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Motivated by the concept of attitude and engagement markers as rhetoric features of 

academic discourse, the present study aimed to examine the use of these markers in the 

Michigan Corpus of Academic Spoken English (MICASE). It intended to see whether 

native and non-native speakers of English differed in attitude and engagement markers’ 

use across academic divisions, levels of interactivity, genders, and academic roles in 

academic spoken English. The corpus, investigated through the list of attitude and 

engagement markers suggested by Hyland (2005), totally consisted of four academic 

divisions, five levels of interactivity, and both male and female speakers in four 

academic roles. The results of the inferential statistic of UNIANOVA revealed that not 

only did native speakers of English utilize attitude and engagement markers more than 

non-native ones across the four variables, but also they made academic division, levels 

of interactivity, genders, and academic roles-specific use of these markers. In other 

words, the findings indicated that their use in academic spoken English was not only 

conditioned by the discipline or academic divisions but also by levels of interactivity, 

genders, and academic roles. Besides the influence of culture and proficiency on attitude 

and engagement markers use, this corpus analysis study found that native English 

speakers designate evaluation and share it with the immediate audience and direct them 

to interpretations in soft sciences more than the hard ones. It also indicated native 

speakers’ greater attempt to compare/ contrast and admire/ criticize the presented 

viewpoints to win the argument and to address/ instruct listeners to do an action or not 

in highly interactive levels. Furthermore, it was shown that female native speakers 

exceeded to indicate their higher expression of assessment, significance, and position on 

certain issues to listeners and engage their listeners in the discourse and anticipate their 

concerns in academic spoken English of the MICASE. Ultimately, it illustrated that 

native academic speakers of English of faculty role surpassed in higher expression of 

their evaluation and relation-building with their listeners to ensure they are attending. 

Pedagogically, it was suggested that English teachers should make students aware of 

these rhetorical features to help them place themselves within the norms of the discourse 

community in academic spoken English. 
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Introduction 

 
The current research investigates the utilization of AMs and EMs in a corpus of academic spoken 

English from the Michigan Corpus of Academic Spoken English (MICASE). In recent times, there has 

been a growing interest in exploring the assessment of attitudes and the presence of the audience in 

academic writing. This goes beyond merely presenting factual information to considering how language 

is used to create interpersonal connections. 

Academic writers and speakers don't just convey information; they also aim to present a reliable 

picture of themselves and their research while they are acknowledging and negotiating social relations 

with the audience. According to Hyland (2004), successful academic communication involves 

controlling the degree of personal involvement in texts, showing harmony with readers, assessing their 

material, and replying on others’ views. 

The metadiscursive resources, like AMs and EMs, are crucial tools for guiding the audience's 

understanding of the text and shaping the relationship between the writer/speaker and the audience. 

Attitude markers help to explicitly convey emotions, attitudes, evaluations, and feelings about the 

discussion in the text. Engagement markers, on the other hand, help writers involve their audience and 

aid their interpretation. 

The study aims to explore how English native and non-native speakers employ these 

metadiscourse elements in academic communication across various academic divisions, levels of 

interactivity, genders, and academic roles. Analyzing the differences in attitude expression and audience 

engagement among language users will provide insights into how these markers are used in different 

ways. 

To sum up, this study seeks to understand how AMs and EMs are utilized by academic writers 

and speakers to enhance their communication with the audience and establish a strong interpersonal 

connection in academic discourse. Understanding these interactional resources can offer valuable 

insights into effective academic communication across different contexts and language backgrounds. 

Statement of the Problem 

This research designed to quantitatively examine the use of AMs and EMs, which are two interactional 

metadiscourse resources, in academic spoken English. The study compared two groups of English 

speakers, explored various academic divisions, and analyzed different types of classroom speech events. 

Metadiscourse, according to Hyland (2005), denotes expressions which refer to the process of 
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introspection and examination of one's thoughts, feelings, and actions. It involves looking inward to gain 

a deeper understanding of oneself, one's beliefs, values, strengths, weaknesses, and motivations. They 

are employed to convey interactional meanings in a text, helping to organize and present the content 

coherently and convincingly. 

The research focuses on the comprehensive analysis of AMs and EMs as aspects of 

metadiscourse. Attitude markers are expressions of emotions and attitudes towards claims and findings, 

and surprisingly, there has been little investigation into their use in academic spoken English. EMs, on 

the other hand, demonstrate the writers' acknowledgment of their audience, aiming to involve them, 

capture their attention, and treat them as active participants in the discourse. While previous studies have 

explored EMs in written academic texts, their use in academic spoken English has been largely 

neglected. The study primarily examines the MICASE corpus, which contains a wide range of academic 

speech events recorded in-depth, covering not only scholarly discussions but also other speech acts like 

jokes, confessions, and personal anecdotes. 

The research seeked to identify differences in the utilization of AMs and EMs between native 

English American and non-native speakers from various language backgrounds. Additionally, it 

analyzed the use of these markers across four academic divisions: biomedical and health science, arts 

and humanities, physical sciences and engineering, and social sciences and education. Moreover, this 

research explored the role of gender in influencing speakers' relationships with their audience through 

the use of attitude and EMs. Few studies have delved into this aspect, making it an essential focus of this 

research. Furthermore, the study investigated how different academic roles, such as faculties, graduates, 

undergraduates, and others, utilized these metadiscourse markers. 

Previous research has not extensively examined the analysis of AMs and EMs in relation to 

academic roles. In conclusion, this study emphasizes the significance of understanding AMs and EMs to 

comprehend the speakers' attitude, evaluation, and authorial voice in academic opinions and how they 

recognize their audience presence. Through a thorough exploration of these metadiscursive aspects in 

academic spoken English, the research aims to contribute to a deeper understanding of effective 

academic communication. 

Objectives of the Study 

The main objective of this research is to quantitatively investigate the use of AMs and EMs in academic 

spoken English. The study focuses on the interpersonal aspects of metadiscourse, which reveal the 

writer's emotional attitude towards propositions and how they address readers to engage them or capture 
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their attention. The motivation for this study arises from the lack of corpus-based research on academic 

spoken English, particularly utilizing the MICASE corpus. 

Additionally, the research explores the application of AMs and EMs across various academic 

divisions, such as biomedical and health science, arts and humanities, physical sciences and engineering, 

and social sciences and education, which are prominent in the MICASE corpus. The aim is to 

understand how native and non-native speakers use these markers in different genres and academic 

contexts. 

Furthermore, the study seeks to examine whether there are distinctions in the use of AMs and 

EMs among different levels of interactivity or discourse modes, including highly interactive, mostly 

interactive, highly monologic, mostly monologic, and mixed. It aims to identify potential differences in 

the utilization of these metadiscourse features between native and non-native corpora. 

Moreover, this research contributes to the existing literature on AMs and EMs by analyzing their 

use among native and non-native speakers, considering gender and academic roles. The corpus analysis 

will be conducted using the Michigan Corpus of Academic Spoken English from the English Language 

Institute at the University of Michigan. By exploring these aspects, the study aims to enhance our 

understanding of how AMs and EMs are employed in academic spoken English. 

Research Questions 

In this paper, an attempt is made to answer the following questions. 

1. Do the native and non-native speakers of English differ from each other in attitude and 

engagement markers’ use across academic divisions in academic spoken English? if yes, how? 

2. Do the native and non-native speakers of English differ from each other in attitude and 

engagement markers’ use across levels of interactivity in academic spoken English? if yes, how? 

3. Do the native and non-native speakers of English differ from each other in attitude and 

engagement markers’ use across genders in academic spoken English? if yes, how? 

4. Do the native and non-native speakers of English differ from each other in attitude and 

engagement markers’ use across academic roles in academic spoken English? if yes, how? 

Research Hypotheses 

1. Native and non-native speakers of English do not differ from each other in attitude and 

engagement markers’ use across academic divisions in academic spoken English. 

2. Native and non-native speakers of English do not differ from each other in attitude and 

engagement markers’ use across levels of interactivity in academic spoken English. 
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3. Native and non-native speakers of English do not differ from each other in attitude and 

engagement markers’ use across genders in academic spoken English. 

4. Native and non-native speakers of English do not differ from each other in attitude and 

engagement markers’ use across academic roles in academic spoken English. 

Significance of the Study 

This study aims to quantitatively explore the use of AMs and EMs in academic spoken English, a field 

that has received little attention despite extensive research on metadiscourse features. The research 

uniquely focuses on academic spoken English and utilizes the Michigan Corpus of Academic Spoken 

English as a reliable but under-researched source. 

Additionally, this study contributes to our understanding of English for Academic purposes by 

comparing four academic divisions: biomedical and health science, arts and humanities, physical 

sciences and engineering, and social sciences and education. Surprisingly, no research has been 

conducted on these divisions, according to the researcher's knowledge. 

Another innovative aspect of this survey is its examination of discourse modes or levels of 

interactivity, genders, and academic roles in the use of attitude and EMs. The study aims to investigate 

potential differences among these variables through the analysis of attitude and EMs. 

To explore this, the study analyzes the MICASE corpus, which provides academic spoken 

English data, including various speech events ranging in duration and word count. 

The research investigates both attitude markers, such as "unfortunately" and "I agree," and EMs 

like "consider" and "note" in academic spoken English. The corpus covers diverse 

Literature Review 

The Theoretical Background 

In recent times, there has been a growing focus in academic literature on studying AMs and EMs of 

interactional metadiscourse resources. Swales (1990) identified four characteristics of a discourse 

community: 1) shared public goals, 2) communication methods among members, 3) various genres used 

for communication, and 4) a specific level of expertise among members. An example of a discourse 

community is the one that utilizes different types of text for communication, requiring its members to 

become proficient in these genres to effectively communicate their contributions. 

AM and EMs are two types of interactional metadiscourse indicators. The concept of 

metadiscourse was derived from Malinowski's work in 1927, highlighting language's role in creating 

bonds between speakers beyond just conveying thoughts. Zeillig Harries (1959) introduced the term 
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"metadiscourse," while its purpose and definition were further explained by Crismore (1989), Vande 

Kopple (1985), and  Williams (1980). Metadiscourse aims to guide readers and establish connections, 

interpretations, and evaluations of the material. 

Hyland (2005a) categorized metadiscourse markers into two main types: textual and 

interpersonal. Textual markers include endophoric markers, frame markers, logical connectives, code 

glosses, and evidentials, while interpersonal markers help convey the writers' attitudes and perceptions 

towards the text's content. Hyland (1998) identified five sub-classes of interpersonal markers, including 

emphatics, hedges, person markers, relational markers, and attitude markers. 

Hyland (2005a) emphasized the significance of attitude markers, which play a crucial role in 

argumentative and evaluation-rich texts. These markers allow authors to express their evaluations, 

feelings, and attitudes regarding the discussed content. They engage the audience by sharing the author's 

views and seeking their agreement. EMs, instead, aid writers actively engage their readers in the text. 

They guide readers' interpretations, hold their attention, and motivate them to consider certain 

perspectives. Hyland (2005a) explained that EMs create a sense of alignment with the readers, 

incorporating them as discourse participants and directing their understanding. 

The combined concept of Stance and Engagement, introduced by Hyland (2005b), encompasses 

both attitude and EMs. Stance focuses on the writer's interactional structures, such as their commitment 

to claims, expression of attitude, and self-mentions. This concept includes the elements presented in 

Table 2.1. 

 

According to Hyland (2005b), in academic writing, engagement pertains to the reader-oriented 

aspects of interaction. Writers use various rhetorical techniques to engage potential readers, capture their 

interest, predict potential objections, and direct them towards a specific understanding or viewpoint in 

the text. In terms of classifying EMs, Hyland (2005, p.182) presented the taxonomy provided in Table 

2.2. 
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        According to Hyland (2000), AMs indicate the writer's emotional, rather than factual, stance 

towards textual information, expressing emotions such as surprise, importance, obligation, agreement, 

and more. Writers convey their attitude in discourse through various means, such as subordination, 

comparatives, progressive particles, punctuation, attitude verbs, sentence adverbs, and adjectives. This 

approach allows writers to assert their firm positions while also influencing readers to agree, making it 

challenging to question these perspectives. 

These features have been examined within different frameworks, including attitude (Dueñas, 

2010; Koutsantoni, 2004), evaluation (Hunston & Thompson, 2000), stance (Biber, 2006), and appraisal. 

Researchers have categorized AMs in various ways. For instance, Abdollahzadeh (2011) identified 

verbal, adverbial, and adjectival markers, while Dafouz-Milne (2008) included subgroups like deontic 

verbs, attitudinal adverbs, attitudinal adjectives, and cognitive verbs. However, many scholars did not 

establish a specific classification for attitudinal devices. The AMs were classified based on their 

syntactic characteristics, as shown in Table 2.3. 
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Methodology 

Research Design 

It was necessary to follow a corpus-based analysis which was both threefold and quantitative to examine 

the use of AMs and EMs across two types of speakers, four academic divisions, and various classroom 

events in the Michigan Corpus of Academic Spoken English (MICASE). That is, this study was 

intended to gain its purposes: 

a) explaining the distinctive features of AMs and EMs that characterize the academic spoken 

English of native and non-native speakers of English across four academic divisions; 

b) investigating the distinctive features of AMs and EMs that characterize the academic spoken 

English of native and non-native speakers of English across levels of interactivity; 

c) the distinctive features of AMs and EMs that characterize the academic spoken English of native 

and non-native speakers of English across different genders; 

d) the distinctive features of AMs and EMs that characterize the academic spoken English of native 

and non-native speakers of English across academic roles; 

through collecting numerical data that were analyzed using mathematically-based methods (in particular 

statistics) and quantified by counting and scaling in the MICASE corpus. 

In addition, the variables under investigation, attitude and EM, were identified and measured in 

the MICASE corpus to satisfy the distinctive features of quantitative research. 

This research assigned the variables a logical scale of values and expressed them in terms of 

numbers in top-down decision-making. It initiated its work with precise coding tables for processing the 

data and utilized an elaborate set of statistical analytical tools to add systematicity and objectivity to the 

data analysis phase rather than rely on the researcher’s subjective interpretations. 

This research was intended to offer a structured and highly regulated way of data analysis to achieve 

a macro-perspective of the academic spoken English in AMs and EMs analysis. A priori taxonomy 

(Table 3.1) has already been specified to make exactly sure that they were determined based on the same 

understanding in the corpus. 

The worldview underlying this research was realist or positivist because what the research did 

was to uncover an existing reality, which was the existence of AMs and EMs in academic spoken 

English. It was out there and it was the job of the researcher to use objective research methods to 

uncover its components in the MICASE corpus. This means that the researcher needed to be as detached 

from the research as possible and use methods that maximized objectivity and minimize the involvement 

of the researcher’s interference in the research. 
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This study was also descriptive because the researcher intended to describe the presence of AMs 

and EMs in a corpus of academic spoken English. The data emerged here from the bottom up and it was 

intended to explore these phenomena by simply observing, measuring, and describing. 

Materials (Corpus Justification) 

This study analyzed the corpora of academic spoken English in its attitude and EM’ frequency based on 

Hyland's (2004a) classification of metadiscourse features. His taxonomy of these features is 

demonstrated in Table 3.1 of which only two features, attitude and EM, were considered in this survey. 

 

In Hyland's (2005a) perspective, Authorial Markers (AMs) are indicative of the writer's emotional 

attitude towards propositions, rather than their epistemic stance. These markers express various 

emotions such as surprise, agreement, importance, obligation, frustration, and others. The writer 

typically signals these AMs metadiscoursively using attitude verbs (e.g., agree, prefer), sentence adverbs 

(e.g., unfortunately, hopefully), and adjectives (e.g., appropriate, logical, remarkable). The study 

investigated a comprehensive list of these markers, which can be found in Table 3.2. 

 

He also defined EMs as devices that obviously address readers, either to focus their attention or 

include them as discourse participants. A list of these markers considered in this study is indicated in    
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Table 3. 

 

In this study, AMs and EMs analysis is performed on native and non-native speaker speeches 

presented by the MICSE corpus. The native speakers examined in this study are native Americans, and 

non-native speakers have backgrounds in different languages. Table 3.4 shows the language status of 

two speakers’ groups, the number of speakers, and the word count of the MICASE corpus. 

 

However, the first language of non-native speakers in the MICASE Corpus is alphabetically shown 

in Table 3.5. That is, the non-native speakers’ corpora came from speakers of a range of different mother 

languages. 

 

Table 3.6 indicates the corpora of each academic division‚ biomedical and health science, arts and 

humanities, physical sciences and engineering, and social sciences and education, available in the 

MICASE corpus and analyzed in this research. 
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         Table 3.7 indicates different levels of interactivity or discourse modes in the MICASE corpus. This 

study investigated these features including highly interactive, mostly interactive, highly monologic, 

mostly monologic, and mixed modes across four academic divisions‚ biomedical and health science, arts 

and humanities, physical sciences and engineering, and social sciences and education in making use of 

AMs and EMs by both native and non-native speakers. 

 

Table 3.8 indicates the number of female and male speakers and their total words engaged in the    

MICASE. 

Table 

3.9 shows the statistics of each of the academic roles available in the MICASE. 
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Instruments 

The MICASE corpus and Text Inspector were the two instruments used in this research introduced as 

follows. 

The MICASE corpus 

The Michigan Corpus of Academic Spoken English (MICASE) was prepared by Simpson et al. (2002) 

and is readily available without any restrictions at 

https://quod.lib.umich.edu/cgi/c/corpus/corpus?c=micase;page=mbrowse.Itcontains transcriptions of 

almost 1.7 million words of academic spoken English, totaling 200 hours of recordings. 

The creators of this valuable database aimed to track general changes in speech patterns as 

individuals gain experience in university culture. While we have extensive knowledge about how 

academic writing develops as students progress, our understanding of changes in spoken language 

within academic cultures remains limited. MICASE specifically focused on the prevalent speech 

patterns within the University of Michigan in Ann Arbor. The corpus includes speakers from various 

roles, such as faculty, staff, and students at all academic levels. Native, near-native, and non-native 

speakers are also represented in the corpus, as shown in Table 3.4 and Table 3.5. The creators hope that 

this rich resource will aid in the development of more effective materials for teaching and testing 

English as a Second Language (ESL) and English for Academic Purposes (EAP) and will help explore 

the integration of corpus-based approaches into EAP programs. 

Data Collection Method 

This study was based on the data provided by the MICASE corpus. To answer the research questions, 

this corpus was initially searched for the all of the AMs and EMs in the speech of native speakers 

(Appendix A). After that, the MICASE was searched for the all of the AMs and EMs in the speech of 

the non-native speakers (Appendix B). That is, each of the AMs and EMs were separately searched for 

in the native speaker’s corpus of the biomedical and health science, arts and humanities, physical 

sciences and engineering, and social sciences and education (Table 3.6) and its data was transferred to 

SPSS. Then, the non-native speakers’ corpus of each academic division was searched for each of these 

markers. 
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To answer the next research question, the all of the AMs and EMs were separately searched for in all 

discourse modes including highly interactive, mostly interactive, highly monologic, mostly monologic, 

and mixed in the native and nonnative corpora of the MICASE (Table 3.7). 

To answer the third research question, each of the AMs and EMs was separately searched across 

genders in the native and nonnative corpora of the MICASE (Table 3.8). 

To answer the last research question, each of the AMs and EMs was separately searched across 

academic roles faculties, graduates, undergraduate, and others in the native and nonnative corpora of the 

MICASE (Table 3.9). 

Procedures 

This study was based on the data provided by the MICASE corpus. To the research questions, this 

corpus was initially searched for the first AMs and EMs in the speech of native speakers. The provided 

data was transferred to SPSS software to bear statistical measures for comparison. Then‚ this corpus was 

searched for the second AMs and EMs in the speech of native speakers. It was also searched for other 

attitude (Table A1) and engagement (Table C.1) markers one by one. The data provided for each of 

these markers was separately transferred to SPSS software to bear statistical measures for comparison. 

After that, this corpus was searched for the first attitude (Table B.1) and EMs (Table D.1) in the 

speech of the non-native speakers. The provided data was transferred to SPSS software to bear statistical 

measures for comparison.  Then‚ this corpus was searched for the second AMs and EMs in the speech of 

non-native speakers. It is also searched for the other AMs and EMs one by one. The data provided for 

each of these markers was separately transferred to SPSS software to bear statistical measures for 

comparison. 

To answer the first research question, each of the AMs and EMs were separately searched for in 

the native speaker’s corpus of the biomedical and health science, arts and humanities, physical sciences 

and engineering, and social sciences and education and its data was transferred to SPSS. Then, the non-

native speakers’ corpus of each academic division was searched for each of the attitude and EM, then its 

data was transferred to SPSS for statistical comparisons. 

To answer the next research question, each of the AMs and EMs was separately searched for in all 

discourse modes including highly interactive, mostly interactive, highly monologic, mostly monologic, 

and mixed in the native and nonnative corpora, then its data was transferred to SPSS to bear statistical 

measures. 

To answer the third research question, each of the AMs and EMs was separately searched in the 
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female and male speech in the native and nonnative corpora, then its data was transferred to SPSS to 

bear statistical measures. 

To answer the last research question, each of the attitude and engagement marker was separately 

searched in faculties, graduates, undergraduates, and other’s speech in the native and nonnative corpora, 

then its data was transferred to SPSS to bear statistical measures. 

Data Analysis 

This study needed the extraction of the frequency counts provided by MICASE into SPSS software for 

the use of AMs and EMs by native (Appendix A and C) and non-native speakers (Appendix B and D), 

across academic divisions, and levels of interactivity, genders and academic roles. Because the word 

counts were not equal in each of the corpora, these frequency counts reported by every 1000 words. 

Then, frequency, mean, and standard deviation were computed. To indicate the degree of significance or 

non-significance of these differences between the two groups of speakers across these academic 

divisions levels of interactivity, genders, and academic roles, this study used the inferential test 

UNIANOVA. This measure provided us with any probable differences between the two groups of 

speakers across the academic divisions, and levels of interactivity, genders, and academic roles in AMs 

and EMs utilization. 

4. Results 

4.1. Do the native and non-native speakers of English differ from each other in attitude and 

engagement markers’ use across academic divisions in academic spoken English? if yes, how? 

To investigate the differences between native and non-native speakers’ use of AMs and EMs across four 

academic divisions in academic spoken English, this study computed the commands of descriptive 

statistics for 23 AM. They included mean and standard deviation represented in Table 4.1. 
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It also computed the commands of descriptive statistics for 10 EM. They included mean and standard 

deviation represented in Table 4.2. 

According to Table 4.1 and Table 4.2 the native speakers’ means of AMs and EMs were more than the 

non-natives in all of the four academic divisions. However, to indicate the degree of significance or non-

significance of these differences between the two groups of speakers across these academic divisions, 
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this study used the inferential test UNIANOVA of which the results were indicated in Table 4.3 and 

Table 4.4. 

 

According to Table 4.3 and Table 4.4., the difference in the frequency of AMs and EMs in academic 

divisions by two groups (native speakers and non-native speakers) was significant (p=0.002 and 

F=10.002) and (p=0.027 and F=5.098) respectively. The value of eta squared was equal to 0.054 for 

attitude and 0.066 for EM; therefore, almost 4.5% and 6.6% of the changes in frequency of AMs and 

EMs were accounted for by the independent variables (native speakers and non-native speakers). 

In other words, it can be said that there was a significant difference between the two groups of native 

speakers and non-native speakers in making use of AMs and EMs across all academic divisions. That is, 

the native speakers significantly employed more AMs and EMs than non-native ones in Biological and 

Health Sciences, Humanities and Arts, Physical Sciences and Engineering, and Social Sciences and 

Education in the MICASE. 
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4.2. Do the native and non-native speakers of English differ from each other in attitude and 

engagement markers’ use across levels of interactivity in academic spoken English? if yes, how? 

To investigate the differences between native and non-native speakers’ use of AMs and EMs across four 

levels of interactivity in academic spoken English, this study computed the commands of descriptive 

statistics for 23 AM. They included mean and standard deviation represented in Table 4.5. 
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It also 

computed the commands of descriptive statistics for 10 EM. They included mean and standard deviation 

represented in Table 4.6. 
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According to Table 4.5 and Table 4.6, the native speakers’ mean of AMs and EMs was more than those 

of the non-natives across all of the levels of interactivity. However, to indicate the degree of significance 

or non-significance of these differences between the two groups of speakers across these levels of 

interactivity, this study used the inferential test UNIANOVA of which the results were indicated in 

Table 4.7 and Table 4.8. 
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Based    on the results indicated in Table 4.7 and Table 4.8, the differences between levels of 

interactivity by two groups (native speakers and non-native speakers) were significant (p = 0.001 and F 

= 11.543) and (p = 0.030 and F = 4.833) for both AMs and EMs respectively. The squared value of eta 

was equal to 0.050 for the former and 0.051 for the latter; therefore, almost 5% and 1.5% of the changes 

in the frequencies of AMs and EMs were accounted for by the independent variables (native speakers 

and non-native speakers). 

In 

other words, it can be said that there was a significant difference between native speakers and non-native 

speakers across all of the levels of interactivity (highly interactive, highly monologist, mostly 
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monologic, mostly interactive, and mixed). That is, the native speakers used more AMs and EMs than 

non-native speakers in highly interactive, highly monologic, mostly monologic, mostly interactive, and 

mixed academic spoken English in the MICASE. 

4.3. Do the native and non-native speakers of English differ from each other in attitude and 

engagement markers’ use across genders in academic spoken English? if yes, how? 

To investigate the differences between native and non-native speakers’ use of AMs and EMs across two 

genders in academic spoken English, this study first computed frequency, mean, and standard deviation 

represented in Table 4.9. 

 

It also computed the commands of descriptive statistics for 10 EM. They included mean and standard 

deviation represented in Table 4.10. 
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According to Table 4.9 and 4.10, the native speakers’ mean of AMs and EMs was more than the non-

natives across the two genders. However, to indicate the degree of significance or non-significance of 

these differences between the two groups of speakers across these genders, this study used the inferential 

test UNIANOVA of which the results were indicated in Table 4.11 and Table 4.12. 

According to Table 4.11 and Table 4.12, the difference in the frequency of AMs and EMs across 

genders by two groups (native speakers and non-native speakers) was significant (p=0.022 and F=5.433) 

and (p=0.048 and F=3.566) respectively. The values of eta squared were equal to 0.058 and 0.067 for 

attitude and EM; therefore, almost 5.8% and 6.7% of the changes in scores were accounted for by the 

independent variables (native speakers and non-native speakers) for AMs and EMs respectively. 

In other words, it can be said that there was a significant difference between the two groups of native 
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speakers and non-native speakers in making use of AMs and EMs across two groups of genders. That is, 

the female native speakers significantly employed more AMs and EMs than female non-native speakers, 

and male native speakers significantly employed more AMs and EMs than male non-native speakers. 

 

4.4. Do the native and non-native speakers of English differ from each other in attitude and 

engagement markers’ use across academic roles in academic spoken English? if yes, how? 

To investigate the differences between native and non-native speakers’ use of AMs and EMs across four 

academic roles in academic spoken English, this study first computed frequency, mean, and standard 

deviation represented in Table 4.13. 
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It also computed the commands of descriptive statistics for 10 EM. They included mean and 

standard deviation represented in Table 4.14. 

According to Table 4.13 and 4.14, the native speakers’ mean of AMs and EMs was more than that of the 

non-natives in all four academic roles. However, to indicate the degree of significance or non-

significance of these differences between the two groups of speakers across these academic roles, this 

study used the inferential test UNIANOVA of which the results were indicated in Table 4.15 and 4.16. 
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According to Table 4.8, the difference in the frequency of AMs and EMs across four academic roles by 

two groups (native speakers and non-native speakers) was significant (p=0.005 and F=8.246) and 

(p=0.041 and F=3.899) for AMs and EMs respectively. The values of eta squared were equal to 0.045 

and 0.069; therefore, almost 4.5% for attitude and 6.9% for EMs of the changes in scores were 

accounted for by the independent variables (native speakers and non-native speakers). 

In other words, it can be said that there was a significant difference between two groups of native 

speakers and non-native speakers in making use of AMs and EMs across four academic roles. That is, 

faculty native speakers significantly employed more AMs and EMs than faculty non-native speakers. 

Graduate native speakers significantly employed more AMs and EMs than graduate non-native 

speakers. Undergraduate native speakers significantly employed more AMs and EMs than 

undergraduate non-native speakers. Native speakers of other academic roles made use of AMs and EMs 

more than non-native speakers of other academic roles in the MICASE. 

 

Conclusion 

This research aimed to compare how native English speakers and non-native speakers utilize AMs and 

EMs in academic spoken English. The study analyzed the MICASE corpus to determine whether these 

language users differed in their use of interactional metadiscourse elements across academic divisions, 

levels of interactivity, genders, and academic roles. 

The results supported the idea that native speakers' epistemology and research practices within 

the discourse community influenced the frequency patterns of AMs and EMs in their speech. Despite 
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being non-native speakers, they were aware of the need to adhere to disciplinary speaking standards. 

Additionally, native speakers showed higher sensitivity to levels of interactivity and used more attitude 

and EM, indicating a greater awareness of their audience and the purposes of the interaction. 

A notable finding was the gender-specific use of these markers, with female and male academics 

employing different strategies to varying extents, resulting in distinct interactive effects. Moreover, 

faculty native speakers used AMs and EMs more frequently to construct persuasive arguments during 

interactions compared to individuals in other academic roles. 

The study concluded that speakers with different mother tongues, genders, and academic roles 

used various attitudinal and engagement strategies in English as a lingua franca. While disciplinary 

community and cultural background played a role in shaping speaker positioning, other factors such as 

personality differences, stylistic preferences, previous education, and supervisors' feedback also 

influenced the speakers' use of attitude and EM. Additionally, the research supported the notion that the 

use of these markers is a form of social commitment, linked to the norms and expectations of specific 

cultural and professional communities, and influenced by particular settings and contexts. 
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