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ofKorea Journal,21(4),165-183.The currentstudy investigates the use of

metadiscourseinL1andL2Englishwriters’argumentativeessays,whichappeared

intheOp-EdsectionofthreeEnglishnewspaperspublishedinKorea.Acorpusof

200essayswrittenbybothgroups(100each)wasanalyzedbythemodelofHyland

(2004).Theresultsexhibitedthatthedensityoftheoverallmetadiscourseuseinboth

setsoftextswassimilar,butthefrequency,proportionandrangeofsubcategoriesof

metadiscoursevaried.Ofallthesubcategoriesofinteractivedevices,transitionand

codeglossesweremostfrequently used by both groups.When itcomesto

interactionalmarkers,L1writersemployedmorehedges,boosters,andattitude

markersthanL2writersdid.ThedifferencebetweenL1writersandL2writersin

thisregardwasprimarilyintheuseofself-mentionsandengagementmarkers,with

theircomparativelyhigherfrequencyinKoreanL2writing.
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1. Introduction

Sincewrittencommunicationrequiresa"cognitive"empathyinwhichthe

writermustcommunicateideaswithaclearintuitionandjudgmentofthe

reader'sstateofmind(Brown,2007),itseemsapparentthatsuccessfulwritingis

associatedwithinteractiveaccomplishmentaswellasrationalexposition.Inthis

*Thisworkisbasedonthefirstauthor’smaster’sthesis(Kim,2010).

**ThefirstauthorisSe-inKim,andthecorrespondingauthor,ChulJooUhm.
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regard,writingisusuallytheresultofastrugglebetweenawriterandhis/her

material,evenfornativeprofessionalwriters.

Thereasonwritingissodifficult,especiallyfornon-nativewriters,seemsto

bethatthey mustacquirethebasicrulesofgrammarand appropriate

vocabularyalongwithrhetoricalskillswhichinvolveknowledgetoconveyfacts

effectively,supporttheirargumentation convincingly,and negotiate social

relations.Moreover,writersneedtotakeaccountofthegenrecriteria,cultural

conventionsandregisterawareness.Particularly,thewritersofargumentative

essayssuchasOpinion-Editorial(Op-Ed)columnsinthenewspaperneedto

constructanappropriateattitudeandconvincingclaimstowardstheirreaders;

therefore,theyaremuchmorecarefulaboutthelogicalchainofreasoning,

evidence,opposingargumentsandaccommodationsoftheaudience’sviews.In

otherwords,reflectingexpectationoftheaudiencecanbeoneofthekey

featuresofsuccessfulargumentativewriting.

Oneoftheeffectivewaystodealwiththeabovematteristheuseof

metadiscoursebywhichwritersorganizethediscourse,facilitatecommunication,

andbuildarelationshipwithanaudience(Hyland,1998).Therefore,asregards

theanalysisofpersuasion and interaction between readerand writerin

argumentativewriting,metadiscourseplaysasignificantrole.Todate,research

onmetadiscoursehasincreasedinmanydifferentcontexts,however,littlehas

beenstudiedinvolvedwiththegenreofnewspaperdiscourse.

Basedonthenecessityandimportanceofstudyingmetadiscourse,thisstudy

willexploreitintheL1andL2Englishwriters’argumentativeessaysofEnglish

newspaperspublishedinKoreainordertodiscoverthewayswritersnegotiate

theirinterpersonaldemandsfrom ametadiscourseperspective.Thestudyis

motivatedbythefollowingresearchquestion:

WhatarethesimilaritiesanddifferencesbetweenL1andL2Englishwriters’usesof

metadiscourseintheargumentativeOp-EdessaysofEnglishnewspapers?
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2. Review of the Literature

2.1 Metadiscourse, Language, and Culture

SinceHarris(1959),whointroducedtheterm metadiscourse,ithasbeen

recognizedasoneofthekeyfeaturesforunderstandingtherelationshipbetween

aspeaker/writerandheraudienceindiscourse.VandeKopple(1985,p.83)

definesmetadiscourseaswordsandphrasesthat“donotaddpropositional

materialbuthelpourreadersorganize,classify,interpret,evaluate,andreactto

suchmaterial.Metadiscourse,therefore,isdiscourseaboutdiscourse.”Crismore,

Markanen&Steffensen(1993,p.40)alsostatesthatmetadiscourserefersto“the

linguisticmaterialintexts,whetherspokenorwritten,thatdoesnotadd

anythingtothepropositionalcontentbutthatisintendedtohelpthelisteneror

readerorganize,interpret,andevaluatetheinformationgiven.”Theirviewsare

basedontheideathatlanguageisnotjustthepresentationofideationalmeaning

butasetofsocialactswhichinvolveitsuserstointeractwitheachothertoaffect

thewaysideasarepresentedandunderstood.

Inthisrespect,Hyland’s(2004)definitiondrawsparticularattention.According

tohim,metadiscourseisthelinguisticdeviceswritersemploytoshapetheir

argumentstotheneedsandexpectationsoftheirtargetreaders.Metadiscourse

thusmayprovidealinkbetweentextsanddisciplinarycultures,helpingtodefine

therhetoricalcontextbyrevealingsomeoftheexpectationsandunderstandingsof

theaudienceforwhomatextwaswritten(Hyland,2004,p.136).

In recentyears,metadiscoursehascontributed toarangeofworkin

propertiesofvariousgenresoftexts,cross-culturalvariationsand writing

pedagogy(e.g.,Hyland,1999;Intraprawat& Steffensen,1995).Morerecently,

rhetorical preferences of different discourse communities and cultural

conventionshavebecomeahighlydynamictopicinmetadiscourseresearch.For

example,Dahl(2004)explored metatextin 180articlesrepresenting three

languages,English,FrenchandNorwegian,andthreedisciplines,economics,

linguisticsand medicine.Theresultrevealed thatEnglish and Norwegian

representwriterresponsiblecultures,whileFrenchisarepresentativeofa

readerresponsibleculture.Withregardtodiscipline,nationalcultureismore

important in economics and linguistics where the IMRD

(Introduction-Method-Results-Discussion)structureimplementedgloballyseems
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moreinfluential.Inotherwords,theanalysisshowsthatcultureanddiscipline

playacrucialroleintheuseofmetadiscourse.

Ontheotherhand,Cuenca&Bach(2007)examinedtheform anduseof

metadiscourseinresearchpaperswritteninEnglish,SpanishandCatalan.The

resultshowedthatEnglishauthorsusuallyreformulatetoaddmoreinformation

totheconcept,whereasCatalanandSpanishauthorsreducethecontentsofthe

previousformulationmorefrequentlythanEnglish.Faghih&Rahimpour(2009)

alsoattemptedtofindouttheinfluenceofmothertongueupontheuseof

metadiscourse,comparingEnglishtextsonappliedlinguisticswrittenbynative

EnglishspeakersandPersians.Thefindingofthestudydemonstratedthat

differentlanguagecanleadtosignificantdifferencesintheuseofmetadiscourse.

Genrecomparabilityisanotherfactorforavariationinmetadiscourseuse.

Hempel& Degand(2008)examinedaspecificclassofmetadiscourse,frame

markers,andproposedafurthersub-classificationofthisclass,whichisdefined

assequencers.Accordingtothem,academicwritingisthegenrethatisthemost

structuredbysequencerswhilefictionisthegenrethatisleaststructured.In

caseofjournal,itissituatedinbetweenthem.Thisimpliesgenrescanbea

decisivefactorinvolvingthechoiceofstructuringdevices.

IntheKoreancontext,therehasbeenahandfulofstudiesonmetadiscoure.

Forexample,Lee(2004)investigatedmetadiscourseitemsfrom eightpersuasive

textsofKoreanhighschoolEnglishtextbooksthroughHyland'sfunctional

modelofmetadiscourse,andsuggestedthatmetadiscourseitemsshouldbe

includedexplicitlyfororganizingthetextsintheEnglishtextbooks.Uhm,etal.

(2009a)analyzed Korean L2 English writersand native English writers’

metadiscourseuseinthediscussionsectionofappliedlinguisticsarticles.The

study indicated thatdifferencesin using interactionalresourcesaremore

markedthanthatininteractiveresourcesinthetwolanguagegroups.This

resultcanbeinterpretedthatnativeEnglishwritersaremorelikelytoreveal

theiridentityintheacademicworldthanKoreanL2Englishwriters. In

addition,Kim(2009a)examinedtheuseofself-mentionsinEnglishandKorean

newspapers,revealingtheinfluencesofsocio-culturalcontextand syntactic

dissimilaritiesbetweentwolanguages.Ryoo(2008)alsostudiedcodegloss

markersin Korean and English research articles,and showed significant

differencesinthedegreeofdiversity.
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2.2 Metadiscourse in Newspaper Opinion Columns

Newspaperdiscourse(opinioncolumns,inparticular)canbeconsidered

"someofthemostadequateexamplesofpersuasivewriting“(Connor,1996,p.

143).Lee(2009)doing'newsanalysis'showsthatarticlesinthenewspaperare

composed offourmain discoursecategories(introducingtopics,providing

background,analyzing/diagnosing,andprovidingargumentation).Concerning

itshybridnatureintermsofthegenre,articlesinthenewspaperincludeagreat

numberoftextualandinteractionalmetadiscoursemarkersforthereflectionsof

thewriters’epistemicandaffectiveattitudestowardtextsandpotentialreaders.

Amongthevarioustypesofnewspaperarticles,opinioncolumns,whichare

anexampleofargumentativewriting,havebeendiscussedfrequentlyinthe

fieldoftextanalysis,sincetheyare“consideredtobeofparticularsocietal

importanceatthetimeofpublication”(Le,2004,p.688).Kim (2009b)analyzed

argumentativetextswrittenbyprofessionalcolumnistsintheBritishnewspaper

TheGuardianandL2EnglishargumentativetextswrittenbyKoreanuniversity

students.TheresultindicatedthattheBritishwritersusedmorewriter-reader's

interpersonal metadiscourse, while Koreans employed more textual

metadiscourse.Thisdifferencesuggeststhatraising learners'awarenessof

constructing the writer-reader interaction can provide some important

implicationsforEnglishlanguagewritingclasses.

Dafouz-Milne(2003)alsoexploredtheroleofmetadiscourseintheeditorials

oftheSpanishElPaisandtheBritishTheTimestocomparehow professional

writersguidedandengagedwiththeirreadersinpersuasivetexts.Shefound

that while the Spanish and British writers used similar amounts of

metadiscourse overall,the Spanish texts contained significantly greater

frequenciesofinteractivemetadiscourse,particularlysequencingdevicesand

codeglosses,whilewritersinTheTimesusedmoreinteractionalmetadiscourse.

Inherstudythemostinterestingdifferenceswereintheuseoftransition

markerswheretheSpanishoverwhelminglypreferredadditivemarkerstolink

ideaswhiletheBritishwritersmadefargreateruseofadversativemarkers.

ThesedifferencesmightbeexplainedbytheSpanishtendencytoproducemuch

longersentenceswhichneedtobecoordinatedbyadditivemarkers.

Later,Dafouz-Milne(2008)fromadifferentperspectiveexamined40opinion

columnsintheBritishandSpanishnewspaperstoidentifyhow metadiscourse
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operatesasapersuasivemechanismintexts.Theresultdemonstratedthatboth

interpersonalandtextualmetadiscoursemarkersplayakeyroletotheoverall

persuasiveeffectofatext.Asfortextualmetadiscourse,itservesapersuasive

functionincluding‘add,sequence,contrastorconclude’ideas,notovertly

persuasivethough.Inthecaseofinterpersonalmarkers,combinationsofhedges

andattitudinalmarkerswhichcanresultneithertooassertivenortoovague

contribute to the construction ofa relationship with the reader.This

cross-linguisticperspectivealsoindicatethatnewspaper-genrecharacteristicof

opinioncolumnssuggestacertainuniformityacrosslanguages.

3. Methodology 

3.1 Materials

Thecurrentstudyisbasedonacorpusofapproximately1,100,000words

from articlesofthreeEnglishnewspaperspublishedinKorea(TheKoreaTimes,

TheKoreaHerald,Joong-AngDaily).Thecorpuswasbuiltonthetextsfrom two

groupsofwriters:argumentativetextswrittenbynativeEnglishwriters(L1)and

KoreanEnglishwriters(L2).

AscanbeseeninTable1,thecolumnsusedforthestudyarewrittenby

both100nativeEnglishwriters(L1)and100Koreanwriters(L2).Writersinthis

studyare66professors(33.3%),20journalists(10%),10teachers(5%),4authors

(2%)and 100othervariousprofessionals(49.7%).Thearticlescoverthe

followingtopics:Education,Economicaffairs,EuropeanUnion,International

affairs,andissuesdealingwithPolitics.

Table 1. Number of Columns in Newspapers

NameoftheNewspaper
NumberofColumns

L1 L2

TheKoreaTimes 44 58

TheKoreaHerald 52 8

Joong-AngDaily 4 34

Total 100 100
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Newspapersbasicallyhaveaseparationof'report'and'commentary'sections

whichholdsacentralplaceinthejournalisticprofession,andthecolumns

analyzedinthisstudyarechosenfromthelattersection.Becausenotonlydoes

thiskindofcolumncontaininformationaboutspecificevents,butalsoitcarries

theauthors’owninterpretations,evaluationsorrecommendations,wecansee

howbothgroupsofwritersdeveloptheirargumentationandconveytheirpoints

ofviewbytheuseofmetadiscourse.

3.2 Procedures 

Toexaminetheuseofmetadiscoursemarkers,allmarkersinthenewspaper

textswerecompiled first.Whilecompiling,each markerwasthoroughly

scrutinizedwithitsfunctionandmeaninginthecontext.Inthecourseof

compiling,markersnotusedasmetadicoursewereexcluded.Thetextswere

edited,omittingthenameofthenewspaperandthewriterandthetitleofthe

article.

Then,allthetextswereelectronicallyscannedusingWordsmith5.0.Since

thereisapossibilitythataparticularform canserveeitherapropositionalor

metadiscoursalfunction(Hyland2004),thecorpuswascarefullyanalyzedagain.

Forexample,agreatnumberofwordslike'and'or'but'appearedinthetext,

butsomecasesdonotfunctionasmetadiscourse,butmerelyasconjunctions.In

addition,thetypeofmetadiscoursevariedextremelyandmanyofthem were

multi-functional. The markers, therefore, were coded manually and

double-checked bytheresearcherstoensureallcasesweremetadiscoursal

devicesinthecontext.

Afterclassifyingmetadiscoursesubcategories,eachitem wasputintoExcel

sheets.Then,proportion,densityandsubcategoriesofmetadiscourseinL2

EnglishwritingswerecomparedwiththoseintheL1Englishwritings.Finally,

toinvestigatecommonanddifferentfeatures,theusepatternsofmetadiscourse

markerswerealsoanalyzed.

MetadiscoursemarkersinthecolumnsareclassifiedbythefollowingHyland

andTse’s(2004)model.
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TABLE 2. Hyland & Tse’s (2004) Classification of Metadiscourse

Category Function Example

Interactive

resources
Helptoguidereaderthroughthetext

Transition
Expresssemanticrelation

between

mainclauses

in

addition/but/thus/and

Frame

markers

Refertodiscourseacts,

sequences,ortextstages

finally/toconclude,

mypurposeisto

Endophoric

markers

Refertoinformationinother

partsofthetext

notedabove/seefig/

insection2

Evidentials Refertosourcesofinformation

from othertexts

accordingtoX/Zstates

Code

glosses

Helpreadersgraspmeaningsof

ideationalmaterial

namely/e.g./suchas/

inotherwords

Interactional

resources
Involvethereaderintheargument

Hedges Withholdwriter'sfull

commitmenttoproposition

might/perhaps/possible

Boosters Emphasizeforceorwriter's

certaintyinproposition

infact/definitely/itis

clearthat

Attitude

markers

Expresswriter'sattitudetoward

proposition

unfortunately/surprisingly

Engagement

markers

Explicitlyrefertoorbuild

relationshipwithreader

consider/notethat/you

canseethat

Self-mentions Explicitreferencetoauthor(s) I/we/my/our

4. Results and Discussion

4.1 The Overall Result of Metadiscourse 

Onagenerallevel,theresultsinTable3showthatthetextswrittenbyL1

Englishwriters,whichwerelongerthanthosebyL2writers,usedahigher

numberofmetadiscoursemarkers.Andthedensityofoverallmetadiscourse

markersinL1'sdataisslightlyhigherthanthatofKoreans,butthereisnota

bigdifference:78.88forL1writersand78.01forL2writersper1,000words.
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TABLE 3. The Density of Overall Metadiscourse Markers

Category L1 L2

Totalwordsofthearticles 543,590 487,486

Numberofmetadiscoursemarkers 42,878 38,028

78.88 78.01Densityofmetadiscourseper1,000words

Table4showsthefrequencyandproportionoftotalmetadiscoursemarkers

usedbyL1andL2writers.Theoverallfrequencyofinteractionalresourcesis

remarkablyhigherthanthatofinteractiveresourcesbybothgroups.

TABLE 4. The Number of Occurrences of Metadiscourse

Category L1 L2 Total

Interactiveresources 16,546(38.59%) 13,363(35.14%)29,909(37.28%)

Interactionalresources 26,332(61.41%) 24,665(64.86%) 50,997(62.72%)

Total 42,878(100%) 38,028(100%) 80,906(100%)

Proportionallyspeaking,L2writersemployedrelativelymoreinteractional

formsthanL1writers.Theseoutcomescontrastwiththefindingsofmanyother

studies.Forexample,Faghih& Rahimpour(2009)showsthatnativeEnglish

writersusedmoreinteractionalforms(57.5%)thaninteractiveforms(48.9%)

while native Persian writers used more interactive forms (51.1%)than

interactionalforms(42.5%).Park(2006)andUhm,etal.(2009a)alsoreportedthe

similarresultsthatnativeEnglishwriterstendtousemoreinteractionalforms

(hedges,inparticular),whileKoreanwritershavehigherfrequencyoftheuseof

interactiveformsincludingmuchmoreuseofframemarkersandcodeglosses.

TheseresultscanbeinterpretedthatL2writershavelessinterventionand

engagementwithreaders.

Giventhisstudyisbasedonnewspaperargumentativewriting,itseemsthat

interactionalresourceswhichhelptorevealwriter'sstanceandmakeinteraction

withreadersareemployedfarmorethaninteractiveresourcesinbothsetsof

texts.From now on,weneedtolookintoeachcategoryofmetadiscourse

markerscarefullytofigureoutadetailed pictureofL1and L2writers’

metadiscourseuse.
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4.2 Interactive Resources

Choices ofinteractive devices address “readers’expectations thatan

argumentwillconform toconventionaltextpatternsandrelationshipsand

orderingmaterialinwaysthattheywillfindappropriateandconvincing”

(Hyland,2005a,p.54).Therefore,thedetailsoftheuseofthesemarkerswillbe

helpfultounderstandhowwritersguidereadersthroughthetextformally.

TABLE 5. Frequency of Use of Interactive Resources

Category

L1 L2

No.per

1000words

(Totalhits)

%oftotal

markers

No.per

1000words

(Totalhits)

%oftotal

markers

Transitions
19.57

(10641)

24.81 17.84

(8699)

22.88

FrameMarkers
2.98

(1620)

3.78 2.88

(1403)

3.69

Endophoric

Markers

0.72

(392)

0.91 0.44

(214)

0.56

Evidentials
0.57

(311)

0.73 0.19

(94)

0.25

CodeGlosses
6.61

(3593)

8.39 6.06

(2953)

7.77

Total
30.44

(16546)

38.59 27.41

(13363)

35.14

AswecanseeinTable5,transitionsandcodeglossesarethemostfrequent

devices,followed byframemarkersand endophoricmarkers.Theuseof

transitionsconstitutesoverhalfofallinteractiveusesinbothsetsoftexts.The

resultthattransitionisthedominantandmostfrequentinteractivemarker

appearstobeinlinewithFaghih&Rahimpour(2009)'sfindings.

Althoughslightdifferencesacrosslanguagesanddisciplinarycommunities

werefound,Hyland& Tse(2004)demonstratedthattransitionisthemost

noticeableinteractivemarkersacrossalldisciplinarycommunities.Intaraprawat

& Steffensen(1995)alsoreportedthatgoodessayscontainedmoretransition

thanpooressays.Theseresultsindicatethatauthorsusetransitionfrequently,so
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thatreaderscancomprehendthetextinacoherentandlogicalstructure.In

otherwords,thetendencyofthefrequentuseoftransitionrevealswriter's

attemptthathelpsreadersaccepthislogicalviewsandinferences.Hereinthe

currentstudy,thethreemostfrequentlyusedtransitionmarkersareand,but,

andhowever,whichcomprise68.7%(L1)and64.5%(L2)oftheoccurrenceofthe

transitions,respectively.Interestingly,bothgroupspreferadversativemarkers

(e.g.,but,however,yet)toadditivemarkers(e.g.,and,so,therefore)whentheytry

tolinkideas.

Regardingthepositionoftransitionmarkersinasentence,theproportional

dataofthecurrentstudyshowsthatL2writersemployed transitionsin

sentence-initialpositionmorethanL1writers.Forexample,KoreanEnglish

writers’useofbut(68.8% inL2vs30.3% inL1)andtherefore(39.1% inL2vs

15.0% inL1)insentence-initialpositionisnearlytwotimesmorethanNative

Englishwriters.’Lee(1997)andPark(2006)alsoreportedthatKoreanshavea

tendencytousetransitionsinasentence-initialpositionmorethanL1writers.

OnereasonfortheresultseemstobethatL1writershavebeeninfluencedtoa

greaterextentbyprescriptivegrammarians,whodiscouragestudentstouse

sentence-initialconjunctions(andandor,inparticular)(Bell,2007).

AsindicatedinTable5,thesecondmostfrequentdevicesarecodeglossesin

bothsetsoftexts.Overall,therearenotmajordifferencesbetweenthetwo

groupsinusingcodeglosses.Inbothcorpora,likewasthemostcommonlyused

codeglossitem.Indiminishingorder,orfollowsthislistofcodeglosses

resources,withtheL1groupusingalmosttwicehigherproportion(n=702

(19.5%))thantheL2group(n=371(15.2%)). L2writersusedsuchasand

especiallyslightlymorethanL1writers,whereastheformerusedpunctuation

devicessuchascolon,semicolon,andparenthesisless.Theuseofinotherwords,

particularlyand calledisconsidered similarin both groups.According to

Dafouz-Milne(2008),thisresultmaysuggestthatwritersareawareofthebroad

audiencetheyareaddressingandconsequentlytheyarealsoawareoftheneed

toincludeanumberofexplicitreadingcuesaswellasmoreexemplifications,

thusensuringthatthetextisreadasintended.Here,L1writersusedmorecode

glossmarkersthanKoreanL2writers.Similarly,Uhm,etal.(2009a)foundthe

L1writerstendtousemorecodeglosses(reformulationandexemplification

markers,inparticular),whichmeanstheyseem tocreatethereader-friendly
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environmentinordertohelpreadersfacilitateunderstandingtheirabstract

theoryorinterpretation.Cuenca& Bach(2009)alsoindicatesthatEnglish

authorspreferreformulationmarkerstoaddmoreinformationtotheconcept,

comparedtoSpanishandCatalanauthors.Thus,ithelpsreadersunderstandthe

texteasilyandtheymakeinteractionwithreadersconsistentlyassessingreaders'

needsininformation,backgroundandrhetoricalexpectation.

Likecodeglosses,L1writersuseframemarkersslightlymorethanL2

writersdo.Thisresultissomewhatdifferentfrommanypreviousstudieswhich

reportthenon-nativestudents’tendencytooverusesequencingdevices(e.g.,

Kim,2009b;Park,2006;Uhm,etal.,2009a,b.)Forinstance,Kim(2009b)reported

KoreansemployedframemarkersninetimesmorethanNativeEnglishwriters.

ComparedtothewritingofL1writerswhichshowsdiverseitemsindicating

textualorganization ofthetext,hefound outthatKoreansseem to be

excessivelyrelyingonsequencingdeviceslikefirst,second,andthirdbecause

theyarefamiliarwithatypicalstructureofsequencing.Ingeneral,Hempeland

Degand(2008)showsthatjournalesewritersemployframemarkersfrequently

inordertoconvincehis/herreadersoftherelevanceoftheirpointofview.

Theuseoftheremaininginteractivemarkerssuchasendophoricmarkers

andevidentialsislessfrequentinbothsetsoftexts.Sincetextsinthisstudyare

notaslongasdissertationorotheracademicwriting,thereseemstohavefew

opportunitiestorefertoinformationinotherparagraphsorwriter'sassertion.

4.3 Interactional Resources

Thechoiceofinteractionalresources,whichmainlyfunctionasthereader

involvementdeviceintheargument,focusesmoredirectlyontheparticipantsof

theinteraction,withthewriteradoptinganacceptablepersonaandatenor

consistentwiththenormsofthecommunity(Hyland&Tse,2004).Therefore,

theusepatternoftheseresourcesrevealshowwritersunderstandthenormsof

argumentativewritinginthecourseofitslogicaldevelopment.

AsTable6indicates,theoveralltendencyofthetwogroups’useofthe

markersisalmostthesame.Particularly,theorderofthemarkersaccordingto

thefrequencyofuseisidentical.Self-mentionsandHedgesarebyfarthemost

frequentdevicesfollowedbyboostersandengagemarkers.
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TABLE 6. Frequency of Use of Interactional Resources

Category

L1 L2

No.per

1000words

(Totalhits)

%oftotal

markers

No.per

1000words

(Totalhits)

%oftotal

markers

Hedges
13.25

(7203)

16.80 11.48

(5599)

14.72

Boosters
11.01

(5986)

13.96 8.20

(3996)

10.51

Attitudemarkers
2.76

(1502)

3.50 1.92

(936)

2.46

Engagement

markers

3.68

(2002)

4.67 3.85

(1875)

4.93

Self-mentions
17.73

(9639)

22.48 25.15

(12259)

33.24

Total
48.43

(26332)

61.41 50.60

(24665)

64.86

Inparticular,self-mentions,themostfrequentmarkerinbothsetsoftexts

drawaspecialattention.AccordingtoHyland(2005a),self-mentionsrefertothe

degree ofexplicitauthor presence by using first-person pronouns and

possessives(e.g.,I,me,mine,we,our,ours).Itiscommonthatinargumentative

writing the authoroften triesto revealhis/herpresence by using the

self-mentions.In this kind ofwriting the personalprojection through

self-mentionssuchasfirst-personpronounsisperhapsthemostpowerfulmeans

of self-representation (Ivanic,1998).In particular,compared to others,

self-mentionsareoneoftworesourceswhichL2writersusemorethanL1

writers.Theheavyuseofthefirstpersonpluralpronoun‘we’inL2writing

makestheresourceoneoftheoutnumberedinteractionalmarkersfortheKorean

L2writers.

However,theresultofthecurrentstudycontraststhefindingofUhmetal.

(2009a)whichdemonstratesL1andL2academicwriterstendtounderuse

self-mentions.Inthestudy,theyseem tofavortheobjectivestyleofwriting

whichavoidsself-mentions,emphasizingtheinvolvementwithauthoritative

scholars.Incontrast,thewritersofargumentativeessayssuchasOp-Edcolumns
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liketextsdescribedherefrequentlyprojectanimpressionofthemselvesandhow

theystandinrelationtotheirarguments.Therefore,thepresenceofexplicit

authorreferenceisgenerallyaconsciouschoicebytheseargumentativewriters

toadoptaparticularstance(Hyland,2001).

Thesecondfrequentmarkerishedgesinbothsetsoftexts.Theuseof

hedgesshowsthewayawriterresponsestothepotentialnegatabilityofhis/

herclaims.Inotherwords,itreflectsaninterventiontoengagethereaderand

anticipatepossibleobjectionsofinterpretation(Hyland,1998).Hinkel(1997)

reportsthatJapanese,Korean and Chinesetextsoften appeartooveruse

hedging,whichrevealsuncertaintybecauseoftheirwritingtradition.Uhmetal.

(2009a,b)alsoinsistthattheKorean languagetendstobeindirectand

unauthoritativeintone,soKoreanwritersoftenhesitatetoconveyclearand

strongopinions.AnotherplausibleexplanationasnotedinScollonandScollon

(1995)isthatKoreanwritersseem totreatthismarkerasanindicatorof

politeness,whichKoreancultureemphasizes.

Interestingly,thecurrentstudyshowsthatL1writersusemorehedgesthan

Koreans.ThisresultmightbepartlyexplainedbythefactthatL1writershave

moreflexibilitytoacceptareader'sassessmentoftheaffectiveaspectoftexts

(Hyland,1998).Theformscould(n=1044)may(n=915),would(n=453)andmight

(n=439)inL1writingandmay(n=840),might(n=437),often(n=409)andcould

(n=381)inL2writingarethetopfivemostfrequentlyuseddevices,whichmake

up39.1%and36.9%oftheoccurrencesofhedges,respectively.

Boosters,thethirdfrequentmarkers,arefarmoreemployedbyL1writers

thanL2writersaswell.Hyland(2005a,p.145)arguesthatthisresource“seeks

topresentthepropositionwithconvictionwhilemarkinginvolvement,solidarity

andengagementwithreaders.”Asanintrinsiccharacteristicofargumentative

writing,theyusuallyhelpwriterstoconveytheircommitmenttohisorher

statementandtheirconfidenceandassuredattitude.KoreanL2writers’most

favoritemarkerisfind(n=560),followedbyimportant(n=451),believe(n=379)and

always(n=318),whereasL1writers’mostfavoritemarkerisknow (n=741),

followedbyfind(n=517),important(n=448)andcertain(n=420).Theseitems

constitute35.85%(L1)and42.86%(L2)ofthewholeoccurrencesofboostersin

bothgroups,respectively.

Inbothsetsoftexts,attitudemarkersandengagementmarkersarebyfarthe
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leastfrequentmetadiscoursemarkers.Keepinmindthatthesedeviceswhich

haverelationalimplicationsarehardtodistinguishinpractice.Becauseboth

markersfunctionmainlyasaffectivedevices,writerstendtoneglectthissideof

orientationtothereader.AccordingtoHyland(2005a),forexample,attitude

markersaremostexplicitlysignaledbyattitudeverbs(e.g.,agree,expect),

sentenceadverbs(e.g.,(un)fortunately),andadjectives(e.g.,interesting,correct)

(Hyland,2005a).Hereagree(n=190inL1,n=142inL2)andusually(n=143inL1,

n=91inL2)arethemostfrequentlyusedwords.Overall,L1writersusedmore

attitudemarkersthanL2writers,whichmeanstheformerismoreaccustomed

tocreatingconvincingdiscourseandestablishingpersonalcredibilitythanthe

latter.

5. Conclusion

The current investigation deals with L1 and L2 English writers’

metadiscourseuseintheargumentativeessaysofEnglishnewspaperspublished

inKorea.Theresultsexhibitedthatthedensityoftheoverallmetadiscourseuse

inbothsetsoftextswassimilar,butthefrequency,proportionandrangeof

subcategoriesofmetadiscoursevaried.Inthestudy,bothL1andL2English

writersemployedmoreinteractionalmarkersthaninteractivemarkers.Ofallthe

subcategoriesofinteractivedevices,transitionandcodeglossesweremost

frequentlyusedbybothgroups.Whenitcomestointeractionalmarkers,L1

writersemployedproportionallymorehedges,boosters,andattitudemarkers

thanL2writersdid.ThedifferencebetweenL1writersandL2writersinthis

regardwasprimarilyintheuseofself-mentionsandengagementmarkers,with

theircomparativelyhigherfrequencyinKoreanL2writing.

Judgingfrom thegreateruseoftransition,hedges,andboosters,L1writers

weremorelikelytocreatelogicalstructuresandflexibilitytoconsiderthe

reader'sresponseandassuredattitude.Inaddition,thetendencyofusingthe

otherdevicesmoreemployed byL1writersmightbeexplained bytheir

superiorlanguageability,showinganefficientsettingandunderstandingofthe

relationshipwiththeimaginedreaderandestablishinghisorherstance.

TheobservedsimilaritiesintheuseofmetadiscoursebetweenL1andL2
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writerscanbeattributedtothenewspaper-genrecharacteristicsofargumentative

writingthatseem totranscendthewriters’cultural-linguisticbackgrounds.In

otherwords,bothgroupsofwritersarewellawareofthe‘rhetoricalconventions

and stylistic experience that are tacit and routine for the members’

(Doheny-Farina,1992,p.296)ofthediscoursecommunity(here,newspaper

readersandwriters).Itisalsoobviousthatmetadiscourseisanaspectof

languagewhichprovidesalinkbetweentextsandthewriters’masteryofthe

language.Inthisregard,thelinguisticcompletenessoftheL2writersmightbe

closetothatoftheL1writers,withorwithouttheeditorialassistance.

Researchonmetadiscoursecanofferanimportantmeansofaccountingfor

thewayswritersspecifytheinferencestheywouldliketheirreaderstomake.

Particularly,comparativestudieslikethissuggestonewayinwhichactsof

argumentationdefineandmaintaintherelationshipbetweenreadersandwriters

from differentL1 backgrounds.In order to provide more satisfactory

explanationsfortheresultsofthepresentstudy,furtherresearchisneededwith

understandingalargernumberofwriters’educational,linguistic,andcultural

backgroundsmoreclearly.
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