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Abstract:

The current study investigates the metadiscourse markers in English and Arabic. The
study aims to identify the similarities and differences between the languages concerned in
terms of metadiscourse and design a unified framework to analyse both languages’
discourse. The study is after answering the questions: What are the differences and
similarities between Arabic and English regarding metadiscourse markers? Regarding the
Israel-Lebanon Strike, what are the most and least common metadiscourse markers
employed in the selected Arabic and English news articles? and, What significance does
the Chi-square statistical analysis reflect? To answer the questions, the current study
analyses three English articles and three Arabic articles related to the news on Israel
Strike on Lebanon 2024 to recognise the use of metadiscourse markers in news discourse,
quantitatively and qualitatively. The current study adopts the Hyland (1999) taxonomy of
Metadiscourse Markers and employs a Chi-square tool to analyse the analysis statistics.
The analysis revealed that both English and Arabic utilize linguistic expressions that
function as metadiscourse markers, aiding in the organization and clarification of
discourse. In both English and Arabic news articles analysed, the common metadiscourse
markers are evidential. However, the English news analysed lacks the employment of
interpersonal markers with relatively weaker employment of logical and frame markers
than that in Arabic. Furthermore, the Chi-square analysis reflects a statistically
significant difference in the distribution of metadiscourse markers between English and

Arabic news articles. This difference suggests that Arabic discourse emphasizes
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interpersonal interaction and relationship-building, contrasting with the English focus on
textual organization.

Keywords: (Metafunctions. Textual Metadiscourse, Interpersonal Metadiscourse. Israel-
Lebanon Strike).

1. Introduction

On 23 September 2024, Israel initiated a series of airstrikes in Lebanon as part of
the continuing Israecl-Hezbollah war, designated as Operation Northern Arrows. Since
that time, Israel's assaults have resulted in the deaths of over 800 individuals (Najjar,
2024), wounded more than 5,000 (Middle East newest, 2024), and displaced hundreds of
thousands of Lebanese residents. The assaults represent the most lethal incidents in
Lebanon since the Lebanese Civil War. This strikeb commenced five days subsequent to
Israel's lethal assault on communication devices designated for Hezbollah operatives and
three days following an airstrike by Israel on a Beirut apartment complex that resulted in
the deaths of Redwan Force commander Ibrahim Agqil and 54 others (Israeli strikes,
2024).

According to Hyland (2005), cultural aspects shape our writing and its
organisation, particularly in news, since cultural values are ingrained in language and
impact perception, learning, and communication, especially regarding metadiscourse. The
organisational patterns of L1 and L2 authors may differ due to cultural conventions that
might be translated to other languages (Chesterman, 1998). Every culture has distinct
communication techniques that influence the definition of a cohesive text (Hyland, 2005).
Thus, contrastive metadiscourse studies may assist instructors in enhancing students'
understanding of the disparities between their cultural norms and those of the pertinent
discourse community in their writing (Hyland, 2005).

Metadiscourse refers to discourse about discourse (Hyland, 1999, p. 5); authors use it to
reference themselves and convey their persona, aiming to enhance the comprehensibility

of their works for readers while considering the readers' educational levels and situations.
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Hyland characterises it as: “the linguistic expressions that pertain to the developing text
and the author and envisioned audience of that text” (Hyland, 2005, p.viii).
Metadiscourse markers are essential in news discourse since they organise the content,
direct readers, and indicate the writer's position or connection with the readers
(Aboulalaei, 2019). Furthermore, these markers improve the coherence of news pieces by
efficiently connecting concepts and parts that the clarity and logical development are
crucial for readers to understand news items (Hastomo & Farhan, 2023). Metadiscourse
markers provide the author's perspective and disposition, enabling the writer to articulate
viewpoints, emphasise certain points, or soften assertions (Aboulalaei, 2019). This is
especially significant in news reporting, as bias and objectivity may affect public opinion.
Nonetheless, metadiscourse may differ among cultures and languages. Comprehending
these distinctions may provide insights into the formulation and reception of news across
various settings. Accordingly, the current study seeks to answer the following questions:
1. What are the differences and similarities between Arabic and English regarding
metadiscourse markers?

2. What are the most and least common metadiscourse markers employed in the selected
Arabic and English news articles?

3. What significance does the Chi-square statistical analysis reflect?

To answer the research questions, the researcher will review the literature on
metadiscourse in Arabic and English to identify similarities and differences. Based on the
contrastive analysis, a model will be established to analyse six articles (3 from English
and the same from Arabic) related to the Israel-Lebanon Strike. A third step is to analyse
the data qualitatively and quantitatively to gain broader insight into the employment of
metadiscourse markers in news discourse of two languages in contrast.

2. Literature Review

2.1 Metadiscourse Markers: An Overview
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Metadiscourse is a language trait that denotes the interaction between authors and
readers. Zellig S. Harris (Harris, 1959) used the term 'metadiscourse' to denote textual
elements that provide commentary on a text's primary propositional content. Nonetheless,
it lacks propositional substance. Certain academics (e.g., Vande Kopple, 1985; Crismore
et al., 1993) identify varying degrees of meaning within propositional and metadiscoursal
texts. Vande Kopple (1985) observes that many discourses possess a minimum of two
levels. At one level, we provide information on the topic of our writing to augment
propositional material. At the metadiscourse level, we do not provide propositional
content; instead, we assist our audience with organising, classifying, interpreting,
evaluating, and responding to such content using non-propositional elements or
metadiscourse. Hyland and Tse (2004) concur with Kopple that the "meaning of a text
encompasses more than merely the propositional content...It constitutes the entire
package". By "entire package," they refer to the proposition and metadiscourse content,
asserting that metadiscourse is a fundamental and integral component of meaning.
Halliday (1994) posits that individuals typically aim to achieve three overarching goals
when using language. They try articulating their experiences, engaging with their
audience, and structuring their expressions into coherent discourses. Halliday (1994)
asserts that individuals convey signals that include three distinct types of meaning:
ideational, interpersonal, and textual.

The ideational function denotes using language to convey experiences and concepts,
which roughly aligns with the concept of propositional content.

The interpersonal function is to utilise language to encode interactions, facilitate
engagement with others, enable role assumption, and allow for evaluating and
comprehending evaluations and emotions.

The textual function demonstrates the use of language to structure the text, logically
connecting the content to the external environment and the audience (Halliday, 1994,

cited in Hyland, 2005, p. 26). Hyland (1999) asserts that "textual metadiscourse is
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employed to structure propositional information in manners that are coherent for a
specific audience and suitable for a particular context" (p. 7). He contends that the author
anticipates the recipient's processing challenges and needs, adapting to certain techniques.
He asserts that interpersonal metadiscourse enables authors to convey their viewpoint
about their propositional material and audience. It is fundamentally an evaluative mode of
speech that articulates the author's uniquely defined, albeit discipline-bound, persona.
Adel (2006, p. 183) states that authors are urged to comply with certain research
standards. These standards are adaptable and fluid, permitting differences among
languages, cultures, and discourse groups. The examination of metadiscourse is a
compelling study focus since it uncovers nuanced differences and provides insights for
beginner authors to learn from the strategies of expert writers.

2.2 Metadiscourse in English

Metadiscourse is fundamentally an open category that may be manifested in many forms.
A vast array of linguistic elements exists, encompassing punctuation and typographic
symbols (such as brackets and underlining), paralinguistic indicators accompanying
spoken communication (including tone and emphasis), as well as entire clauses and
sentences that express our identities and intentions in both written and oral texts (Hyland,
1999, 2005). Consequently, other metadiscourse taxonomies have been suggested
(Crismore, 1989; Vande Kopple, 1985, 2002; Hyland, 2005; Adel, 2006). Hyland (1999)
classifies all these metadiscourse markers into two general categories: textual and
interpersonal metadiscourse. He then describes their functions in detail, using examples

from the linguistic representations of these categories in Table 1.
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Table 1
Metadiscourse Markers Categories Based on Hyland (1999)
Textunl metn | Function Example/signals
discourse
Logical connectives Express semantic relation | In addition/ but/therefore/thus

between main clauses

Frame markers Explicitly refer to discourse shift | First/finally/to repeat/ to clarify
or text stages
Endophoric markers Refer to information in other | Noted above/see fig. 1/section
parts of the text
Evidential Refer to source of information | According to X/ 1990/ 7 states
from other texts

Code glosses Help readers grasp meanings of | Namely/ e g./ in other words/ 1.e./ say
ideational material

Interpersonal meta

discourse

Hedges Withhold writer’s full | Might/perhaps/it is possible
commitment to statements

Emphatics Emphasis  force  or  writer’s | In fact/ definitely/ it 1s clear
certainty in message

Attitude markers Express  writer’s  attitude  to | Surprisingly/ | agree/ X claims
propositional content

Relational  markers Explicitly refer to or build | Consider/recall/imagine/you
relationship with reader

Person markers Explicit reference to author(s) I/ we/ my/ mine/our

2.3 Metadiscourse in Arabic

The term metadiscourse —U=all ¢l 5 W has no equivalent framework used in Arabic like
those taxonomies proposed in English, as mentioned earlier. However, in the current
study, the researcher attempts to collect the Arabic linguistic tools used to express the
meanings and functions of metadiscourse markers. As earlier stated, metadiscourse
markers tie discourse parts (textual function) and engage readers, refer to sources, show
attitudes, make comments, and show writer-reader awareness (i.e., interpersonal
function).

Metadiscourse markers are discourse about discourse where the latter covers longer
stretches of language than a sentence. Thus, we are concerned with those markers
connecting and commenting on the content of sentences rather than words within
sentences. In Arabic, connectors or conjuncts k) < salinking sentences are of two

types: structural sl b lland contextual (8l 1o )l in addition to other expressions.
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2.3.1 Structural Metadiscourse Markers

According to o= (1950), those markers are divided into:

a. Time conjuncts 3 b Mare those relating sentences in terms of time like i cloxic
Ops edie () JB M) da el ek’

b. Conditional conjuncts (b kilrelate sentences by condition particles or
expressions like ...da A ¢ oy & o) Lagd 5l )3 ¢y) Y P

c. Causative Conjuncts =) by llconnect sentences using words indicating reason like
O o @l (Y (J ) ks (Juaiied

d. Purpose Conjuncts & ki) connect sentences by words indicating the purpose of
the propositions like ¢ dal (e cdilal (Gagy oy (o’

e. Relative Conjuncts (sl b)) link sentences by relative pronouns like ¢« i) «sl)
L

f. Coordinators —iball Cig ) relate sentences with al ¢ sine S ¢al ¢ 5l ol cedll ¢ ) 5l

2.3.2 Contextual Metadiscourse Markers 2wl 1 !

Based oncma (1950), Arabic link sentences also show the smooth flow of relevant similar
ideas and concepts through:

a. Analogue connectors 4Ll k) g Jink ideas that are similar or parallel to each other,
like

(ol Lelia ) o LaS e ginmall ity L) (SIS chda ) sty 5 e Jilan IS cll3 331 g

b. Contrast and comparative connectors 4ially ya il kg, to relate different and
contradicted ideas to make comparisons like & <o) ¥ ¢ e «JGall 8 pSe e el WA
G Al e e daadl i e cae DL c@lld (e a2 I e 0l e ae Gl el et o) o
SR Aal

c. Additive connecters 4:8Lx¥) kil g 11 to add more ideas including () 4LVl «ell (e Miad
Jo Jai b ik ans Lo ) AdLcalleclld cpa S0 5 el Jia bl s e o8 il ) edlld e 5 e clld
oA aks ) JEVL Al dea el
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d. Topical Connecters 4sile gasall bl 330 to link topic and include topics withing each
other as gLl 138 & caaall 1 & (glud) 138 b celly Ul &
e. Resultative connecters 4:alifiud) kg, that show results of previous ideas including
e 5 e Al ey Lo iy el Aai (a1 138 e ¢ Ll i ey e 1ol
f. Illustrative connectors 4:sagill byl relate sentences in a way one clarifies the
other using eseclld Jiay (JUdl duw Aol @l Sy oo Srar o) 3ol Al ety
e 2y () 4 daly Lo o) JSAL Hang L) ¢ SES) = g s () agd O pgeall e Lia) clly mia il
(A Aoy (g aaly 5 el
g. Successive Connectors 4ilulud by, to show the sequence of ideas or events like
(o2 (53 (5ol V) @l o) a5 clalia (laa o SU AN G LY Al (B ) a5 A
oY) Ala el ey aay ladl 8 ciiaY 5 il s sl
2.3.3 Engagement and Evidential Metadiscourse
In Arabic, writers use different types of expressions to engage readers and denote the
source of the propositional content. These include:
a. Attitude markers <! J sdindicate opinion, feelings, comments, and attitude using
expressions like e e sall e e adl Mlue 3wl g ki dga 5 e cgaliie] & cauall () ()
eddsiall e e Al e () 2l
(\ avYA s‘fal; J;J\)
b. Reader engagement markers sg & & d) Jlga are those pronouns addressing the
readers to interact and demonstratives — «li s dladidly Alatdl el rhetorical
question to stimulate thinking like s Nlcganldl Jeluy 8 ¢ 8 & S8 o) Gue Ja) using
imperatives like ¢« cludi pua ¢l JA3 ¢ S8
(Y207 o)
c. Attribution tools Jiw¥) & g3l are expressions used to denote the source of information
or ideas directly like ... Wl cquas) ¢z jua < S5 (JU ) or indirectly using D& ¢J 18 5 cca
o=
(bl alia cl ¢V AA L)
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D. Emphasis tools Sl < sdlare used to emphasise the importance of the text's content
for more engagement. Those tools include ek () 3 5all pacdd LAY Laa caSUIL el D
.. A

(VAVA ¢ ila yall)
e. Possibility tools Juwia¥l g (Bl &l galare used to extend the circle of possibilities and
alternatives, leaving the reader with a desire to grasp precise images. These tools include
Sl Lea o Jad clay cJaiaadl (e oSl (e

(Vro¥ )

3. Contrastive Analysis
Some similarities and differences are derived based on the literature review of
metadiscourse markers in English and Arabic. These similarities and differences are listed
as follows:
1. Both languages have linguistic expressions serving as metadiscourse markers.
However, Arabic has no explicit framework for these markers as metadiscourse ones.
2. English and Arabic metadiscourse markers can be classified into textual and
interpersonal markers. Nevertheless, Arabic markers organising texts (textual) are divided
into structural and contextual markers. In English, whether organising structures or ideas,
both textually function to make discourse about discourse.
3. Although both languages have the same functional categories, Arabic has more
subcategories. English textual category has five categories, whereas the structural and
contextual metadiscourse in Arabic (corresponding to the textual category) has 13 types
of markers and interface with the English categories as follows:
a. Logical connectives in English are equivalent to causativeiuud) conditionalish »&l,
purposedsiall; and relative 44 ssa sallconnectors in Arabic.
b. Frame markers are equivalent to successioniiluludll il N timediie 3N,
coordination—skall, additiveddlaY), contrast, 4walxilland analogue “flillmarkers in

Arabic.
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c. Endophoric connectors are equivalent to topical 4w siasll Lails lland resultative
4alimuYlconnectors in Arabic.

d. Codeglosses are equivalent to illustrative connectors 4:sua il in Arabic.

e. Evidential connectors are equivalent to attributive tools in 2LwY) &l sa) Arabic, though
the latter are not part of textual Arabic metadiscourse markers.

4. The interpersonal metadiscourse markers of English are equivalent to those in Arabic
with the same number and function of categories.

4. Methodology

The current study employs a mixed-method approach to analyse news discoure,
combining qualitative analysis for deeper interpretation with quantitative analysis to
enhance objectivity. In linguistics, the relationship between these two research paradigms
is often viewed as a continuum rather than opposing extremes (Miles & Huberman,
1994). Inspired by pragmatism, mixed-method studies integrate qualitative and
quantitative methods at different stages of research (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2009). The
qualitative method focuses on questions such as "How?", "Why?" and "In what way?"
while the quantitative method addresses the rationale behind quantification (Miles &
Huberman, 1984). The statistical tool of Chi-square distribution is used to conduct
quantitative analysis. A chi-squared test (¥2) is an analytical tool based on observations of
a random collection of variables. Typically, it involves a comparison between two
statistical datasets. This test was established by Karl Pearson in 1900 for the analysis and
distribution of categorical data. The chi-squared test assesses the significance of the
divergence between observed frequencies across one or many categories. It provides the
likelihood of independent variables (Admin, 2021). The Chi-squared test is exclusively
relevant to categorical data, including classifications such as gender, age, and height.
Concerning the current analysis, the data is categorised according to culture variables
(i.e., English and Arabic) to assess the variance between English and Arabic regarding

metadiscourse markers. SPSS software is used to perform the Chi-square analysis. SPSS
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(Statistical Package for the Social Sciences) is an intuitive software suite utilised for
statistical data analysis since 2009 (Awati, 2024).

The current study contrasts English and Arabic in terms of metadiscourse markers. James
(1980) divides contrastive analysis into two levels: micro and macro contrastive analysis.
The micro level covers the basic linguistic levels: phonology, grammar, and lexis. The
macro analysis comprises textual and discourse analysis. The current study operates on
the macro level, specifically discourse analyis analysing news articles to interpret the use
of metadiscourse markers in relation to the cultural and political context underlying the
news. The news will be retrieved from the BBC, Human Rights Watch and The Guadian
for English news; gl asdl sl iy 2l One article from each news agency will be
analysed following the model.

Based on the contrastive analysis (see 3.), English and Arabic metadiscourse markers can
be unified into one framework following Hyland (1999). Unifying the model of the
analysis is possible since we are dealing with language meanings and functions rather
than specific structures. The model of the analysis is illustrated in Figure 1:

Figure 1

The Metadiscourse Model of Analysis

Metadiscourse

Analysis Textual S
Markers Endophoric

Evidential

Logical

Codeglosses

Interpersonal "
M arke rS Relation

Person pronouns
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5. Data Analysis

The data analysis will start with analysisng and interpreting sample extracts that represent
the use of metadiscourse markers in the news articles. After that, the frequencies and
percentages metadiscourse markers analysed by the Chi-squared tool will be interpreted
and discussed.

5.1 Qualitative Analysis

5.1.1 The English Articles

The English articles use textual metadiscourse markers only. Examples are discussed in
terms of the categories in which they appeared (logical, evidential, and frame).

1. Logical Markers

“Civilians who do not evacuate following warnings are still fully protected by
international humanitarian law. Forced displacement is prohibited under the laws of
war, except in cases in which civilian security is involved or for imperative military
reasons. Moreover, some civilians are unable to heed a warning to evacuate, for
reasons of health, disability, fear, or lack of any place else to go.”

The above extract from the Human Rights Watch article exemplifies how the logical
marker ""moreover" can facilitate cohesion and progress in an argument. The word
"moreover" shows that the succeeding statement develops or adds to the foregoing one. In
addition to protecting those who stay, the law also accounts for circumstances that
prevent some from leaving. It provides the legal framework where civilians shall not be
the object of attack except under conditions. The word "moreover" introduces further
context in which many civilians will be unable, for various valid reasons, to leave. The
author adds weight to the need to protect civilians under international humanitarian law
by using the word "moreover," pointing out that failure to conduct an evacuation does not

render this protection null.
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2. Frame Markers

“Since September 22, Hezbollah has launched more than 200 rockets into northern

Israel towns, injuring 6 people, according to media reports. On September 22,

Hezbollah said that it targeted an Israeli military base and the headquarters of a
weapons manufacturing company, but one rocket reportedly struck a residential
neighborhood near Haifa, and part of an intercepted rocket reportedly fell in
Nazareth in northern Israel.”

The extract illustrates how frame markers like "Since September 22" and "On
September 22" serve for the structuring of discourse. The two phrases draw different
timelines regarding the events being talked about. "Since September 22" is an ongoing
state which started on that date, while "On September 22" refers strictly to actions done
on that specific day. This would, therefore, help the readers trace the chronology of
events.

It is from frame markers in the text that attention shifts from general events, namely
continuous rocket launches, to specific activities of Hezbollah, carried out on one day.
Setting such a boundary keeps things organized and easily comprehensible for the
readers. The markers also encourage combining different pieces of information. While the
first sentence serves as a wider background to the ongoing struggle, the second one
reports on the events of that very date, hence allow to fully understand what happened.
Each one of these frame markers adds to the text's readability and intelligibility by
helping to navigate a puzzled reader through.

3. The Evidential Markers

“Benjamin Netanyahu, the Israeli prime minister, said the military was changing the

“security balance” along its northern border. “I promised we would change the
security balance, the balance of power in the north — and that is exactly what we are

doing,” the Israeli prime minister told a security meeting on Monday.”


https://www.bbc.com/news/articles/cp3wy8kpy3eo
https://www.haaretz.com/israel-news/2024-09-22/ty-article/.premium/battered-by-hezbollah-fire-residents-of-northern-israel-survey-the-damage/00000192-1a80-ddf9-a9fa-7fcc43950000
https://t.me/mmirleb/7207
https://www.nytimes.com/2024/09/22/world/middleeast/hezbollah-kiryat-bialik-israel-videos.html?smid=nytcore-ios-share&referringSource=articleShare&sgrp=c-cb&ngrp=mnp&pvid=D1FE5269-FAC8-47A5-B2D0-95DE919300B7
https://www.nytimes.com/2024/09/22/world/middleeast/hezbollah-kiryat-bialik-israel-videos.html?smid=nytcore-ios-share&referringSource=articleShare&sgrp=c-cb&ngrp=mnp&pvid=D1FE5269-FAC8-47A5-B2D0-95DE919300B7
https://apnews.com/video/space-launches-lebanon-general-news-israel-hezbollah-dbc5cc12e3544164b72e0bc2af0f7ff7
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The extract from the article about Benjamin Netanyahu illustrates the use of the
evidential marker to indicate the source of propositions in discourse.

The phrase "Benjamin Netanyahu, the Israeli prime minister, said" clearly identifies
the speaker, establishing authority and context for the statement. This attribution alerts
readers to the proposition's source, a prominent political figure, potentially influencing
their perception of the information. By quoting Netanyahu, the text draws on his position
as prime minister to lend credibility to the claim about changing the "security balance."
His official status suggests that the statement reflects governmental policy or strategy,
which is important in discussions about national security.

The evidential marker helps situate the military actions within a broader narrative of
security and power dynamics in the region. By referencing a specific meeting and the
context of this remarks, the discourse gains depth and relevance. By indicating the
source, readers can critically assess the implications of Netanyahu's statements. They can
consider his motives, the political context, and how these claims align with actual
military actions.

5.1.2 The Arabic Articles

1. The Logical markers:

Al ) uay Myl gl il pday |y S e g L yada o Al pu) Bac B Caual 43l il s (led (JiGally
SE 6 Amdaall 5 Aa 5 jlall LSl e 5 ") jeri 520l 8 Alle) Ailaiall daylil) et 1 () A Cangiad
"l s

The extract with "d/4dl" is a logical marker that reflects a semantic relationship between
two interrelated but opposing events, helping to highlight the balance between
information and illustrating the interaction or responses between the parties involved.

In the news text, ""In return, Hezbollah announced that it had bombed an Israeli base
west of Tiberias and a military headquarters with 'dozens of rockets'..." "J:&ll" acts
as a bridge between two opposing paragraphs or ideas: The first idea (in the preceding

text of this phrase), may refer to an Israeli attack or some escalation. The second idea: is

Hezbollah's reaction by bombing an Israeli base.
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"Jiidl" highlights that Hezbollah's announcement was a reaction to a development or
event previously mentioned. The metadiscourse marker refers to a clear semantic
relationship between what the first party did and what the second party responded to, to
illustrate the context of the intertwined events in the dispute. The metadiscourse marker
ensures that events are presented from multiple angles so that there is relative
inclusiveness and neutrality, which is essential in news transcripts.

2. Frame markers

B39y gl Oyl A giald) aliall 8 "Cang) Badae Dy " 2w S ) (i) led V) el o
Ol S I 5 i il o al) oST 3 S S e ol i g 6 el G

YT e deadll (e Lin AT asll 138 8" colle Gl g oY) glaall 555 JB (Jaaiie Gl g
" AESN AN 5 gy ol seal

The extract contains two basic correlational indicators: "¢ui¥) sbwag" and " Ok A9
Jwaiia", Both contribute to textual cohesion and show the relationship between
paragraphs or events in a sequential and orderly manner. They are used to illustrate the
timing of the event, helping the reader to place the event in its chronological context.
") elua " refers to the military's announcement of the moment in time when the
"targeted strike occurred," giving the text a logical sequence. By accurately indicating the
time, the text gives significance to the event and suggests that it is part of a thoughtful
") el s" news sequence that signals the beginning of a major event, the IDF's
announcement of a "targeted strike." The relationship between the previous and
subsequent idea is chronological par excellence, as the text relies on a chronology in
shifting to new information.

The Frame marker "Jdwie o 45" "In a separate statement" indicates that there is
additional information emanating from a different source or in a different context from
the first declaration. Separates the strike that was carried out in the southern suburbs from

the announcement of the Minister of Defence.
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3. Evidential Markers

Lamll el aally Mgl o3 Al BT el yfise ool Basial aeSU olall (el el
diandl G vl 4d 8 Sl el Hla 9 Gl denly Gaatall Gl (38 48 s Gl o gia B Ciaall
1 o5l il (316 Lo el U o 55 (o i slia () (o sl Sl ) g L sl

The extract shows smart use of evidential marker, as information is linked to reliable

sources with the transfer of statements and clarifications clearly and accurately. "UN
Secretary-General Antonio Guterres expressed" great concern "about the escalation.

<« el is a direct evidential marker shows that the speech was issued by a specific person
(United Nations Secretary-General). The verb '«_e!' states the official transmission or
opinion of Antonio Guterres'. Direct evidential marker confirms the reliability of the text
through the proportions of statements to an official source. The importance of the event is
highlighted by linking to a global personality (United Nations Secretary-General).

“According to a statement by his spokesperson Stephen Dujarric, " Saaiall Gl (385

@l jla o0 i 4wl This statement is an indirect evidential marker indicates that the

information is taken from an official statement issued by a spokesman for the Secretary-
General, which adds credibility. Using 'G45' shows that the text transmits the meaning or
idea without adhering to the literal phrase.

4. Codeglosses

okl aaad 8 Al aalll o ) jite Lo HUaily ol pusl Jlad daiy alls 13m0 (IS Caaill" o i 59 5"
"B 8 el

'z is an illustration tool used to highlight additional details that explain a previous
event or statement. It helps to provide: Precise details (nature and location of the
bombing). Linking the information to the political or temporal context (waiting for the
decisions of the five-year committee). It adds clarity and accuracy to the news text, thus

contributing to the full understanding of the reader.
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5. Attitude Markers

g Al Al Bl A Sl 5 shal) o2a™ o GaaY) (5 g calall Ciliy sy a8 gal Al s Calagial Jea "
" Ospmi il Ly 8 A AL )

The extract depends on specific tools to express the attitude clearly and effectively,
whether by presenting the opinion of the person (Secretary) or its interpretation of the
event. The metadiscourse marker used shows the speaker's opinion and analysis towards
Hezbollah's targeting of Ruwaisat Al-Alam. 'Al-Amin believes (x<¥! _xthat' a major tool
for expressing the situation shows the speaker's analysis and interpretation of the event.
The illustrative sentence highlights the political or military context of the event, which
gives depth to the text. The use of the marker for expressing the attitude in news or
analytical texts achieves a balance between the transmission and analysis of the news,
and the reader helps to better understand the dimensions of the event.

6. Relational Markers

013 501 gl Jin o 5 oy GBS gl g il Ui
In this text, the use of the rhetorical question engages readers to think and continue

reading for more information. Rhetorical questions build relationships with readers via
directing questions and addressing readers.

7. Emphatic Markers

Sle (A a) Gl e linas M a1 EEY) 85 5K Y S 8 a0 e el aady "
B o jua 385 alel Cpual) G il gy gl 138 GV 385 380 e 3 L) 1) 50 sasiall LY ) i
"l o Al g 4y oLt (gl e La gad i gl gl e ) (503

In this extract, the news article shows the use of emphatic metadiscourse markers on a
specific proposition. The phrase (¥ 238 semphasises that content of the following ideas
asserted by the secretary. This marker shows the importance of the information delivered

and thus engage readers.

AR
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5.2 The Quantitative Analysis

The current section is concerned with the numerical results for the metadiscourse markers
employed in the English and Arabic news texts using Chi-squared tool to identify the
significance of the results.

5.2.1 The Textual Metadiscourse Markers

Table 1 compares the distribution of textual metadiscourse markers in English and
Arabic, highlighting the frequencies and percentages of each type of marker. The chi-
squared test reveals a statistically significant difference (y*> = 28.57, p = 0.0079) between
the two languages.

In English, the most frequent textual metadiscourse marker is evidential (53 markers,
70.66%), followed by frame markers (15 markers, 20%) and logical markers (7 markers,
9.33%). Endophoric and code glosses markers, which are present in Arabic, are not used
in English. In contrast, Arabic exhibits a more varied distribution of markers: evidential
markers most frequent account for 85 markers (38.46%), logical markers are the (75
markers, 33.94%), and frame markers contribute 52 markers (23.53%). Additionally,
Arabic includes 9 code glosses markers (4.07%), but no endophoric markers were found.
The chi-squared test shows that there is a significant difference in the distribution of
textual markers. Arabic has more logical and frame markers, as well as code glosses. On
the other hand, English is heavily reliant on evidential markers, with a much smaller
proportion of logical and frame markers. This difference may reflect the distinct textual
strategies and linguistic structures of each language.

Table 1

Comparison of Textual Metadiscourse Markers in English and Arabic

AR
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Textual Meta discourse Marker | English Markers Arabic
Markers
Frequencies Percentages Freque | Perc
ncies | enta
ges
Logical 7 9.333% 75 33.9
36%
Frame 15 20% 52 23.5
29%
Endophoric 0 0% 0 0%
Evidential 53 70.666% 85 38.4
61%
Code Glosses 0 0% 9 4.07
2%
Total 75 100
Chi squared test 28.57
0.0079*

Figure 1, the accompanying bar chart, visually illustrates these differences by comparing
the proportions of each marker type in both languages. The chart demonstrates the
dominance of evidential markers in English and Arabic, thereby reinforcing the statistical

findings and highlighting the differences in the use of textual metadiscourse markers in

both languages.
Figure 1

The differences of Textual Metadiscourse Markers in English and Arabic

mEnglish Markers

Textual Metadiscourse Marker
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5.2.2 The Interpersonal Metadiscourse Markers
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Table 2 presents the distribution and analysis of interpersonal metadiscourse markers in
English and Arabic. The table reveals that English does not have any interpersonal
metadiscourse markers, as all the frequencies for these markers are zero. In contrast,
Arabic uses a range of interpersonal markers, including "attitude," "relational," and
"emphatic," with emphatic markers being the most frequent (50%), followed by attitude
markers (33.33%) and relational markers (16.67%). There were no markers identified for
"Person mention" or "Hedges" in Arabic.

The chi-squared test result (> = 39.92, p = 0.0037) shows that the differences seen
between English and Arabic are statistically significant. This means that the markers for
interpersonal discourse are spread out in very different ways in the two languages. This
big difference might be because Arabic and English have different strategies to interact
with readers. Arabic relies a lot on emphatic and attitude markers, which could be
because of the way it is used in discourse, which stresses emotional and emphatic
expressions.

Table 2

The Distribution and Analysis of Interpersonal Metadiscourse Markers in English and
Arabic

Interpersonal Metadiscourse Marker | English Markers Arabic Markers

Frequencies Percentages Frequencies | Percentages
Attitude 0 0% 12 33.33%
Relational 0 0% 6 16.67%
Person mention 0 0% 0 0.00%
Emphatic 0 0% 18 50.00%
Hedges 0 0% 0 0.00%
Total 0 0% 36 100.00%
Chi-squared test 39.92

0.0037*

The bar chart in Figure 2 visually represents this distribution, showing a stark contrast
between English and Arabic in terms of the use of interpersonal metadiscourse markers.

This comparison highlights the significance of incorporating these markers into cross-
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linguistic studies, as they significantly influence the management of discourse and the

communication of interpersonal relationships across various languages.

Interpersonal Metadiscourse Markers in

English and Arabic

20 18
15 12
10 6

) J

0 0
0 A— A
Atitude Relational Person Emphatic Hedges
Mention

mEnglish = Arabic

Figure 2

The Distribution and Analysis of Interpersonal Metadiscourse Markers in English and
Arabic

5.2.3 Comparative Analysis of Metadiscourse Markers in English and Arabic

Table 3 presents the distribution and analysis of metadiscourse markers in English and
Arabic. In English, the only type of metadiscourse markers found is textual, with all 75
markers (100%) falling into this category. In contrast, Arabic displays a more varied
distribution. Of the 257 markers in Arabic, the majority (221 markers or 85.99%) are also
textual, while a smaller portion (36 markers or 14.01%) fall under interpersonal markers.
The chi-squared test result (x> = 18, p = 0.0072) indicates a statistically significant
difference between the two groups. This suggests that there is a marked contrast between
the usage of metadiscourse markers in English and Arabic, with English relying
exclusively on textual markers, while Arabic utilizes a broader range of markers,

incorporating both textual and interpersonal elements.

Yye



AV EET— aY Yo L. lewd () daad) (V) alaall (V) ) A sicaal) il Adae

The significant difference, as indicated by the chi-squared test, points to the possibility
that Arabic discourse may place a greater emphasis on interpersonal interaction and
relationship-building, as evidenced by the presence of interpersonal markers. Meanwhile,
English appears to focus more on the textual organization of information, with no
interpersonal markers identified in the data.

Table 3

The Distribution and Analysis Metadiscourse Markers in English and Arabic

Metadiscourse English Markers Arabic Markers
Markers

Frequencies Percentages Frequencies | Percentages
Textual 75 100% 221 85.99%
Interpersonal 0 0% 36 14.01%
Total 75 100% 257 100.00%
Chi squared test 18

0.0072*

Figure 3, the bar chart, visually reinforces this finding by illustrating the proportions of
textual and interpersonal markers in both English and Arabic. The chart clearly shows
that while English uses only textual markers, Arabic incorporates both categories, further
highlighting the linguistic and rhetorical differences between the two languages in terms
of metadiscourse usage.

Figure 3

The Distribution and Analysis of Metadiscourse Markers in English and Arabic
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Table 4 presents a comparative analysis of the distribution of metadiscourse markers in
English and Arabic, showing that Arabic uses a significantly higher proportion of
metadiscourse markers compared to English. Specifically, Arabic accounts for 77.41% of
the total markers, while English represents only 22.59%. This difference is statistically
significant, as indicated by the chi-squared test result ()> = 9.57, p = 0.0186).

Table 4

Distribution of Metadiscourse Markers in English and Arabic: A Comparative Analysis

Metadiscourse Markers Frequencies Percentages
English 75 22.59%
Arabic 257 77.41%
Total 332 100.00%
Chi squared test 9.57

0.0186*

The pie chart in Figure 4 visually reinforces this finding, with a larger segment
representing Arabic and a smaller portion for English. This suggests that Arabic relies
more heavily on metadiscourse markers, which may indicate a cultural or linguistic

preference for explicit connections between ideas, engagement with the audience, or
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emphasis on interpersonal communication. The chi-squared test result further supports
this conclusion, showing that the observed difference between the two languages is
unlikely to have occurred by chance. This insight can contribute to a deeper
understanding of cross-linguistic differences in how writers or speakers use

metadiscourse to manage discourse and interact with their audience.

Metadiscourse Markers

EEnglish BEArabic

Conclusions

Based on the results of the analysis, some conclusions are derived to answer the research
questions:

1. What are the differences and similarities between Arabic and English regarding
metadiscourse markers?

Regarding similarities, both English and Arabic utilize linguistic expressions that function
as metadiscourse markers, aiding in the organization and clarification of discourse.
Besides, both languages categorize their markers into textual and interpersonal types,
highlighting a shared structural approach to metadiscourse. Moreover, both languages
exhibit similar functional categories for metadiscourse markers, indicating that they serve
comparable purposes in discourse.

As for differences, Arabic lacks an explicit framework categorizing its markers as

metadiscourse, unlike English, which has a defined structure. English has five textual
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categories, whereas Arabic features more complexity, with 13 types of markers under its
structural and contextual divisions.

In addition, English's logical connectives correspond to several Arabic types (causative,
conditional, etc.). Furthermore, English frame markers align with various Arabic markers
(e.g., succession, time, coordination). Endophoric markers in English correspond to
topical and resultative connectors in Arabic. Concerning English code glosses are
equivalent to illustrative connectors in Arabic. To discourse source, although equivalent
in function, Arabic's evidential connectors are not classified as part of its textual
metadiscourse markers. In the shift to interpersonal analysis, although both languages
have interpersonal markers, the organization and classification may differ, with Arabic
having its specific terms and structures.

In short, while both English and Arabic share foundational similarities in the use of
metadiscourse markers, they differ significantly in their frameworks, complexity, and
specific marker classifications. Arabic features a more intricate system with additional
subcategories, while English maintains a more straightforward approach.

2. Regarding the Israel-Lebanon Strike, what are the most and least common
metadiscourse markers employed in the selected Arabic and English news articles?
The most common metadiscourse markers in both English and Arabic are the evidential
markers. In English News is restricted to the employment of textual rather than
interpersonal metadiscourse. Moreover, only Evidential markers rate high while logical
and frame are less common with the absence of codeglosses as well as endophoric. In
Arabic news articles, the common metadiscourse markers are evidential markers followed
by logical markers (with accessive use of coordinating s), while the least common
metadiscourse marker is the code glosses. Moreover, Arabic news deploys interpersonal
markers including emphatic, attitude, and relational markers with emphatic markers rates

higher than other interpersonal markers to build relationships with the readers.
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3. What significance do the Chi-square statistics reflect?

The Chi-square statistics reflect a statistically significant difference in the distribution of
metadiscourse markers between English and Arabic news articles. Specifically, textual
markers’ Chi-square result indicates that the use of textual markers varies significantly
between the two languages, with Arabic displaying a broader range of logical and frame
markers, while English relies heavily on evidential markers. This signifies that each
language employs different linguistic strategies and linguistic structures in its discourse.
The interpersonal markers’ Chi-square result indicates a significant difference in the use
of interpersonal markers, as English lacks these markers entirely while Arabic
incorporates a variety of them. This suggests that Arabic discourse emphasizes
interpersonal interaction and relationship-building, contrasting with the English focus on
textual organization. Consequently, the Chi-square statistics highlight the distinct
approaches to discourse in English and Arabic, reflecting differing cultural and discursive
priorities in communication.
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