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Hedges and boosters are important metadiscoursal devices contributing to the construal
of persuasion in academic discourse as they enable academic writers to distinguish
JSacts from opinions, evaluate the views of others and convey a different degree of
commitment to their assertions (¢f. Hyland 1998a, Hyland 2004, 2005). This study
explores cross-cultural variation in the use of lexical hedges and boosters in the academic
discourse of non-native writers. The study is carried out on a specialized corpus of
linguistics research articles published in the international journal Applied Linguistics
and the national Czech English-medium journal Discourse and Interaction. The
main purpose of the cross-cultural investigation is to analyze variation in the rate,
distribution and choice of hedges and boosters across the rhetorical structure of research
articles in order to shed light on ways in which Anglophone and Czech writers express
different degrees of commitment in their assertions when striving to persuade their
target readership to accept their views and claims.
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1. Introduction

The hegemony of English as the lingua franca of the modern academic world
has forced scholars from non-Anglophone linguacultural backgrounds to
publish in English in order to get access to disciplinary networks and become
an integral part of globalized academia. This has called for intensive research
into their English-medium written discourse with the aim of establishing
whether and to what extent they accommodate to the prevailing rhetoric
when striving to persuade their readers of the relevance, validity and novelty
of their claims and views. Many recent cross-cultural studies in this area have
focused on different aspects of the interpersonal dimension of academic
interaction, such as authorial presence (e.g., Vassileva 1998, 2000, Flgttum
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2003, Yakhontova 2006, Mur-Dunas 2007, Molino 2010, Dontcheva-
Navratilova 2013a), citation practices (e.g., Mur-Dunas 2009, Hewings, Lillis
and Vladimirou 2010, Dontcheva-Navratilova 2015b), hedges and boosters
(e.g., Vazquez and Giner 2008, 2009, Martin-Martin 2008, Ku and Cao 2011,
Yang 2013, Abdollahzadeh 2011, Samaie, Khosravian Boghayeri 2014) and
clusters of metadiscoursal features (Mauranen 1993, Vassileva 2000, 2001,
Povolna 2012, Dontcheva-Navratilova 2015). The findings of these studies
have indicated that the rhetorical strategies used by academic writers are
affected by their socio-cultural background and the expectations of their
intended readership, and they have pointed out the need for further research
into variation in academic discourse along the linguacultural axis.

This study explores cross-cultural variation in the use of hedges and
boosters as metadiscourse devices in research articles by Anglophone and
Czech linguists published in the international journal Applied Linguistics and
the national English-medium Czech journal Discourse and Interaction. Rooted
in a conceptualization of academic writing as social engagement (Hyland
and Tse 2004: 156), metadiscourse is seen as comprising “the self-reflective
expressions used to negotiate interactional meanings in a text, assisting
the writer (or speaker) to express a viewpoint and engage with readers as
members of a particular community” (Hyland 2005: 37). Metadiscourse
markers can be grouped into two categories according to their prevailing
function in writer-reader interaction: (1) interactive metadiscourse devices,
which have a discourse organizing function and guide the reader through the
text, and (2) interactional metadiscourse devices, which have an evaluative
function and convey the writer’s attitude towards the knowledge conveyed,
while engaging in a dialogue with the intended reader (Hyland 2004: 158).
Hedges and boosters pertain to interactional metadiscoursal devices. They
convey the writer’s degree of confidence in the truth of the proposition and
express an attitude towards the audience (Hyland 2004: 87). The use of hedges
enables academic writers to acknowledge the existence of alternative voices
and viewpoints and to withdraw their full commitment to the proposition,
while the use of boosters helps them to close down alternatives and to show
a high degree of certainty (Hyland 2005: 52).

The way in which writers use hedges and boosters, and metadiscourse as
such, is likely to be affected by several factors comprising the social and cultural
background of the writer, the epistemological and literacy tradition he/she
is associated with, and the genre and disciplinary conventions (Dontcheva-
Navratilova 2013, Ivani¢ 1998). A brief comparison of the Anglophone and
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Czech linguistics discourse communities and academic literacies identifies
some features that may affect the way in which their members present and
evaluate disciplinary knowledge and communicate with their readership.
Previous comparative research (e.g., Cmejrkova 1994, Cmejrkova & Dane$ 1997,
Chamonikolasova 2005, Povolna 2012, 2015, Dontcheva-Navratilova 2013a,b,
2015) has shown that these traditions differ considerably in the way they
approach writer-reader interaction. An important difference stems from the size
of the two linguistics discourse communities. While the Anglophone academic
community is large, culturally heterogeneous and highly competitive, the
Czech community is small, culturally rather homogeneous, epistemologically
less diversified and tends towards avoidance of tension. As a result, when
addressing their highly diverse depersonalized readership, Anglophone writers
seem to invest a considerable persuasive effort, associated with marked reader
awareness and explicit discourse organization. Czech linguists, in contrast,
interact with their readers by claiming a reliance on shared research interests
and methodology and typically opt for a less structured discourse marked
by a lower level of interactiveness and backgrounded authorial presence
(Cmejrkova & Danes 1997, Chamonikolasova 2005). However, as recent
research has shown (Dontcheva-Navratilova 2013a,b, 2015), the academic
discourse of Czech linguists, especially in their English-medium publications,
is changing under the influence of globalization and pressure exerted by
Anglophone academic discourse, thus giving rise to “hybridizing forms” which
reflect tension derived from intercultural clashes (Gotti 2012).

The aim of this investigation is to explore how Anglophone and Czech
linguists approach writer-reader interaction through the use of hedges and
boosters in their English-medium texts. The contrastive analysis focuses on
the rate, distribution and choice of hedges and boosters across the rhetorical
structure of research articles. The study endeavours to explain the reasons for
the existing divergences in the ways Anglophone and Czech writers express
different degrees of commitment to their assertions when striving to persuade
their intended readership to accept their views and claims.

2. Hedges and boosters in academic discourse
Hedges and boosters are key interactional devices used by writers of research

articles to negotiate their credibility, modify the truth-value of the knowledge
conveyed, and show different degrees of commitment to opinions and claims
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when they engage in a dialogue with the reader (Salager-Meyer 1994, Hyland
2005). They can be seen as realizations of the communicative strategies of
hedging and boosting aimed at persuading the reader to agree with the
knowledge claims and opinions expressed by the speaker, while showing
solidarity with and collegial respect for members of the disciplinary discourse
community (Hyland 1998, 2000). Hedges, defined by Lakoff (1973: 195) as
expressions that “make things fuzzier or less fuzzy”, express epistemic modality
meanings aimed at reducing commitment to claims; they also acknowledge
alternative viewpoints (Hyland 2005), mitigate the force of an utterance and
may be seen to abide by negative politeness considerations (Holmes 1990,
Brown & Levinson 1987). Boosters enhance the illocutionary force of speech
acts (Holmes 1984), emphasize certainty and strengthen commitment to claims
and views (Gillaerts & Van de Velde 2010, Hyland 1998a). Unlike hedges,
boosters are not intrinsically a politeness device, and their contribution to the
expression of solidarity depends on their contextual interpretation (Holmes
1995: 77). While hedges have received considerably more attention in previous
research, hedges and boosters are regarded here as representing a cline of
assertiveness, as when seeking acceptance for their work academic writers
need to balance conviction with caution in order to build up “an appropriate
disciplinary persona of modesty and assertiveness” (Hyland 2000: 180). The
accurate location of instances of hedges and boosters on that cline may be
rather problematic, as hedging and boosting are best seen as “polypragmatic”
(Hyland 1996: 347) interactional discourse strategies, i.e., the function of
hedges and boosters varies depending on the co-text and the communicative
situation in which they are used.

There are various approaches to the categorization of hedges and boosters
(e.g., Prince et al. 1982, Salager-Meyer 1994, Clemen 1997, Mauranen 1997);
they draw on formal, lexico-grammatical, functional criteria or adopt an
eclectic approach. This investigation adopts Hyland’s (1996, 1998b) taxonomy
of hedging devices, which is probably most influential; it accounts for the
discourse functions of hedges and can be extended to account for the functions
of boosters as well. Within this approach hedges and boosters can be divided
into two broad categories, namely content-oriented hedges and boosters,
which reflect the accuracy and reliability of the statement as a representation
of reality, and participant-oriented hedges and boosters, which concern the
interaction between the writer and the audience. The balance of content-
and participant-oriented hedges and boosters is a key factor in achieving
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persuasion in research articles, as they modulate the author’s account of the
reality and his/her relationships with the social community involved in the
construction of disciplinary knowledge.

Hedges and boosters can be realized by various lexico-grammatical
markers, such as modal verbs (e.g., may, would, must), lexical verbs (e.g.,
suggest, think, show), adverbs (e.g., possibly, certainly, obviously), adjectives
(e.g., probable, potential, evident) and phrases (in fact, in our view), indirect
and parenthetical constructions, passives and if-clauses. In addition, Hyland
(1996, 1998a) includes some discourse strategies performing hedging and
boosting functions, e.g., commenting on difficulties encountered, pointing to
shortcomings and alternative explanations can be seen as strategies performing
a hedging function, while claiming “consensual understandings based on
shared community membership” (Hyland 1998a: 368) may be regarded
as a boosting strategy. This study focuses on the frequency of occurrence,
functions and distribution of hedges and boosters in the rhetorical structure of
research articles and pays only peripheral attention to the categories of lexical
items realizing these interactional devices; future research should explore in
greater depth whether there is some correlation between the lexico-grammatical
categories of hedges and boosters and their functional specialization.

3. Data and methodology

This investigation into cross-cultural variation in the use of hedges and
boosters is carried out on a specialized corpus consisting of 24 research
articles published in the international journal Applied Linguistics (AL) and
the Czech national journal Discourse and Interaction (DI) in the period 2001-
2015. The two journals clearly differ in several respects. Applied Linguistics
(impact factor 1.453/2014) is a well-established international academic journal
published by Oxford University Press since 1980 which addresses the global
applied linguistics discourse community. Discourse and Interaction is a more
locally oriented national English-medium linguistics journal published by
Masaryk University in Brno (Czech Republic) since 2008 whose intended
readership is most likely to comprise the Central European linguistics discourse
community. Still, the two journals are considered to provide representative
samples of research articles produced by members of the Anglophone and
Czech academic discourse communities respectively and, therefore they are
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regarded as appropriate and comparable sources of texts for the purposes of
the present research. The differences in the intended readership of the journals
may be seen as one reason for variation in the metadiscoursal devices used
by the writers.

The corpus was compiled so as to ensure comparability in terms of genre
(research article), field (linguistics) and composition (number of texts per
author/language). Since previous research has evidenced considerable
idiosyncratic variation in the use of interactional devices (e.g., Mur-Duenas
2007, Dontcheva-Navratilova 2013a,b) equal representation of authors was
prioritized over equal word-count of the samples (for a similar approach cf.
Mur-Duenas 2007, 2009, Martin-Martin 2008, Molino 2010, Yang 2013).
Thus the corpus comprises 12 research articles by Anglophone authors
(89,500 words), representing the writing habits of 12 native-speaker linguists
(judging by their names and affiliations), and 12 by Czech authors (52,000
words), representing the writing habits of 12 Czech linguists using English
as an academic lingua franca. In agreement with the common procedure in
contrastive corpus-based research, the difference in word-count between the
AL and the DI sub-corpora was neutralized by normalization, i.e., the raw
frequencies for each sub-corpus were converted into frequencies per 1,000
words, using the following formula: normalized frequency per 1,000 words
= (raw frequency + text word-count) x 1,000. Obviously, the text sample is
rather small (totalling 141,500 words); however, as specialized corpora have
been proved to be appropriate for top-down, contextually-informed analyses
of academic and professional discourse (Flowerdew L. 2004: 18), I believe that
the material yields enough grounds for a cross-cultural analysis of the use of
hedges and boosters in research articles by Anglophone and Czech linguists. In
addition, several previous cross-cultural studies on interactional devices which
yielded relevant results scrutinized small specialized corpora, e.g., Vassileva’s
(2001) corpus consists of 60 pages of text per language, Mur-Duefas’s (2007,
2009) corpus comprises 24 articles (140,000 words), and Yang’s (2013) corpus
is made up of 20 research articles (80,000 words).

While there is a plethora of linguistic devices that can function as hedges
and boosters, as with numerous previous studies (e.g., Hyland & Milton 1997,
Varttala 1999, Hyland 2000, Vazquez & Giner 2008, 2009) this study focuses
only on epistemic lexical items that can be interpreted as modifying the degree
of authorial certainty and confidence, which are regarded as the most frequent
realizations of hedges and boosters. Occurrences of hedges and boosters in
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the corpus were identified by drawing on lists suggested by Hyland (2005)
and do not take into account the lexicogrammatical category of the lexical
items functioning as hedges and boosters. Clusters of hedges or boosters
were counted as one occurrence of the respective discourse strategy (e.g., may
suggest, clearly show). As stated above, the raw data were then normalized to
frequencies per 1,000 words to allow for a comparison of the rate of occurrence
of hedges and boosters and their distribution within the rhetorical structure
of research articles in the AL and the DI sub-corpora. The examples discussed
are intended to illustrate variation in the rhetorical strategies preferred in the
Anglophone and Czech linguacultural contexts.

4. Results and discussion

The contrastive analysis of the rate, distribution and choice of hedges and
boosters in the research articles by Czech and Anglophone linguists aims at
identifying and explaining reasons for the existing variation in the use of
these metadiscourse devices.

4.1 Frequency of occurrence of hedges and boosters in the DI and AL
sub-corpora

As the results of a quantitative analysis of occurrence of hedges and boosters
in the DI and AL sub-corpora summarized in Table 1 show, there are significant
differences in their rate in the two sub-corpora. The frequency of occurrence
of hedges and boosters is considerably higher in the AL sub-corpus (13.91 per
1,000 words, 113 per research article) than in the DI corpus (7.84 per 1,000
words, 34 per research article). These results indicate that Anglophone linguists
tend to use hedges and boosters more systematically in an effort to rhetorically
manipulate readers into accepting their views and claims. Czech linguists, on
the other hand, are more likely to opt for a more descriptive, less dialogic style
or employ alternative persuasive devices. This variation in culturally preferred
rhetorical strategies is generally in consonance with the findings of previous
research into interpersonal metadiscourse in Anglophone (e.g., Hyland 1998c,
2008) and Czech (e.g., Cmejrkové & Dane§ 1997, Chamonikolasovéa 2005)
academic discourse.
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Table 1 — Hedges and boosters in the DI and AL sub-corpora

Hedges Boosters Total
Corpus | Raw | Per10oo | Per Raw | Per1ooo | Per Raw | Per1000 Per
No words cent No words cent No words cent
RADI | 260 | 5.00 63.7% | 148 2.84 36.3% | 408 7.84 100
RAAL | 1029 | 11.49 80.0% | 327 3.65 20.0% | 1356 13.91 100

It is significant that the incidence of hedges in the AL sub-corpus (11.49 per
1,000 words, 85.7 per RA) is lower than the frequency of 18.0 per 1,000 words
(114 per article) reported by Hyland (1998a: 9) for his applied linguistics sub-
corpus. The same decreasing tendency is even stronger in the rate of boosters,
which occur with a frequency of 3.36 per 1,000 words (27.6 per RA) in the
AL sub-corpus, while Hyland reports a rate of 6.2 per 1,000 words (39.1 per
RA). This divergence may stem from the composition of the corpora, variation
in the analysts’ interpretation of the data, or the approach adopted in this
study to count hedge and booster clusters as one occurrence of the respective
rhetorical strategy. More importantly, however, the decrease in the rate of
hedges and boosters may be interpreted as a diachronic change reflecting
different pressures on the discipline and the scholarly ethos over the last two
decades. As Gillaerts and Van de Velde (2010: 136) have indicated in their
research into metadiscourse markers in research article abstracts, over the last
thirty years there seems to have been an overall reduction in the number of
interactional metadiscourse devices in (applied) linguistics, which plausibly
reflects a “converging move towards the hard sciences”, where interactional
metadiscourse has been shown to be less prominent (Hyland 2005). The
substantial drop in the rate of boosters evidenced by my data may stem from
the need to background authorial stance and acknowledge numerous different
voices and views within the now globalized academic discourse community.
The decrease in the occurrence of hedges, however, is less significant, since
they are employed for mitigating opinions and cautious presentation of
scientific claims when striving to achieve scholarly credibility. This may be
seen as a “shift in rhetorical ethos” (Gillaerts and Van de Velde 2010: 137), i.e.,
academic “omniscience” is questioned and gives way to a more dialogic and
interactive way of building up a credible and persuasive authorial persona.
A closer look at the distribution of hedges and boosters in the AL and DI
sub-corpora reveals that there is marked difference in the ways Czech and
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Anglophone linguists approach these rhetorical strategies (Table 1, Figure

1).

Figure 1 — Hedges and boosters in the DI and AL sub-corpora

Rate of hedges and boosters in the DI Percentage of occurrence of hedges
and AL sub-corpora per 1,000 words and boosters in the DI and AL sub-corpora
14 90
12 80
10 70
8 60
6 wpr 0 m Total DI
41 AL w0 Total AL
30
21 | 20
0 - 10
H B 0

Total

Hedging is more prominent in research articles by Anglophone linguists, as
the rate of hedges in the AL sub-corpus is more than double that of the DI
sub-corpus (11.49 per 1,000 words in the AL corpus; 5.00 per 1,000 words
in the DI corpus); the divergence in the incidence of boosters, however, is
considerably less significant (3.65 per 1,000 words in the AL corpus; 2.84
per 1,000 words in the DI corpus). The proportional representation of the
two rhetorical strategies also differs in the two sub-corpora: in the AL sub-
corpus the ratio of hedges to boosters is 4:1 (80% vs. 20%), while in the DI
sub-corpus it is 2:1 (63.7% vs. 36.3%). These divergences seem to stem from
the linguacultural background of the authors, the size and dynamics of the
respective discourse communities and the intended readership.

The rhetorical choices of Anglophone authors may be seen as a reflection
of the above-mentioned diachronic change in the use of interactional
metadiscourse devices. The globalized heterogeneous audience of the Applied
Linguistics journal seems to impose some constraints on the use of boosters
as devices for promoting a marked authorial view. At the same time, it is the
international readership together with the large size and competitive character
of the globalized linguistics discourse community that encourages the use of
hedges as an expression of rhetorical efforts aimed at expressing tentativeness
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and cautious commitment to claims and views. On the other hand, the tendency
towards symbiosis and avoidance of tension in the small Czech linguistics
discourse community and the still high prestige of scholarly “omniscience”
allows for an expression of marked authorial stance, which seems to motivate
the higher proportion of boosters in the DI sub-corpus. The relatively low
ratio of hedges in the DI sub-corpus is somewhat surprising when one takes
into consideration that according to Cmejrkova and Danes (1997: 44) Czech
academic writing is characterized by a lesser degree of assertiveness, expressed
by the use of tentative and qualified language. A plausible explanation for
this may be that when writing English-medium text oriented towards an
international readership, Czech linguists try to adapt to a different rhetorical
style and thus diverge from the rhetorical conventions of Czech academic
discourse. This concurs with the findings of recent cross-cultural research (e.g.,
Hu & Cao 2011, Takimoto 2015), which suggest that non-Anglophone authors
from different linguacultural backgrounds tend to use more boosters and fewer
hedges in their texts than do Anglophone authors in comparable texts, thus
expressing a higher degree of authorial certainty. While in the case of novice
authors this variation in the use of hedges and boosters may be attributed to
a lack of awareness of their role in expressing different degrees of certainty, in
the case of expert non-Anglophone linguists the expression of a higher degree
of assertiveness may be interpreted as a promotional strategy that the authors
use in an effort to accommodate to the competitive settings of globalized
academia. These preliminary results, however, cannot be generalized before
being corroborated by further larger-scale studies covering a wider range of
linguacultural backgrounds.

4.2 Distribution of hedges and boosters across the rhetorical
structure of research articles in the DI and AL sub-corpora

The results of the analysis of the distribution of hedges and boosters across
the rhetorical structure of research articles in the AL and DI sub-corpora is
presented (in raw numbers) in Table 2 and Table 3. As shown in Table 2, these
interpersonal metadiscourse devices occur systematically in all structural
parts of all AL research articles, although their frequency of occurrence varies
(hedges range from 45 to 129, boosters from 14 to 41); the only exception are
abstracts, where boosters occur in 10 out of 12 texts, while only four abstracts
comprise hedges. In the DI sub-corpus (Table 3), there is also variation in
the presence of the two interpersonal strategies across the research articles
(hedges range from 5 to 58, boosters from 1 to 24). In addition to the overall

172



CROSS-CULTURAL VARIATION

lower rate of hedges and boosters in the DI sub-corpus, these interpersonal
devices do not occur at all in the Introduction and Method sections of two

research articles and in eight abstracts.

Table 2 — Distribution of hedges and boosters in the AL sub-corpus

Abstract Introduction | Method Results Discussion | Total
AL corpus
H B H B H B H B H B H B
RA1 1 2 22 7 28 2 5 4 47 6 103 21
RA 2 3 o 22 9 15 4 17 8 23 8 83 29
RA3 2 o 21 6 17 1 42 1 8 8 90 26
RA 4 1 o 8 5 6 3 1 1 26 3 82 22
RA5 2 © 6 2 7 9 16 15 14 15 45 4
RA6 2 o 12 2 26 11 29 8 12 6 81 27
RA7 5 o 21 2 28 6 41 10 34 18 129 36
RA8 2 2 13 2 2 1 31 7 16 2 64 14
RAg o o 4 1 20 8 33 5 1 4 68 18
RA 10 o o 27 5 16 5 44 17 15 6 102 33
RA 11 1 3 14 8 18 6 35 8 9 8 77 33
RA 12 1 1 17 9 1 o 40 7 46 10 105 27
Total 20 8 187 58 187 | 56 374 | M1 261 | 94 1029 | 327
Table g — Distribution of hedges and boosters in the DI sub-corpus

Abstract Introduction | Method Results Discussion | Total
DI corpus

H B H B H B H B H B H B
RA1 o o 5 5 4 6 8 5 10 1 27 17
RA 2 o [o) 1 1 9 7 17 7 2 9 29 24
RA 3 o o 1 4 2 2 2 1 4 3 9 10
RA 4 o 2 o o o o 9 3 4 1 13 6
RA5 2 1 12 8 16 o 18 8 10 5 58 22
RA 6 o o 2 1 o 1 20 6 o 2 22 10
RA7 o o 1 1 7 2 6 5 1 3 15 1
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RA8 o o o o o o 1 1 4 o 5 1
RAg 1 2 o 1 6 1 21 9 9 4 36 17
RA 10 o o 1 1 2 2 1 5 o 2 5 10
RA 1 o o o 3 4 2 1 o 8 1 13 6
RA 12 2 1 8 5 6 3 2 2 9 3 27 14
Total 4 6 32 30 56 26 106 | 52 61 34 260 | 148

As Table 4 and Figure 2 indicate, the distribution of hedges and boosters
across the rhetorical structure of research articles in the AL and DI sub-corpora
shows the same overall tendency — hedges and boosters peak in the Results
section and to a lesser extent in the Discussion section. In both sub-corpora
the rate of these interpersonal devices is the lowest in abstracts. However, the
two sub-corpora differ in the relative prominence given to these interpersonal
discourse strategies in the individual rhetorical sections of research articles.

Table 4 — Distribution of hedges and boosters across the rhetorical structure of the
DI and AL sub-corpora

Abstract Introduction Method Results Discussion Total
Corpus

H B H B H B H B H B H B
DI
mw 4 6 32 30 56 26 106 52 61 34 260 148
N. rate 0.08 | o 0.61 0.57 1.08 0.50 2.04 1.00 117 0.65 5.00 2.84
E:;t 1.53 4.05 12.32 20.27 21.53 17.56 40.76 35.13 23.4 22.97 63.7% 36.3%
AL
ﬁz:)w 20 8 187 58 187 56 374 111 261 94 1029 327
N. rate 0.22 0.09 2.09 0.64 2.09 0.62 417 1.24 2.91 1.06 11.49 3.65
(I:):;t 1.94 2.44 18.07 17.73 18.07 | 1712 36.35 3395 25.37 28.74 | 80% 20%
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Figure 2 - Distribution of hedges and boosters across the rhetorical structure of the
DI and AL sub-corpora (normalized rate per 1,000 words)
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The different treatment of hedging and boosting in abstracts as compared
to the full-length texts of research articles in the DI and AL sub-corpora is in
conformity with the view that the abstract is a separate genre. Abstracts not
only summarize the associated research article but also strive to persuade the
reader to engage with the whole study (cf. Hyland 2000, Yakhontova 2002).
This promotional function of abstracts tends to favour the use of boosting
rather than hedging, which is more prominent in the full-length text of research
articles. However, as Gillaerts & Van de Velde’s (2010: 136) findings suggest,
in recent years abstracts have undergone a generic shift from an embedded
genre (Bhatia 2004) to a stand-alone genre. As a result, recent abstracts show
a decrease in interactional metadiscourse and an increase in factual discourse
material aimed at facilitating a quick exchange of research results; thus their
primary function now seems to be informative rather than promotional. The
results of my investigation seem to support this tendency, as the rate of hedging
and boosting in abstracts in both sub-corpora is considerably lower than in
the full-length text of research articles. In both sub-corpora interactional
metadiscourse in abstracts is associated primarily with the presentation of
research results: the use of boosters enhances the reliability of new knowledge,
as shown in (1) and (2), while the use of hedges indicates the adoption of
a more tentative stance (3).
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(1) We demonstrate that this inconsistency has resulted from inadequate
control, in previous studies, of certain important variables including the basis
of norm comparisons, and we present a principled method for collecting,
scoring, and analysing association responses, to address these issues. (AL11,
Abstract)

(2) The study demonstrates the possibilities of using parallel English-Czech and
Czech-English corpora to reveal quantitative differences in the ways the chosen
English DMs co-occur with expressions of agreement and disagreement (narrowed
in this analysis to yes and no) and gives evidence of the qualitative preferences
of Czech equivalents along the syntagmatic axis. (D111, Abstract)

(3) The paper argues that working with very explicit and oversimplified models of
lexicons might sometimes have advantages over working with more realistic but
vague models, whose detailed workings are underspecified. (AL7, Abstract)

As regards the full-length text of research articles, in the AL sub-corpus there
are no significant differences in the proportional distribution of hedges and
boosters in the Introduction (18.07% of all hedges vs. 17.73% of all boosters)
and Method (18.07% of all hedges vs. 17.12% of all boosters) sections. However,
the rate of hedges exceeds considerably that of boosters (2.09 vs. 0.64 and
2.09 vs. 0.62 per 1,000 words respectively). This indicates that Anglophone
linguists tend to present their reasoning as plausible rather than certain
(4), thus opening a dialogic space for readers to dispute their opinions or
procedural decisions (5). This approach, most typical of Introductions, also
enables the authors to make their discourse heteroglossic, i.e., inclusive of
multiple views, positions and sources, which may be instrumental for claiming
credibility and enhancing the persuasive force of the argumentation (Gray
& Biber 2012).

(4) Probably the most important source for explanatory stories of this kind—and
as such, an important reference-point for the new biologism — is evolutionary
psychology (hereafier ‘EP’). (AL1o, Introduction)

(5) Although it might be argued that our sample is not representative of the genre, in
so far as the corpus is made up of the writings of one individual, we would argue
that what it loses in breadth, it gains in depth (i.e. in the insights of the producer
of the texts in question). We acknowledge, however, that no generalizations are
possible from the results of our findings. Rather, we would claim that our paper
offers a qualitative study of how one editor constructs his editorial letters. (AL3,
Introduction)
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The relatively minor differences in the Results (36.35% of all hedges vs. 33.95%
of all boosters) and the Discussion (25.37% of all hedges vs. 28.74% of all
boosters) sections indicate that in accordance with the interpretative nature of
the discipline Anglophone linguists tend to show greater tentativeness when
interpreting results, thus anticipating criticism and alternative views (6), but
adopt a more assertive stance when they discuss their findings, compare them
to previous research and strive to highlight their contribution to an extension
of disciplinary knowledge (7).

(6) To summarize, the first stage of analysis suggests that DMs, though they may
appear as small words in conversations, can fulfil diverse discourse functions in
the four multi-categorial categories, such as intimacy signals, boundary markers,
connectors, confirmation seekers turn takers, topic switchers, hesitation markers,
repair markers, and attitude markers. (AL5, Results)

(7) In contrast, in the present study we found that classroom teaching mixed ‘oral’
and ‘literate’ characteristics in the use of lexical bundles, actually going beyond
the expected ‘targets’ in its patterns of use. (AL5, Conclusion)

Variation in the proportional distribution of hedges and boosters across the
rhetorical structure of research articles in the DI sub-corpus is more significant.
In contrast to the AL sub-corpus, the most prominent divergences are in the
Introduction (12.32% of all hedges vs. 20.27% of all boosters) and Method
(21.53% of all hedges vs. 17.56% of all boosters) sections; the difference is
smaller in the Results section (40.76% of all hedges vs. 35.13% of all boosters),
while there is approximately the same proportion of hedges and boosters in
the Discussion section (23.4% of all hedges vs. 22.97% of all boosters).

The lower incidence of hedges in the Introduction section suggests that
Czech linguists use less qualified language and thus sound more authoritative
and confident when asserting the centrality of the topic under investigation
and relating their work to previous research (8); this is not surprising, as the
Czech linguistics community shows a marked preference towards adherence
to a shared methodological framework and field of research. At the same time
divergence from established procedures and views (9) seems to be perceived as
face-threatening which may explain the higher incidence of hedges, especially
in the Method section.

(8) Since the pioneering work of Fan Firbas into the theory of functional
sentence perspective, the interpretative analysis of the clause has been the
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cornerstone of FSP. Indeed, it is the FSP analysis of a basic distributional
Jfield (clause) that is the basis of the functional interpretation. (DI1,
Introduction)

(9) In our view, it is not possible to compare the ‘communication’ that takes place
in newspaper discourse between the ‘writer’ and ‘reader’, as we would analyze
it in_face-to-face conversation because with newspaper discourse the negotiation
of meaning is excluded. (DI, Method)

As with the AL sub-corpus, in the DI sub-corpus hedging is most prominent
in the Results section, where authors adopt a tentative stance and express
cautious commitment to claims (10). The lower rate of boosters used by Czech
linguists in the Discussion section indicates a lesser degree of confidence in
promoting findings and claiming contribution to disciplinary knowledge,
while the occurrence of hedges is typically related to indication of limitations
of the study (11).

(10) This shift of functions may be put down to the appearance of additional
information, the emotiveness, which is irretrievable from the immediately relevant
context (¢f. Chamonikolasovd 2007: 35-37). Even though none of the native
speakers opted spontaneously for this particular prosodic realization it could
not be dismissed as inappropriate and therefore it was put in the category of
“other possibilities”. Nonetheless, one could argue that emotiveness was not the
underlying motive for all 30 per cent of the Czech speakers ... (DI6, Results)

(11) All this makes the findings somewhat inconclusive — they suggest tendencies
rather than taboos — and the well worn but truthful statement that more data
and research are needed applies even here. (DI11, Conclusion)

As to the choice of interpersonal metadiscourse devices, Table 4 shows the
most frequent realizations of hedges and boosters in the two sub-corpora.
The results generally converge with Hyland’s (1998a) findings indicating that
the most frequent devices used to modify statements are a relatively small
number of modal and epistemic verbs.

There are, however, differences in the choice of the most frequent
realizations of hedges and boosters in the two sub-corpora. While in the AL
corpus the most prominent hedges are modal verbs (may, would, might and
could) and epistemic verbs (suggest, indicate, argue, tend and seem), in the DI
sub-corpus the rate of might is insignificant, but there is a marked presence
of approximators (ofien, frequently and usually). From a functional point of
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view, this means that Anglophone linguists use primarily writer- and reader-
oriented hedges which have a protective and reader-involvement function
respectively, while Czech linguists show greater concern for the precision and
accuracy of propositional content expressed by content-oriented hedges. In
this case, variation seems to be motivated by the tendency towards dialogism
and marked reader awareness typical of Anglophone academic discourse, as
opposed to the focus on conceptual clarity emblematic of Czech academic
discourse. The difference in the realizations of boosters concerns primarily
the epistemic mental verbs think and believe, which are prominent in the AL
sub-corpus but scarcely occur in the DI sub-corpus. This low occurrence of
think and believe may be explained by the fact that they tend to occur in self-
mention structures, which are not very frequent in Czech linguists’ English
medium discourse (Dontcheva-Navratilova 2013a).

Table 4 — Most frequent hedges and boosters in the DI and AL sub-corpora (listed in
descending order of frequency)

AL corpus DI corpus

Hedges Boosters Hedges Boosters
may show may Jound
would Sfound would show
might will possible (possibly) will
suggest clear(ly) often Sact
indicate think could clear(ly)
could know seem demonstrate
possible (possibly) JSact JSrequently always
argue believe suggest obviously
tend actually tend know
seem obviously usually indeed

Overall, the contrastive analysis of the rate, distribution and choice of hedges
and boosters in the research articles by Czech and Anglophone linguists
has revealed that there are both similarities and differences in the way they
employ these interactional metadiscourse devices to persuade the intended
readership to accept their views and claims. The similarities concern the
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distribution of hedges and boosters across the rhetorical structure of research
articles and to a large extent the choice of the most frequent realizations of
hedges and boosters. The most significant difference between the AL and the
DI sub-corpora is in the rate of occurrence of hedges and boosters, which is
considerably lower in the research articles by Czech linguists. The reasons for
this seem to stem from culturally driven rhetorical preferences, the size of the
two linguistics communities and the intended readership of the two journals,
and the constraint of using English as an additional language.

5. Conclusion

Undertaken from a cross-cultural perspective, this study intended to identify
similarities and differences in the use of hedges and boosters in a corpus
of research articles by Anglophone and Czech linguists in order to explore
how these interpersonal metadiscourse devices partake in the construal of
persuasion in academic discourse. The findings of the cross-cultural analysis
suggest that while similarities in the distribution and choice of hedging
and boosting devices seem to be discipline- and genre-driven, the existing
variation is likely to reflect differences in the linguacultural and epistemological
tradition of the Anglophone and Czech linguistics communities, which favour
different rhetorical strategies when approaching writer-reader interaction, and
the constraints of using English as a lingua franca of globalized academia.
The more prominent use of hedging and boosting in research articles by
Anglophone linguists seems to reflect the large size and competitive character
of the heterogeneous international discourse community, where authorial
credibility is enhanced by interacting with different voices and views. By
contrast, the lower rate of hedges and boosters and the prominence of content-
oriented hedges in research articles by Czech linguists suggest that the tendency
towards symbiosis in the small Czech linguistics community is still significant
and tends to affect their rhetorical choices even when they write English-
medium texts potentially addressed to an international audience. However,
the relatively high proportion of boosters in the DI sub-corpus indicates a rise
of competitiveness among the members of the Czech linguistics community
which seems to reflect the globalization and marketization of academia.
The findings of this study confirm the importance of cross-cultural studies in
interpersonal metadiscourse as a key aspect of academic persuasion. However,
a wider-scope synchronic and diachronic analysis is necessary to reveal the
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gradual changes in the discourse practices of the Anglophone and Czech
linguistics communities. Further research should also show the extent to
which texts by non-Anglophone authors conform to dominant discourse
conventions or give rise to “interdiscursive hybridity” (Mauranen et al. 2010),
thus reflecting intercultural tension (Gotti 2012).
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