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ABSTRACT 
This study aimed to investigate the effect of textual and interpersonal metadiscourse markers on Iranian EFL 
learners’ reading comprehension. Two intact classes included both males and female participants were selected at 
a language school in Iran. The participants were divided into two equal groups; one experimental group and one 
control group. The experimental group received teaching textual and interpersonal metadiscourse while the control 
group was taught traditionally. The researchers used reading texts from different sources like (Select reading and 
Active reading) as the textual material during explicit teaching of metadiscourse markers. After the treatment, both 
groups took the post-test of reading comprehension. The result of this study showed that teaching metadiscourse 
markers has a positive effect on reading comprehension. Moreover, using great amount of textual and 
interpersonal reading texts can improve learner's comprehension. Also, It has been shown that the more learners 
are aware of these markers, the greater their understanding will be. The findings revealed that students who 
received information about textual and interpersonal metadiscourse markers were better in their posttest 
performance. 
 
KEYWORDS: Metadiscourse markers, reading comprehension, textual reading, interpersonal reading 
comprehension. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
What is metadiscourse? Metadiscourse is an interesting subject area which has been the topic of discourse research 
from different views, and also is believed to be an important feature of communication because we need to assess the 
readers' or listeners' resources for understanding the text. VandeKopple (1985), Crismore et al (1993), Hyland and Tse 
(2004), and Adel (2006) are some of the main studies of metadiscourse markers. Most of the models have sorted 
metadiscourse markers under the domination of textual and interpersonal. Textual metadiscourse is related to the 
organization of discourse, and interpersonal metadiscourse reflects the writer’s opinion toward the content and the 
audience. Reading from the view of interactive model practitioners is considered as a cognitive, developmental, and 
socially constructed exercise which goes far away from understanding the words in a text. Interactive resources refer 
to those characteristics of the text which arrange an argument to explicitly set out the writer's preferred interpretations. 
They are deal with ways of organizing discourse to predict readers' awareness and reflect the writer's assessment of 
what should be made explicit in order to constrain and also to guide what can be recovered from the text (Hyland 
&Tse, 2004; Aminzadeh & Entezari, 2011). 
       Hyland introduced metadiscourse as a shield for self-reflective articulations used to discuss interactional meanings 
in a text, also assisting the writer or speaker in conveying an outlook and involving readers as a member of particular 
community ( 2005, p. 37). There are definitions of metadiscourse that vary from broad to narrow views. According to 
Crismore and Steffensen, broad view difines metadiscourse as “linguistic material in texts, written or spoken, which 
does not add anything to the propositional content, but that is intended to help the listener or reader organize, interpret, 
and evaluate the information given.” (1993, p. 40). 
        Reading is considered as a complex cognitive process which decodes symbols to build or derive meaning (reading 
comprehension). Also, it creates a complex interaction between the text and the reader, which is formed by the reader’s 
prior knowledge, experiences, attitude, and language community. Reading is the process that by looking at a series of 
written words and symbols and getting meaning from them. As we look at a text, our eyes receive written symbols 
such as letters, punctuation marks, and spaces. Moreover, our brain converts them into words, sentences, and 
paragraphs that communicate different messages to us.  
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         Reading like listening is a receptive skill. This type of skill can be silent or aloud. On the other hand, reading is 
also a productive skill. In the complex process of reading we need the skill of speaking, so that we can pronounce the 
words that we read and in this way we are both receiving information and transmitting it. 
        In this research our view is that reading is interactive process that involves text and reader in an activity. Reading 
process is such an interactive process that involves interaction between reader and content as well as reader and writer. 
One noticeable aspect of such an interaction in textual material is achieved through metadiscourse. Discourse analysis 
pays more attention to social, educational, and social matters rather than sentences. Discourse analysis makes possible 
ways in order to introduce the structures and functions of language within utterances. Thus, it focuses attention from 
words in isolation to words within the discourse. Regarding the mentioned points, this study aims to test the effects of 
textual and interpersonal metadiscourse markers on the reading comprehension ability of intermediate EFL learners. 
It is strongly believed that learners' awareness of textual and interpersonal metadiscourse markers and the degree of 
their interaction with the test effect their comprehension understanding of the texts. As Hyland and Tse (2004) state, 
metadiscourse is considered as self- reflective linguistic material which refers to the evolving text, the writer and 
imagined reader of that text. 
 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
 

As reading is considered a major objective in EFL contexts, it is essential to have a few words about its importance in 
language learning. According to Anderson (1991), the primary focus in schools today is generally on the speaking and 
writing abilities since they are simple criteria for determining achievement. Yet, as Jenkinson (1998) states that reading 
is one of the key instruments for receptive learning, emphasizing that "books are always a primary source of 
knowledge" (p. 66). The latest theories of reading consider reading as an integrated process that happens between the 
reader and the text contributing to understanding. The text includes terms, phrases, and paragraphs representing 
meanings: by triggering metadiscoursive skills (Crismore, 1989; Sepehri, Hajijalili, & Namaziandost, 2019). 
      Nevertheless, what is metadiscourse, and what function does metadiscourse play in understanding reading? Taking 
into account metadiscourse pragmatics in an academic context, Ken Hyland defines written metadiscourse as those 
"elements of a text that organizes the discourse deliberately, activates the listener and expresses the attitude of the 
authors "(1998, p. 437). He goes on to state: based on a view of writing as a social and communicative engagement 
between writer and reader, metadiscourse concentrates our attention on the way writers project themselves into their 
work to signify their communicative intentions.  

With the knowledge and understanding of metadiscourse and the techniques to use it, readers will understand 
the text plan of the author effectively (Crismore, 1990). They will realize to know if they're reading the introduction, 
the body or conclusion of a text; they will realize to know when the author has switched to a new topic or delineated 
a text; they're looking to recognize that an author admits his point or considers some viewpoints more valuable than 
others. Attention must be given to providing students with metacognitive knowledge of metadiscourse and techniques 
for its usage in order to recognize how to take the author, sustain schemes by linking words, changing issues, 
recognizing an introduction, transformation and conclusion, recognizing the attitudes of the author and whether he is 
subjective or factual, and recognizing the related signals and circumstances which describe the text's rhetorical 
condition. Readers become autonomous learners and are able to address and encode the discourse in their long-term 
memory (Crismore, 1990; Nemati & Parvaresh, 2008; Namaziandost, Shafiee, & Ziafar, 2020). 

 Metadiscourse includes the notion that communication is not just exchanging the information, goods, or 
services but something more than this. Author’s text plan will be understood better if readers have awareness of 
metadiscourse and strategies for using it. (Crismore, 1990; Namaziandost & Shafiee, 2018). 
        Based on Hyland (1998), metadiscourse is divided into two categories: interpersonal and textual metadiscourse. 
The use of language to encode interactions, express and understand feelings are interpersonal functions which allow 
us to engage with others. The textual function is defined as the use of language to organize the text itself. According 
to Hyland (1998) the interpersonal metadiscourse markers  have been classified into five basic categories: Emphatics, 
Hedges, Person Markers, Relational Markers, and Attitude Markers. Emphatics can be defined as metadiscourse 
markers that writers' use in order to show their certitude concerning an idea or to emphasize their claims in the text by 
using linguistic component like certainly, definitely, and it is obvious. Although , when writers are uncertain about the 
truth of their claims, they use linguistic entities such as might, perhaps, it is possible, etc. These subtypes of 
metadiscourse markers are referred to as “hedges.”  The focus of the present study is on the textual and interpersonal 
functions of the language known as metadiscourse. 
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TEXTUAL METADISCOURSE 
 
 Logical connectives, frame markers, endophoric markers, evidential, and code glosses are five functions of textual 
metadiscourse.  
1.1. Logical connectives. Semantic relations between sentences in a text are shown by the logical connectives. Using 
appropriate logical connectives clears the text from ambiguity and makes it easy to follow and understand the 
transitions between statements. Examples are: in addition, because, but, however, therefore, and since. 
1.2. Frame markers. When we want to have stages in our writing we use firstly, secondly, finally, to repeat. They 
are frame markers that among their functions altering the topic shifts and sequencing are mentioned.  
1.3. Endophoric markers. Endophoric markers remind previous content or refer to the information in other parts of 
the text and generally are used as spatial metaphors. Endophoric markers can be described as the linguistic elements 
referring to the earlier materials in the text so support the argument and help readers understand the text better (e.g., 
as noted above). 
1.4. Evidential. Evidentials refer to the source of data from other texts. In academic texts writers apply evidential 
abundantly in order to support their claims and arguments and thus, by citing the others' studies or ideas on that matter, 
they make their arguments stronger and more plausible. Also self-citation and number of evidential in research articles 
have increased recently. 
1.5. Code glosses. Code glosses help the reader to understand the ideational material better.  
2- Interpersonal metadiscourse 
       Interpersonal metadiscourse has many different functions in writing. It lets the reader express his or her thought, 
evaluate the content, or inform the reader about his/ her view toward the propositional content.  
2.1. Hedge. Hedges are the writer's full commitment to the statements. By using hedges writers softening their claims 
or hedges are ways of interpretations. 
2.2. Emphatics. Emphatics help the reader to realize the degree of writer's claims and force of writer's certainty in 
massage such as in fact, definitely, and it is obvious.  
2.3. Attitude markers. Writer's perspective or evaluation of the propositional content in the text is shown by attitude 
markers. 
2.4. Relational markers. Relational markers refer to the relationship with the reader. It directly addresses the reader 
and includes reader to the text. 
2.5. Person markers. Person markers refer to signal the author's presence in a text. 
       Hyland (2005) states, there are linguistic elements that writers apply to not only exchange the information, but 
also express their point of view, personalities, and assumptions by addressing and interacting with the receivers of the 
message 

To sum up, it can generally be inferred that awareness of metadiscourse has a crucial function to play in the 
interpretation of texts irrespective of whether comprehension happens in L1 or L2. Thus, this function was further 
explored through an experimental analysis to be discussed in the sections below. 
 

METHODOLOGY 
PARTICIPANTS 

 
Thirty-four intermediate level EFL students from the Jahad language Institute in Kermanshah were selected among 
60 volunteers through administrating an Interchange Placement Test (Richards, Lesley, Hansen, Sandy & Zukowski, 
2008) (Appendix A). Participants were 34 students whose test scores were one standard deviation below or above the 
mean score. Regarding to their scores they  were selected as the homogeneous group of intermediate EFL learners. 
They were both male and female students and their age range was 17 to18. Participants were non-randomly separated 
into two groups, namely the control and experimental group; in each group 20 students were involved in the study. 
The experimental group received the treatment, which was teaching metadiscourse markers while the control group 
received no treatment, i.e., the teacher did not provide them with any explicit teaching metadiscourse markers. The 
classes were held in the afternoon twice a week; each session lasted about 70 minutes. 
 

INSTRUMENTS 
PLACEMENT TEST 

 
In order to homogenize the participants in this study the Interchange Placement Test was applied, developed by 
Richards et al. (2008). Interchange Placement Test which is multiple-choice test contains 70 items: 20 listening items, 
20 reading items, and 30 items related to language use in order to select the pre-intermediate level of EFL learners. 
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The reliability value of this test was calculated through Cronbach`s Alpha formula (α=0.879). There is a general 
agreement that + .78 or above indicates appropriate instrument reliability. According to the scoring standards of the 
test, the scores between 50 and 58 are classified in the intermediate level. 60 minutes was provided for students to 
answer the questions. The reason why the researcher of the study decided to utilize IPT was due to the fact that the 
test is a standard test of proficiency, and its validity and reliability were assumed to be satisfactory. 
 

PRETEST AND POSTTEST 
 

In pre-test, the researcher examined learners' comprehension based on textual materials and got Standard Deviation 
and Mean after gathering data from pre-test (our test included listening part, reading comprehension, and close test), 
after finishing the procedure and teaching explicit metadiscourse markers, in our post-test the researcher took another 
teacher-made test which was included listening, reading, and close test and another extra part that we provided to 
learners, in this part we had 10 true/false questions that clear clues were avoided.  

 
RESULTS 

 
In order to analyze the collected data, the SPSS software, version 25 software was used. Before conducting any 
analyses on the pretest and posttest, it was necessary to check the normality of the distributions. Thus, the 
Kolmogorov-Smirnov test of normality was run on the data obtained from the above-mentioned tests. The results are 
shown in Table 1: 
 
Table 1 
One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test (Groups' Pre and Post-tests) 

 Kolmogorov-Smirnov 

Statistic df Sig. 

EG. Pretest .19 17 .08 

EG. Posttest .24 17 .09 

CG. Pretest .25 17 .12 

CG. Posttest .31 17 .13 

Note: EG: Experimental Group; CG: Control Group 
 

The p values under the Sig. Column in Table 1 determine whether the distributions were normal or not. Since 
all the p values are larger than .05, it could be concluded that the distributions of scores for the pretest and posttest 
obtained from learners had been normal. It is thus safe to proceed with the parametric test (i.e., Independent and Paired 
Samples T-Tests in this case) and make further comparisons between the participating groups. 

 
Table 2 
Group Statistics (Pre-test of Both Groups) 

 Groups N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Pretest EG 17 10.82 1.38 .33 

CG 17 11.35 1.53 .37 

 
Table 2 shows that the EG learners’ mean score on the pretest equals 10.82, and the CG learners’ mean score 

is 11.35. To see whether the difference between these two mean scores and thus the two groups on the pretest, is 
statistically significant or not, the researcher had to examine the p-value under the Sig. (2-tailed) a column in the T-
test table.  
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Table 3 
Results of Independent-Samples T-Test Comparing the Pretest Scores of EG and CG 

 Levene's 
Test for 

Equality of 
Variances 

 
 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference 

Pretest Equal variances 
assumed 

.84 .36 -1.05 32 .29 -.52 .50 

Equal variances 
not assumed 

  
-1.05 31.62 .29 -.52 .50 

 
Based on the information presented in Table 3, there was not a statistically significant difference in the pretest 

scores for EG (M = 10.82, SD = 1.38) and CG (M = 11.35, SD = 1.53), t(32) = -1.05, p = .29 (two-tailed). This 
conclusion was made since the p-value was larger than the significance level (p > .05). Hence, it could be inferred that 
the learners in the two groups were at the same level in the pretest. In fact, they performed the same on the pre-test. 
 
Table 4 
Group Statistics (Post-test of Both Groups) 

 Groups N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Posttest EG 17 15.23 .97 .23 

CG 17 11.82 1.50 .36 
Table 4 reveals the descriptive statistics of both groups on the post-test. The means of the groups are different. 

The EG mean score is 15.23, and the CG mean score is 11.82. This means that both groups are different on the post-
test. Running an independent samples t-test is needed to see if the difference between the post-tests of the groups is 
significant (Table 5).    

 
Table 5 
Results of Independent-Samples T-Test Comparing the posttest Scores of EG and CG 

 Levene's Test 
for Equality of 

Variances 

 
 

t-test for Equality of Means 
F Sig. t df Sig. (2-

tailed) 
Mean 

Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 

Posttest Equal variances 
assumed 

1.31 .26 7.83 32 .000 3.41 .43 

Equal variances 
not assumed 

  7.83 27.28 .000 3.41 .43 

 
Table 5 shows that the difference between both groups is significant at (p<0.05). Indeed, both groups had a 

different performance on the post-test, and the treatment enhanced the reading comprehension of the experimental 
group significantly. To check the within-group changes, the paired-samples-test was run. 
 
Table 6 
Paired Samples Statistics (Pre and Post-tests of Both Groups) 

 Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Pair 1 EG. Post 15.23 17 .97 .23 

EG. Pre 10.82 17 1.38 .33 
Pair 2 CG. Post 11.82 17 1.50 .36 

CG. Pre 11.35 17 1.53 .37 
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Based on the descriptive statistics in Table 6, the mean scores of the EG on the pre and post-tests are 10.82 
and 15.23, respectively. The CG' mean scores on the pre and post-tests are 11.38 and 11.82, respectively. A paired 
samples test is needed to see if there is any significant difference between the pre and post-tests of each group (Table 
7).  
 
Table 7 
Paired Samples T-test (Pre and Post-tests of Both Groups) 

 Mean Std. 
Deviation 

Std. Error 
Mean 

t df Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Pair 1 EG. Post – EG. Pre 4.41 1.76 .42 10.27 16 .00 
Pair 2 CG. Post – CG. Pre .47 .79 .19 2.42 16 .06 

 

In the above table, paired-samples t-test is run to compare the pre and post-tests of each group. Since Sig 
(.00) is less than 0.05, the difference between the pre-test and post-test of the EG is significant. Moreover, since Sig 
(.06) is higher than 0.05, the difference between the pre-test and post-test of the CG group is not significant. Since the 
EG improved from pretest to posttest, it can be deduced that teaching metadiscouse markers had positive effects on 
EFL learners' reading comprehension. 

 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

 
In brief, after collecting the data, the researcher analyzed them in order to find out the effectiveness of the treatment 
on the students' reading comprehension. The findings showed that the experimental group who received the teaching 
metadiscourse markers had better performance on their post-test compared to their pre-test. The results statistically 
revealed that the experimental group significantly did better on their post-test (p < .05). The results demonstrate that 
overt teaching of MD markers in Iranian EFL classes is totally effective in enhancing the reading comprehension of 
Iranian intermediate EFL learners. This finding confirms Crismore's (1985) argument that MD comprehension was 
completely successful in teaching foreign/second languages and with different aspects of language competencies and 
elements. Moreover, these findings support some earlier studies (Tavakoli, Dabaghi, & Khorvash, 2010; Nemati & 
Parvaresh, 2008), which showed that explicit instruction in metadiscourse enhanced the learners' reading 
comprehension.  

In this study, the effect of metadiscourse instruction on reading ability was checked. The findings revealed 
that after treatment, the reading skill of the experimental group was drastically increased. Whilst the control group's 
reading grades stayed roughly the same. It may result in a greater focus on the role of teaching Metadiscourse markers 
in boosting reading ability. This is in line with Pérez and Macia's (2002) research, which indicated that metadiscourse 
markers enhance the reading, as textual discourse tends to organize debate and hence benefits foreign language 
learners. Therefore, the successful implementation of metadiscourse teaching into EFL classrooms depends on the 
teacher's method. Thus, teachers can take advantage of metadiscourse teaching to strengthen their students ' reading 
performance. In addition, the learner's desires, perceptions, and ability rates must be taken into consideration 
(Aminzadeh & Entezari, 2011). It should be noted finally that further research is needed to reveal the relationship 
between the learner styles and variables and frequency of metadiscourse instruction. Ultimately, it should be 
remembered that more work is required to disclose the interaction between the learner styles and variables and the 
duration of teaching on metadiscourse. 

Considering all the data collected, the results of the current research are compatible with the findings of the 
prior studies demonstrating the effect of discourse markers on the comprehension of an  academic lecture, and they 
confirmed that discourse markers could promote comprehension (e.g., Chaudron & Richard, 1986; Flowerdew & 
Toroza, 1995; Eslami & Eslami Rasekh, 2007). 

Metadiscourse markers assume a supporting function in the interpretation of a text; thus, the number of 
metadiscourse markers may be important in promoting and smoothing the reading cycle further. In other terms, an 
improvement in the number of metadiscourse markers can boost the disclosure of the text's rhetorical framework and 
therefore improve the level of facilities that such markers provide for the readers. Indeed, the absence of metadiscourse 
markers may not appear to impede a text's comprehension, but it may impede the extension of the possibilities for the 
contextual interaction between the items that they connect. 
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As stated earlier, the interpersonal model of Hyland (2005) was selected as a theoretical framework, involving 
interactive and interactional markers. According to Hyland (2005), by means of metadiscourse markers, readers can 
recreate the organizational framework of the text, recognize the logical relation of material and manage the flow of 
knowledge more efficiently and also enable the semantic schemes involved in the transmission of meaning. Overall, 
the findings of this research provide further evidence to the belief that metadiscourse markers have a beneficial impact 
on comprehension. The greater presence of metadiscourse markers could be associated with the better performance of 
the experimental group. And the absence of metadiscourse markers in the control group is the source of the 
incomprehensibility. 

In summary, by giving textual and interpersonal metadiscourse awareness to learners and informing them by 
strategies to use this type of awareness, they may learn how to take the author, maintain schema by connecting 
sentences, shift topics, recognize the organizing factors of text body, recognize author's attitudes and whether s/ he is 
subjective or objective and recognize the relevance signals and circumstances, which define the rhetorical situation of 
the text. Textual and interpersonal metadiscourse awareness may help learners to become independent readers and be 
able to represent and encode the discourse into their long- term memory. 

The results of this paper have some implications for both learners and teachers. The findings could 
presuppose that, while teaching or learning a language, both language teachers and learners should pay particular 
attention to the concept of metadiscourse. Teachers can thus help their students become better readers and speakers as 
well. If the students realize that texts comprise of both propositional content and interactional elements, they can better 
understand the texts by following the line of argument of the speaker and by identifying the interaction of their reader 
with the content. In addition, teachers should strive to raise understanding of MD markers among the learners, and 
encourage them to become better readers and more informative authors. The results may have consequences for 
designers of syllabuses and for developers of materials. The results may indicate that teaching markers of 
metadiscourse should be a part of many language courses. Language books should not only enable teachers to 
comprehend and use these materials as properly as possible but should also instruct them on how to use these markers 
as a strategy for understanding the texts and also for communicating with others. Last but not least, material developers 
should produce appropriate texts containing MD markers for students at different levels of language proficiency. The 
results help  them develop more concise texts to improve the ability of EFL learners to comprehend and retain 
information. 
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