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Abstract

This study looks at how differences of language and genre affect the pattern of the
usage of metadiscourse (MD: the rhetorical resources used to organise a discourse, or
the writer’s point of view towards either its content or the reader) in the academic

writings produced by expert and student writers in the same discipline.

The corpora consist of thirty journal articles (PRO) and fifty-five student assignments,
twenty-five from native English speakers (NES) and another thirty from non-native
English speakers (NNES). All texts in both the PRO and student corpora are in English,
produced by a single-author, in topics of study in language, culture, and
communications in the same school of Newcastle University. The research uses a

typology derived from those in the literature but focussing on written texts and

moditfied by a pilot study.

From the comparison of texts produced by the NES and NNES postgraduate students,
the language variable (native English vs non-native English) plays a greater role in the
use of MD. The NNES writers use statistically more textual metadiscourse (TMD)
while the NES writers employ more interpersonal metadiscourse (IMD) in general and
there are statistical differences in the use of sequencers, code glosses which were more
used by the NNES, hedges and self references which were more employed by the NES

In particular.

The finding indicates that the NNES writers are more concerned about expressions to
show the logical order and relations between different parts of the text through TMD:;
the NES writers try more to involve the readers in the argument than do their NNES
counterparts with IMD. The findings also show that learning a writing style which is
acceptable in western academic life (e.g. ‘writer-responsible’) influences the use of MD
in the NNES academic writing. Evidence of this comes from the interview data and the
results of text analyses which show the statistically greater use of textual metadiscourse

(e.g. sequencers, code glosses) and the significantly infrequent use of self-references in

the NNES texts.

From the results in the genre/expertness variable (Journal articles vs student

assignments), no overall significant differences were found in the use of the main



categories (TMD and IMD), but differential purposes (etfects) and frequency were
found in the use of MD subcategories. The student writers do not use MD devices in
the same way as the PRO writers, as reflected in the use of MD devices with a limited
range of items and purposes in the student texts compared to a broad range of MD
features and functions in the PRO texts. In fact, the PRO writers made more use of
concessives, concluders, sources, hedges and self references with a broad range of

purposes; the student writers made significantly more use of sequencers, topicalisers

and more use of emphatics with limited purposes.

Thus the finding proposes that the way they use MD is influenced by the two factors in
the student and PRO texts; the consideration about the readership and the goal of the
argument; which lead the different pattern of MD usage in the student and expert

writings. This suggests that the genre variable (student assignments vs journal articles)

1s also a crucial one to influence the use of MD within the same discipline.

As regards the language aspect from the comparison between the NES and NNES, the

differences are mainly in the amount of features in the use of MD. When 1t comes to
the student and journal article texts, genre variable, the differences are not only 1n the

frequency of MD subcategories but also in the way they use the MD features.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

1.1 Introduction

This thesis 1s about metadiscourse (MD) in written texts produced by native English

speaking (NES) and non-native English speaking (NNES) postgraduate student writers
and protessional writers (PRO) from journals in the areas of Applied Linguistics and

Cross Cultural Communication studies, both of which concern language,

communication and culture.

Most texts that consist of more than one paragraph involve two types of discourse: a
primary discourse and a secondary discourse. The primary discourse carries the core
content or message that the writer intends to convey to his or her readers. The
secondary discourse, metadiscourse as it will be called from now on, refers to the
orientation expressions that writers use to help readers understand the core message and
the writer’s stance towards either the content or the reader. It has been defined as
discourse about discourse, a non-content aspect of discourse that includes textual and
interpersonal features of discourse or what will be called in the study, textual

metadiscourse (TMD) and interpersonal metadiscourse (IMD).



1.2 Background to MD

The concept of MD is relatively new and the available literature is rather limited. At the
theoretical level there are, for example, Williams (1981) and Vande Kopple (1985).
These works deal with the concept of MD and provide valuable suggestions for the
main categories and sub-categories that can be used for the identification and
classification of MD. Several typologies have been proposed: Williams (1981),
Crismore (1982; 1989), Vande Kopple (1985), Intaraprawat (1988), Crismore et al.

(1993), Stainton (1993), and Hyland and Tse (2004).

Several studies have discussed the positive effects of the presence of MD in texts. With
reference to Halliday's (1973 and 1994) macrofunctional theory of language, on the
interpersonal level, Schifirin (1980, p231) and Crismore (1989) both point out that MD
allows written texts to take on some features of spoken language (e.g., personal
pronouns to establish an "I-you" relationship), and thus become more "reader-friendly".
On the fextual level, Crismore & Farnsworth (1990) and Crismore (1989) note that the
discourse structuring functions of MD guide readers through a text and help them to

organize the content as they read, thus fostering global comprehension.

Other benefits of MD derive from its use of explanatory and persuasive elements which
attest to 1ts key rhetorical function (Crismore 1989; Hyland 1999a; Hyland 2000). In
fact, writers use these devices to produce a desired effect, depending on their
underlying purposes and perception of readers' expectations. For example, in expert to
non-expert communication (e.g., textbooks) MD helps to present information in a clear,
convincing and interesting way 1n an effort to promote acceptance and understanding,

as well as reader-writer solidarity. It 1s also an important persuasive resource used to



influence readers' reactions to texts according to the values and established conventions

of a given discourse community.

Descriptions of metadiscourse have shown it to feature prominently in various types of
academic discourse. These include school textbooks (Crismore, 1989; Crismore and
Farnsworth 1990), university textbooks (Hyland, 2000; Bondi, 1999) and doctoral
dissertations (Bunton, 1999; Hyland 2004a). It has also been studied comparatively in
order to understand differences across cultures (Mauranen, 1993a; Valero-Garces,
1996; Alkaft 2000; Crismore et al, 1993). Some work has focused on MD 1n student
writing. Intaraprawat & Steffensen (1995) analysed ESL university students' essays and
concluded that good writers used a greater variety of MD than poor writers. Stetfensen
& Cheng (1996) conducted an experiment to investigate the effect of targeted
instruction in MD on the writing abilities of native-speaker university students. An
experimental group that had been taught the form, function and purpose of MD learned
to use it effectively and produced compositions that earned significantly higher scores

than those of a control group, which had received no instruction in MD.

Mauranen (1993a) found that native English speakers used more MD than non-native
speakers (Finnish writers). Another suggestion by Crismore et al. (1993) and Alkaft
(2000) was that the difference in the use of MD between NES and NNES 1s due to
cultural and language background. It has been shown that, in general, native English-
speaking writers used more MD than non-native-speaking ones. MD is then affected
not only by language background but also by the factor of nativeness. These are the

language differences as a ‘language variable’ in the present study.

Considerable differences have been found in MD use between students’ and journal

article texts from the comparisons of different genres (Harwood 2005, Hewings and



Hewings 2002, Hyland 2002a and 2002c). This is the ‘genre variable’ in the present

study.

1.3 Purpose of the Study

Metadiscourse 1s recognised as an important means of facilitating communication, and
1S importanf at advanced levels of academic writing as 1t represents writers’ attempts to
present and comment on the propositional information (Mauranen 1993b) that can be
manipulated by either language variable or genre aspect in a particular disciplinary
community. Though ‘language’ and ‘genre’ variables can be important factors which
affect the pattern of MD usage in the same discipline, little is known about how they
influence the use of MD in the academic discourse in which NES and NNES

postgraduate student writers participate. This study seeks to address this gap.

This research gap suggested analysing the texts produced by the NES and NNES
postgraduate students and journal article writers in order to find out how language or
genre factors influence the pattern of MD in academic discourse and thus led to the
thesis presented here. For instance, what are the types and functions of MD used in the
NNES and NES students’ writing? Aré some types of MD more frequent in the student
corpora (NES + NNES) than in the expert corpus, or vice versa? If there 1s a difference
in MD use between the groups, how differently are the features of MD used in the

corpora and why? In other words, does the difference stem from language difterence or

genre difference?

The aim of the study is thus to investigate the differences and similarities ot writing

style from academic texts produced by native English speakers (NES), non-native



English speakers (NNES), and professional (PRO) writers, particularly as it relates to

the use of MD features with special consideration to the language and genre aspects.

1.4 Significance of the Study

Considerable research has shown the differences in using MD features between the
NES and the NNES (Crismore et al. 1993; Intaraprawat 1988; Mauranen 1993a;
Valero-Graces, 1996; Alkaff 2000). A number of pieces of research have been
investigated 1n the use of MD features in NNES student and professional texts, and in
NES student writing and professional academic writing. For instance, dissertations of
undergraduate NNES and texts produced by professionals (Hyland 2002a),
dissertations by postgraduate NNES (Hewings and Hewings 2002; Hyland 2005a), and
dissertations of native English speakers (Harwood 2005) were compared with a large
corpus of research articles to find the differences in the use of MD between the corpora.
However, at the same time, the comparison of the features of MD has been neglected
between the NES and NNES students’ academic writing and postgraduate students’
(NES + NNES) and professionals’ academic writing, within the same discipline, to find
out how the variables affect the differences in the use of MD. The factors concerning
the language or genre aspect have not been studied simultaneously to find out the

effects of the difference of language and genre 1n the use of MD 1n academic writing.

The present study gains its significance from several factors. As far as I am aware, this
is the first attempt to compare MD use 1n three different groups’ texts within the same
discipline to find the effect of factors governing MD usage between different groups’

texts as an attempt to close the research gap. The study will reveal the

differences/similarities in the use of MD between groups with a special focus on



frequency and purpose of the MD usage as a reflection of underlying rhetorical

strategies 1n their academic writing.

In addition to this, the study employs a computer-assisted corpus-based study (using
WordSmith 4.0) and statistical analyses to determine whether the differences between
the two groups are meaningful, which introduce a more rigorous and empirical
approach to MD studies in written English. So this will hopefully be seen as a

contribution with positive impacts for current and future MD researchers and users.

Since this research 1s involved with MD use in the written texts produced by three
difterent groups of writers, 1t 1s anticipated that the findings will constitute a potentially
fruittul extension of existing English language teaching of writing in the academic area.
In other words, teachers and the people who are involved 1n the fields of teaching and
designing materials for an academic writing style to both native English speakers and
non-native English speakers can use the findings to improve the effectiveness of
teaching a writing style in English. Also, the findings will hopetully play a part 1n
improving the teaching of writing style in general and helping students to develop their

academic writing with an awareness of the effects of MD use 1n different group texts in

particular.

1.5 Methodology

The present study combines the methodological advantages of double contrastive

approaches with language and genre aspects (comparisons of writings from two

different variables) to analyse texts produced by NES and NNES writers and student
and professional writers. The detailed comparisons of academic texts written by NES

and NNES students provide a means of identifying the similarities and differences in



the use of MD features. This is for investigation of the effect of the language difference
in the use of MD in academic writings. And it is hoped that the comparisons of texts

produced by the journal article and postgraduate student writers will give an answer to

the question of whether the genre difference affects the use of MD in their academic

writing 1n the same discipline.

The textual analysis of the scripts in this study is structured around the objective
features of MD in each corpus. Specifically, the text analysis in this study identifies and
compares the frequencies of use of textual MD (TMD) and interpersonal MD (IMD)
features in 85 texts from each group (NES, NNES and PRO) to find out differences and
similarities between groups, using the list of MD expressions in the proposed typology

(which will be explained in chapter 4).

The procedure of this study has been two-fold: first, to analyse published papers in the
topics of Cross Cultural Communication studies and Applied Linguistics, exposed to
both non-native and native English speaking postgraduate students, and to discover the
specific divergences in the use of MD features. The features in the journal article texts

will be compared with those in the student texts according to the proposed typology in

the study.

The second part of the research, after the analysis of the published papers, involves the
study of MD in student writing, MD use by postgraduate students (native and non-
native English speakers) in the same discipline as the published papers will also be

analysed and compared to see if there are significant differences in number, type, and

purposes of MD features as their rhetorical strategies.



1.6 Organisation of the Study

The study is structured in eight chapters, of which this introduction is the first. The
second and third chapters contain the literature review that provides the conceptual and
theoretical framework that guided the study. Chapter 2 deals with the connection
between MD and rhetoric in terms of writing. Also this chapter elaborates the
relationship between the writing style and culture-related factors which might affect the
writing style 1n general and the usages of MD in particular. Next, chapter 3 establishes
basic concepts and a working definition of MD as a result of reviewing related
literature of MD in terms of academic writing, in order to understand the proposed
typology of MD 1n the present study. Then the fourth chapter offers a critical review of
the MD related study to establish the proposed typology which links to the working
definition of MD 1n chapter 3, and is followed by the discussion of applied MD studies
which explains the differences of MD usage from language and genre aspects in the
studies of MD. The fifth chapter explains the methodology and provides the data
collection methods (the procedure of collection and building corpora) with
characteristics of each group corpus. The results from text analyses and interviews are
described in chapter six. After that, all the research questions are answered in chapter 7
with a focus on the variables, language and genre respectively. The final chapter
discusses the contributions of the study, together with several related features such as

the implications of this study, the limitations of the study and some suggestions for

further research.



Chapter 2: Metadiscourse (MD) and Rhetoric

2.1 Introduction

This chapter 1s especially devoted to the background related to the basic concepts and
relationship between metadiscourse (MD), the topic of this thesis, and rhetoric (i.e. the
art/technique of persuasion through the spoken or written language). MD and rhetoric
cannot be dissociated from each other since both involve the making of different
linguistic and non-linguistic choices, recognise the importance of audience and aim at

achieving effective communication. Rhetorical choices vary from culture and become

distinct across languages.

Within the context of this thesis, it is possible to place the use of MD 1n a culture
perspective since the present data was collected from a different group of writers (e.g.
NES and NNES). This will help us see the rhetorical similarities and/or ditferences 1n
the use of MD in their academic writing between the groups. In order to situate this in a
framework of contrastive rhetoric which will be reviewed in this chapter, the chapter
starts by giving a background to the definition of rhetoric and a brief introduction to
classical and modern rhetoric. This is followed by a discussion of the relationships
between Metadiscourse and rhetoric. Then the interpretation of culture which is broad
concept of language will be described in order to explain the language-related factors
‘which might influence the writing style in general and MD usage 1n particular that vary
across languages and cultures, and then the relationship between language, thought and
culture will be explained for the purpose of understanding contrastive rhetoric. It then

moves to the review of Contrastive Rhetoric. This chapter ends with a summary and

some concluding remarks.



2.2  Background to Rhetoric

To discover the relationship between rhetoric and metadiscourse, it is useful to

1llustrate the important aspects of classical and modern rhetoric in the following

sections.

2.2.1 Classical Rhetoric

One of the mmportant characteristics of classical rhetoric (from Greek and Roman
antiquity to modern times) 1s 1ts concern with audience. Greek rhetoric 1s concerned
with public speaking, whereby one speaker, the orator, addresses the people. The basic
interest is to move the audience and to win a victory over them by way of persuasion.
So the place of the audience has been recognised since the early stages of the art of
rhetoric. However, the fact that the speaker’s goal is to win a victory over the audience
implies that the latter is assigned a passive receptive role rather than being considered
as an active participant in communicative situations. Another characteristic ot classical
rhetoric is that it considers persuasion to be the purpose of rhetoric. Accordingly,
Aristotelian rhetoric is defined as the art of producing persuasive texts. Aristotle
believed that an effective argument comprises three important aspects. The first 1s the
source or means of persuasion, the three major elements of which are central to

Aristotle’s rhetoric. These are outlined below:

(a) Ethos: the personal character of the speaker (the personal appeal ot the sender);

(b) Pathos: engaging the addressee in a particular frame of mind (appeals to the

emotions or values of the receiver);

(c) Logos: words and expressions used by the speaker to prove his case (appeals to

reason).
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The second aspect of Aristotle’s effective argument refers to the language, i.e. selection
of appropriate words, expressions, themes etc. The last aspect concerns the

organisational structure of the various parts of the argument, i.e. introduction, argument,

counter-argument (see Barnes 1984 for more details).

2.2.2 Components of Classical Rhetoric

Classical rhetoric from the Renaissance to the Enlightenment in the 16" century, (see
Plett 1985) consisted of five parts: inventio (invention), which refers to the finding of
argumentative matter; dispositio (disposition), the structural arrangement of the

argument; elecutio (style), the verbal adornment of the matter; memoria (memory),

memorising the structured and verbally adorned texts; action (visual: gesture, facial

expression) and pronuntiatio (pronunciation).

According to Plett, each of the five parts represents ‘“‘successive stages in the
production of a text” (1985, p60), and each of them has its own set of rules. Plett

further argues that “in their totality they constitute the rhetorical competence (or code)

of the orator.” (ibid)

It can be said, then, that classical rhetoric 1s characterised by recognising an audience,
but viewing them as passive recipients, focusing on persuasion as a means of winning

over an audience and focusing on text production as well as being governed by

restrictive rules of a conventional nature.

2.2.3 Modern Rhetoric

New or modern rhetoric (20th century) 1s, of course, based on classical rhetoric but

differs from it in a number of ways. The domain of modern rhetoric is broader and
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Includes a wide range of choices as reflected in different definitions. Young et al.

believe that rhetoric is:

...concerned primarily with a creative process that includes all the choices a
writer makes from his earliest tentative exploration of a problem in what has been
called the ‘pre-writing stage’ of the writing process, through choices in argument
and strategy for a particular audience, to the final stage of the final draft. (1970,

p.X11)
For further characterisation of choices in modern rhetoric, Purves emphasises the role
ot language use versus language usage and their relationships to rhetoric:
We might detine rhetoric as the ‘choice’ of linguistic and structural aspects of
discourse- chosen to produce an effect on an audience. Rhetoric, therefore, is a
matter ot choice with respect to the uses of language as opposed to those uses that
are determined by lexical and grammatical structure (1988, p9)
The fundamental criteria for modern scientific rhetoric have been specified by Plett as
“analytical perspective, generative principle, logical coherence, and practical
usefulness” (1985, p59). In the first place, the hearer/reader becomes the centre of
Interest, thus gaining positive and interactive roles. For written texts, this suggests that
the writer interacts with the reader through the text. In the second place, performing in
a communicative situation requires awareness of all the elements involved 1n that
situation, such as the participants, the subject of the communication, the channel and

the ‘effect’ of communication. Finally, modern rhetoric, as Plett points out, 1s not only

theoretically conclusive, but also practically applicable.

The practical applicability of modern rhetoric can be seen in the different models that
have been designed and used in L1 and L2 writing research, including models of

metadiscourse and models of argumentation such as those of Toulmin (1958) and

Perelman (1982).
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Toulmin’s model consists of three obligatory elements and three optional ones. The
obligatory elements are: the claim, which refers to the statement of the problem or
argument; the data, which refers to the subject of the claim; and the warrant provides
extra support for the claim, especially when the data is challenged and the relationship

between the claim and the data needs to be justified.

T'he optional elements of the argument in Toulmin’s extended model (Toulmin et al.
1979) are: (a) backing, which refers to generalisations about the truth value of the
difterent kinds of experience used in the strategy of arguing; (b) rebuttal, which refers
to “the extraordinary circumstances that might undermine the force of supporting
arguments” (Toulmin et al. 1979, p70) that are used to complete conclusions
successtully; (¢) qualifiers, which refer to expressions of certainty and uncertainty

(stmilar to hedges and emphatics in metadiscourse).

Another model of argumentation has been proposed by Perelman (1982). This model is
distinguished by its focus on argument and audience. According to this model, there are
three audiences: the addressees, the speaker and all humanity at large or what Perelman
referred to as the “universal audience”. Perelman’s model suggests that the way the
argument 1s put forward is determined by two factors: the nature of knowledge of the
audience and the purpose of the argument which can be elements of the genre variable
in the present study. However, it should be noted that the ways they convey the

argument also vary between languages which 1s an important element ot culture.

2.3 Metadiscourse and Rhetoric

The connection between MD, which 1s a non-content aspect of discourse and will be

explained in detail in chapter 3, and rhetoric can partly be seen from the brief
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discussion of classical and modern rhetoric presented in the previous sections. Both
rhetoric (especially modern rhetoric) and MD are concerned with effective
communication. They are concerned with the effectiveness and appropriateness of
expressing content or conveying messages. Furthermore, they treat the audience (reader
or listener) as their centre of interest. The relationships between the parts of classical
rhetoric, Aristotle’s major components of rhetoric as well as his elements of effective
argument, and MD cannot be overlooked. MD expressions are used as markers of
rhetorical moves or actions. Successful writers use them to mark their introductions,

goals, explanations, summaries, conclusions, evaluations, attitudes, organisation etc.

These devices, as Nash explains;

... 1mply a working relationship with an audience, the negotiation of an ‘I’ and a
"you’ with the intention of establishing a ‘we’. (Nash 1992, p100)

T'he most obvious connection between MD and rhetoric can be explained with
reference to the classical rhetorician’s division of oratory into ‘taxis’ and ‘lexis’.
According to Nash (1992, ppl00-101), Greek rhetoricians use ‘taxis’ to mean ‘“‘the
structure of a speech, 1ts programme or running order of ‘here beneath’ and ‘firstly’ and
‘consequently’ and ‘on the other hand’ and ‘in conclusion’. As for ‘lexis’, the second
division of oratory, Nash states that “Lexis signified the diction and style of the piece,
as adapted to the orator’s perception of the formality of his topic and the status of
audience”. Taxis and lexis have been used to establish the major categories of MD
typologies. Nash calls them tactical MD and lexical MD. Other researchers have used
similar terms such as textual or informational MD for taxis and attitudinal or

interpersonal MD for lexis.

In view of the concepts of classical and modern rhetoric, the concern of a theory of

rhetoric as well as the connection between MD and rhetoric, three relevant and
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important points need to be made. The first point suggests that it is possible to work
towards a rhetorical theory of metadiscourse, a rather lengthy definition of which is

provided by Crismore and is in order here:

We shall define a “rhetorical theory of metadiscourse” as any statement or series
of statements about metadiscourse, asserted to have some generality of reference
and testable by application to relevant acts of discourse. Such a theory is an
organised, consistent, coherent way of talking about metadiscourse in any of its
forms or modes and involves written texts that systematically assert propositions
about how metadiscourse actually works in the world, that identify some
rhetorical metadiscoursive tactic, strategy, device, etc., and that attempts to
account for its effectiveness (or ineffectiveness) in general (1989, pp49-50).

Crismore recognises that the above definition “takes a great deal of territory” (ibid.).

Secondly, due to the observation that rhetoric, rhetorical moves and devices (including
MD) vary across languages and cultures, rhetoric becomes a tertile area for cross-
cultural contrastive studies, hence contrastive rhetoric (see also Kaplan’s elaboration of
contrastive rhetoric in the following pages and how it points to MD). Thirdly, the above
two points provide adequate justification for putting the present study in the framework

of contrastive rhetoric with language variable (native and non-native English speaker).

2.4 Writing Style and Culture

For the possible explanation of the results of the present study it is necessary to refer to
several culture-related factors which include an important element, language, (Hofstede
1991; Hall 1983; Hinds 1987) and might affect the writing style in general and the
usages of MD in particular. These factors include characteristics of collectivity and
individuality, dimensions of culture such as high and low context, and reader or writer

responsibility which will be discussed in the following subsections.
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In attempting to define culture, one would usually consider some kind of ‘shared
patterns’ that characterise certain people and distinguish them from other nations.
Shared patterns are a result of education and experience and are reflected in the way
people live 1n a general sense. Not only that, but without such patterns people would
find 1t difficult to understand each other and live together (Geertz 1973). This
understanding 1s reflected in the anthropological concept of culture as ‘a way of life’.

This concept has been adopted by some linguists, like Lado who considered culture as

synonymous with the ‘ways of people’ (1986, p52).

The definition of culture as a way of life is general and rather vague. To unpack this
definition, other attempts to define culture recognise the importance of the shared
patterns and include what can be considered as components or elements of culture. The
following elements have been taken from several sources (The Longman Dictionary ot
Applied Linguistics, Encyclopaedia Britannica, and Encyclopaedia Americana) and are
thought to be components of the concept of culture: language, ideas, beliefs, values,
customs, taboos, codes, institutions, tools, techniques, works of art, ceremonies,

behaviour, patterns or objects, attitudes, social habits, and knowledge.

In a similar way Hofstede (1991, p5) stresses the collective nature of culture: "1t 1S the

collective programming of the mind which distinguishes the members of one group or

category of people from another’.

2.4.1 Individualism and Collectivism

Hofstede (1991) observes that the vast majority of the population ot the world belong
to collectivist cultures where the interests of the group prevail over those of the

individual and where the family structure is that of the extended family type. In
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collectivist cultures the group is the source of identity and children are brought up as
members of the ‘we’ group to which they must be loyal and on which they depend for
protection against the hardships of life. In collectivist cultures there are very strong ties
between the individual and the group to the extent that there is very limited division
between personal time and life and work time, as well as living within a group.
Relationships with people are more important than the task in collectivist cultures. Such
relationships may bring about limitations in the creativity and competitiveness of the

individual. Communication in the collectivist culture is of the high context type which

will be described 1n the next section.

Individualist societies are those in which the interests of the individual prevail over
those of the group. They are in a minority when compared with collectivist societies.
The family in individualist societies is nuclear and children are brought up to think of

themselves as ‘I’, which is the source of their identity.

Individualistic cultures are low context and verbal communication is more explicit and
linear. In the individualist index the USA and Great Britain scored high whereas the
Arab countries and Japan scored low (Hall and Hall 1990). Linguistically speaking, this
concept can be observed in sequencing ideas or elements, citing sources, putting one's

ideas strongly and arguing for them, challenging other peoples’ arguments, and the

whole idea of putting the author 1n the centre.

The anthropologist Hall, who studied dimensions of culture for about 40 years, focuses
on communication patterns. He suggests four dimensions: context, time, space, and

information flow. I will only focus on the dimensions of context as they are more

related to the present work than the others.
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2.4.2 High Context and Low Context

Hall (1983) distinguishes between cultures according to the degree of context. He
describes the communication system of cultures as ‘high context’ or ‘low context’.
According to Hall (1983, p210), high context or low context “refers to the amount of

information that 1s 1n a given communication as a function of the context in which it

occurs’.

This implies that most of the meaning 1n high context communication is in the context
and very little 1s in the actual message transmitted. In low context communication, on
the other hand, the meaning is explicitly coded in the message. Hall compares low
context communication with interacting with a computer that requires an explicit
expression of meaning and strict implementation of the programme rules, otherwise the
meaning is distorted. A graphic representation of messages and context and provided
by Usunier (1993, p103) shows that the Japanese and the Arabs are at the top of the
high context scale, the English are somewhere in the middle followed by North
Americans. It can be concluded that, in general, oral cultures or cultures greatly
influenced by orality e.g. Arabic and Japanese, are high context whereas visually
literate cultures, e.g. Western cultures are low context. Moreover, high context
messages reflect homogeneity, close and intimate social relations, collectivism, and a
high degree of dependency. The communicators, consequently, assume a lot of shared
knowledge with their audience and do not see the need to make their messages

explicitly coded. This may be reflected in the manipulation of somewhat less use of

concluders in the NNES texts in the present data.
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2.4.3 Reader or Writer Responsibility?

A significant contribution to contrastive rhetoric and cross-cultural studies is Hinds’
(1987) typology of languages as writer-responsible versus reader-responsible. The focal

point of the typology in Hinds’ words is that

...there are different expectations with regard to the degree of involvement a
reader will have, and that this degree of involvement will depend on the language

of the reader. (Hinds 1987, p141)

Hinds argues that some languages (e.g. English) are writer-responsible while other
languages (e.g. Japanese and classical Chinese) are reader-responsible. The English
writer 1S expected to produce well-organised and clear discourse and to use precise
expressions. Commonplaces, poetry and proverbial sayings are not accepted as a means
for expressing truth. Failure to meet these expectations can lead to communication
breakdown. The classification of writer-responsibility versus reader-responsibility 1s
discussed in terms of coherence or unity. English readers, Hinds further writes,
...expect and require landmarks along the way. Transition statements are very

important. It is the writer’s task to provide appropriate transition statements So
that the reader can piece together the thread of the writer’s logic which binds the

composition together. (Hinds 1987, p146)
Transition in reader-responsible languages, Hinds explains, 1s subtle and expected to be

supplied by the reader whose role is presumably more active than that of the English

reader reading English texts.

Typical modern English writers follow either deductive or inductive approaches in their
texts. Consequently, according to Hinds (1990), English readers are used to the

deductive and inductive organisational patterns respectively. In other words they expect

the statement to appear, deductively, in the 1nitial position, but 1if it does not the reader
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immediately assumes that it is in the final position, i.e. the essay follows an inductive

style.

Orental languages (Japanese, Chinese, and Korean) mostly follow a style whereby the
statement 1s buried somewhere in the passage. This may suggest that the NNES writers

may not feel the need to use their conclusions explicitly which leads them to less use of

concluders in the NNES texts.

In general, 1t can be noticed that Hinds’ classification of languages as writer-
responsible and reader-responsible coincides with Hall’s (1983) descriptions of
languages as ‘high context” and ‘low context’, especially the fact that Japanese is at the

top of the high context scale.

2.5 Language, Thought and Culture

The relationship between language, thought and culture has been a controversial issue
for a long time. Sometimes it has taken the form of the chicken and egg argument. In 1ts
extreme version this relationship was expressed by Sapir, and later Whorf, in what has
become known as the Sapir-Whorf hypothesis which implies that language controls
thought; it therefore shapes and structures our view of the world and behaviour. This
hypothesis influenced what has become known as the contrastive rhetoric hypothesis,
as coined by Kaplan (1966). The counter argument held by most scholars nowadays
implies that language is an important element of culture and it reflects and explains
culture. This can be seen, for example, in the use of metaphors, a wide range of
vocabulary, ever-increasing technological terms, and a variety of choices made by

language users in the organisation of texts, ways ot expressing 1deas and attitudes and
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ways ot coding messages in general. It can be concluded that language, thought and

culture are interrelated, as put by Valdes (1986, p1)

... the current consensus is that the three aspects are three parts of a whole, and
cannot operate independently, regardless of which one most influences the other

P,

WO .

2.6 Contrastive Rhetoric (CR)

I believe that such culture-related factors are important for the understanding of
ditferent writing styles, e.g. contrastive rhetoric, for several reasons derived from Grabe
and Kaplan (1996). Firstly, they help us understand the social contexts and attitudes by
which writing and writers, and indeed a theory of writing, are influenced. Secondly,
they help achieve the goal of contrastive rhetoric “to describe ways in which written
texts operate in larger cultural contexts” (Grabe and Kaplan 1996, p179). Thirdly, there
1s considerable evidence regarding discourse variations and cultural rhetorical

preferences.

... The issue should centre on ways to understand differences revealed by
contrastive rhetoric, rather than ask whether contrastive rhetoric 1s a fruitful
avenue for research (Grabe and Kaplan 1996, p197)
In discussing early contrastive rhetoric, Connor claimed that “the Sapir-Whort
hypothesis of linguistic relativity is basic to contrastive rhetoric because 1t suggests that
different languages affect perception and thought in different ways™ (1996, p10). This
weak version of the hypothesis (i.e., that language influences thought), rather than the
once-dominant strong version (i.e., that language controls thought and perception), 1s

regaining respectability in linguistics, psychology, and composition studies, resulting in

a renewed interest in the study of cultural differences (Gumperz & Levinson 1996).
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The term ‘contrastive rhetoric’ (CR), as coined by Kaplan (1966), is based on the
understanding that logic and rhetoric are not universal and that they vary across
cultures. Kaplan notes that the linguistic and cultural differences between languages
atfect the way L2 writers organise their prose. He was particularly referring to

international students learning English in the United States. In fact, the basic

assumption of CR suggests that, in organising their paragraphs, L2 writers are
intfluenced by the rhetorical preferences of their L1. Elaborating on the concept of CR,

Kaplan (1982, pp140-141) states that it refers to:

...the notion that speakers of different languages use different devices to present

Information, to establish the relationships among ideas, to show the centrality of

one 1dea as opposed to another, to select the most effective means of presentation.
Kaplan’s 1nitial interest was to describe those differences in order to suggest solutions
to the pedagogical problems of L2 writers. This explains why some of his studies and
those of the researchers who followed him focused on compositions written by L2
learners. It 1s well recognised that Kaplan’s ideas regarding contrastive rhetoric came 1n
time and represented a breakthrough 1n the face of conventional approaches such as the
structural approach, the audio lingual method, and the grammar translation method.
According to Kaplan, the rhetorical differences between languages cannot be attributed
to grammatical and semantic influences only, but one needs to consider the
phenomenological differences between the cultures involved. However, an adequate
account of cultural differences with respect to students’ compositions requires
consideration of the educational contexts in which the composition writers were
brought up (Liebman 1992; Mohan and Lo 1985). Those contexts may form rival

hypotheses (Huck and Sandler 1979) to the very cultural components of contrastive

rhetoric.
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Kaplan’s early conclusions about CR do not seem to have taken educational aspects
Into consideration. More specifically, Kaplan’s conclusions were not accompanied by
an 1nvestigation or survey of how composition was taught to the international students
whose compositions were studied. However, his later publications with Grabe (Grabe
and Kaplan 1996) clearly emphasise this issue which may be reflected in the less use of

MD features by the student writers in the present data because of their educational

contexts (e.g. self references).

Kaplan turther describes the 1.2 writing as ‘out of focus’ and lacking in coherence and
cohesion. The other controversial 1ssue that Kaplan (1966) raises in his seminal article
results from the crude graphic forms that he uses to represent the rhetorical structures
of paragraphs in five language groups: English, Semitic languages, Oriental languages,

Romance languages, and Russian.
Linear (Anglo-Europeans e.g. English)

The paragraph development in this group follows a linear progression. That 1s, the
paragraph starts with a topic sentence which carries the main idea. The sentences that
follow provide elaboration and support for the main idea. Kaplan represented the linear

paragraph by a straight vertical line:
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Parallel Construction (Semitic languages e.g. Arabic)

Arab students writing in English use coordination far more than subordination. This

results in parallel constructions being used throughout the paragraph. Accordingly the

graphic Semitic languages look like parallel lines:

Spiral/Circular (Oriental languages e.g. Korean)

The graphic representation of oriental languages as drawn by Kaplan, took a spiral or
circular shape, thus reflecting an indirect way of stating and addressing the main 1dea of
the paragraph. This makes 1t difficult for a reader from the linear group to locate the

main idea and follow the argument. The development of the paragraph in oriental

languages is as follows:
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Digressive (Romance e.g. French)

Digression in this group results from the addition of extraneous material which distracts

the English reader and does not help develop the paragraph in a linear way. This type of

digression takes the following shape:

The digression of Romance languages can be described as ‘weak’ in comparison to the

digression of Russian.
Strong Form of Digression (Russian):

This kind of digression is stronger than that of French. It comes as a consequence of
attaching many subordinate ideas to the main one to the extent that the latter 1s buried

by the former. It 1s a kind of open-ended digression as 1ts graphic representation shows:

>
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It has been rightly argued (Kachru 1995 and Matalene1985) that by so doing Kaplan
implied that writing like native speakers of English is both necessary and desirable. He
also seemed to devalue the patterns that do not conform to the expectations of native
speakers of English. The idea of reducing language, cultures and the related thought

patterns to diagrammatic structures 1s hard to digest and has been strongly rejected

(Harder 1984; Kachru 1995; Ostler1987; Scollon1997).
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In order to assign certain characteristics or behaviour to a particular culture one has to
check 1f those characteristics take the form of a pattern or whether they prevail in other

aspects of that culture such as music, arts, architecture etc. and not only in one aspect

like language (Scollon 1997).

Furthermore, to imply that, say, all oriental languages are the same is an unjustified

overgeneralisation because there are variations within these groups. It is worth noting

that Kaplan himself recognises that he overstated the differences and made the case too

strong:

. 1n fact, 1t now my opinion that all the various rhetorical modes identified in

the “doodles article’ are possible in any language i.e. in any language which has
written text. (1987, p.10)

He goes on to say:

My contention 1s that any native speaker of any particular language has at his

disposal literally hundreds of different mechanisms to signify the same meaning
(1b1d).

It can be noticed that most recent CR studies agree that the differences are in cognitive

styles rather than cognitive abilities (Purves 1988).

In fact, criticism has been directed at several 1ssues 1n contrastive rhetoric in general
and Kaplan’s views in particular. Harder (1984) argues that in addition to retlecting the
native culture, L2 compositions exhibit a mixture of the logic and rhetoric of L2 and L1
cultures. He adds that this could be a result of composition learning methods or the

conflict between culture-linguistic systems. On the basis of his studies of compositions
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written by Chinese and Japanese students, Harder suggests an extension of the model of

interlanguage 'in ESL and TESOL (Selinker 1972; 1992),

It can be argued that the mixture of logic and rhetoric observed by Harder might have
resulted from what Goodenough (1971) called ‘operational culture’. That is, when one
finds oneself in a situation different from one’s cultural background, one tries to adjust

even temporarily, to the new situation. This can be found from the non-native speakers’

awareness of MD use from the interviews in the present study.

For a long time, and under the influence of Kaplan’s early thesis, research in CR
focused on one main aspect, namely the organisational one, at the expense of other
important aspects of written discourse that vary between languages and cultures. In fact,
organisation corresponds to ‘arrangement’ which 1s only one of the five elements of
rhetoric as defined by Aristotle. The five elements are invention, memory, arrangement,
style, and delivery (Liebman 1992). In addition, Purves (1988, ppl1-12) includes the
following areas: discourse functions, organisation or reorganisation of material that
takes different forms like shopping lists, letters, articles etc., the generation of content
and/or form, and the pragmatics of discourse. Focusing on one aspect only might be
one of the reasons that led Kaplan and his followers, for some time, to deal with
compositions as products and neglect the process of writing which takes into account
various aspects. Many of Kaplan’s critics pointed to this negligence as a very negative
aspect that leads to prescription, especially when the findings of CR are applied to L2
writing (Leki 1991). The transfer that is manifested in L2 writing, in addition to
organisation, reflects other aspects such as planning (Jones and Tetroe 1987), skills

(Mohan and Lo 1985), metadiscourse (Crismore et al. 1993; Mauranen 1993a) etc.

' Selinker (1972) proposed and elaborated the term “interlanguage’ to explain the unique utterance of L2
learners. It is regarded as a separate linguistic system which results from a learner’s attempts to produce

a target language norm.
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The situation is that there are cultural similarities and differences between different
languages, not only at the organisational level, but at other levels such as cohesion,
coherence, style, modes of argumentation, persuasion, voice, tone etc. Ideally, every
language has its own distinct characteristics and preferences, which are clear when
theory-oriented contrastive research is conducted, but it seems difficult to establish

borders given the present status of research in the world of today, especially the

pedagogy-oriented aspect in L2 writing.

2.7  Summary

The link between metadiscourse and rhetoric was found from the review of the
background to classical and modern rhetoric, their components and definitions in the
present chapter. As this study 1s in the research paradigm of comparative academic
writing, the chapter discussed cross-cultural aspects of writing, particularly culture-
related factors and contrastive rhetoric, to explain the similarities and/or ditterences 1n
writing style between languages (native and non-native English speaker). The culture,
thought and language are interrelated. So this chapter reviewed the culture-related
factors which might affect the writing style in general and MD usage 1n particular, and
which it is hoped will be useful for the possible explanation of the results of the present

study.

In the next chapter the literature related to MD will be considered in order to
understand the definition of MD proposed by other scholars. Also the working

definition of MD in the study will be presented as a result of carrying out a review of

the literature related to MD definition.
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Chapter 3: A Working Definition of Metadiscourse

3.1 Introduction

This chapter 1s concerned with the issues related to the basic concepts and definitions
of MD. It reviews and analyses different aspects of MD, such as the concept of MD in
relation to discourse, definitions, and characteristics. The chapter also discusses
definitions of concepts similar to MD and points out the differences between them.
Details of examples of MD and similar terms will be presented in the next chapter. The

chapter will also provide a working definition of MD to be used with the typology to be

developed 1n the next chapter.

29



3.2  The Concept of Metadiscourse

The aim of this section is to bring into focus the concept of ‘metadiscourse’ and to
show 1ts place in the context of the general term ‘discourse’. The term ‘metadiscourse’
points to two levels of discourse: the first level 1s known as the ‘primary’ discourse and
the second level 1s known as MD. The primary level carries the core message, the
propositional content. Metadiscourse, on the other hand, consists of the linguistic

expressions used by the writer to ‘signpost’ the reader to understand his or her message,

attitudes and the overall organisation of his or her text. It is considered as the non-

content part of discourse. These two levels are two complementary parts of good

discourse that leads to successful communication.

The concept of two levels has been used by several scholars. Lautamatt (1978)
discusses the elements that create coherent texts and differentiates between two types
of elements: ‘the topical elements’ that refer to the content or topic of the discourse and

‘the non-topical elements’ that help readers understand the text, and can be counted as

MD.

There are similar ideas in the work of Vande Kopple (1980), an author who speaks of
the first level, ‘the primary level’, and explains that it refers to the propositional content,
and the second, ‘the secondary level’, which is MD “does not add propositional

information but signals the presence of the author” (Vande Kopple 1980 in Beauvais

1986 p50).

Williams (1981) defines the first level as ‘the primary discourse” which represents the

content or subject matter. The second level, ‘metadiscourse’, refers to the different
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expressions that are related to the act of discoursing, ‘discourse about discourse’, and

that add nothing to the content of the primary discourse.

Like Williams, composition theorist Dillon (1986) suggests that the first level is
concerned with information about the content of the text, i.e. its subject. The second
level consists of expressions that help the reader understand the organisation and
evaluation of the text and lead to reaction to the content. This level also involves what

has become known as the presence of the author and the author/reader relationships.

The relation of the above concepts to the macro-functions of language should not be
overlooked. Halliday suggested the functions of language into three broad macro-
functions: 1deational, textual and interpersonal. Each 1s concerned with ditterent
aspects of the world and the 'modes of meaning' that are identifiable in language 1n
social contexts (Halliday 1994, p27). The ideational function focuses on the natural
world and events, including our own consciousness. He describes this as the 'content
function of language' (Halliday 1994, p27). The textual function focuses on the
organization of text. It enables language to be, 'operational in a context of situation
(Halliday 1994, p27). The interpersonal function focuses on the social world. It

expresses attitudes, judgments, and relationships: the, 'participatory function of

language' (Halliday 1994, p27).

Halliday (1973) indicates that the non-content elements (MD) are concerned not with

the message (the content) as such but with how that message is put to the target

audience, i.e. the devices used to put the message across, such that the target audiences

can understand it unambiguously.
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Halliday’s ideational function is related to what we referred to above as the
propositional content which is not part of MD. Thus Halliday’s interpersonal and

textual functions will be elaborated in the following paragraphs.

The interpersonal function, according to Halliday (1973), is related to role mediation
both at the individual level, expressing personal aspects and feelings, and at the social
level, social interaction between participants in the communication. This role of
language gives them the opportunity to explicitly reflect their personal characteristics,
attitudes, viewpoints, subjective evaluation of the propositional content and to establish
a working social relationship with each other. This applies both to oral as well as
written communication, as reflected in the views of writer/reader relationships (Tierney

et al 1979; Tierney and Raphael 1981: Bruce 1981) and writer-text-reader interaction

(Nystrand 1986).

Halliday (1973) sees the textual function as enabling us to create a text and organise 1ts
content so that it makes sense to the other participants (readers) and qualifies 1t as a
message. With respect to MD, especially in written texts, this function 1s important for
writers as well as readers. It helps writers relate various portions and sections of the

text to each other and readers to see that relation and interpret it according to the

writer’s intentions.

These two MD related macrofunctions have influenced various aspects of MD as seen
in the works of several scholars. Williams (1981 and 1990) includes connectives and
advance organisers under the textual function and hedges, attitude markers under the
interpersonal functions (details will be explained 1n the next chapter). Vande Kopple

(1985) also identifies two main kinds of MD, the interpersonal MD and the textual MD,

with reference to Halliday’s typology ot meaning. Recently, Crismore (1990) suggests
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that, unlike propositional and referential elements, MD features do not refer to the

external reality but to text/discourse organisation and writer/reader relationships.

3.3 Characteristics of MD

3.3.1 Common Factors in MD

While 1t 1s necessary to make a distinction between the two levels of discourse, there
are common factors that unify all types of MD. The first common factor is that “they do
not expand the propositional information of a text” (Vande Kopple 1985 p85). In other
words they do not carry a message that refers to the real world (Halliday 1973) or
external reality (Crismore 1990). The second common factor is derived from Nash
(1992, pl104) and concerns “the writer’s consciousness of what he 1s writing and his
perception of the need for further elucidation, for qualification, for emphasis, for
evaluation, for the involvement of the reader 1n the assertions of the text”. The third
factor concerns the common primary function of metadiscursive expressions which 1s

for “helping the reader interpret, not syntactic” (Crismore et al.1993 p49).

3.3.2 Contribution to Authorship

Authors use MD in nearly every move in their text. In their attempt, for example, to
express certain ideas, authors borrow some parts from other sources that they
respectfully acknowledge through the MD expressions of attribution and/or narration
(e.g. according to X..., X has maintained that, X suggested). They comment on 1t,

criticise and evaluate using commentary and evaluatives (e.g. inappropriately,

disappointingly). They also use pronouns to pursue the points that they themselves add

to draw special attention to their point (/ mentioned, I promise to). Moreover,
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attitudinal or interpersonal MD is used to express their attitudes to the content and to

the reader (surprisingly, it is more significant). Authors also guide readers step by step

from the introduction to conclusions with their goals.

3.3.3 The Multifunctional Nature of MD

Multifunctionality refers to the simultaneous performance of more than one function by
the same MD features. As a result of this, MD definitions and typologies have been
criticised as being imprecise, multifunctional and fuzzy (Beauvais 1986; Crismore
1989; Nash 1992; Vande Kopple 1985). Indeed, most of the scholars who have written
about MD maintain that fuzziness and multifunctionality are natural characteristics of
MD. Features like ‘I hypothesise’ and ‘I think’ can be classified as illocutionary
markers, attributers, narrators (1.e. / 1s used to mark the speech act as an illocutionary
marker; they also signal the source of what 1s presented as narrators and attributors).
Such a classification 1s therefore highly subjective and influenced by factors such as the
person who interprets the discourse and analyses 1t as well as the context in which the
discourse is produced. In this part, the multifunctional nature of MD will be highlighted

and explored with various attitudes from different scholars.

Multifunctionality is also found at the level of the macrofunctions. The lexico-
erammatical expressions that are used to express the macrofunctions themselves are
multifunctional, i.e. they can serve more than one macrofunction simultaneously.
Crismore and Vande Kopple (1997) presented an example of this, whether the agent 1s
realized or deleted in a passive construction; there are both functions, an interpersonal
one as in the personalization (‘I argue that smoking causes cancer’) and a textual as in

the depersonalization (‘the findings suggest that smoking causes cancer’). Crismore

argues that MD is confusing and problematic because 1t involves contusing elements
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and “almost all properties of spoken and written discourse may implicitly or explicitly

signal various dimensions of the communicative situation” (1989, p49).

Moreover, as Crismore argues, some MD features behave as primary discourse in some

situations and as content in other cases. Take the function of ‘really’ in the following

examples from Crismore et al.(1993 p41) a) Really it was terrible. b) It is really terrible.

[n the first ‘really’ functions as MD and in the second it emphasises the adjective. This

multifunctional nature of MD can be found from the function of ‘in spite of® in the
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