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Abstract
Introduction. The paper studies the use of engagement markers in discussion sections of English-medium research 
articles in medical and foreign language teaching domains by two groups of academic writers, Anglophone and 
non-native ones using English as a Lingua Franca.  
Materials and Methods. In order to explore how disciplinary considerations and author language backgrounds 
affect the choice, frequency and distribution of engagement markers, we built a corpus of 68 research papers 
(34 medical and 34 EFL papers) published in international and national academic journals between 2019 and 
2022. The markers were investigated using contrastive analysis applying Hyland & Jiang’s modified model. 
Results. Corpus analysis stressed both cross-disciplinary and language distinctions. The analysed foreign language 
teaching research papers rely on engagement more than the medical papers, which is manifested in the frequency 
of the use of markers. Writers in both disciplines engage with the reader through reader mentions and appeals to 
shared knowledge, but unlike medical papers, teaching ones rely heavily on managing the readers’ attention and 
addressing them directly through asides. From the linguacultural perspective, Anglophone writers use engagement 
markers a little more frequently than the authors from non-English-speaking countries. The main distinction lies 
in direct addresses to the reader which are realised in personal asides and questions. Overall, Anglophone writers 
tend to use a broader variety of engagement markers than non-Anglophone authors. The frequency and selection 
of engagement markers are influenced by language background, reflecting differences in linguistic-cultural 
conventions, target audiences, and publication contexts. Within the global scientific community, it is crucial to 
investigate how multilingual authors navigate the use of metadiscourse markers. Native English speakers and 
non-native speakers engage in a dialogue as equals, disregarding linguistic dominance. This highlights the need 
for unified conventions in establishing a global academic lingua franca.
Discussion and Conclusion. The findings of this study hold significant pedagogical implications, providing 
support for academic writers and promoting the development of a global academic language and culture. 
By understanding the dynamics of engagement markers and their role in effective communication, pedagogical 
efforts can focus on enhancing global academic language skills and fostering a cohesive global academic culture.
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Аннотация
Введение. В статье анализируется использование авторами маркеров вовлечения читателя в секции «Дис-
куссия» исследовательской статьи на английском языке. В фокусе исследования по преподаванию ино-
странных языков и медицинские исследования, реализованные и описанные двумя группами авторов: 
носителями английского языка и теми, кто использует английский язык как лингва франка.
Материалы и методы. Чтобы проанализировать, как дисциплина, в рамках которой реализуется исследо-
вание, и языковой бэкграунд авторов влияют на выбор, частотность и распределение маркеров вовлечения 
в тексте секции «Дискуссия», был создан корпус из 68 научных статей (34 медицинские и 34 статьи по 
преподаванию иностранного языка). Статьи из корпуса были опубликованы в международных и нацио-
нальных академических журналах между 2019 и 2022 годами. Маркеры анализировались с опорой на 
сравнительный анализ, в модификации Hyland & Jiang’s.
Результаты исследования. Анализ корпуса выявил влияние на использование маркеров вовлечения 
в тексте как языкового бэкграунда авторов, так и конвенций конкретного дисциплинарного поля. Проана-
лизированные научные статьи по преподаванию иностранных языков в большей степени, чем медицин-
ские статьи, опираются на лексику вовлечения. Авторы в обеих дисциплинах взаимодействуют с читате-
лем через упоминание читателя и обращения к общему знанию, но, в отличие от медицинских, статьи по 
преподаванию английского языка активно управляют вниманием читателя и напрямую обращаются к ним 
через замечания. С лингвокультурной точки зрения, носители английского языка используют маркеры 
вовлечения немного чаще, чем авторы из неанглоязычных стран. Основное различие заключается в пря-
мых обращениях к читателю, которые реализуются в личных замечаниях и вопросах. В целом, носители 
английского языка склонны использовать более широкий спектр маркеров вовлечения, в сравнении с не-
англоязычными авторами. Частотность и выбор маркеров вовлечения зависят от языкового бэкграунда ав-
торов, отражая различия в лингвокультурных конвенциях, целевых аудиториях и контекстах публикации. 
В контексте глобального научного сообщества важно исследовать, как многоязычные авторы используют 
метадискурсивные маркеры. Носители и не-носители английского языка взаимодействуют в диалоге как 
равные, игнорируя языковое доминирование носителей, что подчеркивает необходимость унифицирован-
ных конвенций при установлении глобального академического лингва франка.
Обсуждение и заключение. Результаты проведенного исследования имеют важное педагогическое зна-
чение, обеспечивая поддержку авторов научных статей и способствуя развитию глобального академи-
ческого языка и культуры. Понимание динамики маркеров вовлечения читателей в текст рукописи и их 
роль в эффективном общении поможет сосредоточить усилия на оптимизации формирования глобальных 
академических языковых навыков и создании унифицированной глобальной академической культуры.

Ключевые слова: установление взаимопонимания с читателем, маркеры взаимодействия, секция «Дискус-
сия» исследовательской статьи, упоминание читателя, личные отступления, обращение к общим знаниям, 
вопросы, директивы
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Introduction
Publishing in high-ranked journals has be-

come an essential requirement. This fact leads 
to a ubiquitous demand for the academia to 
write well-organised research articles (RAs) as 
it becomes pivotal in ensuring their acceptance 
for publication [1; 2]. Traditional organisation 
of RAs according to the IMRAD (Introduction, 
Methods, Results and Discussion) structure 
helps the scholars worldwide to present the 
results of their research in a consistent and 
persuasive manner. The IMRAD model proved 
to be applicable across disciplines [3; 4]. Fol-
lowing this structure makes it easier for the 
reader to understand the logic of the author’s 
presentation of the research results. What is 
more, the IMRAD structure allows the re-
searchers to organise the move and step con-
cepts [5; 6], which have had wide-reaching 
implications1 [7–9].

As it was stated by numerous scho-
lars [10–12], a Discussion section appears to 
be the most important and the most demand-
ing part of any RA. Considering its role in 
constructing and strengthening the principles 
of argument under consideration, and, there-
fore, presenting the importance of research 
results, the Discussion section helps the re-
searchers to state their contributions to the 
field studied [13–15]. The Discussion section 
focuses on findings supported by arguments 
in previous studies [2; 11; 12], which requires 
the author of a new manuscript to have the 
skill to convince the reader of the significance 
of their own arguments, based on the results 
obtained during the research. Metadiscourse 
markers, when used skilfully, can signifi-
cantly enhance the persuasiveness of argument 
presentation. The key success factors in this 
process are awareness of the conventions of 
the subject area and the authorʼs ability to use 
metadiscourse markers naturally. To ensure an 
effective Discussion section, the authors should 
realise its communicative function through 
its rhetorical structure based on using proper 
metadiscourse markers. 

In other words, not only the scientific 
knowledge but also skilful use of rhetorical 

and language choices make academic texts 
persuasive by appealing to their ability to 
have a resonance for the shared beliefs, expec-
tations and generally accepted rules of a speci-
fic discourse community [16]. The researchers 
are investigating the rhetorical patterns of 
the RA sections and trying to identify a list 
of words or expressions and to characterise 
the different rhetorical moves being part of 
the core organisation of the different sections 
of the RA [17]. The use of metadiscourse 
markers enhances the reader’s involvement 
in the author’s rhetoric making texts more 
persuasive [18–20]. Writing the Discussion 
section in RAs requires presenting, assessing 
and interpreting the results obtained and also 
justifying the worth of the scholarly contribu-
tion of the paper to scientific knowledge of 
the field [16]. 

Attention to both rhetorical actions and 
the means of accomplishing them structurally 
and linguistically should be paid. An appropri-
ate relationship with the reader appears to be 
crucial for any research writing. The ability 
to create a text that establishes both solidari-
ty and disciplinary affiliation, maintains the 
writer’s reputation in the community and helps 
prevent objections to his arguments [21]. The 
RA Discussion section appears to be quite 
difficult to compile as it is highly argumenta-
tive and interactive in nature [16; 22; 23]. To 
acknowledge the presence of the reader in the 
text, the writers can directly address the read-
ers, focus their attention on some evidence or 
even treat them as discourse participants by 
using engagement markers [18]. 

The way metadiscourse features are in-
volved in the text is constrained by discipline-
specific conventions2 [19; 24]. Dontcheva-
Navratilova has found that RAs in the field 
of linguistic studies use significantly more 
engagement markers, especially proximity 
markers, while RAs in economics are likely to 
use more positioning features [20]. This can be 
explained by the more interpretative character 
of linguistics which always engages the read-
ers into the dialogue and shares the author’s 
beliefs, values and perceptions. By contrast, 

1 Swales J. Genre Analysis: English in Academic and Research Settings. Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press; 1990; Swales J. Research Genres: Explorations and Applications. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press; 
2004. https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139524827

2 Hyland K. Disciplinary Discourse: Social Interactions in Academic Writing. Longman; 2000.

https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139524827


357

INTEGRATION OF EDUCATION. Vol. 27, No. 3. 2023

АCADEMIC INTEGRATION 357

economics employs methods of statistics and 
mathematics associated with the vast use of 
directives for positioning readers by instruct-
ing and focusing on the aspects relevant to the 
progress of the argument [20].

Although a great deal of research proves 
that culture can influence interpersonal phe-
nomena3 [24], little attention has been paid 
to the use of the language of engagement in 
RAs written by authors employing English as 
a lingua franca (ELF) for their research. This 
paper illustrates how engagement markers 
contribute to the persuasiveness of the acade-
mic discourse in the RA Discussion sections 
in the field of English teaching and medicine 
written by Anglophone authors and authors 
that use ELF for communicating research.

Research questions:
1.	Is there disciplinary variation between 

language teaching and medicine RAs in the 
use of engagement markers to highlight like-
mindedness and ensure interaction with the 
reader? 

2.	What are the reasons for the existing 
differences in the usage of engagement mark-
ers in language teaching and medicine RAs? 

3.	To what extent is global academic 
communication in English able to reflect the 
conventions of the global academic English 
language? In other words, how significant 
is the difference in the use of metadiscourse 
markers for reader engagement in texts pro-
duced by Anglophone native English speakers 
and non-native English speakers who present 
the results of scientific research in academic 
English as a lingua franca?

Literature Review
English as an Academic Lingua Franca. 

English, being an international language, has 
recently acquired not only the status of lan-
guage for science and technology, but also that 
of the world language of academia [25–27]. 
As a result, scholars worldwide dissemi-
nate and make visible the results of their 

studies publishing research articles in English. 
Thus, English is considered a global lingua-
franca of academia and is spoken mostly by 
non-native speakers. This fact has generated 
a lot of controversy around the quality of the 
English language and has led to a myriad of 
native speakers having been recruited to help 
non-native scientists to overcome the problems 
with the language and proofread the papers 
prior to publication. However, this practice 
evoked a number of questions, and the main 
assumption concerned the fact that if the major-
ity of scholars were not native speakers of the 
English language, it would be more consistent 
to consider clarity and efficiency in communi-
cation from the point of view of non-natives 
rather than from Anglophones4 [25; 27; 28]. 

English as a lingua franca designates this 
new language variety that does not absolute-
ly coincide with English as a national lan-
guage and cultural vehicle [28]. This English 
for reference and communication purposes 
has become a variety of its kind, and those 
who speak it are treated as language users 
capable of creating their own standards of 
acceptability, comprehensibility, and correc-
tion5 [29]. Leyi [30] introduced the notion of 
‘World Englishes’ (WE) – local varieties of 
English that overlapped functional dimen-
sions of English used in specific contexts, 
for example, academia or business6 [31; 32]. 
WE and ELF are similar in their positive and 
accepting attitude towards using English as 
a ‘working language’ by non-native speakers 
who use it to achieve their goals in research.

This use of English in a variety of spe-
cialised communicative contexts has made 
this language more dynamic and flexible and 
much less standardised, with a greater focus 
on effective communication than grammati-
cal accuracy [27]. Due to the necessity to 
publish in international journals and to par-
ticipate in research collaborations, non-anglo-
phone academia have to be able to read and 
write research articles in English. Therefore, 

3 Fløttum K., Dahl T., Kinn T. Academic Voices – across Languages and Disciplines. John Benjamins Pub-
lishers; 2006. https://doi.org/10.1075/pbns.148

4 Jenkins J. English as a Lingua Franca in the International University. London and New York: Routledge; 
2013. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203798157

5 Mauranen A. Exploring ELF: Academic English Shaped by Non-native Speakers. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press; 2012. https://doi.org/10.1002/tesq.88

6 Kirkpatrick A. Introduction. In: Kirkpatrick A., ed. The Routledge Handbook of World Englishes. Rout-
ledge; 2010. p. 1–14.

https://doi.org/10.1075/pbns.148
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203798157
https://doi.org/10.1002/tesq.88
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non-native speakers as well as the native ones 
need to be aware of the rhetorical organisa-
tion and engagement markers traditionally 
used in their fields of scientific interest [25]. 
Faber [28] believes that discourse structure, 
syntax, vocabulary, pragmatic content, or 
a combination of all of these elements may 
cause difficulties for ELF users and lead to 
the tendency to apply the rules of their mother 
tongue to the English language.

Language of Engagement in Academic 
Research. Academic writing is considered 
as an interaction or a dialogue between the 
reader and the researcher. Scholars are in 
search of ways of a credible representation 
of the results of their work. To make their 
argument more convincing and to reveal 
their personality, the authors claim solidari-
ty with readers, evaluate their investigations 
and admit alternative points of view [33; 34]. 
A lot of research has brought to light the ways 
in which various disciplines study distinct 
patterns of academic rhetoric [18; 20; 35]. 
Some research on metadiscourse, stance and 
engagement and interaction and persuasion 
patterns [18; 19] has revealed that writers in 
the humanities and social sciences are more 
involved in their dialogue with the readers 
than the authors of papers in the science and 
engineering fields [20; 33]. It is necessary to 
present results and interpretations in persua-
sive ways; therefore, researchers should draw 
on these to express their positions, represent 
themselves, and engage their audiences. En-
gagement is treated as a dimension where the 
writers recognize their audience, connect to 
them, pull them along with their attention, 
admit the uncertainties, involve them into 
their discourse and guide them to their inter-
pretations using reader pronouns, questions, 
directives, shared knowledge and personal 
asides [18]. These features make it possible 
for the writer to achieve various goals: reader 
mentions and personal asides deliver solida-
rity and create the atmosphere of community 
membership, while questions, directives and 
appeals to shared knowledge let the researcher 
conduct a dialogue with the readers taking 
into account their positions, beliefs, admitting 
their views and let the researcher anticipate 
criticism thus construing a sense of sharedness 
and agreement [18; 20; 21]. Moreover, the 

researcher seeks to guide the reader through 
their text and micro-manages interpretations, 
anticipating possible objections and providing 
coverage of key features. 

Hyland & Jiang’s model of engage-
ment [21] describes five types of engagement 
markers, each type being organised into two 
large categories reflecting the interaction co-
ordination between the reader and the writer. 
The first type of such rhetorical interaction is 
proximity, which is aimed at highlighting like-
mindedness of the reader and the writer within 
the same discipline thus making them equal 
participants. The second type describes the 
way the writer interacts with the reader through 
guiding them to the desired interpretation and 
anticipating any possible objections and dif-
ferences in understanding views and claims. 
This category is referred to as positioning.

The category of proximity is implemented 
through the following engagement features: 
the inclusion of the reader in the discourse is 
realised with the help of first-person inclusive 
pronouns and possessives (we, us our, one) and 
second-person pronouns and possessives (you, 
your), thus uniting the producer and the recipi-
ent of the discourse through sharing values, 
views and positions. Moreover, the develop-
ment of a relationship between the writer and 
the reader is supported by the contribution of 
subjective comments of the generous author 
thus representing his/her personal asides.

Positioning is realised by appeals to shared 
knowledge while seeking agreement with the 
reader through awareness of prior topical know-
ledge, the context and the similarity of views 
and practices. Hyland & Jiang [21] subdivided 
appeals to shared knowledge into logical rea-
soning (e.g., of course, obviously), routine 
conditions (e.g., normally, routinely), and 
familiarity with tradition (traditionally, com-
monly). In addition, the writer and the reader 
are involved in a dialogue via questions aimed 
at capturing the reader’s interest and gradually 
attracting his/her attention to the core aspects 
in the writer's argument. What is more, the 
reader can be addressed directly by imperatives 
(suppose, note), obligation modals (e.g., must, 
should) and predicative adjectives (e.g., it is 
important to). These directives refer to a diffe-
rent piece of text guiding the readers towards 
the expected interpretation of the argument.
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Materials and Methods
Corpus. In order to study the ways in which 

reader engagement is implemented in Discussion 
sections of RAs, we built a corpus. The corpus 
comprises Discussion sections of 68 English-
medium articles, in which Discussion is presented 
as a separate section, which is not merged with 
Results or any other parts of the RA. The size of 
the resulting corpus is 87,404 words. This corpus 
was subdivided into four contrastive sub-corpora 
according to two criteria: disciplinary fields and 
linguacultural background of the authors. To 
ensure comparability, balance and representa-
tiveness of the sub-corpora7, they were built ac-
cording to the same principles: sources of RAs, 
number of RAs in each corpus, RA structure, 
authors’ background and origin. 

All RAs were published between 2019 
and 2022 and come from international peer-
reviewed English-medium journals indexed 
in Scopus 2nd quartile and having similar in-
dicators, such as average citations per docu-
ment and source normalised impact per paper. 
The journals are published by Wiley-Black-
well, SAGE, Cambridge University Press, 
Oxford University Press, American Physi-
ological Society, and Springer Nature. This 
similarity in the status of publications can 
ensure consistency of linguistic data, which 
will be obtained.

According to the discipline, the RAs are 
subdivided into two fields, foreign language 

teaching (FLT) and medicine (MED), each 
represented by 34 RAs from four different 
titles. FLT RAs were selected from recent 
issues of Language Learning, Language Tea-
ching Research, Studies in Second Language 
Acquisition, TESOL Quarterly; MED RAs 
come from International Immunology, Journal 
of Applied Physiology, Journal of Diabetes, 
European Journal of Clinical Microbiology 
and Infectious Diseases. All RAs are empirical 
papers which were published between 2019 
and 2022 by teams of authors as well as sin-
gle authors (Table 1).

The second criterion for creating sub-
corpora is linguistic peculiarities of the RAs. 
The first group of papers was written by 
Anglophone authors (NS), while the second 
one demonstrates the use of ELF for com-
municating research (MULT). Referring au-
thors to the Anglophone or Non-Anglophone 
group is a challenge in the highly globalised 
academic world. Understanding these limi-
tations, in our paper we used a combina-
tion of criteria. We referred authors to the 
Anglophone group if the authors’ affilia-
tion was with an institution located in an 
English-speaking country, if the authors hold 
degrees from English-speaking countries, 
especially the first degree (based on the in-
formation available on their web-sites or 
CV), if the authors have an English-looking 
name, and if they publish only in English.  

7 Dash N.S., Arulmozi S. Features of a Corpus. In: History, Features, and Typology of Language Corpora. 
Springer, Singapore; 2018. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-10-7458-5_2

T a b l e  1.  Sources
Source title CiteScore % Cited SNIP SJR Impact Factor

FLT      
Language Learning 6.4 87 2.941 2.882 4.667
Language Teaching Research 6.0 94 1.869 1.663 3.899
Studies in Second Language 
Acquisition

5.7 83 2.186 2.207 4.313

TESOL Quarterly 3.9 72 2.005 1.737 3.692
MED
International Immunology 6.8 90 1.256 1.860 4.823
Journal of Applied Physiology 5.6 82 1.280 1.253 3.531
Journal of Diabetes 5.5 79 0.978 0.949 4.006
European Journal of Clinical 
Microbiology and Infectious Diseases

5.4 80 1.174 1.154 3.267

Source: Hereinafter in this article all tables were made by the authors. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-10-7458-5_2
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The authors whose education, background, 
name and publication record are different 
we referred to the second Non-Anglophone 
group. This classification will enable us to 
compare and contrast the linguistic means 
Anglophone native speakers and representa-
tives of other linguocultural communities 
choose to engage their readers in the Dis-
cussion sections of their papers. The NS 
sub-corpus represents the use of English by 
British, American, Australian and Indian re-
searchers. Non-Anglophone authors include 
speakers of a variety of languages, including 
French, Spanish, Italian, Chinese, Japanese, 
Korean, German, Danish, Norwegian, Finn-
ish, Greek, Russian, Polish, Turkish, Hebrew, 
Persian, who come from 19 different countries 
(Belgium, Chile, China, Denmark, Finland, 
Germany, Greece, Iran, Israel, Italy, Japan, 
Korea, Norway, Poland, Spain, Switzerland, 
Turkey, Saudi Arabia, Russia). This range 
can ensure representativeness of the sample. 
To mitigate the possible effect of the journal 
requirements and editing process on the RA 
text, we selected the same number of NS and 
MULT RAs from every journal. This way, 
if a NS sub-corpus includes five NS RAs, 
a corresponding MULT sub-corpus will also 
include five RA from the same journal.

Instruments and Procedure. The selected 
groups of RAs were processed using cor-
pus building and text analysis tool Corpus 
sketchengine. As a result, we obtained four 
sub-corpora: FLT MULT, FLT NS, MED 
MULT, MED NS, the details and composi-
tion of which are summarised in Table 2 
(Appendix 1).

We used the compiled corpus to assess the 
presence and the frequency of each marker 
of engagement and to compare them across 
sub-corpora. In order to obtain reliable re-
sults, we had to combine automated results 

returned by the software and manual proces-
sing of concordances. Starting with the search 
for individual words (e.g., obviously, could, 
our), patterns (adj to V), punctuation marks 
(dashes and parentheses), we collected lists 
of concordances, which were then analysed 
to remove instances irrelevant to engagement. 
Each occurrence was studied within a broader 
context to identify its discourse features and 
confirm relevance to engagement. These in-
stances include engagement markers in quo-
tations, use of ‘we’ referring to researchers 
exclusive of the reader, non-addressee modals 
(e.g., pronunciation instruction should help 
make learners comfortably intelligible), com-
ments in parentheses and inside dashes that do 
not serve as asides. To identify imperatives, 
following the procedure described by Hyland 
and Jiang [21], we created a special search 
rule describing the position of the verb in the 
base form in the text. As a result, frequencies 
of all engagement markers were calculated as 
raw numbers for each sub-corpus, and then 
normalised per 10,000 words in order to neu-
tralise differences in the word count of the 
sub-corpora.

We used Pearson’s chi-squared test (χ²) 
to evaluate how likely it is that any ob-
served difference between the sets arose 
by chance.

Analytical Framework. Following Hy-
land & Jiang’s model of engagement [21], 
quantitative analysis was used to determine 
the frequency of engagement markers (reader 
mentions, asides, shared knowledge, ques-
tions, directives) in discipline specific corpora 
composed of RAs Discussion sections writ-
ten by the authors of different linguacultural 
backgrounds. Statistical methods enabled us to 
identify statistically significant differences in 
the use of engagement markers across medical 
and foreign language teaching RAs. 

T a b l e  2.  Composition of the corpus
Sub-corpora NS MULT Total 

 RAs Words RAs Words RAs Words
RAs FLT 17 22,103 17 21,925 34 44,028
RAs MED 17 23,144 17 20,232 34 43,376
Total 34 45,247 34 42,157 68 87,404

https://edumag.mrsu.ru/content/pdf/23-3/Tihonova_appendix_1.pdf
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Results
The conveyed quantitative cross-discipli-

nary analysis predictably revealed that engage-
ment features are significantly more apparent 
in Anglophones’ papers in comparison with 
non-Aglophones’ ones (Appendix 2). Mo-
reover, even in papers by Anglophones, the 
frequency of engagement markers is higher 
in RAs on foreign language teaching than 
in medical RAs (χ² 26.994, p-value <0.01) 
(Table 3). The results can be attributed to the 
inherently argumentative and interpretive na-
ture of knowledge in the humanities, which 
leads researchers to engage more intensely with 
readers and foster an atmosphere of solidari-
ty, anticipating criticism and acknowledging 
alternative views. In FLT sub-corpora, the most 
significant engagement features are directives 
addressing the readers directly, instructing 
and guiding them to the desired interpretation 
of the argument [36]. They are appreciably 
more frequent in the FLT sub-corpus than in 
the MED sub-corpus (FLT: 24.5; MED: 7.6). 

Comparing the reader mentions and ap-
peals to shared knowledge which include 
the reader into the discussion of the results 
and appeal to him/her seeking his agreement 
within apparently naturalised boundaries of 

disciplinary understandings [18], revealed 
that both sub-corpora (FLT and MED) are 
practically the same for the Anglophones and 
multilinational teams of writers. It goes against 
the statement of Hyland [18] that explicit ap-
peals to collective understandings prevail in 
the soft papers whereas the writers of scientific 
papers expect their readers to have profound 
knowledge and signal their appeals less ex-
plicitly. At the same time, discussion sections 
of FLT RAs contain more personal asides and 
questions due to the more communicative and 
interpretative character of the humanities (3.0 
and 1.4 respectively). 

As it can be seen from Table 4, there is 
no significant difference in the use of en-
gagement markers in the medical articles 
written either by native speakers or by mul-
tinational teams (χ² 3.002, p-value <0.01). It 
highlights that the declarative character of 
the medical discourse limits the engagement 
of the reader. However, some researchers [2] 
point out that not all studies in the field of 
medicine are aimed exclusively at medical 
professionals, but also hold broad interest 
for potential patients. This can also result in 
a wide range of metadiscourse markers in the 
Discussion section of such papers.

T a b l e  3.  Frequency of engagement categories in the two disciplinary sub-corpora
Engagement markers MED FLT

Raw number Per 10,000 words Raw number Per 10,000 words
Reader-mentions 49 11.3 52 11.8
Asides 3 0.7 13 3.0
Shared knowledge 61 14.1 58 13.2
Questions 1 0.2 6 1.4
Directives 33 7.6 108 24.5
Total 147 33.9 237 53.9

T a b l e  4.  Frequency of engagement categories in the Medical sub-corpora
Engagement markers MED NS MED MULT

Raw number Per 10,000 words Raw number Per 10,000 words

Reader-mentions 25 10.8 24 11.9
Asides 3 1.3 0 0
Shared knowledge 28 12.1 33 16.3
Questions 1 0.4 0 0
Directives 18 7.8 15 7.4
Total 75 32.4 72 35.6

https://edumag.mrsu.ru/content/pdf/23-3/Tihonova_appendix_2.pdf
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and nuances of that language, including the use 
of engagement markers. They have grown up 
speaking and interacting in the language, which 
gives them a natural advantage in employing 
these markers effectively [37].

As Tables 7 and 8 indicate, there is a statisti-
cal difference in the involvement of engagement 
categories across disciplines in both sub-corpora 
(χ² 16.245, p-value <0.01 in NS and χ² 13.539, 
p-value <0.01 in MULT). This is consistent 
with our first finding (Table 3) that the FLT 
sub-corpus outnumbers the use of engagement 
features in both language sub-corpora.

Categories and Examples of Engagement 
Markers. Further sub-sections will provide 
specific results regarding the types of engage-
ment markers, highlighting both the similarities 
and differences observed in the sub-corpora.

Reader Mentions. The rhetorical inter-
action between the writer and the discipli-
nary readership is realised through the use 
of personal pronouns and possessives. This 
inclusion helps the authors to reduce the dis-
tance between them and the reader, addres-
sing the reader directly. The FLT and MED 
sub-corpora show almost the same rate of 
using first person forms as the markers of the 
reader’s involvement (Table 9 and Table 10).  

However, the analysis of Discussion sec-
tion of foreign language teaching RAs (Ta-
ble 5) revealed that Anglophone researchers 
use engagement language more frequently 
than those who use ELF for communication 
(χ² 18.367, p-value <0.01). The significant 
difference is observed in the use of the direc-
tives and personal asides. Native speakers 
outnumber multilingual authors and involve 
engagement categories more frequently. Ap-
peals to shared knowledge are exploited more 
extensively by the Anglophones as the An-
glophone academic culture places a stronger 
emphasis on building rapport with readers, 
creating a sense of connection, and expressing 
personal opinions and perspectives. Interest-
ingly, Dontcheva-Navratilova found a less 
frequent use of appeals to shared knowledge 
by the native speakers [20]. As for reader-
mentions, intercultural variation is not ob-
served in the both sub-corpora.

Table 6 highlights that intercultural variation 
in the NS and MULT sub-corpora is statisti-
cally significant (χ² 18.526, p-value <0.01). The 
Anglophones use engagement markers more 
frequently in both FLT and MED RAs. This can 
be explained by the fact that native speakers are 
generally more familiar with the conventions 

T a b l e  5.  Frequency of engagement categories in the Foreign Language Teaching sub-corpora
Engagement markers FLT NS FLT MULT

Raw number Per 10,000 words Raw number Per 10,000 words
Reader-mentions 25 11.3 27 12.3
Asides 10 4.5 3 1.4
Shared knowledge 35 15.8 23 10.5
Questions 4 1.8 2 0.9
Directives 64 29.0 44 20.1
Total 138 62.4 99 45.2

T a b l e  6.  Frequency of use of engagement categories in the NS and MULT sub-corpora

Engagement markers NS MULT

Raw number Per 10,000 words Raw number Per 10,000 words
Reader-mentions 50 11.1 51 12.1
Asides 13 2.9 3 0.7
Shared knowledge 63 13.9 56 13.3
Questions 5 1.1 2 0.5
Directives 82 18.1 59 14.0
Total 213 47.1 171 40.6
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T a b l e  7.  Frequency of engagement categories in the Anglophone sub-corpora

Engagement markers MED NS FLT NS
Raw number Per 10,000 words Raw number Per 10,000 words

Reader mentions 25 10.8 25 11.3
Asides 3 1.3 10 4.5
Shared knowledge 28 12.1 35 15.8
Questions 1 0.4 4 1.8
Directives 18 7.8 64 29.0
Total 75 32.4 138 62.4

T a b l e  8.  Frequency of use of engagement categories in the ELF sub-corpora

Engagement markers MED MULT FLT MULT
Raw number Per 10,000 words Raw number Per 10,000 words

Reader mentions 24 11.9 27 12.3
Asides 0 0 3 1.4
Shared knowledge 33 16.3 23 10.5
Questions 0 0 2 0.9
Directives 15 7.4 44 20.1
Total 72 35.6 99 45.2

It can be treated either as the act of politeness 
or the close bond between the writer and the 
reader being the members of the same discipli-
nary community and revealing agreement and 
the feeling of solidarity. Example 1 positions 
the reader as an experienced colleague who 
shares the same knowledge about the case 
under discussion and is competent enough 
to be engaged in the argument. In Example 2 
the reader is considered as a peer capable of 
forecasting the possible clinical effects of the 
treatment. 

1)	We can conclude that there is a greater 
risk of IPD due to resistant serotypes after 
being treated with long-duration macrolides, 

considering the individual and population 
factors involved (MED MULT).

2)	This study further refines our under-
standing of both clinical effects of TI and 
the appropriate dosing relationships of TI 
compared with commonly used prandial insulin 
analogues (MED NS). 

As it can be seen from Table 10, mul-
tilingual sub-corpus reveals very slight dif-
ferences in comparison with native speak-
ers, though the difference in disciplines is 
more evident, especially in case of using 
indefinite reference devices (one/one’s). 
This indefinite pronoun occurs more fre-
quently in the FLT sub-corpus (2.5.vs 0.5).  

T a b l e  9.  Reader mention features across the sub-corpora (raw number)

Reader mention features FLT MULT FLT NS MED MULT MED NS MULT NS FLT MED
we/our/us 22 19 22 25 44 44 41 47
one/one’s 5 6 2 0 7 6 11 2

T a b l e  10.  Reader mention features across the sub-corpora (normalised per 10,000 words)

Reader mention features FLT MULT FLT NS MED MULT MED NS MULT NS FLT MED
we/our/us 10.0 8.6 10.9 10.8 10.4 9.7 9.3 10.8
one/one’s 2.3 2.7 1.0 0 1.7 1.3 2.5 0.5
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Example 3 treats the reader as a researcher in 
general. At the same time, the MED sub-corpus 
shows very low incidence of the indefinite 
pronoun. The low occurrence of this device 
can be attributed to the nature of medical ar-
ticles. Medical articles maintain an objective 
tone, focusing on factual information. Thus, 
the authors strive to present information in an 
unbiased manner and avoid uncertainty [38]. 

3)	Although intuitively one might suppose 
that singing a song should be more beneficial 
for L2 pronunciation development than merely 
listening to it, this generalization might not 
hold with beginner-level learners of a language 
or with participants who are not used to sin-
ging (FLT MULT). 

Personal asides. Personal asides al-
low the writers to address readers directly 
by temporarily interrupting the argument to 
suggest a statement on what has been said. 
Hyland & Jiang [21] claim that there has been 
a decline in their use in academic discourse. 
It is not surprising that the occurrence of this 
engagement feature in our corpus is also rare 
(MED 0.7 vs FLT 3.0; NS 2.9 vs MULT 0.7), 
although Anglophones use this marker more, 
especially in FLT. Example 4 and Example 5 
present the author’s comments that interrupt 
the argumentation and appeal to the reader. 
These additional comments imply that the 
reader has the same expertise and is able to 
understand the details of the study.

4)	The obvious strategy to ensure a pre-
sence in the closing stages of a race would be 
for the athlete to run close to their CS , but 
only if successful in generating a “gap on the 
field”, (so that other runners are not able to 
draft in their slipstream), whereas others are 
running below their CS and “wasting” time 
(MED NS). 

5)	When this same group subsequently 
took the L1-to-L2 test, the advantage of se-
mantic relatedness (again, in the absence 
of form similarity) only occurred when the 
direction of translation at study had been from 
L1 to L2 (FLT NS).

Appeals to Shared Knowledge. The feel-
ing of sharedness with the reader is created 
through the use of positioning features, one 
of them being appeal to shared knowledge. 
Although Lafuente-Millán believes that ap-
peals to shared knowledge can be identified 

only by the disciplinary members and are dif-
ficult to be identified by the scholars outside 
the field, we managed to find the examples in 
the sub-corpora [24]. Following Hyland [39], 
we treated appeals to shared knowledge as the 
markers that do not construct new knowledge 
but try to persuade the readership of already 
existing claims in academia.

As in the case of reader mentions, the use 
of appeals to shared knowledge in the MED 
and FLT sup-corpora differs insignificantly 
(14.1 vs 13.2 respectively). In the MED sub-
corpus, the multilingual authors outnumber 
the Anglophones in their use of appeals to 
shared knowledge (MED NS 12.1 vs MED 
MULT 16.3), while in the FLT sub-corpus na-
tive speakers tend to employ more positioning 
engagement markers of this type. The rhetori-
cal potential of the both sub-corpora allows 
the author to position the reader as an expert 
within the discipline and share the common 
methods and notions. It is more interesting that 
the multinational teams of authors show a hig-
her rate of using appeals to shared knowledge 
than the native speakers in medical papers. It 
can happen due to the desire of the authors 
that use ELF for communicating research to 
establish a connection with an audience of 
medical experts. Appeals to shared knowledge 
in this case allow them to speak a common 
language with readers and to strengthen the 
bond between the author and the audience. 
Moreover, appeals to shared knowledge can 
help avoid misunderstandings and ambigui-
ties in medical papers [19], make the text 
clearer and more understandable for readers, 
especially if they have different language and 
cultural backgrounds.

Scholars [21] differentiate between three 
subcategories of appeals of shared knowledge: 
referring to logical reasoning (e.g., obviously, 
of course); to routine condition (e.g., normally, 
regularly); and to familiarity with tradition 
(e.g., common, traditionally). Tables 11 and 
12 show the distribution of these engagement 
markers across sub-corpora. Logical reasoning 
markers show the highest frequency in the FLT 
NS sub-corpus while the smallest number of 
these features are found in the MED NS sub-
corpus. This difference can be attributed to the 
specific nature of FLT which often requires 
clear explanations of language concepts and 
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in-depth knowledge. In contrast, multinational 
authors of medical papers may rely more on 
seeking support and validation from their col-
leagues, making them use logical reasoning 
markers more extensively.

Routine conditions prevail in the MED NS 
sub-corpus while no instances of this strategy 
are found in the FLT NS sub-corpus. It con-
tradicts the supposition of Zou & Hyland [36] 
that these markers are used in research on 
education. Due to the specificity of medical 
research this engagement feature denotes the 
routine conditions under which the research 
was carried out. 

Familiarity & tradition are distributed al-
most equally in three sub-corpora as can be 
seen in Table 12 except for FLT MULT. It can 
be explained by the desire of the non-native 
authors to avoid wordiness due to limited 
knowledge of the cultural aspects and tradi-
tions of the country requiring the authors to 
use them correctly. If authors are unsure about 
their knowledge of the culture, they may avoid 
using such markers to prevent potential misin-
terpretations or inaccuracies. Moreover, both 
MED MILT and MED NS show the highest 
rate of frequency. These results are in line with 
Zou & Hyland [36] who supposed that hard 
disciplines are likely to formulate knowledge 
in an established knowledge context.

Thus, logical reasoning in Example 6 
concerns the coherence of the argument. Hy-
land & Jiang [21] believe that this way of 
engagement is the most manipulative as it 
shifts the focus from the discourse and makes 
the reader anticipate possible criticism and 

shape their own understandings, as it can be 
seen in Example 7:

6)	Clearly many factors affect perfor-
mance when learning L2 vocabulary, and they 
may operate differently depending on whether 
a person is learning for a receptive or a pro-
ductive test situation (FLT NS).

7)	Some of the concern over the apparent 
difference in the unit-dose effect arises from 
confusion between the definition of an insulin 
unit, both in terms of clinical “effect” and unit 
“amount” (MED NS).

Routine conditions are concerned with 
usual circumstances or behaviours in the real 
world. Examples 8 and 9 show that these en-
gagement features refer to shared knowledge 
of conventional research procedures and me-
thods of analysis: 

8)	The presence of SIH for hospital-
ized patients is conventionally defined as 
BGL ≥ 10 mmol / L. In this cohort with 
a widely varying HbA1c range, glucose 
was poorly associated with outcome and 
BGL ≥ 10 mmol / L not a reliable indicator 
of the presence of SIH (MED NS).

9)	Failure to learn English, therefore, is not 
typically considered as a failure with costly 
negative consequences (FLT MULT).

Familiarity & tradition are concerned with 
usual community practices and beliefs. Examp-
les 10 and 11 appeal to the reader’s supposed 
’familiarity with the background of the research: 

10)	 Not surprisingly, the upfront culture 
methods had lower LOD due to the pre-am-
plification that occurs naturally in culture 
prior to testing (MED NS).

T a b l e  11.  Appeals to shared knowledge across the sub-corpora (raw number)
Shared 

knowledge appeals FLT MULT FLT NS MED MULT MED NS MULT NS FLT MED

logical reasoning 8 18 11 7 19 25 26 18

routine conditions 2 0 1 4 3 4 2 5
familiarity & tradition 10 16 16 16 26 32 26 32

T a b l e  12.  Appeals to shared knowledge across the sub-corpora (normalised per 10,000 words)
Shared 

knowledge appeals FLT MULT FLT NS MED MUL MED NS MULT NS FLT MED

logical reasoning 3.6 8.1 5.4 3.0 4.5 5.5 5.9 4.1
routine conditions 0.9 0.0 0.5 1.7 0.7 0.9 0.5 1.2
familiarity & tradition 4.6 7.2 7.9 6.9 6.2 7.1 5.9 7.4
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11)	 CLIL is usually associated with 
L2-medium instruction, although it can be 
implemented with different intensity of the 
L1 involved (FLT MULT).

Questions. Questions are considered to 
be the most widespread means of dialogic 
engagement [40] involving the readers into the 
discussion, making him/her an equal partici-
pant in the argument and showing willingness 
to share knowledge. Still, the corpora reveals 
that the use of questions in RAs is not frequent 
despite their rhetorical nature. As in case of 
personal asides, the Anglophones use ques-
tions more frequently than their multilingual 
counterparts (1.1 vs 0.5). Similarly, the FLT NS 
community tends to use more questions due to 
the communicative focus of the discipline. In 
the medical corpora of both language groups 
the use of questions is very low (MED NS 
0.4 vs MED MULT 0). Examples 12 and 13 
show the use of this engagement marker as 
a one-side exposition to the dialogue, making 
the reader feel that their views matter:

12)	 How well do English teachers succeed 
in bridging the gap between elementary and 
secondary school? (FLT MULT).

13)	 What about our immersed learners? 
(FLT NS).

Directives. Directives tend to instruct the 
reader and engage him/her into discussion 
through imperatives and modals. Among all the 
engagement markers in our study, this group is 
the greatest. It shows significant differences in 
the frequency of use in two disciplines (MED 
7.6 vs FLT 24.5). Also, the scholars using 

ELF for conducting their research employ 
directives less than the natives (NS 18.1 vs 
MULT 14.0). The differences within the dis-
ciplinary groups are less significant (FLT NS 
29.0 vs FLT MULT 20.1; MED NS 7.8 vs MED 
MULT 7.4). Such frequent occurrence in aca-
demic discourse reveals that directives appear 
to be a good rhetorical tool allowing the author 
to impart his knowledge and findings to the 
reader clearly8 [18; 21]. Hyland [41] claims 
that frequencies for directives seem to be hig-
her in the hard sciences helping the authors 
share and present information succinctly by 
directing readers through an argument. On 
the contrary, Dontcheva-Navratilova argues 
that in soft sciences the use of directives can 
be explained by their frequent use to indicate 
intertextual reference [20]. Nevertheless, our 
research shows that the FLT sub-corpus uses 
directives more frequently. The way directives 
are realised across the corpora are shown in 
Tables 13 and 14.

Among all the directives, imperatives are 
employed most frequently. Table 14 shows 
their distribution highlighting that in the FLT 
context they outnumber those used in the 
MED sub-corpus, with their use in the MED 
sub-corpus being the lowest. Again, the NS 
sub-corpora include more imperatives than 
the ELF sub-corpora. The most frequently 
used imperatives are see, consider, as in the 
Example 14 and 15 below:

14)	 Some outcomes were not assessed 
in the entire cohort, because of missing data 
(Table 2) (MED MULT).

T a b l e  13.  Directives across the sub-corpora (raw number)

Directives FLT MULT FLT NS MED MULT MED NS MULT NS FLT MED
Imperatives 24 43 1 1 25 44 67 2
Adj to V 4 7 2 2 6 9 11 4
Modals 16 14 12 15 28 29 30 27

T a b l e  14.  Directives across the sub-corpora (normalized per 10,000 words)

Directives FLT MULT FLT NS MED MULT MED NS MULT NS FLT MED
Imperatives 10.9 19.5 0.5 0.4 5.9 9.7 15.2 0.5
Adj to V 1.8 3.2 1.0 0.9 1.4 2.0 2.5 0.9
Modals 7.3 6.3 5.9 6.5 6.6 6.4 6.8 6.2

8 Hyland K. Disciplinary Discourse: Social Interactions in Academic Writing.
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15)	 Recognise Inequalities in Knowledge 
of Specialised Discourses (FLT NS).

Predicative adjectives express the author’s 
opinion about necessity or importance of the 
findings in the study (Example 16). Also we 
can observe a cross-disciplinary difference in 
the use of predicative adjectives (FLT 2.5 vs 
MED 0.9), while the rate of occurrence in diffe-
rent language contexts remains relatively close 
(MULT 1.4 vs NS 2.0). There is no difference in 
the use of these engagement features within the 
MED sub-corpus, while we can observe a slight 
shift towards NS within the FLT sub-corpus 
(FLT MULT 1.8 vs FLT NS 3.2).

16)	 Finally, it is important to note that our 
account does not question the importance of 
high verbal analytic ability in later-onset lear-
ners; rather we suggest that the effects of 
explicit aptitude reported in previous studies 
should not be interpreted to entail a general 
loss of implicit learning ability (FLT NS).

Obligation modals have a great impact on 
the reader and are employed by the authors 
equally in our sub-corpora (MULT 6.6 vs NS 
6.4; MED 6.2 vs FLT 6.8). Both medical papers 
and those on teaching language tend to impose 
obligations due to the nature of the field. 

17)	 These results indicate that alongside 
MyD88 signalling, the role of other receptors 
and pathways in recognition of S. suis and in-
duction of inflammation should be evaluated 
(MED NS).

18)	 However, it must be noted that the two 
other longitudinal studies we found were carried 
out with older students (age range: 11–15 years) 
and used different instruments (FLT MULT).

Functions of directives across sub-corpora 
are shown in Tables 15 and 16. 

Textual acts guide the readers through the 
body of the RA or refer them to another text as 
in Example 19. They are mostly used in FLT 
context by native speakers (Table 16). This can 
be explained by the interpretive character of 
the discipline, moreover it helps to direct the 
readers in the scope of the research helping 
them to understand the full picture.

19)	 VII Discussion A time-consuming 
practice for L2 writing instructors, WCF con-
tinues to be perceived by students as something 
that can help them develop accuracy (see for 
review Bitchener & Storch, 2016; see also 
Storch & Wigglesworth, 2010) (FLT MULT). 

20)	 Cognitive acts lead the readership 
through a line of reasoning to steer them to 
certain conclusions (see Examples 20–23). 
Again, they are more frequent in FLT (FLT 9.3 
vs 7.1), establishing no difference between dif-
ferent language contexts and disciplines. These 
engagement features tend to make the reader 
think, reflect on some aspect of the argument.

21)	 Finally, it is important to note that our 
account does not question the importance of 
high verbal analytic ability in later-onset lear-
ners; rather we suggest that the effects of 
explicit aptitude reported in previous studies 
should not be interpreted to entail a general 
loss of implicit learning ability (FLT NS). 

22)	 Thus, when analyzing immunity elic-
ited by vaccination it is essential to focus on 
the fine granularity (e.g. S. Typhi-specific TM 
subsets, whether the responses are S versus 
MF, which combinations of cytokines are 
produced following antigenic stimulation) to 
better characterize the responses and properly 
study differences between immune compart-
ments (MED NS). 

T a b l e  15.  Functions of directives across the sub-corpora (raw number)

Directives FLT MULT FLT NS MED MULT MED NS MULT NS FLT MED
Textual acts 24 38 1 1 25 39 62 2
Cognitive acts 20 21 14 17 34 38 41 31
Physical acts 0 5 0 0 0 5 5 0

T a b l e  16.  Functions of directives across the sub-corpora (normalised per 10,000 words)

Directives FLT MULT FLT NS MED MULT MED NS MULT NS FLT MED
Textual acts 10.9 17.2 0.5 0.4 5.9 8.6 14.1 0.5
Cognitive acts 9.1 9.5 6.9 7.3 8.1 8.4 9.3 7.1
Physical acts 0 2.3 0 0 0 1.1 1.1 0
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23)	 However, limitations must be acknow-
ledged in the current study (MED MULT).

24)	 However, at this point, the possible 
reasons for higher adjective frequency counts 
leading to slower response times need to be 
considered (FLT MULT).

Our results prove the supposition of Zou 
& Hyland [36] that physical acts are mostly 
used in papers on education (FLT 1.1 vs MED 
0.0) and help create space to foresee the au-
thor’s outcomes and involve the reader’s ac-
tions (Example 24). Native speakers use these 
markers more frequently (Table 16).

25)	 Pay Critical Attention to Inequalities 
of Power (FLT NS).

The obtained results, overall, reflect the 
findings of previous studies that indicate that 
disciplinary variation is influenced by the 
epistemology, methods, and conventions spe-
cific to different disciplines9 [19; 24; 36]. 
However, it is necessary to trace the internal 
logic of deepening the author-reader engage-
ment in the manuscript, especially considering 
potential asynchronous readers. This calls for 
further research on the topic across various 
disciplinary corpora.

There are noticeable differences at the 
disciplinary level, with FLT employing engage-
ment markers more frequently. The differences 
are evident between the Anglophone authors 
and the authors that use ELF for communi-
cating research across disciplines. Both sub-
corpora use the specified markers similarly in 
medical papers, while in FLT papers, native 
speakers use a greater number of markers, po-
sitioning features being particularly prominent.

The comparative analysis of engagement 
markers in RAs by Anglophone scholars and 
non-native scholars using ELF showed that 
the differences in overall frequency of engage-
ment categories between these contexts are 
not significant. In this regard, the standards 
of academic culture specific to a particular 
country and the characteristics of the journal 

for which the manuscript is prepared for pub-
lication come to the forefront.

The analysis of subcategories of engage-
ment revealed significant differences between 
RAs written by the authors using ELF and RAs 
published by the Anglophones in terms of di-
rective types and functions. The orientation of 
English-speaking authors, driven by the norms 
of academic writing10, towards a heterogene-
ous audience determines the frequency with 
which they provide instructions to readers 
and the number of steps they take to direct 
readers in the logic of their arguments. Non-
native English authors using ELF in FLT RAs 
differ in levels of development in academic 
culture and may not pay as much attention to 
understanding the heterogeneity of the acade-
mic community to which they address their 
research results. They may not place great 
importance on building solidarity and referring 
to shared sources, methods, and understanding. 
However, the situation is opposite in medical 
papers due to the conventions of medical re-
search. Thus, it can be argued that while both 
anglophone and non-native scholars using 
ELF equally strive for interaction with their 
readers, they are inclined to diverge in their 
preferences for the specific implementation 
of engagement markers.

According to Lafuente-Millán, national 
culture is an important variable in the au-
thor’s rhetorical choices [24]. However, the 
global academic English language, which 
incorporates not only the canons of academic 
English but also the canons of national acade-
mic language paradigms, is gradually shaping 
a new space of communication. The ability 
of communicants, whether they are native or 
non-native English speakers, to engage in the 
construction and dissemination of scientific 
knowledge in a global dialogue calls for an 
examination of the features of academic ELF. 
Additionally, it necessitates the establish-
ment of a universal framework that transcends 

9 Fløttum K., Dahl T., Kinn T. Academic Voices – across Languages and Disciplines; Gray B. Linguistic 
Variations in Research Article. When Discipline Tells Only Part of the Story. Amsterdam & Philadelphia: John 
Benjamins; 2015. https://doi.org/10.1075/scl.71

10 Academic writing in the United States has a long and rich history. The standards set by academic 
writing in the U.S. have had a significant influence on the development of academic writing in other countries. 
However, it was European countries that first embraced and incorporated these standards into their own academic 
communication practices, while other countries have adopted them to varying degrees, integrating them into their 
national traditions of scholarly discourse.

https://doi.org/10.1075/scl.71
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national sub-corpora, promoting unity, trans-
parency, and effective communication without 
further divisions based on national boundaries. 
The establishment of global conventions for 
such communication should involve collabora-
tion between native and non-native speakers. 
Hence, researchers should pay close attention 
to the strategies employed by non-native speak-
ers in using language to engage readers within 
the framework of authorial logic.

One limitation of this study is the charac-
teristics of the corpus used, which consisted 
only of international second-quartile journals. 
A parallel analysis of national journals would 
have allowed for a comparative examination of 
the influence of journal status on the engage-
ment strategies used by authors to involve read-
ers in their discourse. For example, it would 
have provided insights into how authors might 
feel more at ease when addressing a national 
audience. Would this lead to a more frequent 
mention of the potential reader as a member of 
a group sharing common interests and values? 
Would it reveal a dependency on the audience 
(addressing fellow citizens vs. an international 
audience)? Nevertheless, the aim of this study 
was to track the authors' behaviour in the con-
text of using English as an academic lingua 
franca. It focused on the effectiveness of reader 
engagement conventions in facilitating the 
understanding of presented information for 
non-native speakers, prioritizing the principle 
of comprehensibility over grammatical ac-
curacy in English proficiency [27].

Discussion and Conclusion
This study has adopted a contrastive ap-

proach to the investigation of cross-disciplinary 
and interlanguage variation in medical and FLT 
NS RAs written by Anglophone and non-native 
scholars using ELF. The results of this study 
have demonstrated that disciplinary factors 
and the status of English as a lingua franca 
influence the choice of engagement markers 
in RAs in different ways. Disciplinary conven-
tions appear to have a significant impact on 
the rhetorical choices that play a crucial role 
in persuading the academic community to ac-
cept the proposed interpretations and claims. 
However, the specific engagement markers 
chosen by authors are determined not only by 
cultural considerations but also by the language 
status for the manuscript author. 

This conclusion may seem obvious and not 
requiring further evidence. However, it pertains 
to the creation of a universal language for aca-
demic scientific communication in the context 
of a heterogeneous readership and research 
territory. The next stage can be refining our 
understanding of how the trends in the deve-
lopment of a universal language for academic 
communication and disciplinary involvement 
contributes to persuasive communication in 
an academic context. This interplay should 
be studied further and these findings need to 
be expanded and tested through larger-scale 
studies that take into account the interaction 
of engagement markers and positioning in dif-
ferent disciplines and linguocultural contexts.
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