extent with 

boosting their claims. Parallel to the Algerian writers, natives also appeared to use attitude markers 

less frequently than any other category recording only 38 resources.  

The values represented graphically in the figure below are percentages of each category appeared in 

this corpus. 
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Figure 5 

Graphical Representation of Interactional Metadiscourse Markers of Stance in the English Native 

Corpus                                                                                                                                

 

In order to have a clear look of the findings, Graph 5displays the frequency percentage of all 

subcategories of stance IMDMs in the mentioned corpus. As the results disclose, hedges (60%) were 

again the most frequently used MD markers, utilized in the LR sections of the native researchers 

‘articles. This result as suggested before may be owing to the tendency of applied linguistics majors 

to use more tentative language to deliver their claims. Similarly, boosters and self-mentions were 

equally the second most frequently used MDMs (17%) employed in these research papers. 

Interestingly, attitude markers (with 6%) were again the least frequent IMDMs employed in the LR 

sections of the RAs.  

2.2.1.5. Comparison of the Algerian Non-native to the English Native Corpus Regarding 

the Use of Stance Interactional Metadiscourse Markers   

After seeking to answer the first research question through frequency analysis, and in 

response to the second research question of the present study, “Are there distributional variations 

and similarities for IMD resources use in LRs of RAs across the two different corpora?”, this 

section from the second chapter compares and looks in any potential similarities and differences 

between the two investigated corpora. 

 

60% 17% 

6% 

17% 

stance  

Hedges Boosters Attitude markers Self-mentions
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Table 14 The Use of Interactional Markers in the Native and Nonnative Corpora 

Figure 6 The Use of Interactional Markers in Native and Nonnative Corpora  

 

The table and figure above combines the records obtained from analyzing both English native and 

Algerian nonnative corpora regarding the four stance markers: hedges, boosters, attitude markers 

and self-mentions.  

399 

110 

38 

111 

216 

81 

16 

34 

Hedges

Boosters

Attitude markers

Self-mentions

Algerian Nonnative Corpus English Native Corpus

 

 

Stance IDMDMs 

Total 

Attitude 

markers Boosters Hedges 

Self-

mentions 

Culture Algerian 

Culture 

Count 16 81 216 34 347 

% within the 

corpus 

5% 23% 62% 10% 100% 

English 

culture 

Count 38 110 399 111 658 

% within the 

corpus 

6% 17% 60% 17% 100% 

Total 54 191 615 145 1005 
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2.2.1.5.1. Similarities of Stance Interactional Metadiscourse Markers between Non-native 

Algerian and Native English Corpus 

Results obtained from the analysis, as displayed in Table 14 and Figure 6, reveal that both 

non-native Algerian and native English researchers employed all categories of stance IMDMs, 

namely hedges, boosters, attitude markers and self-mentions. Furthermore, hedges appeared to be 

the leading category of stance IMDMs in both corpora (216 and 399). Interestingly, Tables 4 (p.37) 

and 9 (p. 44) showed that the three types of hedges appeared in the same order, in particular modal 

verbs, epistemic adverbs, adjectives, nouns then lexical verbs in both non-native Algerian and native 

English corpus. Furthermore, “can/ cannot”, in both corpora, was the most used hedging device. 

Thus, both native and non-native researchers alike choose to use a more tentative language when 

reviewing others’ work. 

 As for boosters, even though the two corpora did not correspond in considerable terms, it is 

worth noting that the category showed some similarities in the use of a number of specific boosting 

expressions. As shown in Tables 5 (p. 40) and 10 (p.47 ) “Will/ will not” was the most frequent 

modal verb employed in both the non-native Algerian and native English corpus; similarly, “in fact”  

recorded the highest frequency among the epistemic adjectives, adverbs and nouns used in both 

corpora.  

In addition, as we see in Figure 6 (p. 53), attitude markers were the less frequently employed 

type of stance IMDMs in both corpora. In fact, both writers tend to prefer attitudinal adjectives and 

adverbs than attitudinal verbs to convey their attitude. Interestingly, 20 attitude markers were 

completely absent in both corpora (Agree/ agrees/ agreed, admittedly, amazed/ amazing/ amazingly, 

astonished/ astonishing/ astonishingly, correctly, desirable/ desirably, disappointed/ disappointing/ 

disappointingly, dramatic/ dramatically, hopeful/ hopefully, inappropriate/ inappropriately, 

interesting/ interestingly, shocked/ shocking, unbelievable, understandable/ understandably, 

unexpected/ unexpectedly, unfortunate/ unfortunately, unusual/ unusually). Finally, in employing 

self-mentioning devices both researchers showed a tendency towards the first person plural pronoun 

“we”.  

2.2.1.5.2. Differences of Stance Interactional Metadiscourse Markers between Non-native 

Algerian and Native English Corpus 

Despite the similarities the non-native Algerian and native English researchers share in 

employing stance IMDMs, the two corpora showed a number of significant differences. Initially, it 
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is seen from Table 14 that, in whole, native English researchers employed a larger amount of 

IMDMs of stance than non-native researchers have. Algerian non-native writers employed 347 

IMDMs, almost half of the amount employed by native writers (658). In the same vein, Figure 6 

shows that each of the four categories of stance IMDMs was used more considerably in the native 

English corpus than the non-native corpus. Drawing on Figure 6, it can be highlighted that even 

though both researchers used hedges as the leading stance marking device and attitude markers as 

the least frequent category, natives tend to lean for self-mentions as the second mostly used category 

while non-natives preferred boosters. Moreover, Tables 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12 and 13 (p. 39, 41, 

43, 44, 45, 46, 48, 50, 51 and 52) illustrate that differences exist also at the level of each individual 

marker.  

First, hedges in the native corpus recorded 399 devices, while recorded a frequency of only 

216 in the non-native one. The micro analysis revealed that some specific markers showed 

significant difference across the two corpora. The number of modal verbs in the native corpus was 

considerably high (83) in comparison to the nonnative corpus (35). Particularly, “might” appeared 

29 times in the native corpus while solely 3 times in the nonnative one; “would/ wouldn’t”, 

similarly, appeared 30 times in the native corpus while was completely absent in the nonnative 

corpus. As regarding the other types of hedges, epistemic adjectives, adverbs, nouns in the native 

corpus marked a frequency of 122; on the other hand, nonnatives employed 75 epistemic adjectives, 

adverbs and nouns to hedge their claims. “Apparent/ apparently” was generously used in the native 

corpus (7), yet, it marked no presence at all in the nonnative corpus. “Often” and “possible” showed 

also a considerable difference across the two corpora appearing 11 and 10 times respectively in the 

native corpus while 2 and 3 times in the nonnative one. Lexical verbs were also found to be 

significantly different; native researchers used 111 lexical verbs to convey hedging while nonnative 

researchers employed 58 lexical verbs. “Argue/ argued/ argues” and “claim, claimed, claims” tend 

to be among the most used lexical verbs in both corpora, yet with different frequencies recording 25 

and 24 in the native corpus while 10 and 5 in the nonnative one.  

Second, in boosting their claims, natives employed 110 boosters while nonnatives employed 

81. Native English researchers showed a tendency towards the use of epistemic adjectives, adverbs 

and nouns (47) while lexical verbs received the least amount of occurrences (28). In contrast, non-

native Algerian researchers used lexical verbs (28) mostly as boosting devices. As regarding the use 

of each individual marker, some words considerably differed, namely “must/ must not” marked 5 

occurrences in the native corpus while no occurrence in the nonnative corpus; “will/ will nor” 
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appeared 27 times in the native corpus and only 11 times in the nonnative one. “clear” marked 8 

instances in the native corpus while 1 instance In the nonnative one; “in fact” recorded 12 in the 

native corpus while just 5 in the nonnative one, etc.   

Furthermore, as for attitude markers, although found the least used category in both corpora, 

native researchers again used more attitude markers (38) than their nonnative counterparts. At the 

level of the individual markers, some devices, namely “curious” (1), “essential/ essentially” (2), 

“preferable/ preferably” (1), “remarkable/ remarkably” (1) and “prefer/ prefers/ preferred” (1) 

appeared in the nonnative corpus and were all absent in the native one, while some others, namely 

“important/ importantly” (11), “striking/ strikingly” (1) and “surprised/ surprising” (2) appeared in 

the native corpus and were totally absent in the nonnative one. In addition, attitude markers who 

showed appearance in both corpora also considerably varied in frequency. For example, “even” ad 

“expected/ expectedly” marked respectively 9 and 6 occurrences in the native corpus while 2 and 1 

occurrences in the nonnative one. 

Finally, self-mentions, as well, were expressed differently across the two corpora. In addition 

to the significant difference in the amount of self-mentioning devices across the two groups (111 

instances in the native corpus and 34 instances in the nonnative one), specifically, the first person 

singular pronouns “I”, “me” and “my” were employed generously in the native English corpus (44): 

“I” (32), “me” (4), “my” (8) while marked 0 frequency in the non-native Algerian one. In contrast, 

the expression “the author/ the author’s” appeared in the nonnative corpus while was absent in the 

native one. The left self-mentioning resources were used with different frequencies as well. “we” 

recorded a frequency of 46 in the native corpus while recorded a frequency of 30 in the nonnative 

one. Similarly, “our” and “us” recorded a frequency of 11 and 10 respectively in the native corpus 

while 2 and 1 in the nonnative one. In brief, the above mentioned results indicate non-native 

researchers’’ reticence towards self-reference at variance with their native counterparts. 

2.2.1.6. The Significance of Difference among Native (English) and Non-native 

(Algerian) English Corpora 

In order to explore whether there is a significant difference in the use of IMDMs employed 

by English native  and Algerian non-native researchers of Applied Linguistics  in their LR sections 

to convey their stance, a Chi square test was carried out using SPSS software. The Chi-square test 

for independence, or also called Pearson’s Chi-square test and Chi-square test of association, is a 

statistical procedure used to determine whether there is a statistical association and relationship 
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between two categorical (nominal) or ordinal variables. The variables must consist of two or more 

independent groups or categories. We would like to know whether stance (hedges/ boosters/ attitude 

markers/ self-mentions) is associated with culture (Algerian Vs British). Accordingly, we have two 

nominal variables: stance (hedges/ boosters/ attitude markers/ self-mentions) and culture (Algerian/ 

British). The null hypothesis of our study is that these variables are not associated with each other- 

they are independent variables. Therefore, a Chi-square test for independence is appropriate to 

examine this significance and determine the interdependence of the two variables culture and stance. 

In response to this, the following hypotheses were tested: 

 H0: There is no statistically significant difference in the use of stance IMDMs employed 

by native and non-native researchers in their RAs LR sections, and therefore stance and 

culture are not associated.  

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

native and non-native researchers in their RAs LR sections, and therefore stance and 

culture are associated. 

Results obtained are represented in the two following tables. The Chi square statistic in Table 15 

appears in the value column immediately to the right of “Pearson Chi-square”. The p value appears 

in the same row in the “Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)” column. The difference is significant 

and the variables are dependent if the p value is equal to or less than the designated alpha level 

which is normally 0.05.  

Table 15 Chi-Square Tests of IMDMs in Algerian and English Corpora  

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value Df 

Asymptotic Significance (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 13,790
a
 3 ,003 

Likelihood Ratio 14,167 3 ,003 

N of Valid Cases 1005   
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Table 16 Symmetric Measures of t IMDMs Use in Algerian and English Corpora 

Symmetric Measures 

 Value 

Approximate 

Significance 

Nominal by 

Nominal 

Contingency Coefficient ,116 ,003 

N of Valid Cases 1005  

 Results displayed in Tables 15 and 16 indicate that the corresponding p value of the test 

statistic in this study is p = 0.003, which is smaller than the standard significance level α = 0.05 (p = 

0.003 < α = 0.05). Hence, since the p value is less than α, we can reject the null hypothesis and 

accept the alternative one asserting that there is a statistically significant difference in the use of 

IMDMs employed by native and non-native researchers in their LR sections, and therefore stance 

and culture are associated. We can conclude that the variables are not independent of each other and 

that there is a statistical relationship between the two variables. Simply, there is an association 

between stance marking and culture.  

2.2.2. Discussion  

As mentioned before, the main objective of this study is to identify IMDMs of stance 

frequently used by Algerian non-native and British native researchers in applied linguistics and to 

explore any statistically significant differences between the two groups. This study seeks to examine 

these devices with respect to the LR section of academic articles based on stance theoretical 

framework of Hyland (2005). Accordingly, two questions are to be answered through this study. 

The first research question is: do native and non-native researchers employ stance strategies 

in writing the LR section of RAs, and what are the linguistic devices, specifically stance IMDMs, 

used by these writers to realize their voice. According to the findings obtained from the macro 

analysis displayed in Tables 8 and 13, we can assert that both native and non-native writers, that is 

the writers of RAs from British culture and the writers belonging to the Algerian one, have 

employed stance IMDMs when writing the LR section. Moreover, by considering the results of the 

descriptive analysis (frequency and percentage) represented in Tables 4 through 14, it could be said 

that native English researchers outperformed non-native English researchers by using hedges, 
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boosters, attitude markers and self-mentions more frequently. This might suggest that British native 

researchers overall tend to favour a strong authorial presence in their LRs unlike their Algerian 

counterparts who tend to favour less emphasis on their role as researchers. However, it can be 

concluded that the presence of stance strategies in both corpora demonstrates universal awareness of 

MD, and may indicate the sensitivity of all groups to the role of stance taking in reviewing previous 

literature. In other words, the results can be an indication of the importance of MD features for 

interacting with readers in both cultures, and their awareness of the subjective, interpersonal and 

evaluative nature of LR sections. 

In response to the second research question, i.e., whether there are any similarities or 

differences between the two corpora, and to what extent do writers of the two divergent cultural 

communities differ in using IMDMs of stance, the two sets of corpora were compared and subject to 

a Chi square test. As mentioned in the previous paragraph, it was found that the frequency of use of 

stance IMDMs is different in the two sets of corpora. Results indicated that native writers employed 

the four categories of stance markers more than Algerian writers in their LRs. This can suggest that 

British native researchers prefer to be more direct and explicit about their stance. The Chi-square 

test obtained results, similarly, showed significant difference in applying stance IMDMs between 

the two cultural groups. These differences can be accounted for as cross-linguistic deficiencies on 

the part of Mustada (2001). In fact, native English researchers are writing in their native language 

and are expected to be more familiar with the norms and conventions of their rhetorical structure. 

Furthermore, differences can be attributed to the educational setting (Yang, 2003; Zakaria & 

Abdilmalik, 2018); Algerian researchers of applied linguistics as previous EFL learners are very 

unlikely to receive explicit instruction on MD or stance (Kaies2019). In the same vein, as argued by 

Kaies (2019) EFL students in the Algerian context might not have learned about interacting with 

readers and being evaluative in their writing and the LR section in particular. Moreover, the 

variation in the use of IMDMs of stance also may reflect sociocultural aspects of researchers that 

considerably affect their voice and interaction (Ochs 1990). Thus, it can be accounted for owing to 

culture-bound variations between the two writing communities, i.e., we can agree with Jaffe (2009) 

in concluding that different cultural contexts have different norms for using lexico-grammatical 

rhetorical features like stance. Similarly, the fact that the individual IMDMs were used in different 

proportions across the two corpora can imply, as suggested by Shirzadi et. al (2017), cultural 

preferences in favouring one type over another. Hence, we can conclude that, as argued by Hyland 

(2005), language carries cultural norms affecting perception, language, learning and communication 
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and MD particularly which in turn dictates on us taken-for-granted conventions and ways on how to 

interact with the audience and engaging it in writing. These findings along with their potential 

explanations support the consensus on the existence of cross-cultural differences in terms of MD 

and particularly stance taking. On the other hand, despite all these culture-specific conventions 

dictating the different use and amount of MD, the similarities found during the analysis 

demonstrates that MD is a universal strategy and indicates the universal awareness of authorial 

presence in research writing.  

The findings of this current study confirm results reported in previous research comparing 

interpersonal MD across different cultural communities. For example, consistent with the findings 

of this study, the present research observed results about the hedges are in line with the results 

obtained by Hinkel (2002) showing hedges as the leading category among the four types of stance 

IMDMs. Furthermore, results found by Atai and Sadr (2008) showed a statistically significant 

difference in the use of hedging markers in the academic writings of English native and Persian 

native speakers in applied linguistics research. In the same vein, Keshavars and Kheirieh (2011) 

findings that native English writers tend to use significantly more MD elements than non-native 

Iranian writers in civil engineering and applied linguistics. In another study by Çakir (2016) an 

investigation of the use of stance markers in abstracts of RAs written by Turkish and native writers 

of English was carried out. It observed that native writers of English employed more stance adverbs 

than their Turkish counterparts, and concluded that different cultural communities have different 

rhetorical conventions 

Khedri and Kostantinos (2018) is another research which firmly supports the intercultural 

rhetoric differences.  Khedri and Kostantinos reported significant differences in MD devices 

employed in the introductory sections of chemistry and applied linguistics RAs by native speakers 

of English and non-natives. These findings are also in line with Zubeiry (2019) that examined MD 

devices of stance in English RAs written by English researchers and Arab researchers and 

conclusively has drawn similar conclusions that their results also indicated that the devices were 

employed by both researchers, yet with different frequencies. Similarly, Zubeiry (2019) found that 

native English researchers embrace more MD resources than Arab researchers. Besides, the 

tendency of intercultural differences in the use of interpersonal MD in the Algerian context was also 

reflected in Kaies (2019). In this study Kaies confirmed that both interactive and interactional MD 

markers are used significantly different among Algerian non-native and American native writers. 

Interestingly, similar to the present research, kaies (2019), Neff et al. (2004) and Zubeiry (2019) 
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reported on the existence of similarities as well indicating universal awareness of MD and authorial 

presence in research writing.     

The above mentioned studies strengthen the truth-value and lend further weight to the 

present study; however, some other research results were rather different to those obtained in the 

current study. For example, one study that runs counter to our findings was that of Duenas (2010). 

Duenas (2010) conducted a corpus analysis of attitude markers in business management RAs 

derived from different cultures, namely international American and local Spanish to investigate the 

impact of sociocultural context on the expression of stance and attitude. Results obtained indicated 

no difference between the two sub corpora; Duenas (2010) argued that similarity could be explained 

by common disciplinary conventions shared by scholars from these two contexts. 

Conclusion  

The present study attempted to add to the body of literature on the topic of stance and 

intercultural differences. Findings indicated that though employed differently, MD devices were 

present in all studied corpora. This highlights the importance of MD and interaction as an essential 

part of research writing and its universal awareness.  

Pedagogical Implications 

Basically, it is hoped that this study contribute to raise Algerian researchers’ awareness and 

enrich their knowledge about having a stance and conveying authorial presence. Therefore, it is of 

great importance to use stance strategies in an appropriate manner. Hopefully, this current research 

provides researchers with a repertoire of stance lexico-grammatical devices. Furthermore, it might 

help in highlighting appropriate use of stance IMDMs as it familiarizes the researchers with stance 

markers and their different types and functions in the discourse. It is hoped, additionally, that the 

results of the present study enrich the available literature on the evaluative persuasive nature of LRs 

in RAs and contributes to novice researchers’ more comprehensive understanding of the use of 

stance devices in this section particularly. Finally, the study is an attempt to pave the way to the link 

between texts, rhetoric and culture in discourse through broadening research writers’ perception to 

consider variations in discourse across cultures and to adapt themselves to it. Similarly, this present 

study may have some pedagogical implications for curriculum and course designers as it can 

motivate them to introduce MD, stance, and culture in both teaching academic writing and teaching 

research writing to graduate students. 
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Limitations of the Study 

Despite the unfortunate worldwide epidemic that has paralyzed all life sectors during 2020, 

very few obstacles were faced during this research. The sample size constitutes the most significant 

limitation of this study. In order to ensure that the RAs in the corpus written by natives were written 

by authentic British native speakers of English, and for ethical reasons, a number of randomly 

selected researchers were contacted for confirmation and approval. Unfortunately, solely few of 

them responded and fewer were British natives. Thus, it was impossible for the study to cover a 

wide range of data and therefore this resulted in a quite limited sample size (20 RAs). Hence, 

increasing the corpus size in future research can create a well-rounded study and probably give a 

better understanding of the author’s stance. A farther drawback to this study is the manual context 

analysis of the markers. As the analysis of the context was carried out manually, data could be 

subject to possible pitfalls as well as bias.  
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General Conclusion 

Conveying authorial presence through MD recently become of great significance in research 

writing; however, as hypothesized and proved earlier, Algerian researchers, unlike their native 

counterparts, appeared to still be unknowledgeable and unaware of the necessity of stance taking, 

particularly in the LR section. The current research aimed at exploring and comparing stance taking 

strategies employed by British (native) and Algerian (non-native) researchers of applied linguistics 

in their LR sections of RAs. In keeping with this aim, the present study sought to answer two 

research questions: First,  what are the frequencies and types of the  linguistic devices, specifically 

stance IMDMs, used by native and nonnative researchers of English to realize their voice; second, 

whether there are any distributional variations and similarities for IMD resources use in LRs of RAs 

across the two different corpora. Attaining answers to the two mentioned questions offers 

implications to researchers as well as academics, especially non-native ones. Drawing on the 

findings, this work invites non-native research writers to not give up their authority as writers by 

silencing their voice. Research writers must assert their presence and take the responsibility of 

guiding their readers to discover the intended organization. 
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Appendix two 

Hyland's Typology of Linguistic Markers of Stance (2005a: 220-224) 

 

Boosters  Hedges Attitude markers  Self-mentions  

actually  

always  

believe  

believed  

believes  

beyond doubt  

certain  

clear  

conclusively  

decidedly  

definite  

definitely  

demonstrate  

demonstrated  

demonstrates  

doubtless  

establish  

established  

establishes  

evident  

evidently  

find  

finds  

found  

in fact  

incontestable  

incontestably  

about  

almost  

apparent  

appear  

appeared  

appears  

approximately  

argue  

argued  

argues  

around  

assume  

assumed  

broadly  

certain amount  

certain extent  

certain level  

claim  

claimed  

claims  

could  

couldn't  

doubt  

essentially  

estimate  

estimated  

fairly  

admittedly  

agree  

agrees  

agreed  

amazed  

amazing  

amazingly  

appropriate  

appropriately  

astonished  

astonishing  

astonishingly  

correctly  

curious  

desirable  

desirably  

disappointed  

disappointing  

disappointingly  

disagree  

disagreed  

disagrees  

dramatic  

dramatically  

essential  

essentially  

even x  

I  

we  

me  

my  

our  

mine  

us  

the author  

the author’s  

the writer  

the writer’s  
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incontrovertible  

incontrovertibly  

indeed  

indisputable  

indisputably  

know  

known  

must (possibility]  

never  

no doubt  

obvious  

obviously  

of course  

prove  

proved  

proves  

realize  

realized  

realises  

really  

show  

showed  

shown  

shows  

sure  

surely  

think  

thinks  

thought  

truly  

true  

undeniable  

feel  

feels  

felt  

frequently  

from my perspective  

from our perspective  

from this perspective  

generally  

guess  

indicate  

indicated  

indicates  

in general  

in most cases  

in most instances  

in my opinion  

in my view  

in this view  

in our opinion  

in our view  

largely  

likely  

mainly  

may  

maybe  

mostly  

often  

on the whole  

ought  

perhaps  

plausible  

plausibly  

expected  

expectedly  

fortunate  

fortunately  

hopeful  

hopefully  

important  

importantly  

inappropriate  

inappropriately  

interesting  

interestingly  

prefer  

preferable  

preferably  

preferred  

remarkable  

remarkably  

shocked  

shocking  

striking  

strikingly  

surprised  

surprising  

surprisingly  

surprising  

unbelievable  

understandable  

understandably  

unexpected  

unexpectedly  

unfortunate  
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undeniably  

undisputedly  

undoubtedly  

without doubt  

 

possible  

postulate  

postulated  

postulates  

presumable  

presumably  

probable  

probably  

quite  

rather x  

relatively  

roughly  

seems  

should  

sometimes  

somewhat  

suggest  

suggested  

suggests  

suppose  

supposed  

supposes  

suspect  

suspects  

tend to  

tended to  

to my knowledge  

typical  

typically  

uncertain  

uncertainly  

unclear  

unfortunately  

unusual  

unusually  

usual*  
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unclearly  

unlikely  

usually  

would  

wouldn't  
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Résumé 

Plusieurs études ont enquêté sur la voix de l’auteur lors de l’écriture dans différents genres, mais peu 

d’attention a été accordée à la section de la revue de littérature. Bien que plusieurs études aient 

privilégie autres parties et textes académiques en tant que genres importants pour explorer la voix de 

l’auteur, car il est communément admis, en particulier par les chercheurs no natifs, que la section 

n’est pas plus que un simple rapport de contenu propositionnel pour informer sur les recherches 

existantes. Ainsi, la présente étude vise à enrichir la littérature sur la nature de la section de la revue 

de littérature et à explorer l’utilisation des marqueurs de métadiscours interactionnels de la voix 

dans cette section parmi les chercheurs autochtones et non autochtones. 20 revues de littérature pris 

à partir de 20 articles de recherche étaient compiles en deux corpus égaux représentant chacun une 

des deux groupes de chercheurs. Les revues ont été analyses et compares concernant l’utilisation de 

ces marqueurs. L’analyse a été effectuée à l’aide du logiciel AntConc basé sur le model des 

marqueurs de métadiscours interactionnels de la voix  faite par Hyland (2005).  Après, les données 

ont été soumises à une comparaison, un contraste puis un test du chi carré via le logiciel SPSS. Les 

résultats obtenus ont démontré à la fois des différences et des similitudes entre les deux corpus en 

termes de types, d'ordre et de fréquence des marqueurs utilisés. Les résultats ont indiqué que les 

chercheurs algériens utilisaient un nombre limité de l’utilisation des marqueurs de métadiscours 

interactionnels de la voix par rapport aux chercheurs natifs. De même, les résultats du test du chi 

carré ont indiqué la présence d'une différence significative dans l'utilisation de ces marqueurs entre 

les deux groupes de chercheurs; par conséquent, l'hypothèse nulle a été rejetée. La vois de l’auteur et 

la culture ont été prouvés associées. Par conséquent, cette étude met en évidence avec succès la 

nature évaluative de la section de la revue de littérature ainsi que l'importance des différences 

interculturelles dans le discours. 
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 الملخص

من االبحاث بدراسة ابداء صوت الكاتب في مختلف االنماط و النصوص الكتابية مع ذلك فان فصل استعراض  قامت العديد

المؤلفات لم يحظى بالكثير من االهمية على غرار االنماط االخرى. قامت عدة دراسات بتفضيل نصوص و فصول اخرى كأنماط 

ن فصل استعراض المؤلفات ليس اكثر من تقرير عقيم عن المؤلفات مهمة للبحث في صوت الكاتب و ذلك يعود لالعتقاد الجازم با

و المعرفة السابقة. بناءا على ذلك تهدف الدراسة الحالية الى اثراء المعرفة حول طبيعة هذا الفصل و بالتحديد في المقاالت البحثية 

 المحليين و ينالبريطانيوات بين الباحثين االدو البحث في استعماالت ادوات الصوت في هذا النمط عن طريق تحليل مقارن لهذه 

الى مجموعتين متساويتين تمثل كل مقال ثم تقسيمها  20. تم اذن تجميع عشرون فصل استعراض مؤلفات من نالجزائرييالباحثين 

يل تحل مفصول من مقاالت مكتوبة من طرف الباحثين المحليين و االخرى من طرف الباحثين الغير المحليين. ت 10مجموعة 

استنادا الى نموذج ادوات  AntConc برنامج البيانات و استكشاف  ادوات الميتا خطاب التفاعلية في كلتا المجموعتين باستخدام 

(. ثم بعد ذلك قمنا بمقارنة البيانات 2005) الميتا خطاب التفاعلية المعبرة عن صوت الكاتب و الذي يعود للباحث هايالند

  SPSSمن خالل برنامج Chi-square المتحصل عليها بين المجموعتين و اخضاعها الى االختبار االحصائي مربع كاي 

اسفرت النتائج المتحصل عليها عن وجود اختالفات و كذلك اوجه تشابه بين المجمعتين من حيث انواع ترتيب و تكرار االدوات 

تبين من النتائج ان الباحثين الجزائريين استعملوا كمية محدودة جدا من االدوات مقارنة بالمجموعة االخرى من المستخدمة. 

الباحثين. و بالمثل اظهرت نتائج االختبار االحصائي مربع كاي وجود اختالف كبير في استخدام ادوات الميتا خطاب بين 

ضية العدم و اثبات ترابط صوت الكاتب و الثقافة. و هكذا نجحت هذه الدراسة في تسليط المجموعتين. بناءا على ذلك تم رفض فر

  الضوء على الطبيعة التقييمية لفصل استعراض المؤلفات و كذلك على االختالفات الخطابية التي يفرضها اختالف الثقافات.


