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! 1anguage

2 communication

3 attitudes

* feelings

® beliefs

® the other

" audience awareness

8 jdentity

° writing

19 English as aforeign language (EFL)
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Linteraction
% interactional resources
% evaluation
4 stance
> - discourse
v0| ce
appralsal
second language
® first language
10 . elementary writers
second/fore| gn language
EFL elementary learners
wrlters gender
commun| cative repertoire
mteractlonal meanings
° Farsi
L . English
18 |etter
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! context
2 dlfferent communicative purposes
3EFL learners
4 - text production
somal and interactional aspects
® rhetorical, interactional, and social levels
" theories
8 - frameworks
dynam ¢ systems theory
SOCI iocultural theories of language learning
theorles of multi-competence in language |learning studies
goal theories in education and psychology
13 genre theories in second language writing research
14 systemic functional linguistics
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! multi-competence perspective
2 content
3 discourse-semantic expression
“ amount
> frequency
® British National Corpus
" genres
8 lexical
® syntactic
Y fiction
1 Non-fiction
12 pronouns
3 noun modifiers
“ nominal
Y narratives
16 agent
17 participant
8 observer
19 subordinate clauses
2 adjectives
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! balance

%ocal cues

3 engagement cues

interactive meta-discourse cues
gender identity

secondary age

sentence and text level

explicit knowledge
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! linguistic characteristics

% composing process

% paragraph writing

4 a full range of psychological, cultural, linguistic, political, and educational
variables

> amultifaceted phenomenon

® personal and situational variables

"longitudinal design

8 cross-sectional design

° pretest-posttest design
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! point of departure

2 deficiency, disadvantage, or difference
% linguistic and rhetorical features

“ L1 and L2 academic texts

® exaggerated claims

® appropriate expressions of doubt and certainty
" hedging devices

8 conversational discourse

% casual spoken interactions

19 Non-native speakers

" exical and syntactic features

12 socio-cultural perspective

3 |inguistic perspective
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! discourse communities governed by L1 English cultural and linguistic norms
2 linguistic or socio-cultural orientation

3 theorization

* the length of text production

® C units and characters

® macro level

"micro level

8 volunteer
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! conceptual content
2 written instructions
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! data analysis

% macro- and micro- analyses

3 text analysis

* segmentation into smaller units

® C unit (communication unit)

T unit

" verb-less utterances

8 main clauses

® main clauses and one or more subordinate clauses
19 main clauses and one or more supplementing or appended clauses
! direct reported speech

12 5ingle word utterances

13 co-ordinate clauses

4 analysis of the rhetorical content
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! analysis of discourse-semantic expression of C-units
% rhetorical structure

3 information (news)

* interaction (engagement)

® rhetorical structure

® elements
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! coding scheme

2 micro

3

* emphatics

® graduation

° attitude
interaction

8information

% exclamation mark
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1 effect

2 heople

13 salutation

14 visuals

B infused

16 appreciation

" question (end or integrated)

12 places
sounds

2 invoked

2L judgment

Z leave-taking

= interests
vocation

% low level

% positive

%" signing off

%8 school

2 capitalization

% medium level

*! negative

% other

* high level



w3 O 37wl B, 3 Kl (gkis O 501005 B3l 5 90 olas gl YYY

bosls fukoxi £ .Y
ol 03 3 03 e BB Tlesls ST 15 eids ew s eyl LT Sl eslizal b Laesls
O an 5y 51 oSG Ay 4y Waosls o iyl 050 1 (6 8 83 51 6 eyl sla oy Jlo-
S Oy ol Calotd il s Kaags 93 g O SLL 5" oy 5 okl s
Ol jn 5 s oLl pgs Singsy b a)lips el Kicassy Moy 4 0k plonil (sla s
3 OLKEa s e o ) s 0 ) Ol eT s 4+ & 0Ll e bl
Tl 5 Sope sl Shls b o (roman 255 o o g3y Moy 4 a ot
)l 5 ol Ll 4 e A5 Dol 3550 03 B e eeds 4 Bl s
«(Schneider et al., 2002) o|,Les 5 5 Lsl 5 b g5 (LUl 5 b
O35 31 momad A dralons a5 5 sl O 53 by 5 5 (bLi| slad-ty JS7 sltes
SR 033 e 4 Gy Sl A e3linl (6 a0k 0505T S Ol 4 (a5 s S
NS aiaan g 5 (LI ladaly G b 51y 5 b s o e L 5 sl&5 5,50 50
5 bLol sladsly | sl «(Lindgren & Stevenson, 2013) & s sl 5 0,8 4d
Jb odins LA L dug i 31as ks dcanlons 8 10 5 5b ) Us w5 Lo s (gladols 53 Lty 5
A ey 0l oslial b (gladal s slas odias OLiS bLi ) ladsly sl 5 e

i a8 8w besls Llos (gl s 5 0 505T Sl Cpimmen

O ten 05 38T 213 3 )87 Ol soe 3550 53 223 poler 5 oo S iy & ey (61

Lindgren & ) o s sl 5054 Srasss 5l 5 sl sLadlss o3 el poalie
ol 3l eslinal Ly S e 3 S G145 4 (el ols 55, (Stevenson, 2013
L 3,5l s 5 (Halliday & Matthiessen, 2013) sula” S8 500 o5 Shae L
5 o Sl dMartin & Whites, 2005) 515 5 owsle o o gyl Sl eslizal
Haliday & ) cadla o€ ;5 .as 4 § 5 a0 o s Sl 5 s pilbog,S

! parametric statistics
2 ? data distribtion
valldlty
rellablllty
® inter-rater reliability
® face and content validity
! © text length
wstemm Functional Linguistic Framework
® appraisal framework



YET/NEY Sle Y oyled onsler dle a1 a 55005 el daldaad

S3laline 48 ol oo b Lo o (slaay 5L Lapllss 31 (las sazme 0L (Metthiessen, 2013
453 g on Ui 5 ki (Solome L (o3 Ol g 4 0L e s ler (nl 53 O S (e
«(Halliday, 2003) .S s slaisb 1y (63,3 cp Jaslsy 5 Oladil 4 208 (lmski Cunle
.S._“_'fnw_.ﬁ\a,\_;;\};,oxﬂyw&w&g}w&&\ﬁﬂ}kJ\,soT;\ﬁ;bs@
33 0 3ol (Gline 0155 oo 0T ¢SS w0 &S Sl ) 55 i s lgar ) ealizal s
35" o Sl oSl g ek s (53 et i e S STy Ol ey
=N Gl se Jolow s bl sl OWST s 5 4 s (Martin & Whites, 2005)
Gladsly latiS Sline Oy Jdow L di s 53 j2iy 5 5 fubow 87 Il 3 Sl 57 e
sl b
ooy badl &
Laosls (A7 5 (oS o 5 4028 Go b 51 el otlin ) S 5 0L 3T il Wi
ST o Tosa (glaabl caslsl 55 .Calos STy Sl ol gin 015 5 TOLS (glaasl o
3y 3 0l &l hags Gla iy ESKSE 4 (5 bl a0 5T Sl e 5 o 5
S B

Tl Lo i s 0L Splge el i 51T K 4 g 2505 sl el 3
lods €] 55 55 olg Sl 4 by e oy LT s 8 s o uses s

B g 9 B 53 e (S0 03 4y Lgr o ° o gl SLT Y Jou

q

"2l I il oSke e Yl Tolaw
"8 b
Y oY 7 oY INAAR Vv e Voo on Y la)::sé
ALy b .FF¥ A¥ 5 v R v 0 gy
v Sl
! interpersonal

2 homogenous
3 general English proficiency level
*final score
Z descriptive statistics
N
" minimum
8 maximum

standard deviation

10
11 \Vi



w3 O 37wl B, 3 Kl (gkis O 501005 B3l 5 90 olas gl s YYE

Soald

\

}-}AM

Gl Tl 03 5 AF FF AP Fr 5 5 b e 5 s Ol el oS0k oY) gl &L
") Jods> e Al L aoT wﬁ\:ﬁ Slae s eyl O oM | Y[_).s}:} Hlalas Oals OLES

a3 o 0L 1) laesls S8 05 Jle 5 oot slascsly

L@ oy dwlio Sl y flasals &Ny 009 Jbo i Og0dT Bl ¥ Jous

1 s 9 b g0
Pl 9- 9 Lo
" slstan pela Y ool3T a3 " LT
. Faw v « A%A b g3
SR Y. q AFYV l“)"",

Loamlond 8 JuaoF zutto U Caow 4 Lol (5 8bxe gtrw
" o9l (8 315bx0 Rl gl WA

Sl (00 <(g lsline ch_w)mdl.aj' L;J;f\_,; hls Wesls o¥) Jgu= &L 5
SO Jgdm 53 05057 onl laaml o5 o am S o g amlio &l s 5 09037

Cwlo s

Lvalid N (listwise)
2 insignificance
% normal data distribution
* data normality test
> Shapiro-Wilk
® statistics
"d
8 Sg
° Thisisalower bound of the true significance.
19 illiefors Significance Correction



YO/ Vi lg Y osled omsler Jl S o 50 ele Rl

1 g3 9 1 55 dusliio (&l y ' Jiwo (5 019037 SaBl £ Jeue

& 00T Ogd Ogeil
Sy Salp sy
Salz bl

T Sl
Coes | ot ol A | o " Slsl
sl ‘\‘xiL:d obsline  ViealsT 967 ? 6lakins
"5zl 53)
Mas b
) .00 ) Ay e OA (R4 C oY CXY AL oy
Sl byl
ANl
A
\ 00 ) Ay e oFY N YF oA
sla bl
Y .
ARt

o ) YF=(OA) el (Kan 5U5 )l i 1l ey 5 o s oF) st Bl
o O< g, lskine

Lt gl Wosls  SST 1 035 Jla s Il ¢ 25 03 5 sl Sl i 4 Gl (51
Lo 5 5 bLo,l sladls 505 8 58 53 a5 sl L0l awslie (611 conlin O 5037
s A gl o Laesls FuiS, aS s jastin by p ol 03 8 515wy 3,40
S Gl a5 it ged (5 05e5T S ecnl gl (00 (g laline han) 35 Lo j Lao s
b a3 8 0 053 e (Sl s (5 0 g05T 5 S

Lol 4 e g o S LT oty 9 5 (L) laday 4 dor 5 b 10 wdnd o

! independent sample t-test

% evene' s test for equality of variances

jT—test for equality of means
F

5 s g

°t

T df

8 Sig(2-tailed)

° mean difference

19 standard error difference

! equal variances assumed

2 equal variances not assumed



w9 O 55 4l S 55 eSS (gt 015501005 B3l 5550 Jols i / VY

AEPIEEPEy ngdﬂéb‘uu):@)u}dﬂ

23 dwg g (LI Slusly Sy (295 Gbges J ugesT tomi 0 Jsua
k9 Jl sbob)

i B il . 450 v
1 ° . oSl T w19
Jb! Syttt )
Ob3 o (bl slads
by s J}‘ =9 3
+ A¥ ¥z Y4 g8 T &5
OL) B ?UJ‘ 6\.&47—‘} \
s s d
a3 U3l 0L 53 Lot
s . ol 3}
YF ¥o Y Ay 2 Yoy £ Tyl 0L 3 bk 5
r
la o=
Obs oo (bl sladly
b ey Il =9
+ VA s Ya Ky ' €3
0bj s (blisl gl Y
b ey J3l 0L 5o s 58
s . c9
WAA 4F 1) 2 V04 FY G 05 55 iy 5
3

b ey

Jlaz| e ¢ o553 Sadigad 5 0031 5 0358 o0 odalive () Sl 53 S48 olan

Lol bty sl aS sl S el s 2051 508 205 sler a sl edeT e
Gl 8> o FAS(YR) 5 la s slads 5 sl o0 8> o OV YY) =(Y) 5 cla st
ALYV =(Y8) 5 (b g Slad 55 5l 90 0> o V) AA=(YR) el s BLo ) sladt
53 ey 5 Lo s e S 5 a7 0o OLES bl ¢ g5y iy i g ar g L D>

ol @Juap;,;y@}:j;& «WJol 0L

! paired sample t-test
N

3 of

4 mean

® standard deviation
® p-value



YOV /N EY lg Y ojled omssler Jl S o 50 ele Rl

d.l:&wLSLAA_:;q-j\ch_w\a_zL:Tcuw}) Pl Lgl.:a.\:-\jqe«q-j:l{:p:ui.wﬁ

€203 505 (S Lo py 5 ai5ms Lo i e A 5
g 9 0553 Lad (530 Al Al (51 ' o JF O903T 28 1 Jguir

slode M a0 TGolsbae Sl oyt OgesT G gk
Jwio!  fouSle g7 "B bl S 2l p
C M C X OA CA¥ Gl bl 4o b Sbaslg
bﬂ‘J‘.’ Ql’) gsbl'ﬁs)'
C A oy ov Ar Sl byl o5 L Jo!
# .
AR
Coe WY 5¢ OA e sl wbyls 220 Ol Cbawe
Al J9!
Cae WY £ NRZ sl bl Lo b
At
Ca v o OA . XY sl bl 4o b Saslg
A Ob) iy
. v 08 0% Y slasbols Lo b 2l
ARt
. Av S¥ OA . X b bl 2L b S g
A S
' Av ¥ oY v§ sl mibols 22 L

ARl

23y 5 e s S lie (6 Jites sladiged § 00T slaadl 5l S48 Olen

by gl s Lo, gladsly <l o Tt (5 loline ,ldie (355 0 odalin (7) J g

Sl gHlaT L5 5l gy ol 51 0 O e NOY=(0A) 5 el v 00 51 5L sl O s

.Sl s s Jal 0L s (bLoyl cladsty leslazal 3 la juy g b 253 o (6515 gm0

BE) 619\_.3)‘ LgLA.o\_'»\j LS‘J{ o b>u.3' ) 9°=(al\) L$5 cJﬂ QLV) BE Lh«.wi}.' LS‘J'.‘ ‘&.I-;JJS Uyt

! independent samples t-test
% Levene' stest for equality of variances

3 significance
4 mean difference

o 0

equal variances assumed
equal variances not assumed



w3 O 37wl B, 3 Kl (gkis O 501005 B3l 5 90 olas gl / YYA

D NV =(OA) 5 s 0L 3 Ladus 5 6l m 500 D> 0 F 9 =(0A) 5 a5 0L
sdsl slaols; ,;u,&;yJg}:Jstgowuwlg_cﬁjipswﬂa,y,y O>
el b oy 0 ) 551 g el

23 ol 5 Jal a0l 3 1y alad poalie o1l aor B (sutine O Ao 5 1p s o
FS oo Ol OIS (b

e e 0Lis 1y OB S S 5 sslinal 3 g0 OIS glags 1 aal sl 3 (V) Jsut

OEF RS oS 5 Solail 390 ' OIS SGS F Tl G191 J9ua 1Y Jous

Ao yd BB ao e .

Ao yd Ygsﬂj‘}

RO N [
V0 .Y V0 .Y VoY VoV 313!
YY A vy vy A¥ Lol
*Y .Y ay ay VoY e Sl
¥V 5 oY oY OA eyl
V5 Ve Ve 3} Sl L
ov Ve Ve V- el 5 e
VE ) A B A0 Yoy 2Ll SV e
AY %A 5.4 V& Sl oYIg
AY B f0 f0 ¥4 il Jolss
ar A ¥ 5.¥ \z To~
Voo 5. 5. v Ml e
Voo Voo y.av Js

SOLAY 0B s eS s s (el dws 53 cdas o OLE (V) Jsdr 5458 Oles
(el 5L 3150 YVY 5 (awydon 3150 OA cgsden 31 5L 1Y WS 51 LAY (1,80

(.((w,;db;—\ K] Cy—w)) )‘ )L_: \RK Q\?-Lufd}& cJ.»bJ dwd BE] ...U‘a.ﬁ; oslatul QL&;.AL BE]

! macro-strategies

% frequency

3 percentage

4 valid Percent

® cumulative percent



YFQ/NEY Sle Y oyled ons sl dle a1 a 53005 eele daldaad

I 5LV L o - s aal Loy 55 &8 oo - (ool Jl 5o 1 LYY

(2B SUVr i Bbllusy 5L PR b gh s CJJa.a b 0Ll 534S la i - ( SLL
s S eslazul (Ml L 1,L PV

)g?,u}J)\suop;,;t,‘;ﬁw‘.,_Au“;w?uéxfﬁolf.uﬁ,;:p%@ﬁ

s e LS bo\fu\.‘.fdfié.\l.é:.wl.wy.\ﬁ a5l Slol g V) J g

O s ey 80wl 390 '8 B SBG FT gl SI91 3 Sz A Jou

KWPY BB w0 .
EW- S Slslyd

o Jgd
Y 1Y Y \YA At
T F A F A 0 e
Y1 A 0. 0. oY sl oSS
feof A D A D V4 e
FY A A A {2 i
ov ¥ Ve g Ve s Y 6355l
Y ¥ a 4. 10 o5l
9F b A Y.y 0 o sllas Vs
V¥ A Y ay A e
A# X Y0 VYo 4 Vb o
AY & V¥ V¥ \0 e Dl o b
WA Y cy v S s p2e
M A v c 0 ) Sse e
44 4 M AR VA 03 S ol
Voo - A ) Do S
g)}e
Voo Voo Vg Js

SOLAYA OB AS eS8 am (5,5 dws s cdas o Ol (M) Jaids 545,85 Oles

! micro-strategies



e 9 b‘gg);d./ Y U:JJKJ BL) w.:lg.'i‘ 6.\5’.:# bljyi&lgj sl Sy4° d’ww @L’-ﬂ /A

S ,LNA8 GBS S il S 6 e (o sladn 1L O 5l e 31 LLOY ST
SLNY LadT codmms &iws 55 . dilos S 31l okt pl o S e 3 S LTS 5 St
35 Ao T & gk 038 eslital (o slasn 1L YY 5 sl 1L A wes b
)‘)L: \b c.l.:{%i:‘._w:).ﬁuu.".)}.)Y\_:c]a_w)))\_a\v“).}a_‘w‘}hch_»n).bjbq,\umb
OB WA G S s glasden j1 L0 i e lawdler I LY o s
..U\céjfajﬁ((&?Jﬁq}jfl{yjsnjbl{\)«Q.a;gkb&-»

MQ@LSJH‘JSL&J)Jd)\}d&a}ﬁcﬁ.ﬂ)}(}%&ﬂﬁéu@k
(328 e 5 VY A7) 560 0T Jis 4 5 VA D7) (e 2,500 51 g 55 b6 Sy g0
Lo s a0 S eslanal 550 ge ool 510L5 93 8 55 la ey 51 5 i ba oss (Wiles 5o e (0 .07)
Ly 5130 s s 5 5 o 0L 95 58 53 LOT a8 Lime ol 4 6is S eslizul (g 5 o (S 5LE8)
s S e osldd 5 b

SOT 5 ey s (VY 07) YU g 5 5 e O S S 8 (OMas dws >
53 S5 sl 148 S¥amt S OT 51 6 mn 5 0 100 (10 1) 10353 S¥nameid
u,&;dwlu;’uQTQd\.x:ﬁoJe;)yoilj!th):jm):hﬂj\juiﬁhﬁs
L315 B1 51 U s ) oo (65 o Sy B Ly 5

:)‘Hﬂbj‘fﬁéﬁiﬁg—f_)‘}:.nm.((QJ;;.)LE:'-D)"Q@-\;S\:;J&‘.\;E;ZM:)J
23 s 4 8 8 6 () FL) k15 e (o GCwdle) e 5 L3S eslizal (V) V)
O3 3 (VA L s 51 5 i (YY) Lt ey s otalin S 5 0L 50 (STE dzus
A S o 035 ol a )l

S5 aomi g om0
5 (oot £33 5 (e )8) Il Lol 4 (e A 5 0 S8 ) &0 ol sy 5o
6&4;-‘3&_3'}19)‘f|ﬂ‘uﬁjbkéw&@nghw)\ch‘wbjw
ol ealin 1 (sutine O oy 53 5187 Ol oo ¢ piommt W omlondd et s y Lady 55 5 (L3
)‘Aw)ﬁ))ﬂk)?}d)&jc)b)}(w_:&oQ)B}(@)B)d}'dlﬁb‘.{j))
sl §
J._v.L.wL_v)._wr.k—MWLﬁ)ﬁMWﬁd‘jaMTwéﬂéhw\iﬂb}:L
e.g., Lindgren & Mufioz, ) 4,1 0L itz 08 deass 5 (5,0 0520 o b g

.:ﬁj_?r_frj.sok_fjﬁﬁ}_?‘}_ﬂé Q)ygcolfx.;fg;fji slrasl e Jsb (2013



YEN /NN lg Y osled omsler Jl S o 50 ele Rl

SLa 5 g sy o i 4 Lol tzn O 55 52 3 ey Jl 3 OB s 5 ol 4 5
(Laaal a a5 b3l 3 g g oyl 5 Il SLa0LS & idig 55 LOT & lge Ole (6, Kkr
sl (0L e (6,5 i Dol 5 s oIS 51 5k gy 0L 4 DT
Lindgren & Sevenson, ) & s sl 5 0 8 4 s b oo 255 ol slaasly
e A 3 ey s 0L 53 08 iy 5 (e A 5 Azl Oy oS5l Sl 5 a (2013
Ll £33 Obj s oT
2 Orbeg Glatas i (b illas psd Rasn e L lisn 53 sy cpl slaedl
e.g., Argamon et a., 2003; JONES ) el Cuir Ssli5 5 OLetiS s 5 40 2 &is
Lesl 55Tl a5 s els Slole o€ s 31.(& Myhill, 2007; Canaris, 1999
33 s -8 53 S0l 4 ol (g5 e gl S s Jols 065 3,50 ST Cslons
G g e olns 5 he Sledbl xS zila 5 £l 4 bl Ol e 2K s oS
53 o= .Jones, 2012, p. 168) (das oo Olis (il Comlw Ol sisas |y ol 5 &S (55 5b
O55aTO3 3,8 o 1y lsline oslis O Kiag s 51 Ko 5y slo gy & ol Jl

.(e.g., Kuhi et a, 2012; Tajeddin & Alemi, 2012; Aziz et a, 2016)

1y 3030 s ey 51,5 oy L s sls OLaS 255 polgr 5 pow Sl (slaadly
O e IS s 5 e S g 550 Dl s el gl 03 S Soglias 5 bl
@La s Glaasl L seen 55 olias Ol b Ly 55 Laadly (pl S o oolizal (bl
W 0 e 4 (5 e IS ST 5 bl 0L Sl b it dias e 0L oS Sl
(e.g., Argamon et al., 2003; Canaris, 1999; Tgjeddin & Alemi, 2012)

R R ) S e S a8 0l B 5 ki 5 LI 0 4 el el
G b 0L Olsie s oSS 550 TOLS Pr o 5 40l 551K 3 Jaled e 1)
0L 5B oL OT 51 Coa g o5 g (el 03 el 5 (U5l OL3) s s SLAOLS 4 o9
V._:AL_:LAJ@LNJ‘QU}_ATQL:)'SQL&..#‘ Ol 5 e 5 Ol ) ke 53 S 5 03lizul 550
sl s e A a8 3l Ol e Twsay (laadl . Colos g ol azd 5 (slaasl 5 oles
Lo 51y 5l 5 A b 25 503 axr )1 0L )5 (e W5 51 5 A Jsl O 5o bs ey
Laasl ol s S’ oo o3liiul Latu 5 5 (bLs 1 gladTs sliw a5l 20 L 5 0 S 68

o g 3 315,055 Sledbl 515 i 0L 53 1 53 by 5 L 53 4S5l QLS uioean



w3 O 37wl B, 3 Kl (gkis O 501005 B3l 5 90 olas gl / YEY

(_;\_..)'4_3WAM)A»:)}»):&JJUL:{QEWH?JBQ\U’):LA;&:SQ\:-):‘.\;:&;@
G ST OL Ol yks a0 ST (g Ol oo L o) (SaaBl 1. dis 03l @l,1
o3lizul 53 W s 5 b 255 G5l L1y LOT &8 g ol 5l 63 S enlitul 4yl 0L Ol g
b Ol ey S 0 LET (6534l s> Cblina b BLi1 (6,30 S 5 s il
0313 513 3l 3sm e 5 53 Ol5geT 0L 511y 3950 sl Al 55 oa b slis ol il
el BOT 4 1y 25 5 Jolas gl OLis g5 (51 (glae g b onliza
L 4l 2SS 55 eslizals s pa elas b St 4 oaTomses s Sy 031
Jsb 1y ab 05 5 0 )0 Comir 36 503 57 &S 01l 55 (sekion el 013 50T 0L
caalllan (ol 53 e gad gl el 4By G5 S s gdme ol ddlllas (Cnlos ST w5 asl
(Celodis gy O A 5 35 5 (6,850 55 (635 slacslis 5 (635 sla S 5 s L1
SLatags 55 4 5 o slgiiy A3L IS 31 55K g 55 Ll 50 3500 ol & s )
wjmajséﬂfdﬁj’jjgLML.._:j.xijii:é.:ﬁf)\}w)ﬁ:)y‘}ﬁbalcm
S IS4 Loy T (sl iy 4 Sl gy 3513 shonss ol ShB oS el LI L
iy s ) el w535 R gl A5 e e Soten (5 s Sl
S5 gl 5 s 83 30mn &S 53 1 Jales e Sl elinal g callin ol 53 el 2 0351
5 o 3 93 ol wlie 51 (680 g ¢y Sl B8535 457 95 g0 Sl .l 035035
A5G s p 4 b ol Jias cnl O lAs S E gy 350 55 1y SUS sl
\,Guucujwr_fa,e,\;;\}:@”g;ﬁ&uﬂmJéujacu;\:ﬁ(uu)uw
L tagsy ol S S8 Ol g e dalysdome US55 AUST sy Catlies sla 15 o
35 o Sty Lules ST s p Jolad bl leslinal 5 sl Jsb 2 15 05 5 Cowir 31
ol a LaS p 0531 5 38 55 51 K0 (gl ke SIS o T (sla gl o

315 55 0T CalST

1515 5 el S SMome 5 0Lzl 3 (sladilis Ao L(VWAB) (65K Luga 5 clsy ¢ Sl
A0 e M bsleci A Jlw . a0 0L (63 5,8 wlii Ol 0 s OV (63 50 dnllas

! availability sampling method
2 generalizability
® more rigorous



YEF/NEY Sle Y oyled ons sl dle a1 a 55005 (el dallaad

AKN4

References

Argamon, S., Koppel, M., Fine, J., & Shimoni, A. R. (2003). Gender, genre, and
writing stylein formal written texts. Text & Talk, 23(3), 321-346.

Aziz, R. A, Jin, C. C., & Nordin, N. M. (2016). The use of interactiona
metadiscourse in the construction of gender identities among Malaysian ESL
learners. 3L: Language, Linguistics, Literature, 22(1), 207-220.

Cumming, A. (2010). Theories, frameworks, and heuristics: Some reflections on
inquiry and second Language writing. In T. Silva & P. K. Matsuda (Eds.),
Practicing theory in second language writing (pp. 48-71). West Lafayette,
IN: Parlor Press.

Cumming, A. (2012). Goa theory and second-language writing development, two
ways. In R. M. Manchén (Eds), L2 writing development: Multiple
per spectives (pp. 135-164). Berlin, Germany: Walter de Gruyter.

Fathy AbdelWahab, A. (2020). Using interactive and interactional metadiscourse
markers to develop EFL first year specia diploma students academic

writingsSkills. Faculty of Education, 36(2), 1-35.

Franzosi, R., & Vicari, S. (2018). What's in a text?. Answers from frame analysis
and rhetoric for measuring meaning systems and argumentative structures.
Rhetorica: A Journal of the History of Rhetoric, 36(4), 393-429

Haliday, M. A. K., & Matthiessen, C. M. (2013). Halliday'siIntroduction to
functional grammar. London: Routledge.

Halliday, M. A. K. (2003). On language and linguistics (Vol. 3). Edingbrgh: A&C
Black.

Harklau, L. (2011). Commentary: adolescent L2 writing research as an emerging
field. Journal of Second Language Writing, 20(3), 227-230.

Hyland, K., & Jiang, F. K. (2018). Text-organizing metadiscourse: Tracking
changes in rhetorical persuasion. Journal of Historical Pragmatics, 21(1).
137-164.

Hinkel, E. (2002). Second language writers' text: Linguistic and rhetorical features.
Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Hinkel, E. (2005). Hedging, inflating, and persuading in L2 academic writing.
Applied Language Learning 15(1/2), 29-54.

Hirvela, A., & Belcher, D. (2001). Coming back to voice: The multiple voices and
identities of mature multilingual writers. Journal of Second Language
Writing, 10(1), 83-106.

Hunston, S., & Thompson, G. (Eds.). (2000). Evaluation in text: Authorial stance
and the

construction of discourse. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Hunt, K.W. (1965). Grammatical structures written at three grade levels. National
Council of Teachers of English Research Report No. 3, Urbana: National
Council of Teachers of English.

Hyland, K. (2005a). Metadiscourse: Exploring interaction in writing. London:
Continuum.

Hyland, K. (2005b). Stance and engagement: A model of interaction in academic
discourse.

Discourse Studies, 7, 173-192.

Ivanic, R., & Camps, D. (2001). | am how | sound: Voice as self-representation in



e 9 b‘gg)}f/ Y J%JKJ BL) M‘ 6.\5’.:.& bljyi&lgj sl Sy4° d’ww @L’-ﬂ / Y&

L2 writing.

Journal of Second Language Writing, 10(1), 3-33.

Jones, S. (2012). Mapping the landscape: Gender and the writing classroom. Journal
of Writing Research, 33, 161-179.

Jones, S, & Myhill, D. (2007). Discourses of difference? Examining gender
differences in linguistic characteristics of writing. Canadian Journal of
Education/Revue canadienne de

I'éducation, 456-482.

Kanaris, A. (1999). Gendered journeys. Children's writing and the construction of
gender.

Language and education, 13(4), 254-268.

Khani, P., & Changizi, M. (2016). Metadiscourse markers in applied linguistics
research articles published in international and doemstic journals.Journal of
Lanaguage Research 8 (18), 77-102 [In Persian].

Khani, R., Kobayashi, H., & Rinnert, C. (2012). Understanding L2 writing
development from a multicompetence perspective: Dynamic repertoires of
knowledge and text construction. In R. M. Manchon (Eds.), L2 writing
development: Multiple perspectives. (pp. 101-134). Berlin: Walter de
Gruyter.

Kuhi, D., Yavari, M., & Azar, A. S. (2012). Metadiscourse in applied linguistics
research articles: A cross-sectional survey. Mediterranean Journal of Social
Sciences, 3(11), 405-414.

Lemke, J. L. (1998). Resources for attitudinal meaning: Evauative orientations in
text semantics. Functions of Language, 5, 33-56.

Lindgren, E., & Mufioz, C. (2013). The influence of exposure, parents, and linguistic
distance on young European learners foreign language comprehension.
International Journal of Multilingualism, 10(1), 105-129.

Lindgren, E., & Stevenson, M. (2013). Interactional resourcesin the |etters of young
writers in Swedish and English. Journal of second language writing, 22(4),
390-405.

Manchén, R. (2012). L2 writing development: Multiple perspectives (Vol. 6). Walter
de Gruyter.

Manchon, R. M., Rocade Larios, J., & Murphy, L. (1998). Language ability, writing
behaviours and the use of backward operations in L2 writing. Presented at
AAAL Conference, March 14-17. Rennaisance Madission Hotel, Seattle,
Washington.

Martin, JR., & White, P. R. R. (2005). The language of evaluation: Appraisal in
English. London & New Y ork: Palgrave Macmillan.

Marzban, A., & Noori, N. (2020). Paragraph writing enhancement of intermediate
ESL learners through dialogic interaction. Journal of Foreign Language
Research, 10 (3), 630-641.

Mortensen, L. (2005). Written discourse and acquired brain impairment: Evaluation
of structural and semantic features of personal lettersfrom a systemic
functional linguistic perspective. Clinical Linguistics & Phonetics, 19(3),
227-247.

Myhill, D., & Jones, S. (2006). Patterns and processes. The linguistic
characteristics and

composing processes of secondary school writers (Technical Report RES-000-23-
0208 to the Economic and Social Research Council).



YE0 /10N jlg Y ojled omsler Jl S o 50 ele Rl

Ortega, L., & Byrnes, H. (2008). 15 Theorizing advancedness, setting up the
longitudinal research agenda: The longitudinal study of advanced L2
capacities. London: Routledge

Qin, W., & Uccdlli, P. (2019). Metadiscourse; Variation across communicative
contexts. Journal of Pragmatics, 139, 22-39.

Ramazani, M., Behnam, B., & Ahangari, S. (2018). The effect of CA-oriented
interaction focused pedagogy on lIranian EFL learners interactional
competence in paired speaking tasks. Foreign Language Research Journal,
8(2), 413-448.

Roca de Larios, J., Manchon, R., & Murphy, L. (1996). Strategic knowledge in L1
and L2 composing: A cross-sectiona study. In Proceedings of the European
Writing Conference, SG Writing, October 23-25, Barcelona Autonomous
University, Barcelona, Spain.

Sasaki, M. (2004). A multiple-data analysis of the 3.5-year development of EFL
student writers. Language Learning, 54(3), 525-582.

Schneider, P., Dubé, R., & Hayward, D. (2002). The Edmonton narrative norms
instrument. UAlbertac  University of Alberta Facultyof Rehabilitative
Medicine website. Tajeddin, Z., & Alemi, M. (2012). L2 learners use of
metadiscourse markers in online discussion forums. Issues in Language
Teaching, 1(1), 93-122.

Tardy, C. M. (2012). A rhetorica genre theory perspective on L2 writing
development. In R. M. Manchoén (Eds.), L2 writing development: Multiple
perspectives. (pp. 165-190). Berlin: Walter de Gruyter.

Pérez-Llantada, C. (2010). The discourse functions of metadiscourse in published
academic writing: Issues of culture and language. Nordic Journal of English
Sudies, 9(2), 41-68.

Thompson, G. (2001). Interaction in academic writing: Learning to argue with the
reader. Applied linguistics, 22(1), 58-78.

Verspoor, M., & Smiskova, H. (2012). Foreign language writing development from
a dynamic usage based perspective. In L2 writing development: Multiple
perspectives (pp. 17-46). Berlin: De Gruyter Mouton.

Wigglesworth, G., & Storch, N. (2012). Feedback and writing development through
collaboration: A socio-cultural approach. In R. M. Manchon (Eds), L2
writing development: Multiple perspectives (pp. 69-99). Berlin: Walter de
Gruyter.

© 2020 Alzahra University, Tehran, Iran. Thisartideisan open-access article distributed under
thetermsand conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial 4.0 International
(CC BY-NC-ND 4.0 license) (https://cr eativecommons.or g/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).



