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ABSTRACT

This study examines how L2 learners perceive metadiscourse as a usable resource for academic writing after exposure to model texts. Although previous research has shown that exposure can help learners notice discourse features, less is known about whether learners see these features as understandable, relevant, and reusable in their own writing. A controlled post-exposure between-subject design was conducted with 190 Vietnamese university students who read one of three model texts differing in metadiscourse visibility. Data included Likert-scale measures of elaborative processing (ELAB), perceived discursive proximity (PDP), perceived metadiscourse uptake (PMU), and open-ended responses. Quantitative findings showed that text condition and PDP positively predicted PMU, whereas ELAB negatively predicted PMU. Qualitative findings suggested that learners evaluated texts through academic authority, accessibility, complexity, and reader guidance. The familiar metadiscourse condition was perceived as the most accessible and reusable. The study reconceptualizes metadiscourse learning as an issue of perceived usability rather than simple exposure and highlights discourse accessibility as an important factor in L2 academic writing.
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INTRODUCTION

Academic writing requires writers not only to present information but also to organize arguments, express stance, and guide readers through the development of ideas. These functions are commonly realized through metadiscourse, a set of linguistic resources that enables writers to manage writer-reader interaction and position themselves within disciplinary communities (Hyland, 2005, 2009, 2017). In second language (L2) writing contexts, metadiscourse plays a particularly important role because learners must acquire not only linguistic forms but also the rhetorical conventions through which academic knowledge is communicated and evaluated. To support this process, writing instruction frequently employs model texts. Within genre-based approaches, model texts are used to make rhetorical practices visible by illustrating how writers employ transitions, hedges, self-mentions, engagement markers, and other discourse resources to achieve communicative purposes (Swales, 1990; Tardy, 2006; Yasuda, 2011). Exposure to such texts is often assumed to facilitate learning through observation and imitation. However, the pedagogical value of model texts may depend on more than the visibility of discourse features. Learners may notice metadiscourse forms without fully understanding their rhetorical functions or perceiving them as relevant to their own writing.
This issue reflects a broader shift in metadiscourse research. Earlier frameworks distinguished textual and interpersonal functions of metadiscourse (Crismore & Vande Kopple, 1988), whereas more recent interactional approaches emphasize how metadiscourse functions as a resource for negotiating relationships between writers and readers (Hyland, 2005, 2017). From this perspective, learning metadiscourse involves more than recognizing linguistic markers. It also requires understanding when, why, and under what circumstances those resources can be effectively used. Consequently, the challenge facing L2 learners may not simply be one of exposure but one of perceived usability.
Genre research further highlights this concern. Although model texts can increase awareness of rhetorical resources, learners often experience difficulty transferring those resources into their own writing (Tardy, 2006; Tardy et al., 2020). This difficulty has been linked to conditional knowledge, namely, understanding when and how discourse resources should be applied in new rhetorical situations. As a result, the transition from noticing to meaningful uptake remains insufficiently understood.
The present study addresses this gap by examining learners’ perceptions of metadiscourse after exposure to model texts that vary in metadiscourse visibility. Rather than focusing on writing performance, the study investigates how learners evaluate the accessibility, relevance, and potential usability of metadiscourse as a resource for future writing. Three constructs are central to this investigation: Elaborative Processing (ELAB), which captures learners’ perceived engagement with model-text discourse; Perceived Discursive Proximity (PDP), which reflects the extent to which academic discourse appears understandable and accessible; and Perceived Metadiscourse Uptake (PMU), which represents learners’ perceived readiness to understand and reuse metadiscourse resources.
By examining the relationships among model-text condition, ELAB, PDP, Need for Cognition (NCS), and PMU, this study reconceptualizes metadiscourse learning as an issue of perceived usability rather than simple exposure. In doing so, it contributes to ongoing discussions in L2 writing, genre learning, and metadiscourse research by highlighting the role of discourse accessibility in shaping learners’ perceptions of academic writing resources.

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Metadiscourse in L2 Academic Writing
Academic writing is increasingly viewed as an interactional activity in which writers organize knowledge, express stance, and guide readers toward preferred interpretations. Within this perspective, metadiscourse has become a central concept because it enables writers to manage writer-reader interaction and construct an academic identity (Hyland, 2005, 2009, 2017). Rather than functioning as mere textual markers, metadiscourse resources help writers establish credibility, negotiate commitment, and signal awareness of readers’ interpretive needs.
Early frameworks distinguished between textual and interpersonal dimensions of metadiscourse (Crismore & Vande Kopple, 1988). While these classifications provided useful analytical categories, later research emphasized the rhetorical and interactional functions of metadiscourse. Hyland (2005, 2017), for example, argues that features such as transitions, hedges, boosters, self-mentions, and engagement markers should be understood as resources through which writers position themselves and manage relationships with readers. Consequently, metadiscourse is not simply a matter of textual organization but a means of participating in disciplinary discourse communities.
This interactional perspective is particularly relevant in L2 writing contexts. Learners may recognize metadiscourse forms but still struggle to understand their rhetorical significance or use them appropriately in academic writing. Moreover, metadiscourse conventions vary across disciplines and communicative contexts, making effective use dependent on more than grammatical knowledge alone (Cao & Hu, 2014). The challenge for learners therefore involves not only recognizing discourse resources but also understanding their communicative value.

2.2 Model Texts and Genre-Based Writing Instruction
Model texts occupy a central role in genre-based writing instruction because they make rhetorical practices visible to learners. Swales (1990) argues that genres provide recurring solutions to communicative problems, while model texts illustrate how these solutions are realized through language. Similarly, Yasuda (2011) demonstrates that genre-based instruction helps learners connect linguistic choices with rhetorical purposes, encouraging deeper engagement with academic discourse.
However, genre learning involves more than exposure to exemplary texts. Tardy (2006) proposes that genre acquisition develops through multiple pathways, including instruction, feedback, participation, and textual exposure. Learners may successfully identify rhetorical features in model texts yet encounter difficulties when attempting to transfer those features into their own writing. This challenge reflects the complexity of genre knowledge, which includes not only formal knowledge of textual features but also rhetorical and contextual knowledge (Tardy et al., 2020).
A particularly important component of genre knowledge is conditional knowledge, or knowledge of when and how discourse resources should be applied in new situations. Learners may understand what a hedge or transition does within a model text while remaining uncertain about its appropriate use in their own writing. Consequently, visibility does not automatically translate into usability. Model texts may make discourse resources observable, but learners must still perceive those resources as meaningful and available for future use.

2.3 Elaborative Processing and Its Limits in L2 Writing
The Elaboration Likelihood Model (ELM) offers a useful framework for understanding how learners process model texts. According to Petty and Cacioppo (1986), elaboration refers to careful consideration of message content and argument quality. Higher levels of elaboration are generally associated with deeper cognitive engagement and more stable judgments.
Applied to L2 writing, elaborative processing may indicate attention to rhetorical meaning, argument structure, and discourse organization. Learners who actively analyze how writers construct claims or guide readers may be more likely to notice metadiscourse resources. However, elaboration may also reflect cognitive effort and processing difficulty rather than successful understanding. Self-reported engagement can therefore capture both productive attention and increased processing burden (Petty et al., 2009).
Research on writing motivation and self-regulation further suggests that effort and learning outcomes are not always positively related (Hayes, 2018). Learners may invest substantial cognitive effort because a text is difficult rather than because it is accessible. Consequently, elaborative processing should be interpreted cautiously when examining perceptions of metadiscourse learning.

2.4 Perceived Discursive Proximity as a Usability Construct
To explain why some discourse resources appear more usable than others, this study introduces the construct of Perceived Discursive Proximity (PDP). PDP refers to learners’ perceptions that academic discourse is understandable, relevant, and potentially usable for their own writing. The construct focuses on perceived accessibility rather than actual proficiency and seeks to explain how learners evaluate discourse resources after exposure to model texts.
The theoretical foundations of PDP draw on academic literacies, sociocultural theory, and motivational research. Within the academic literacies tradition, literacy is viewed as a socially situated practice involving identity, power, and participation rather than merely the acquisition of skills (Street, 1984; Lea & Street, 1998). Students may possess linguistic knowledge yet still experience difficulty because academic discourse appears distant from their own communicative practices. PDP builds on this insight by focusing on learners’ perceptions of access to discourse practices.
Sociocultural theory provides a complementary perspective. Vygotsky (1978) argues that learning occurs through participation in socially mediated activities, while Lantolf and Thorne (2006) emphasize the importance of mediation in language development. From this perspective, model texts function as mediational resources that can either reduce or reinforce perceived distance between learners and academic discourse. PDP therefore reflects learners’ judgments regarding the extent to which discourse resources fall within their perceived range of participation.
Motivational theories further suggest that learners are more likely to internalize resources they perceive as personally meaningful and relevant (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Even highly valued discourse practices may fail to support learning if they appear inaccessible or disconnected from learners’ identities. PDP captures this evaluative dimension by examining whether academic discourse feels close enough to be appropriated.
Importantly, PDP differs from several related constructs. Unlike self-efficacy, PDP concerns perceived alignment with discourse rather than confidence in performance. A learner may believe they can complete a writing task while simultaneously perceiving the discourse of a model text as distant and difficult to emulate. PDP also differs from perceived difficulty, which focuses primarily on task complexity, and from task value, which concerns usefulness or importance. Instead, PDP specifically addresses learners’ perceptions of discourse accessibility and potential usability.

2.5 Previous Studies
Research on L2 writing has increasingly emphasized the roles of identity, motivation, and discourse participation. Casanave (2019) highlights how learners negotiate academic identities, while Lehman (2018) demonstrates the importance of belonging and participation in academic communities. Studies by Dewaele and Dewaele (2018) and Han and Hiver (2018), further illustrate how engagement and learning are shaped by contextual and affective factors.
Despite these developments, relatively little research has examined learners’ perceptions of metadiscourse as a usable resource immediately following exposure to model texts. Existing studies have largely focused on noticing, awareness, or textual analysis rather than learners’ evaluations of accessibility and potential reuse. Consequently, the relationship between discourse visibility and perceived usability remains insufficiently understood.

2.6 Conceptual Framework
The present study integrates insights from metadiscourse research, genre theory, cognitive processing, and sociocultural perspectives to explain perceived metadiscourse uptake. Model-text condition represents variation in metadiscourse visibility, ranging from minimal to familiar and advanced forms of discourse support. Elaborative Processing (ELAB) reflects learners’ perceived engagement with rhetorical meaning, while Perceived Discursive Proximity (PDP) captures discourse accessibility. Need for Cognition (NCS) is included as a dispositional cognitive factor. Perceived Metadiscourse Uptake (PMU) serves as the outcome variable representing learners’ perceived readiness to understand and reuse metadiscourse resources.
To examine these relationships, the study employs a conditional process framework. Model-text condition is treated as the independent variable, ELAB as a mediator, PMU as the dependent variable, PDP as the first moderator, and NCS as the second moderator. This framework allows the study to investigate not only whether model texts influence uptake but also how discourse accessibility and cognitive tendencies shape that relationship. Through this perspective, metadiscourse learning is conceptualized as a process of perceived usability rather than simple exposure.

METHODOLOGY

3.1 Research Design
This study employed a controlled post-exposure mixed-methods design to examine learners’ perceptions of metadiscourse after exposure to model texts with different levels of metadiscourse visibility. The design combined quantitative survey data with qualitative open-ended responses, allowing the study to capture both measurable patterns and learners’ interpretations of academic discourse (Creswell & Creswell, 2018; Johnson et al., 2007). Rather than examining actual writing performance, the study focused on learners’ immediate perceptions following exposure to model texts. Consequently, Perceived Metadiscourse Uptake (PMU) was conceptualized as a perception-based indicator of readiness to use metadiscourse rather than evidence of successful transfer into writing.

3.2 Participants
Participants were 190 Vietnamese undergraduate students enrolled in English-medium courses at a university in Vietnam. All participants had previously completed introductory academic writing instruction and therefore shared comparable levels of familiarity with argumentative writing conventions. Students were randomly assigned to one of three model-text conditions. Random assignment was employed to reduce selection bias and enhance comparability across groups (Mackey & Gass, 2022).

3.3 Materials
Three argumentative model texts were developed specifically for the study. The texts addressed the same topic and followed an equivalent argumentative structure but differed in the visibility of metadiscourse resources. Text 1 contained minimal explicit metadiscourse, reducing overt stance and engagement markers. Text 2 incorporated familiar and highly visible features such as transitions, self-reference, and reader-oriented guidance. Text 3 employed more advanced and implicit forms of metadiscourse, including hedging and indirect positioning strategies.
The design of the materials was informed by genre-based writing research, which emphasizes the pedagogical value of model texts in making rhetorical practices visible (Swales, 1990; Tardy, 2006; Yasuda, 2011). By manipulating metadiscourse visibility while holding topic and structure constant, the study sought to isolate the influence of discourse accessibility on learners’ perceptions.

3.4 Instruments
Four perception-based constructs were measured through Likert-scale questionnaires. Elaborative Processing (ELAB) was assessed using six items adapted from the Elaboration Likelihood Model and measured learners’ perceived engagement with rhetorical meaning and textual organization (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986; Petty et al., 2009). Perceived Discursive Proximity (PDP) was measured through seven items developed for this study to assess learners’ perceptions of discourse accessibility, interpretability, and potential usability. The construct was theoretically informed by academic literacies, sociocultural theory, and self-determination theory (Lea & Street, 1998; Ryan & Deci, 2000; Vygotsky, 1978).
Perceived Metadiscourse Uptake (PMU) assessed learners’ beliefs regarding their ability to understand and potentially reuse metadiscourse resources in future writing. Finally, Need for Cognition (NCS) measured participants’ dispositional tendency to engage in effortful cognitive activity and was included as an individual-difference variable (Petty et al., 2009). In addition, participants completed several open-ended questions concerning memorable textual features, perceived academic quality, reader guidance, and the usability of discourse resources. These responses provided qualitative insights into learners’ interpretations of the model texts.

3.5 Data Analysis
Data analysis proceeded in several stages. First, reliability and construct validity were assessed through Cronbach’s alpha, McDonald’s omega, and Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). CFA was conducted to evaluate the measurement properties of ELAB, PDP, PMU, and NCS before proceeding to subsequent analyses (Brown, 2015; Kline, 2023).
Second, multiple regression analyses were performed to examine relationships among the study variables. Model-text condition, ELAB, PDP, and NCS were entered as predictors, while PMU served as the outcome variable. This analysis allowed the study to evaluate the relative contribution of discourse accessibility, cognitive engagement, and learner characteristics to perceived metadiscourse uptake (Hayes, 2014).
Third, a moderated mediation analysis was conducted using PROCESS Model 63 (Hayes, 2014). In this model, model-text condition was specified as the independent variable, ELAB as the mediator, and PMU as the dependent variable. PDP functioned as the first moderator and NCS as the second moderator. This framework enabled the study to investigate whether the indirect effect of model-text condition on perceived uptake through elaborative processing varied according to learners’ perceptions of discourse accessibility and their tendency toward cognitive engagement.
Finally, qualitative responses were analyzed using thematic coding procedures (Braun & Clarke, 2006, 2022). Coding focused on recurring themes related to academic authority, accessibility, complexity, reader guidance, and discourse usability. To enhance trustworthiness, coding decisions were documented through an audit trail and supported by representative participant excerpts.

RESULTS

4.1 Quantitative Results
A Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was conducted to evaluate the measurement properties of the four constructs. Although several fit indices suggested acceptable approximation (χ²/df = 2.129; RMSEA = .077), the overall measurement model demonstrated only moderate fit (CFI = .820; TLI = .798; SRMR = .087). Consequently, subsequent analyses were conducted using observed composite scores rather than latent variables.
Table 1 presents the results of the multiple regression and conditional process analyses. Model-text condition significantly predicted Perceived Metadiscourse Uptake (PMU) (b = .473, p < .001), indicating that learners exposed to different model texts reported different levels of perceived uptake. Perceived Discursive Proximity (PDP) also emerged as a strong positive predictor of PMU (b = .486, p < .001), suggesting that learners who perceived academic discourse as more understandable and accessible were more likely to report readiness to reuse metadiscourse resources.
In contrast, Elaborative Processing (ELAB) negatively predicted PMU (b = −.451, p < .001). Rather than indicating successful engagement, higher levels of self-reported elaboration may reflect increased processing effort or difficulty when interpreting model-text discourse. Need for Cognition (NCS) showed a smaller but significant positive effect on PMU (b = .154, p = .019). The interaction between model-text condition and PDP was also significant (b = −.252, p < .001), suggesting that the influence of discourse accessibility varied across different text conditions. However, interactions involving ELAB and NCS did not reach statistical significance.






Table 1. Measurement and Regression Results

	Analysis / Predictor
	b / Value
	SE
	t
	p
	95% CI

	Measurement model
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	χ²(df)
	523.750(246)
	—
	—
	< 0.001
	—

	χ²/df
	2.129
	—
	—
	—
	—

	CFI / TLI / RMSEA / SRMR
	0.820 / 0.798 / 0.077 / 0.087
	—
	—
	—
	—

	ELAB model
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Text
	−0.167
	0.056
	−2.961
	0.003
	[−0.278, −0.055]

	PDP
	0.504
	0.035
	14.245
	< 0.001
	[0.434, 0.574]

	NCS
	0.073
	0.052
	1.400
	0.163
	—

	Text × PDP
	−0.029
	0.048
	−0.605
	0.545
	—

	Text × NCS
	−0.191
	0.072
	−2.631
	0.009
	[−0.334, −0.047]

	PMU model
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Text
	0.473
	0.071
	6.611
	< 0.001
	[0.332, 0.614]

	ELAB
	−0.451
	0.096
	−4.686
	< 0.001
	[−0.641, −0.261]

	PDP
	0.486
	0.063
	7.662
	< 0.001
	[0.361, 0.611]

	NCS
	0.154
	0.065
	2.351
	0.019
	[0.024, 0.284]

	Text × PDP
	−0.252
	0.059
	−4.243
	< 0.001
	[−0.369, −0.135]

	Text × NCS
	−0.021
	0.091
	−0.229
	0.818
	—

	ELAB × PDP
	−0.010
	0.043
	−0.229
	0.818
	—



4.2 Qualitative Results
Analysis of the open-ended responses identified three recurring dimensions shaping learners’ evaluations of the model texts: academic authority, argumentative manageability, and reader guidance. Participants frequently associated academic quality with evidence-based reasoning, formal language, and logical organization.
Distinct perceptual profiles emerged across the three text conditions. Text 1 was commonly described as formal and objective but relatively distant. Text 2 was viewed as the most accessible, with participants highlighting explicit transitions, reader-oriented guidance, and clear argumentative structure. Text 3 was perceived as academically sophisticated but also more demanding due to its implicit rhetorical features and greater discourse complexity (Table 2).








Table 2. Qualitative Profiles Across Conditions

	Dimension
	Text 1
	Text 2
	Text 3

	Academic authority
	Formal, objective, impersonal
	Formal but accessible
	Formal, sophisticated, abstract

	Accessibility
	Moderate to low
	Highest accessibility
	Lower accessibility due to complexity

	Complexity
	Academic distance and density
	Lowest complexity profile
	Highest complexity profile

	Reader guidance
	Mainly indirect structure
	Explicit structure and visible stance
	Structural guidance without direct address

	Engagement
	Limited direct engagement
	Most directly engaging
	Impersonal but rhetorically guided

	Overall profile
	Academic distance
	Accessible instructional bridge
	Advanced academic sophistication



4.3 Integrated Results
The quantitative and qualitative findings converged around the concept of discourse usability. Quantitative analyses demonstrated that perceived accessibility strongly predicted perceived uptake, while qualitative responses revealed that learners consistently evaluated texts in terms of their usability rather than simply their academic quality.
Text 2 emerged as the most positively evaluated condition because it balanced academic credibility with accessibility. Across both data sources, learners appeared more willing to adopt discourse resources when those resources were visible, understandable, and manageable (Table 3).






Table 3. Integrated Findings

	Data source
	Main finding
	Interpretation for perceived uptake

	Measurement model
	Marginal fit: χ²/df = 2.129, RMSEA = 0.077, CFI = 0.820, SRMR = 0.087
	Constructs were interpreted as observed composites.

	Quantitative model
	Text positively predicted PMU, b = 0.473, p < 0.001
	Model-text condition was associated with perceived uptake.

	Quantitative model
	PDP positively predicted PMU, b = 0.486, p < 0.001
	Discourse access was central to perceived uptake.

	Quantitative model
	ELAB negatively predicted PMU, b = −0.451, p < 0.001
	Reported elaboration indexed processing effort as well as engagement.

	Quantitative model
	Text × PDP was significant, b = −0.252, p < 0.001
	Text condition mattered less when PDP was high.

	Open-ended responses
	Text 1 was formal, neutral, and distant
	Academic authority was paired with lower perceived closeness.

	Open-ended responses
	Text 2 was accessible, structured, and reader-facing
	Familiar metadiscourse supported perceived usability.

	Open-ended responses
	Text 3 was sophisticated, abstract, and demanding
	Advanced discourse signalled quality but increased perceived distance for some learners.

	Integrated pattern
	Learners evaluated texts through authority, manageability, and guidance
	Perceived uptake depended on how discourse was experienced as usable.



DISCUSSION

5.1 Metadiscourse as Usable Discourse
The findings suggest that metadiscourse learning should be understood not only as a matter of exposure but also as a matter of perceived usability. Although model texts have long been used to make rhetorical practices visible in writing instruction (Swales, 1990; Yasuda, 2011), visibility alone does not guarantee uptake. Learners may recognize discourse features without perceiving them as relevant or available for their own writing.
The positive effect of model-text condition on Perceived Metadiscourse Uptake (PMU) supports this argument. Participants exposed to different model texts reported different levels of perceived uptake, indicating that metadiscourse visibility influences how learners evaluate discourse resources. In particular, the familiar metadiscourse condition generated the most favorable responses across both quantitative and qualitative measures. Learners repeatedly described this condition as clear, organized, and reader-friendly, suggesting that discourse resources became more usable when rhetorical functions were made explicit.
This finding extends interactional approaches to metadiscourse (Hyland, 2005, 2017) by shifting attention from discourse production to discourse accessibility. Previous studies have primarily examined how expert writers employ metadiscourse to construct stance and engage readers. The present study instead focuses on how learners evaluate those resources before attempting to use them. From this perspective, metadiscourse learning involves an intermediate stage in which discourse resources become perceived as understandable, relevant, and potentially reusable.
The results also align with genre-based perspectives on writing development. Tardy (2006) and Tardy et al. (2020) argue that genre learning requires more than awareness of textual features. Learners must develop conditional knowledge regarding when and how rhetorical resources can be applied. The present findings suggest that perceived usability may represent an important precursor to this process. Before learners can appropriate discourse resources, they must first perceive those resources as accessible.

5.2 Reinterpreting Elaborative Processing
One of the most unexpected findings was the negative relationship between Elaborative Processing (ELAB) and PMU. Within the Elaboration Likelihood Model, elaboration is typically associated with deeper engagement and more stable judgments (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). A straightforward prediction would therefore suggest a positive relationship between elaboration and perceived uptake. However, the present findings indicate the opposite pattern.
A possible explanation is that self-reported elaboration captures not only engagement but also processing burden. In L2 academic writing contexts, learners frequently encounter unfamiliar discourse practices, disciplinary expectations, and rhetorical conventions. Greater elaboration may therefore reflect increased effort required to understand a text rather than successful integration of its discourse resources.
This interpretation is consistent with research on writing self-regulation and cognitive processing (Hayes, 2018). Cognitive effort does not always indicate effective learning. Learners may invest substantial mental resources because discourse appears difficult, distant, or unfamiliar. Under such circumstances, high elaboration may signal struggle rather than mastery.
The qualitative findings provide further support for this interpretation. Participants frequently described Text 3 as sophisticated and academically advanced, yet they also viewed it as difficult to understand and emulate. In contrast, Text 2 received lower descriptions of difficulty while simultaneously producing higher levels of perceived uptake. These patterns suggest that accessibility may be more important than processing intensity when learners evaluate discourse usability.
Consequently, elaborative processing should not automatically be interpreted as evidence of successful rhetorical engagement. Instead, it may function as an ambiguous indicator reflecting both cognitive involvement and processing difficulty. Future research should therefore distinguish between productive elaboration and effort associated with discourse complexity.

5.3 Perceived Discursive Proximity as a Condition for Uptake
Among all predictors examined in the study, Perceived Discursive Proximity emerged as one of the strongest predictors of perceived metadiscourse uptake. This finding supports the central theoretical claim of the study: learners are more likely to adopt discourse resources when those resources appear close enough to their existing communicative repertoire.
The concept of PDP builds upon academic literacies research, which emphasizes access to discourse practices rather than simple acquisition of textual skills (Lea & Street, 1998; Street, 1984). From this perspective, learners’ difficulties often stem not from a lack of linguistic knowledge but from uncertainty regarding participation in academic discourse communities. PDP operationalizes this issue by focusing on learners’ perceptions of discourse accessibility.
The findings also resonate with sociocultural perspectives on learning. According to Vygotsky (1978), learning occurs through participation in socially mediated activities. Model texts can therefore function as mediational resources that either reduce or reinforce perceived distance between learners and academic discourse. When discourse resources appear understandable and manageable, learners may perceive them as available for future use. When discourse appears distant, uptake becomes less likely.
Furthermore, PDP complements motivational perspectives on internalization (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Learners are more likely to adopt resources they perceive as personally meaningful and attainable. The strong relationship between PDP and PMU suggests that discourse accessibility may play a critical role in transforming visible discourse resources into potentially usable ones.
Taken together, the quantitative and qualitative findings indicate that perceived accessibility is not a peripheral factor but a central condition for metadiscourse uptake. This contribution extends existing metadiscourse and genre-learning research by highlighting the importance of learners’ perceptions of discourse availability.

5.4 Pedagogical Implications
The findings have several implications for academic writing instruction. First, model texts should be selected not only for authenticity but also for their ability to make rhetorical functions visible and accessible. Texts that balance academic sophistication with reader-oriented guidance may be particularly beneficial for novice writers.
Second, instruction should move beyond identifying metadiscourse features toward explaining their rhetorical purposes. Helping learners understand why writers use particular discourse resources may increase perceived accessibility and support future transfer.
Finally, writing pedagogy should recognize that learners’ perceptions of discourse accessibility can influence uptake. Creating opportunities for guided discussion, reflection, and adaptation of model-text discourse may help learners perceive academic writing as something they can realistically use rather than simply admire from a distance.

CONCLUSION

This study examined how Vietnamese university students perceived metadiscourse after exposure to model texts with varying levels of metadiscourse visibility. By integrating quantitative and qualitative evidence, the findings demonstrated that model-text condition and Perceived Discursive Proximity (PDP) positively predicted Perceived Metadiscourse Uptake (PMU), whereas Elaborative Processing (ELAB) showed a negative relationship with uptake. Qualitative analyses further revealed that learners evaluated model texts in terms of academic authority, accessibility, complexity, and reader guidance, with the familiar metadiscourse condition emerging as the most accessible and reusable.
The study contributes to L2 writing research by reconceptualizing metadiscourse learning as a matter of perceived usability rather than simple exposure. While previous research has focused primarily on noticing discourse features, the present findings suggest that learners are more likely to adopt rhetorical resources when those resources are perceived as understandable, relevant, and accessible. In this regard, PDP offers a useful framework for understanding how learners evaluate their access to academic discourse and how such evaluations shape perceived uptake.
Pedagogically, the findings highlight the importance of selecting model texts that balance academic sophistication with discourse accessibility. Writing instruction should therefore emphasize not only the identification of metadiscourse features but also their rhetorical functions and practical applicability. Future research should examine whether perceived usability predicts actual transfer into writing through longitudinal designs and analyses of learners’ written production.
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