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1. Introduction

The main focus of the present study is the examination adesaic discourse which in

broad terms refers to theise oflanguage in academic context. Academic discourse is
considered to be central to academic life, as it is through discourse that education is
provided, scientific knowledge constructed adseminatedand scientific disciplines
sugained and institutions established and maintained (Hyland, 2011). The present thesis is
the outcome of crossultural research broadlgimed at exploringhe distinctive ways in

which Croatian and English writers of research articles in psychology usteraju
language to convey a personal stance towards their claims, those of other scholars or to refer

to the claims generally held in the given disciplinary community.

The current study is broadly inspired by the contemporary research approach to
academidanguage use which is based on the premise that academic discourse is a form of
social interaction in which knowledge is constructed through a negotiatinggsrbetween
writers and readers, as members of particular scientific disciplines (Hyland, 30@#).a
conceptualization of academic discourse runs against the traditional accounts of an academic
text as a predominantly neutral, faceless, impersonalrtrepo scientific phenomena
(Hyland, 200%). Therole of a writer of a contemporary academic tiexho longer seen as
accounting for the objective scientific truth reached by observation but as creating a
rhetorically persuasive text in which whatuots as scientific truth is constructed through

plausible argumentation (Hyland, 19%8yland,2004).

Linguistic research on academic writing is therefore particularly interested in
deciphering how academics use language to build their arguments, express viewpoints,

convey assessments with an appropriate level of certainty or doubt, etc. so as toteseate a
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the readers will find persuasive and eventuadlgognizeas a valid contribution to the

existing body of knowledge (Hyland, 1998).

Exploring how writers bresearch articles express their epistemic judgments or refer
to those of other scholars dlithe linguistic analysis of an academic text to the domain of
modality, in particular its epistemic swlomain. Epistemic modality, as the main focus of
the present research, is concerned with the assessments of possibility and likelihood that a
certainstate of affairs is true. In academic writing these features are mainly linked with the
use of hedges, which encompass a range of lexical antéxical devicesused to markhe

Z U L Viaeklbchmmitment to the propositional content (Hyland, 1998).

As Hyland (1998) arguesscientific writing among others, involves interpretative
statements and these often come in mitigated forms. Hedges allow writers to offer
perspectives to their claims, express a degree of caution in presenting new or unconfirmed
staements, which maymake them less refutable(Meyer, 1997; Hyland, 1998).
Contemporary approaches to academic discourse postulate that attaining scientific
knowledge involves reachingconsensus among discourse community members rather than
a search for th ultimate scientific truth (Hyland, 1998). The awarenbss the statements
QHHG U kafilfiGalod Vians that writers need to make informed choices wn tho
construct their arguments with the ultimate aim of persuading the readers of their ¢yedibili
(Hyland, 1998). Hedges allow writers to present the claims with caution and precision,
playing thereby a critical role in gaining communal acceptance forcthims (Hyland,

19961, 199®).

Previous research has shown that the distribution of hedgessadistinctive
sections in research articles shows considerable variations in frequency, which generally

reflects the specific rhetorical purposes of each sectiors, Hadges are particularly salient

13



in the argumentative parts of research articles, matsibly in the Discussion but also in the
Introduction sections, while their use is less frequent in the more descriptive Method and

Results sections (Hyland, 1998artalla, 200).

The way writers use language in constructing their argumentation ireragad
writing is to a considerable extent disciplinapyecific. Previous research has shown that
disciplines have their preferred writing conventions with respect téette of personality
writers attach to their claims, acknowledge the work of othavlacd) explicitly involve the
readers in the text, etcHyland, 200B). The use of hedges is particularly prone to
disciplinary variations. Thus, ithe more discursive soft sciences which generally deal with
human subjects and less certain variables thase inthe hard sciences, writers often need
to express more caution and tentativeness in presenting their claims (Hylankl). )05
contrast, inthe hard sciencesush language is less prominent as the construction of
knowledge is based on harder engail data and more reliable quantitative research
methodology (Hyland, 20@5. This means that academic writing can hardly be regarded as
uniform and monolithic, but ther as embedded in the specific disciplinary rhetorical

practices which reflect distive disciplinary knowledge domains (Hyland, 2004).

In addition to discipline variables, previous research has shown that academic
writing may be susceptible to cultlinaariations, generally reflecting a wider socioltural
background in which it is siated(Mauranen, 1993Vassileva, 2001Vold, 2006a Hu &

Cao, 201) Research intantercultural rhetoric has indicateithat the writing styles of
distinctive cultures may differ in the level of authorial presence in the academic text (i.e. the
use of pesonal pronouns vs. impersonal forms), citation practices, a tendency to use
tentative or more assertive language in presenting knowledge claimg/assilgva,2001;
JOiWW XP & KinK,(2006. Crosscultural research on academic writing has been

paricularly interested in examining the rhetorical conventions of academic English in

14



relation to other languages which is understandable given the global status of Entjlesh as
predominant langage of scientific publicationAs a way of illustration, in 22, roughly

80% of all the journals indexed in Scopus were published in English (van Weijen,'2012).
growing increase of Englisimedium publications has naturally occurred at the expense of
other languages which havedoee less attractive as languagéssaentific publication
(Hamel, 2007) Consequently, nenative English scholars are turning more to English
publications as the places where their research can become internationally visible (Hamel,
2007). The pressur® publish in English may place sars demands on nefnglophone
scholars to acquire language proficiency in academic English which presupposes not only
advanced knowledge of vocabulary or grammar but also control of the rhetorical
conventions in their dciplinary writing. These reaborld needs have been among the
primary motives for conducting linguistic studies@osscultural writing conventions. The
research findings obtained through cros#fural research may assist rAnglophone
scholars ad students alike in becoming more awaf¢he preferred rhetorical choices in L1
academic writing as compared to English and thus increase their pragmatic competence

when writing in academic English.

1.1The present research
In light of the preceding discussion, the present research may be characterized as a cross

cultural, singledisciplinary, genréased study aimed to illuminate how Croatian and

1'YDQ :HLMHQ 'DSKQH B37KHIXWDHQBHXDEHALHRQWLILF R&BaRR XTgghdsSDWLRQ
www.researchtrends.com/iss@&-november2012/thelanguageof-future-scientificcommunication. Accessed
25 November 2015.

15



English writers of research articles in psychology use epistemidalityo markers in

conveying their stance or in referring to that of other (un)named scholars.

The main motivation for selecting a research article as the object of the present study
lies in its salient status as a key research genre in academic writingndfe than 100
years, the research articlehas been considered as the main vehicle for disseminating
scientific knowledge and furthering scientific inquiry (Atkinson, 2013). At a personal level,
publishing research articles is a means of secwsaiglaly academicpositions, gaining
promotion and generally academic credibility (Swales, 1990). Given the centrality of a
research article ithe academic community, it may come as no surprise that it has been the

single most researched genre in academic diseo(Atkinson, 2013).

The decision to focus on hedges has been inspired by previous research which has
shown that hedges are by far the most frequently employed stance markers in cross
disciplinary writing (Hyland & Tse, 2004; Hyland, 2G03200%). Ther saliency signals the
importance writers givao the formulation ofclaims as well as the awareness that an
appropriate degree of certainty attached to the claims may be critical in gaining acceptance
for them (Hyland, 1998). Though lexical hedges maydsdized by a range of different
lexicoogrammatical devices, the present study follows the previous research which has
consistently shown that epistemic modality markers are the primary {gracomatical
means of realizing hedging functions in researdfclarwriting (Hyland, 1998; Vartalla

2001).

The present research focuses on the use of academic language in a single social
science, namely psychology for at least two reasons. Being a social science and having
human mental life and behavias the focof its study, psychology seems to be walited

for exploringevaluative language use, of which hedging is but a part. The other reason is of
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a personal nature. Having been teaching coumseSnglish for Academic Purposes to
undergraduate students isyghology, | was motivated to gaindéwledge of the disciplinary
discourse and thus become more competent in assisting my studelealing with the
subjectspecific literature in English, most notably in reading research articles which is an

obligatorysegment of the syllabi in their taaigcourses in psychology.

The empirical research otne Croatian academic discourse is generally severely
limited so we still know little abouanguage use in disciplinary writing. To the best of my
knowledge, the pgmatics of epistemic modality ha®t been researched the Croatian
academic discourse. Aimed to fill this research gap, the present study can be regarded as a
first attempt to provide a systematic account of the way a specific set of epistemic modality

markers are used to mark staneeviiting a disciplinary research articile Croatian.

In addition to advancing our knowledge on a single aspect of disciplinary writing in
Croatian, the crosknguistic perspective of the present study extends its netevéo the
domain of intercultural rhetoric. In particular, it is expected that the findings of the current
study may add to the existing body of knowledge on the @nalésral academic writing
conventions. The findings may be especially relevant foatzxo psychology scholars or
students who may benefit from an insight into the cultwslgcific patterns of evaluative
language use, especially if they aim to make their research visible in the international

context which is predominantly Englisienteed.

1.2Researchaims
Having outlined the major scope of the present study against the context of the
contemporary research on the emdive language use in academic writing, the research

aims may be summed up as follows:
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1. Which lexicoagrammatical devices of epistemic modality do Geoa writers of
research articles in psychology use to express the epistemic stance and how is the
frequerty of epistemic markers distributed in the distinctive sections of research

articles?

2. What is/are the most salient lexiggammatical category/categes of the epistemic

devices in the Croatiasubcorpus?

3. Which hedging functions do epistemic markersfqren in the Croatian research

articles?

4. Which lexiceagrammatical devices of epistemic modality do English writers of
research articles in psychologge to express the epistemic stance and how is the
frequency of epistemic markers distributed in the wittive sections of research

articles?

5. What is/are the most salient lexigpammatical category/categories of the epistemic

devices in the Englisbubcorpus?

6. Which hedging functions do epistemic markers perform in the English research

articles?

7. What arethe similarities and differences in the preferred choices, distributional
patterns and hedging functions of epistemic markers in the Englishraatissub

corpus respectively?

The theoretical framework of the present study drawsvormajor sources. Efirst relates
WR 1X200¥ fognitivepragmatic model of epistemic modality. The study adopts the
definition of epistemic modality as propaséyy this model and the dimensions of

(inter)subjectivity of the epistemic evaluations, as these seem tabi@ldn determining
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the sources of epistemic judgments, i.e. academic vagaminedin the disciplinary
writing. With respect to therpgmatic functions of the epistemic modal devices, the study
EURDGO\ IROORZV +\ODQGTV I &dGesS Whizhl B Randiderdd) DP H Z

to be one of the most elaborate models of hedging in academic writing.

The methodological framework of thegsent study is based on the model for
contrastive rhetoric researautlined byConnor and Moreno (28) and Moreno Z008).
The model presupposes establishing different criteria for comparigertiarcomparationis
for crosslinguistic analysis. Establishing the criteria for comparison is considered to be the
central precondition in crossultural research on acadendiscourse as it ensures that cross
cultural comparison of academic writing is made on the comparable Gatandqr &
Moreno, 2005 With respect to the present studiertia comparationiswere primarily
established for the compilation of the corpus andtler design of the taxonomy of the

epistemic markers used in the analysis.

The present corpus, titted CORACEN (Caspof research articles in Croatian and
English), was compiled by the author of the present thesis for the purposes of the
comparable analysi The corpus consists of two comparablesoipora, each consisting of
30 randomly selected original research &ticextracted from three scientific journals in
psychology in Croatian and English, respectively. The total size of CORACEN is 381 016

words.

The study combines corpus linguistic and qualitative methodology (Sanderson,
2008). The former involves the id#ication of the selected epistemic devices from the
corpus by means of the linguistic software package Wordsmith Tools 6.0, in partila

Concordancer too(Scott, 2012) The quantitative analysis involves comparison of the
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normalized frequencies (n/1000) of the data. It aims to reveal the preferred choices of the

epistemic markers characterizing the crogkural writing under study.

The qualitative approach deals with the contextualized analysis of the pragmatics of
epistemic markers, partitaurly with the interpretation of their hedging functions across
distinctive sections of research articlein line with previous research ytand, 1998;
Hyland, 2001), this part of the analysis was supplemented by the data obtained frem semi
structured interviews conducted with psychologists affiliated to the Croatian and U.S.
University Departments of Psychology. The involvement of the subperialist informants
is crucial in researching disciplinary writing, as they can best account for the underlying
motivation for the epistemic language use and the overall rhetorical practices of their
respective disciplines (Hyland, 2004). When it coneescademic writing in psychology,
adopting a cautious and tentative stance particularly in the interpretations of dhelires
findings and drawing conclusions based on them primarily stems from the constraints

inherent in researching elusive phenomardsas human mental processes.

By adopting multiple methodological approaches, the study attempts to provide a
thicker anaysis of the targeted linguistic category and its pragmatic functions in the selected
crosscultural research article writing. Howew it is important to emphasize that the present
analysis examines a single aspect of the ecalisral academic writing a@his based on a
single academic genre in similar yet not completely identicaldsdiplines of a single
social science. Given tee and further constraints which are discussed in more detail in the
Methodological framework, the present study does natncta account for the general
characteristics of the academic writing in psychology or academic discourse in general in the
two larmguages examined (Sanderson, 2008). In that respect, the interpretation of the findings

should be regarded as relating to pinesent corpus only.
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1.3 Structure of the thesis

The present thesis is struotd as followsChapter Iprovides a general scope of the thesis
and outlines its major objective€hapter 2 deals withhé theoretical frameworland is

divided into threesubchapters. The first part focuses armgeneral account on epistemic
modality asa linguistic category in both English and Croatian, followedbgputline of its

major linguistic realizations. Epistemic modality is characterized in relation to other
semantic domains of modality, particularly existential dynamic modality and inorelti
evidentiality, as these seem to show most overlaps with epistemic modagtgecongbart

of Chapter 2 deals witthe role of epistemic modality in academic discourse as the primary
focus of the present study. It starts with the account of gedeaahcteristics of academic
discourse in both English and Croatian, and outlines the social constructionist approach, as
the conceptual background of the contemporary approaches to academic discourse research.
Particular attention is given to the concepfsa discourse community and a genre, most
notably the rhetorical structure of the research article as the key genre in the present
research.The third part of Chapter focuses on the concept of evaluation in academic
writing, a broad term involving a rge of different devices writers use to express their
viewpoints on the content of the propositions. The discussion focuses on the concepts of
hedging and epistemic stance in academic writing, whose linguistic realizations are
primarily associated with eg&mic modality markers. In addition, attention is given to the
crosscultural research on academic discourse and some empirical findings on the use of
hedges in crossultural disciplinary writing.Chapter 3deals with a detailed outline of the
methodologtal framework with a particular focus on the description Tértia

comparationisstablished for the present comparable analysis.

The analytical part of the thesis encompasses @hapters dealing with the

guantitative and qualitative analysis of theit@-grammatical categories of the epistemi
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markers under study. Chaptefatuses on modal verbs, Chaptesrbepistemic acerbs and
adjectives, Chapter 6n epistemic noun$haper 7on hedging functionsf the epistemic
modality markers in English an@roatian sulcorpora,Chapter8 on epistenic verbs, and
Chapter9 on epistemieevidential verbs. The analytical part of thedisecloses with Chapter

10 which deals witha general discussion on thabtainedresults Chapter 1 outlines the
conclusion ofthe present study and provides implications and recommendations for further
researchThe final part of the thesis comprises the appendices, references, and the list of the

corpus articles.
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2. Theoretical framework

2.1 Introduction

The purpose of the following chapter is to introduce the general framework against which
epistemic modality as a linguistic category is approached in the present study. The
discussion starts with the genectilaracterization of modality, providing a broad overview

of its major semantic domains in both English and Croatian, whereby the primary focus is
placed on the characterization of epistemic modality and its defining properties. This is
followed by the ouine of its main linguistic exponents and theailing approaches tihe
relation between epistemic and repistemic modal meanings, as well as between
epistemic modality and evidentiality as its closely related linguistic category. Specific
attention $ drawn to the dimensions of subjectivity and intersubjectivity of epistemic
evaluations (Nuyts, 2001), as these have been proven to be important for the use of the
epistemic modal devices in the present study. The chapter closesmatltline of the
appoach adopted here in line with the overall objectives of the study. It should be noted that
the following discussion is meant to survey the theoretical background of the outlined
dimensions, without a particular reference to academic discoursepragmaic roles of
epistemic modal devices along with the dimensions outlined &erediscussed ithe

remainder of the present study, most notaiblyhe analysis of the corpus data.

Bearing in mind the overall scope of the thesis aimed to explore the pregiat
epistemic modality markers as a function of a specific discourse type, the following section
outlines the most salient aspects of epistemic modality considered to be pertinent to the
purposes of the present study. Starting with the outline of tleessamantic features of the
epistemic modality domain, as well as its main linguistic realizations, the discussion moves

on to the particular semantic dimensions related to epistemic modality, notably subjectivity
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and intersubjectivity. As the subsequemcdssion shows, these notions are particularly
salient in accounting for the nature of epistemic evaluations in academic writing. The final
part of the section is dedicated to the complex relation between epistemic modality and
evidentiality, which seemsto be an inseparable element in discussing epistemic

gualifications.

2.11 General remarks on modalityin English. Almost any theoretical or research
oriented account on linguistic modality would likeattestthat modality is an elusive
category harda define, describe, and therefore study in any straightforward manner. This
view seems to be well depicted blarrog (2005, p. 165nho claims W K théke i3 hardly
any grammatical category which has been given more diverging definitions, and under the
label of which a wider ranglRl SKHQRPHQD K D \AcEorti@Qto\PAINXeG (L9386, -
one of the difficulties in defining and consequently studying modality concerns a lack of its
core prototypical semantic features which results in subsuming differaohsatnder its
more or less extensive scope. Additionally, the scope of its linguistic manifestations is
largely diversified, ranging from more grammaticatizmarkers (e.g. modal verbs) and
various lexical markers (e.g. cognition verbs) to prosody, m@nation which can also
signal different modal meanings (Palmer, 1986). Of no less importance is the polysemous
nature of the modal verbs expressing different modal meanings, as is the case with the
English and Croatian modal verbs (Nuyt®02; BestersDLOJHU 'UREQMDNRYLU
2009. This may account for the fact that discussing modality usually entails discussing its
distinct semantic domains which can hardly be studied without a reference to other modal

domains (Nuyts, 2001).
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Despite the difculties in pinpointing a precise definition of modality, there seems to
be a broad agreement on the fundamental features commonly subsumed under it. Thus, it is
RIWHQ SUHVXPHG WKDW PRGDOLW\ SULP&dslp@positRIGGFHUQV
(Lyons, 1977 Palmer, 198p Forexample, for Kalogjera (1982, ) modalitydenotesthe
DWWLWXGH RI WKH VSHDNHU WRZDUGYV WKH PHDQLQJ H[SU
cognitive linguistic perspective, modality deals with potential realty &I B QFHUQV 3WK
VSHDNHUYfV DVVHVVPHQW RI RU DWWLWXGH Ragdem&I GV WK
Dirven, 2007, p.234). However, a common view on subjectivity as the core notion of
modality has been challenged, for instance by Narrog (2006)angues thait is not the
subjectivity but the factuality of the state of affgjos rather its undetermined status) which
lies at the heart of modality. A retreat from subjectivity as the core notion in defining
modality is also evidenh Palmer§ clams (2001) that modality is concerned with the status
RI WKH SURSRVLWLRQ WKDW GHVFULEHVY DQ HYHQW WKRX

subcategories.

Other defining concepts of modality concern possibility and necessity as its key
semantt domains Yan der Auwera &Plungian, 1998;Huddleston & Pullum, 2002.
Possibility and necessity are aldw focal elements of traditional modal logised in the
basic division of modality into two central types, namepistemic and deontic (Lyons,
1977). However, the notions of possibility and necessity are only parts of the complex
picture of modality as they cannot account for its gradient nature, reflecting different

GHJUHHV RI D VSHDNH Ut df &fRiR (RalRéel, Q6 WR WKH

Insteadof offering a precise definition of modality, some scholars (e.g. Salkie, 2009)
opt for a more inclusive framework based on the prototypical elements. Such an approach is

proposed byHuddleston and Pullum (2002, p. 1A8ho FRQVLGHU W Htttudd SHDNH U
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SWRZDUGV WKH IDFWXDOLW\ RU DFWXDOLVDWLRQ RI WKH

adding that possibility and necessity constitute its central concepts.

Even against this sketchy background, it can be seen that modality is indeed a rather
complex category, which has given rise to distinctive understandings of its features, and
consequently a plethora of different accounts, some of which are discussed in the subsequent

sections.

Prior to the overview of the semantic classification of mogalith a primary focus
on the epistemic domain, a note should be made on the basic distinction between modality
and mood as both are used to express modal meanings (such as possibility, wish, doubt,
etc.), albeit in different ways. While modality can berkea by a range of formal devices
such as modal auxiliaries, adverbs, patrticles, etc., mood is restricted to the grammaticalized
modal meanings in verbal inflections (Huddleston & Pullum, 2002). In other words, unlike
modality which is a semantic categ@ycompassing a range of different semantic domains,
mood is 3 Dnorphosyntactic category of the iér 3IDOPHU B8 traditionBlIQ G
discussed in terms of its distinctive types, i.e. indicative (Realis), subjunctiveiglreald

imperative(Brdar, . XpDQGD ,2BM)| L U

2.12 General remarks onmodality in Croatian. As far asthe Croatian language is
concerned, there have not been any extensive, separate accounts on modality in
contemporary Croatian grammar books, at least not at the momentin§ up the present
thesis. Instead, modality has been mentioned within discussions on distinctive mood
categories, BUDQMMRSY KADULG /RQpDULU ODHONL Z2BNYHELG =Q

6LOLU 3 U D QMThESYWithin the mood systerwhich can be realized in

four distinctive ways i.e. indicative, imperative, subjunctive and optative, the indicative
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expresses @ XQELDVHG RU R<Eatitddewowsrtls e ddmant-eioifessedhiey

predicate and is thus unmarké8 U D Q M N8BY %D tLal, 2005 6LOL U SUDQMNRNY
20059. 2Q WKH RWKHU KDQG WKH UHPDLQLQJ W\SHV DUH PDU
ZULWHUYY DWWLWXGH WRZDUGYV WKH FRQWHQW RI WKH

(imperative), possibility (subjuid LYH RU D VSHDNHUYV ZLVK RSWDWLY}

6LOLU DQG 3UDQMNRYLU GLVWLQJXLVK EHWZHHQ
both of which are discussed under the category of mood. According to the authors, objective
modality or modalityin a narrower sense denotes the relation towards reality in a sense of
ZKDW LV UHDO SRVVLEOH RU XQUHDO ZKLOH VXEMHFWL)
relation towards a proposition which can relate to the notions such as wish, request,
commangd etc. In addition to tenses and mood, modality may also be expressed by a range
of other devices expressing modal meanings, such as modal verbs, modal adverbs and

DGMHFWLYHV HWF 3UDQMNRYLU

Apart from its rather limited account in grammar keomodality in Croatian has
received some attention in cregsguistic studies (Kalogjeral982; Sesar, 1987; Letica
2009. 7KXV .DORJMHUDTV FRQWUDVWLYH DQDO\VLV |
differences in the use of modal auxiliaries in Estgland Serb&roatian with the ultimate
aim of identifying the interference between the two languages, piynfar teaching
purposes.6 HVDU TV -linguisti¢ Ra¥cdunt on modality in Croatian and Czech
encompasses a broader range of modal deindég two languages with a primary focus on
their formalsyntactic characteristics. Driven by the prevailing accounts of modality in
Czech, Sesar (1987) distinguishes between modality in a wider and a narrower sense. The
IRUPHU UHIHUV W RdeDowagisl 2ality drfi\de2viies We types of sentences
which may be affirmative, interrogative, optative, and exclamatory. Affirmative and

negative sentences are discussed within modality of plausibility (Gadalnost
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vjerodostojnos)i which denotes av SHDNHUYVY DVVHVVPHQW RI WKH UHD(
varying degree of his or her commitment towards it. Modality in a narrower sense marks a
VSHDNHUYfY UHODWLRQ WRZDUGYV WKH FRQWHQW RI WKH S!
real or unrealThe latter includes the categories such as possibility, volition, permission, and
necessity and can be realized by linguistic means such as modal verbs, modal particles, etc.
$V DOUHDG\ QRWHG WKRXJK 6HVDUTfV D FsyRaxt@W LV SLU
criteria and is not directly related to the scope of this thesis, some of its aspects are referred

to in the subsequent sections of the present study.

Given that epistemic modality has not been systematically treated in the Croatian
literature the framework adopted here mainly draws on its accounts in the English linguistic
literature. As noted, modality is a heterogeneous category encompassing different meanings
which makes it hard to define and describe in single terms (Palmer, 1986).|[0aenfp
section provides even more evidence to the complexity of modality, in particular with

respect to its distinctive semantic domains.

2.1.3 Semantic domains of modality Traditionally, modality has been prevalently
viewed as a semantic categorys Narrog (2005) points out, unlike syntax or morphology
which differ crosdinguistically, semantic characteristics of modality ofeframework
within which modality can be studied at a more universal level. According to Narrog (2005),
this means that rguages will differ in the way modal categories are linguistically realized
but some basic modal meanings are common -diggistically. Semantically speaking,
modality is a heterogeneous category which, ignoring the labeling fonoment,

encompasses #&ast three basic meanings: epistemic, deontic, and dynamic, considered to
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be the core semantic domains of modality (Nuyts, 2001; BeBikysr et al., 2009). Though

discussed further below, each type of modality in both English and Croatian is exaanplifi

here by the basic example sentences containing modal auxiliaries, while the glosses

illuminating their respective meanings are given in the brackets:
EPISTEMIC MODALITY

1. It mightrain again. (=Itis possible that it will rain
Wogla biopet past. NLaD ORJXUH MH 55D RSHW SDGD NLabD

DEONTIC MODALITY

2. Hemaygo out now. (=He is allowed to go out ndw
Dnsmije LiL YDRSXaWHQR Raa)MH L]DUL
DYNAMIC MODALITY
3. Shecanrun very fast. (=She is able to run very fast
PnaPR&HU]R WUpPDWL 2QD MH X VWDQMX EU]JR WUpPDW
$V FDQ EH VHHQ LQ VHQWHQFHV DQG ¢ D VSHDNHU
SRVVLELOLW\ WKDW LW PLJKW UDLQ WKH PHDQLQJ RI [
someone to go out, whileth PHDQLQJ RI DQG f UHIHUV WR D VXE

perform a certain act.

This basic understanding of the semantics of modality in linguistic terms can be
WUDFHG EDFN WR WKH WUDGLWLRQDO PRGDOPaRIJLF SDL
1986, p.11) classification of four modalities or modes of truth which refer to the alethic
modes (modes of truth), the epistemic modes (modes of knowing), the deontic modes

(modes of obligation), and the existential modes (modes of existengg)di$tinction has

2The given examples illustrate only the prototypical meanings of each madiaditsin.
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turned out to be the most significant reference pomtvhich the contemporary linguistic
FODVVLILFDWLRQV RI PRGDOLW\ DUH EDVHG VXFK DV 3D¢
input to most major accounts on the modality types. Acngrtb Palmer (1986), the central

modes for linguistic understanding of modality refer to epistemic and deontic, whereby
epistemic modality encompasses both alethic and existér3i®.O PHU TV REVHUYL
on modality typessROOR Z /\R QV § on episten@ch@® deontic domains of modality

whereby epistemic modality deals with matters of knowledge and belief, while deontic with

SWKH QHFHVVLW\ RU SRVVLELOLW\ RI DFWV SEBUIRUPHG E\

In her influential corpus angis of English modal verbs, Coates (1983)
distinguishes betweeepistemic and root modalityfhe author abandons the ted®ontic
derived from modal logic, arguing that the term refers to the logic of obligation and
permission only, while the typical na@pistemic or root modals (e.gqwus) include a range
of meanings,of which obligation and permissiomre the central ones. The ternoot
modality can often be found in the Anglanerican literature on modality (Nuyts, 2001,
Brdar et al., 2001; Radden & b&n, 2007) but also in the Croatian (Kalogjet282), and it
covers dynamic andeontic readings of modal auxiliaries. As Radden arnseni (2007)
suggest, the lababot is indicative as it implies that root meansnghow primacy over
epistemic oms, anissue that is briefly touclkleupon on the polysemous accounts of

modality further below.

An important contribution to the contemporary crbsguistic accounts on modality,

in particular its epistemic domain, is offered by Nuyts (2001) whose framaw/dakgely

3 According to Palmer (1986), alethic modality is excluded due to itsdistimctiveness te@pistemic modality

since what is logically true is equivalent to what the speaker believes to be true. With respect to existential
modes inMood and Modbty (1986) Palmer maintains that existential modes can also be subsumed under the

term epistemic modidy. Thus, the exampld.ions can be dangerousan be glossed a6 RPH OLRQV DUH
GDQJHERWVH OMay HethaV RPH OLRQV D Undic&imyGhé idpiskeXiv feading of the modal

(Palmer, 1986, pal1-12). Howeverin Palmer (1990) this distinctiois altered, whereby existential modality

is treated separately from epistemic modality.
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adopted in this study. In his cognitipeagmatic framework of epistemic modality, Nuyts

(2001) distinguishes between epistemic, deontic, and dynamic modality. Epistemic modality
LQYROYHV D VSHDNHUfV HYDOXDW Lt Qf afhirsVBy+HcoiraHO LK R F
deontic modality referstd Q SHYDOXDWLRQ RI1 W Késir&biity & GededsieyH SW D E
of a state of affaire” ZKLOH G\QDPLF PRGDOLW\ GHQRWHYV 3DQ DV
need to the subjegarticipant in the sta of affairs, or of a situatieimternal potential or
QHFHVVLW\ IRU KLP KHU LW W Ru@sR(200R) Fopipaskd. ubsuming

deontic and dynamic modality within the same domain, i.e. root modality primarily because

such an approach runs thekrof ignoring their obviously different semantics. One of his
arguments in that respect lies in the notion of a speaker vs. agent orientation. Thus, dynamic
modality is completely agewtriented, deontic is both agergnd speakeoriented® while

epistenic is completely speakanriented.

Based on the above illustrated typologies, it may be observed that despite different
terminological and classificational proposals, a broad semantic domain of modality can be
divided into two or rather three basic sielids (Nuyts, 2006 =Y HNKIAID QR Y L)l In
addition, while the core status of epistemic modality (along with its label) has remained
rather intact, the (norgpistemic side has been subjected to different divisions, reflecting
thus various understamdjs of this semantically rather heterogeneous field of modal

concepts (de Haan, 2006).

4 In addition to the above stated, there are also alteenamore extensive accounts of modality which
distinguish between several semantic domains @ybee, Perkins, & Pagliuca, 1994an der Auwera &
Plungian, 1998).

5 For example, issuing permission involves both an agent at whom the permission eddibattat the same
time a speaker who issues the permission (Nuyts, 2001).
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Prior to the outline of the most fundamental features of distinctive modal domains in
both English and Croatian, with a particular focus on epistemi@alitycattenton should be
drawn to the basic components of a modal structure (Depraetere & Reed, 2006). These
comprise thePRGDO LQGLFDWRU DQG -WKB GRMMRIRVLWLRQ WYDG
terms, the former is labeled as modus while the second as diiper, $QWRQLU 5XaLdu
7DQDVRYLU 3RSRY2005). $ FARARYILQ J -WKRL D=QY Ri WL WKH PR
indicator is a formal sign of modality, while the proposition is the semantic content which is

gualified, i.e. a subject of the qualification. Thus, in the sentences:

4. |think/ It is possible/ John thinkkat he is telling the truth.
the modal indicator refer® the underlined parts of the sentences, while the proposition is

signaled bythat-clauses. As can be seen in the examples above, the modal indicator
identifies an assessor or a holder of a modal qualification. This may be a speaker, who is
explicitly (I think) or implicitly (It is possibl¢ present in the modal structure, or someone

else whose modal qualification is being reportéoh( thinks =Y HNXXADQRYLU

The question of a holder of an epistemic qualification, however, is discussed ilebaite

in Section2.13.3.5. In line with the overall purpose of the current study, the following
section is meant to present only the basic meanings encompassed by the respective semantic

domains of modality, focusing on the modal verbs.

2.1.3.1 Deonic modality 7KH VFRSH RI GHRQWLF PRGDOLW\ IUF
3ZKDW LV ELQGIHQDWHG WR 3VRFLDO LQWHUDB®LRQ  5DC
UHIHUV WR VSHDNHUYfV LVVXLQJ REOLJDWLRQ JdorLQJ RU

threas which derive from external factors, i.e. another speaker or some societal authority,

6 Lyons (1977 p. 823
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such as law FHalmer 1990; Palmer, 2001). Palmer (2001) argues that in terms of
illocutionary acts, deontic modality is realized mostly by Directives, in particularduals
mayandmust as in:

5. Youmust/mayome here

in which a speaker imposes obligation or gives permission, respectively. According to Nuyts
(2001), deontic modality may be referred to as expressing moral desirability which can be of
a scalar naturei.e. ranging from absolute necessity) (6o different degrees of moral

desirability or acceptabilit{7).
6. Youmustgive it back to me.

7. Weshouldsay thank you every time we feel it.

As noted, deontic modality also includes notions suchhesats or promises which the
speaker guaraeés to be accomplished (Palm&g90). These meanings are primarily

associated with the use ifiallas in:
8. Youshall take it out immediately.

With respect to Croatian, deontic meanings can be realizediffeyedt modal verbs
(Kalogjera, 1982). Thus, obligation and necessity may be expressed by mautzisti,
trebati, valjati, wherebyvaljati andtrebati signal a weaker obligation thamnorati (Hansen,

2005), as showim examples (9) and ()0respectively:

9. 0RUDa WreddtEserainarski rad.

10.Valja/TrebaYL&H UDGLWL

7 According toKalogjera (1982), deontic meanings may be expressed by adverbial lf#iglozvoljend and
adjectival means (e.gELWL)GXa&DQ
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Permission is signaled by the modaR &nd the seminodalsmijeti(11),® as shown in:
11..6 PL M H W dvdieRoarHiiati-

As deontic modality is not the focus of the present study, the preceding section was meant to
introduce only a general overview of this domain of modality. By contgagén that
dynamic modality (or at least some of its aspects) shows more links with epistemic

modality, more space is devoted to this modal domain.

2.13.2 Dynamic modality The semantic core of dynamic modality denotes a
VXEMHFWIV L QPHIMdes,HEOW. Aréokding W Palmer (1990), unlike epistemic and
deontic modality, dynamic modality lacks the notion of subjectivity, which makes its
theoretical account rather unclear. One of the reasons for treating dynamic modality as a
distinct type ofmodality is its ambiguity (Huddlesto& Pullum, 2002, which can be
illustrated by the polysemous naturetlod modal verbcan. Thus, if taken out of context, the

sentence:

12.Shecanspeak French
can be glossed as eith&he has the ability (tepeak French)r She is grantedhe
permission to speak Frencln other words, the modalan grants either a dynamic or a

deontic reading, respectively.

The range of meanings within the scope of dynamic modality covers primarily the

notions such as cimnstantial or neutral possibility in a brbasense, an (in)animate

8 Smijeti is used only to denote deontic modality, in particular permission and therefore lacks polysemous
FKDUDFWHUL]DWLRQ RI RWKHU PRGDOV .QHAHYLU %UGDU
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V X E M phifsiwel or mental ability, or willingness (Palmer, 199@mer,2001)° Each type

of meaning is exemplified as follows:

13. It canbe very hot in summer here.
14. Shecanspeak three languages Amphibious cargandrive on water.
15. Hewill open it for you.

Whereas in sentenc&3) the modal implies neutral possibility of the state of affiris,

(14 LW UHIHUYV sWhRerént ¥biliey HiENY dase ofan inanimate subject some

inherent characteristics which make a state of affairs possible. The distinatidal m
meanings exemplified in (13) and (14SDUDOOHO 5DGGHQ DQG 'LUYHQTV
between Intrinsic modality, in particular intrinsic possibiligncerned with potentialities

that arise from intrinsic features of either circumstances or a thing, thédteisources

external from the speaker, and Disposition modalffK LFK UHIHUV WR D SHUVRQ
inherent abilities that have the potentiaf actualization. In sentendd5b), will implies a
VXEMHFWY{V YROLWLRQ WR SHUIRUP WKH DFWLR&InN$V FDQ

(14) andwill in (15) share the notion of subjegatientation.

With respect to Croatian, the meanings subslmeder the domain of dynamic
modality, in particular (theoretical) possibility aadbility are realized byhe modal PR G L
(16, 17). The notion ofability mayalso be signaled by modal verbsijeti and znati (18),

while htjeti (19) is used to denote volition (Kalogjera, 1982).

16. AutobusPRa&HW L UL QD YULMHPH

® The status of volition has been treated differently in literature on npdahus, Palmer (1986) subsumes
volition under the category of deontic modality, while in the later edition on Mood and Modality (2001),
volition or willingness is treated as a type of dynamic modality.

10 According to Nuyts (2006), these instances illatgrsituational dynamic modality.

L 6LOLU DQG 3UDQM mRvetb&imijeti, znaddddhked as modal verbs.
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17.0nPR&ARGLIJQXWL WUL YUHUH XJOMHQD
18.0Onumijgznap X YDWL WDMQX

19.+RUHWH OLGRHOVWHDP®EB YHpHUDV"

Apart from the listed meanings, the semantic scope of dynamic modality may extend
to some other domains, such as the existential use of modgndcan (Palmer, 1990), as

illustrated in the following example:
20. The squid of the genus Loliganbe as much as two feet lorig.

According to Palmer (1990), the most likely interpretation of the above sentence suggests
that only some, but not all members of the animal species thacgiven size. In other
words, the meaning afan refers to the possibility which can be interpreted in occasional

but not absolute terms. Similarly, in the sentence:

21. The procesgnaybe carried out indiscriminately by the wind or by insects which

fly from flower to flower.

the possibility reading ofmay suggests that the process may sometimes or often happen.
Though may is typically associated with epistemic readings, its use in this and similar
instances can hardly be interpretedthe epistemicsense. In other words, the possibility
UHDGLQJ GRHV QRW IROORZ IURP D ZULWHUYV VXEMHFWL"
affairs that can be checked against some objectively measurable data (Facchinetti, 2003).

Huddleston (1971) labels such dristial uses ofthe modalqualified generalizations

2 Examples (1618) were taken from Kalogjera (1982, 31), while example (19) was taken from Kalogjera
(p- 73).

B Examples (20) and (21) wetaken from Palmer (1990pp107-108), respectively
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adding that they are typically encountered in scientific texts, wiale& (1990) proposes

the termexistential modality

The use of the Croatian moddP R inhay also be associated with congruent
exigential meaning, as illustrated in the following example extracted from the Croatian

research article corpus:

22. lako su spolne razlike u depresivnosti dobro dokumentirane, njihovi uzroci i
mehanizmi kojmoguELWL X SRGOR]L MRa iXHaakinHRB0OINEPWX UD]MD 3

However, the existential uses of Englislayand its Croatian cognatE R are discussed in

more detail inChapter 4on the corpus analystd the modal verbs explored in this study.

2.1.3.3 Epistemic modality Drawing on the Greek origin of its namep(steme =
knowledgey,'* epistemic modality may be characterized &HDOLQJ ZLWK D VSH
judgment of knowledge (provided that the term is taken lycaabugh) which underlies the
epistemic qualification and consequently a degree of its strength. For example, in the
sentencéHe may be coming this weekdmased on th@idgment of whatever circumstances
(i.e. knowledge), the choice of the modal auxiliergyindicates that a speaker expresses a
higher degree of reservation than indicated by the modal must-iesnmust be coming this

weekend

In both the traditional ahcognitivelyoriented approaches, definitions of epistemic
PRGDOLW\ VHHP WR VKDUH D FRPPRQ FRUH HQFRPSDVV

judgment, possibility, and strength of commitment towards a proposition, as evident below:

¥ Radden and Dirven (2008. 239
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1.37KH WHUP gHBHRXWH®P IDFISSO\ QRW VLPSO\ WR PRGDO V\VW
notions of possibility and necessity, but to any modal system that indicates the degree of

commitment by the speaker to what he sayRalmer, 1986, p. 51)

2. Epistemic modality deal@ LWK PDWWHUV VXFK DV 3SWKH VSHDNHUYV
RI SRVVLELOLWLHV DQG LQ PRVW FDVHV LW LOQGLFDWE

confidence) in the trutbhf the proposition expressed Coates, 1983, p. 18)

3. 3« plistemic modality corans itself with the degree of commitment on the part of the

VSHDNHU IRU KLV RdgHash N19QWEREYHUDQFH -~

4, S« HSLVWHPLF PRGDOLW\ FRQFHUQY DQ HVWLPDWLRQ RI
certain state of affairs is’lhas been/will be tiee false) in the context of thmossible world

under consideration. (Nuyts, 2001, pp. 222)

5. (SLVWHPLF PRGDOLW\ LV S FRQFHUQHG ZLWK WKH VSHDN|
VWDWH RI BWBPDWRWHO\ WLHG WR WKH MSrdriads idraviinviratiQ R Z O H ¢

IDFWV N QR Z (RatdRn B DRven, 2007, 234).

Whether referring to a singllenguage(Coates 1983; Palmer, 1990or multiple
languages Kalogjera 1982; Palmer 1986, epistemic modality has been traditionally
discussed witin extensive accounts on modality which primarily aim to grasp the semantic
and structural properties of the typical linguistic exponents of the distinct modality types.

Cognitive accounts of epistemic modality, on the other hand, go a step further,
attampting to account for the underlying cognitive basis of epistemic qualifications (Nuyts,

$ FDVH LQ SRLQWogntivepragimatic framework based on Dutch and

*HUPDQ DQG SDUWO\ (QJOLVK ODQJXDJH G DanwgDagelix\WV VW
DQ LQWHJUDO VXESDUW RI H)aMuihdilefistemiel iQodabiypis At U O G~

purely a linguistic phenomenon but cognitive as well and that any attempt to fully account
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for it should attempt to involve the latter. Under thigwj epistemic qualifications are
FRQVLGHUHG WR EH 3SUREDEO\ D EDVLF FDWHJRU\ RI KXP|
GHULYH IURP :KLJK OHYHO PHWDUHSUHVHQWDWLRQDO R
performer compares his/her assumptions aboustade of affairs to whatever other
information about the world (s)he has available and considers relevant to thR $taiel IDL UV~
(Nuyts, 2001, p23)!® The ideaof modal epistemic propositions as metarepresentations is

also supported by Papafragou (1898ho argues that epistemic modal devices may be
YLHZHG DV ILWWLQJ 3LQWR D UHSUHVHQWDWLRQDO PRGH

DELOLW\ WR UHIOHFW RQ™ DQG HYDO XspsteéH (WRH FRQWHQW

2.1.3.3.1 Linguistic realzations of epistemic modalitjs is the case with the study
of other modality types, epistemic modality is primarily associated with the use of modal
auxiliary verbs. Indeed, compared to other exponents of epistemic modality, modal
auxiliaries have receed significantly more attention in linguistic literature (Nuyts, 2001).
Some authors argue that the reasons for the dominant status of modals can be attributed to
the dominant status of syntax but also to the fact that modals constitute -@atl@sel
relatively-well-defined class in terms of their morphgntactic and seamtic properties
(Kalogjera, 1982; Perkins, 1983This, however, does not entail that modals should
necessarily be considered as the central exponents of epistemic modality. On rdugy,cont
1X\WVT HPSLULFDO DQDO\VLV RI HSLVWHPLF PRGDO
Germanic, epistemic adverbs and adjectives seem to be the most precise exponents of
epistemic meanings given thatpmparedto other epistemic devices, they most diga

indicate the scale of epistemic intensity (cf. the typology below).

% +tRZHYHU DSDUW IURP WDFNOLQJ WKH FRJQLWLYH EDVLV-RI HSLVW
pragmatic framework also incorporates their functional dimension, i.e. the role ofr@pistealuations in a
particular discourse type.
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In English, but also crodmaguistically, epistemic modality can be marked by a
range of exponents other than modal auxiliaries, including mood (the subjunctive); tense
(e.g. aparfrom marking the futurethe modalwill may signal epistemic modalityj,aspect
(e.g. progressive infinitive), conditional clauses, negagtm, Perkins, 1983Palmer, 1986;
Nuyts, 200). Furthermoregpistemic modalitgan be also marked lexically, piaularly by
means of lexical verbs, modal adjectives, adverbs, nominal expressions, prepositional
phrases, etc. (Perkins, 1983; Nuyts, 2001; Radden & Dirven, 2007). Among a plethora of
possible epistemic devices, Nuyts (2001) argues that its centraletpan English as in

most other West European languages involve the following categories:

a) modal auxiliaries (e.dde might/maycall tomorrow);
b) modal adverbs (e.gdaybe/Perhapsie knows i);
c) predicatively used modal adjectives (digis possible/pobable thathe knows i),
and
d) mental state predicates (el ghink/believethat he knows if
According to Nuyts (2001), the other exponents either do not function independently of the

central modality exponents or are significantly less frequentthieoentral ones.

7KH PDMRU FDWHJRULHV RI PRGDO H[SUHVVLRQV SUR
with those proposed by Radden and Dirven (2007), though their taxonomy is more inclusive.
It consists of three broad classes of modal assessments, includoh werbs, modal
adjuncts including adverbs (e.gerhaps, possib)y prepositional phrases (e.;n all
probability), clauses (e.g.there is a good chance thatand modal expressions,
encompassing cognition verbs (etbink, believg or complex expressns (e.g.in my

opinion).

18 This contrast may be illustrated by the following pairs of sentertesill be dry and sunny tomorrow
(future prediction) and hatll be Tom. He always knocks three tinfepistemic certainty)
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As already noted, neither modality nor its semantic domains have been explicitly
discussed in the Croatian grammar books. However, the survey of the available literature
and the reference to the data obtained by the -tiraggstic corpus analysis of the English
and Croatian modal auxiliariesK#logjera, 198 show that Croatian possesses the
grammatical and lexical markers congruent to the English central epistemic devices, as
RXWOLQHG DERYH %DVHG R QhidhXs Ws&tifas the mal epfre@drkRY  Z
modal expressions in the present study, the Croatian epistemic modal devices include the

following:

a)themodal verbP R,imthich is considered to be the modal of possibility (Bedigliger et

al., 2009), expressing both epistemic and root meanings (Kalogjera, 1982);

b) particles sucha® RAGD YMErtl RMDWRKule 6LOLU 3UDQMNRYLU

c) adverbal expressions taking@-complement clause, assigurno YMHURMDWQR PR JX

da BUDQNRYLU

d) lexical verbs, such asmatrat and pretpostaviti (Verba sentiendir in CroatianGlagoli
R V M H)idn€@Mdassing the notions such as cognition, Und&VDQGLQJ RU QRWLFL

2002).

2.13.3.2 A scalar nature of modal meaningsliciting the semantics of epistemic
modality immediately brings to light the use of modal verbs, which are, as mentioned above,
the most commonly associated and exgdotinguistic exponents of modality generally,
epistemic modality not beingn exception in that respect. While the present section
introduces the basic semantic characteristics of the epistemic modals in English and

Croatian, a more detailed account op gemantics of the selected modals relevant to the
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scope of the present study is provided in the analysis of the corpus data. As foreshadowed,
the semantics of epistemic modality concerns the concepts such as possibility, prediction,
and (logical) necessit or deduction, which is evident in the following examples,

respectively:

23. He may/might beeonnected with the left wing parf It is possible that/perhaps

he is connected with it.)
24.The lunchwill be ready by now.(= | predict it to be the cas)

25. The planeshould/ought tdhave landed.(= | conclude that it has though | am not

absolutely positive about it.)

26. Their car is outside so | guess thewst be/have to bat home.(= This is

logically the casely

As can be seen, the inteysitf meanings signaled by the modals ranges from a varying
degree of uncertainty to certainty, the end pobesg marked by the examples (23) and

(26), respectively. Thusnay UHIHUV WR D VS H D NtHdpgisgibMiXa® drievei@ W D E R X
taking place,while mightis considered to be its more distant or tentative form (Palmer,
1990)® LQGLFDWLQJ D OHVVHU GHJUHH RI VSHDNHUYV FHUWI
must shoud H{<SUHVVHY D OHVVHU GHJUHH RI VSHDNRUYV FHU
affairs andPD\ EH UHIHUUHG WR DV GHQRWLQleethd ROMHQHG OR

101).

If we take a look at the Croatian equivalent modal verbs, we may notice the
similarities in terms of a varying strength of epistemic meanings. Though adyrtie
difficulties in a precise positioning of the modals on the epistemic scale, Kalogjera (1982)

tentatively proposes a dual ordering including both the indicative and conditional forms of

17 According to Leech (2004have tois used chiefly in informal American English to express logical necessity.

18 Along similar lines,wouldis considered as a more tentative fornwidlf (Palmer, 1990).
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the modals in a descending order of certaimhgrati - trebati *valjati + P R &LThe

examples below illustratine contextualized use of the modals in question:

27. $NR MH YHpHUDRRBD/ SKWIRMDWUHED VWLGL YDOMD
YHpHUDYV

28. $NR MH Y HpH U Disra® Wt@bad/[RW\IVBljab b da stignémogao bi
VWLUL HpHUDV

According to Radden and Dirven (2007), gradience is an inherent feature of modality,
reflecting the reality it describes. As the authors observe, we are constantly faced with
situations that we cannot be certain abaud it is by means of the linguistic exponents of
modality, that we express various degrees of certainty when assessing likelihood of a state of
affairs. A scalar intensity of modal meanings is commonly discussed in terms of epistemic
or deontic scale ahis exhibited not only by modals but also by other modality markers as
well (Nuyts, 2001; Radden & Dirven, 2007). Nuyts (2001) notes that the notion of epistemic
scale reflects the assumption that human thinking may be characterized in terms of a scale
rather than discrete categories, which can be viewed as an argument against the traditional
bipartite division of modality into the two basic notions, possibility and necessity. The
author goes on to suggest that this can be further supported by a ranggudti¢
possibilities by means of which speakers can-fimee a degree of likelihood of a state of
affairs (eg.highly likely, relatively confident, H W F $GRSWLQJ 5DGGHQ DQG 'l
model, the position of a selected set of modal verbs and Inaddarbs as well as their

Croatian cognates along the epistesuale is presented in Figure 1.

19 Kalogjera (1982) points to the difficulties in providing amambiguous ordering of the modals with respect

to their indicative and conditional forms as they may evoke different arrangements by native speakers (e.g. it is
guestionable whether the conditional formmbrati indicates a higher degree of certainty thebati). In

order to account for a more objective arrangement, at least with respect to the modsisand P R,i L

Kalogjera proposes the following testt RAH VH PRJXUH PRAGD YMHU&NMNMOWEQRR VLIXUQI
PRJXUH PRAaGD " Yuvhd dbBAdifpd6Q) R"  VLJ

20The examples were taken from Kalogjera (1982, p. 64).
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The present study does not deal with the full scale of epistemic meanings outlined
here but focuses rather on the epistemic devices occupying low and nodidiens onthe
epistemic scale. That is, it is concerned with the meanings of possibility and probability, as
bolded in Figure 1. As demonstrated in the remainder of this study, the epistemic devices
conveying the given meanings are considered to be rihegy linguistic means used to
express the hedging functions in academic writing, which is taken to be the key pragmatic

function of the epistemic devices explored in the present study.

+ high certainty

He must be ) On mora biti )

He is certainly On je sigurno

He is probably On je vjerojatno

He is possibly > at work now. ORJXUH GD M > sada na poslu.
He may be Mogao bi biti

He might be 1H PRAH ELW

+H FDbe v

) )

- low certainty

Figure 1.The gradient nature of epistemic modality in English and Croatian

2.1.3.3.3 On the relationship between epistemic and -apistemic meaningsA
simple questiorof why the same modals are used to express distinct modal meanings not
only in English but also crodsguistically (Croatian including) has given rise to various,
fundamentally opposite approaches which have attempted to account for the relationship

between epistemic and nepistemic meanings. Literature on modality usually
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distinguishes between two major strands relating to the relationship between the modal
concepts, namely polysemous and monosemwasds Coates, 1983Depraetere & Reed,

2000, thowgh some authors, such as Papafragou (19%fso add the ambiguity approach

to this taxonomy. As the present studyased on thambiguousor indeterminate status of

the modal meanings, the monosemous and polysemous approaches are illustrated at a very

general level.

In broad strokeshe PRQRVHPLVWVY YLHZ DGYRFDWHYVY D XQLW
modal concepts which receive different interpretations in the context (Depraetere & Reed,
2006)2! For example, Perkins (1983) argues that modals have ayuniganing which is
susceptible to different interpretations depending on the set of principles or laws which are
activated in a given context. The laws may be e.g. natural which basically capture the notion
of abilities i.e. the domain of dynamic modaldy social laws, corresponding to the deontic
modal meanings, such as permission or obligation, whereas epistemic modality concerns the

system of rational laws, such as deduction.

In addition, the motivation underlying the use of the same modal formbitaxip
independent meanings has been accounted for by cognitigebd polysemous approaches
JRU LQVWDQFH 06alteery\oY iMdtefpNorical extension rests upon the idea that
from a diachronic standpoint many semantic changes of words maydenset for by our
tendency to use a coherent system of metaphors from the real into the mental world. From
the synchronic point of view, the same principle may be used to account for polysemy in
language as well as a number of abstract uses of the vogafvata the real, sociophysical
world. When it comes to the relationship between root @pidtemic modals, Sweetser

(1991 adopts the view that given the historical, sociolinguistic and psycholinguistic

22$ PRQRVHPLVWVY YLHZ RQ PRGDOLW\ ZDV SURYLGHG Ean3BSDIUDJRX
notion that modals do not possedistinct meanings per se but rather shaoeramon schematic semantic
structure. The discussion on this view, however, is beyond the scope of this study.
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evidence, the epistemic modals developed from ramdais which in turn developed from
nonmodal meanings. This view is reinforced by some longitudinal studies on child
language which in terms of order of acquisition show the primacy of root over the epistemic
meaning€? In order to account for the polyseos nature of English modals, which is
evident crosdinguistically even in some typologically wiated languages, Sweetser (1991
presupposes the existence of the metaphorical mappings between the root meanings of
modal verbs from the real world domain.ge permission or obligation) onto their

corresponding epistemic uses in the domain of reasoning (e.g. pbossibdertainty).

Sweetser (1991broadly adopts the foregynamic concepts of foes and barriers.
According to Talmy (2000, p. 409), forcgramicsrepresents a semantic category which
VLIQLILFDQWO\ ILJXUHV LQ ODQJXDJH VWUXFWXUH DQG 3P
category of modals as a whole" $JD Ithi3\bs¢kground, Sweetser (199sserts the
parallelism between a socioplgal force in terms of the presence or absence of barriers
which (dis)allow an event to occur and mental (epistemic) force i.e. the premises in the
VSHDNHUYV PLQG ZKLFK LQ WXUQ 2&Thi¢ niapie RiZstidtedbf KL QJ D
contrasting theaot meaning ofnay, denoting permission, and its corresponding epistemic
XVH GHQRWLQJ HSLVWHPLF SRVVLELOLW\ -XVW OLNH W]
sociophysical world allows an act of permission (i.e. a person is granted a permission to act
LQ D FHUWDLQ zZD\ WKH DEVHQFH RI PHQWDO EDUULHUYV

reasoning allows an act of reaching a (tentative) epistemic conclusion.

29.Johnmaygo. (=John is not barredidy my or somether] authority from going.)

22 As for the criticism on the polysemous account on modalitywell as the insights into the acquisitional
priority of root over epistemic modakee Papafragou (199&mdPapafrago{1998b).

23 Radden and Dirven (2007) also consider the principle of fdyoamics to be one of the defining properties

of modality, claiming that a similar foredynamic pattern may account for the polysemous nattiréne
modals.
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30. John may be there. (= | am not barred by ynpremises from the (teative)
conclusion that he ithere.f*

In other words, the polysemous readinggddy DV ZHOO DV RI WKH RWKHU PR
WKH FRQYHQWLRQDOL]DWLRQ«RI1 Dthe pewhizSda Reddirng@eP D S S L (
sociophysical domain and the conclusion reading in the epistemic domain (SweE@4er

p. 64). In that sense, epistemic modality is understood as a metaphorical extension of the
sociophysical world into the cognitive oneveédall, it may be argued that, on this account,

the relation between root and epistemic modal meanings is not treated as unrelated to each

other but rather as a motivated polysersrelationship.

Finally, the ambiguity view (mainly Coates, 1983; Palni®990) is based on the
assumption that indeterminacy lies at the heart of understanding the semantics of modality
generally (Coates, 1983). Attempting to reconcile the strict monosemous and polysemous
approaches, and based erD G H K T \set Yédpky (1972)Coates assumes a continuum of
modal meanings which extends from the core exhibiting the prototypical features towards a
periphery with a declining tendency in prototypicality. A similar line of thought is supported
by Besters LOJHU HW DO 9Maccount oishodals in the Slavonic languages, in
which the authors argue th&tPRGDO LV D JUDGLHQW FDWHJRU\" ZKHL
more prototypical as compared to others. To illustrate, the meanitige &nglish modal
mustin the sentences belomay be referred to as showing the prototypical meanings in

their both root and epistemic sense, respectively:

31.Youmustcome at once.

32.He mustbe sick given his looks.

24 Examples (29) and (30) and (partly) the corresponding paraphrases were tak@wizetser (1991p. 61).

The paaphrase in (30was modified bygualifying the conclusion as tentative, due to the presence of the
modalmaywhich denotes thiower degree ofhe speaker's certainty and therefore a more tentative conclusion
as opposed tmust
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In other words, we may easily distinguish between two interpretations, therfoeferring
to issuing something like a command, the latter pointinhgoV SHDNHUTV LQIHUHQFH

the visual evidence.

However, in some cases the intended meaning of a modal is less straightforward, as
illustrated by the following example whiclkf,taken out of context, may be interpreted in

two possible ways:

33.He mustbe out in front of the church.
(= Somebody has ordered him to be in front of the church) or

(= Based on some kind of evidence, the speaker concludes that he musbheaoh fr
the church.)

In other words, the meaning afustmay be interpreted either in the root sense, denoting
VRPHRQHYTY REOLJDWLRQ ODLG RQ WKH VXEMHFW EXW DO
QHFHVVLW\ L H D VSHDNHUT\s heQdsddii hée ldase/ &sDtiiéreVIR P H W |
obviously no evidence to suggest otherwise. Ambiguity of meanings is also exhibited by

may, as indicated by the following example:
34.He mayget another chance.

On the one hand, the sentence may render the episteading paraphrased ag is
SRVVLEOH WKDW KH JHW ¥sdQer MoK Heading, KUher& th§ possible
paraphrase would bg KH LV DOORZHG WR. The dani2 QAR &f @mBiguidyQ F H |
of meanings is also evident in the semantics of tleatian modals (Kalogjera, 1982). Thus,
without further contextual clues, the sentence below may be interpreted intHsoth

epistemic and root sense:
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35.Marija P R &#&pustiti sobu?®

In case of the epistemic reading the possible interpretation coultié Xjé ida Marija
napustisobu ORJXUH MH GD UH 0D WHnilIDis@da3SbieMnatishé wilMeateX
the room. /It may be the case that she will leave the yoByncontrast, the root sense of the
modal could be paraphrasedhaariji je dozvdjeno/Marija smije napustiti sobuEng. Mary

is permitted to leave the rogm

As can be seen from the examples above, the intended meaning of the modals can be
explainedby means of the paraphrases, as well as by the context though in some cases the
conext itself may not be revealing enough to exclude alternative readings. Consider the

following example taken from Coates (1983):

36.And anyway | think mental health is a very relative thingmeanmental health
must berelated tothe sort ofgeneral er-mentality « RI WKH FRREKYQHW\
living in. 2¢
7KH HSLVWHPLF UHDGLQJ RI WKH VHQWHQFH PD\ EH JORV)\
that mental health is related to the mentalityhe communityhe or she is living in, while in
case of a raoreading, a possible paraphrase would refer to a speaker imposing mental
health to be related to the same, with a possible parapAragefV YLWDO WKDW PHCQC
E H «(Coates, 1983, [l6). In other words, even in the presence of the contextual dtues,

is possible to identify two distinct meanings of the modal, which according to Coates (1983)

stand in either/or relationships, whereby a speaker has to opt for one or the other reading.

However, not every ambiguity of the meaning exhibited by theatsad ambiguous

in the same way. Thus, Coates (1983) identifies another, more frequent type of ambiguity

25 Example (32) was taken from Kalogjera (1982, p. 58).

26 Examples (36) and (37 a, b) wertaken from Coates (1983ppl6-17), respectively
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which implies the overlap between epistemic and root readings, the instances of which are
FRQYHQLHQWO\ ODZE k@nesB cas¥s, jite idddibge fire equally possible
and whether one or the other is chosen does not affect the understanding of the whole

utterance, as shown by the following example:

37a Newcastle Brown is a jolly good beer.
37b Is it?
37a Well, itought to beat that pice.

7KH PHDQLQJ RI WKH PRGDO PD\ EH LQWHUSUHWHG ERWK
REOLIJDWLRQ WR PDNH D JRRG EHHU ZKLOH WKH HSLVWE
conclusion thathe high quality of the beer is reflectedtime high price (Coates, 1983). This

suggests then that in the case of mergers, the root and epistemic meanings stand in both/and

relationship i.e. their distinction is neutralized.

Analyziing HSLVWHPLF PRGDOLW\ LQ (QJOUIMXRO®GLBEHUELD
also points to the frequent occurrences of indeterminate readings of the Serbian modal verb
P R,iMthereby both epistemic and root readings of the modal are equally compatible. For

example, in the sentence

38. 3«, QDMQHYLQIMOGUNIR $ha@@ WDRNXHMULWLNX &aWR LK O

dublie IXUQXWL X7THEGNNHWREH YL U S

2" The thirdtype of indeterminate uses of modals identified by Coates refers to a gradient membership to a
given category i.e. modal concept. For example, some instances of the use of modal verbs typcaiove
closertottH SURWRW\SLFDO ahD® atieds WHith nkalR heHd@garded as peripheral cases. For
example,canin the sentencéle can walk on his hands Q G L F D W H ¥ aliilitySitd. Unh& & properties
which is considered as a eomeaning of this modal. In contrasnin You can find manynteresting places
thereis more indeterminate astHRF XV LV QRW VR RXabilky BuQratét B hieRt@lbbgssibility.
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a dynamic reading of the mod& R @dn be paraphrased as denotilig VXEMHFWVY LQKH
ability (i.e. imaju sposobnost shvajitor even as occasional occurrenoéshe given event

(i.e. ponekad mogu shvadti in which case the reading of the modal is dynamic
(circumstantial). However, one cannot exclude the possibility of epistemic reading, which

can be identified by replacing the modal with an equally compga#pistemic modal
expression consisting of the modal advembR(J X i(eHd the complement clause, as in:
PRJXUH MH GD L QDMQHYLQLML NRP H&WDodssible Yhatihey X NDR

take even the most innocent comment as harsh criticisthU E R MIHOYR. &20W4). U

Discussing the indicated types ambiguous modal meanings proposed by Coates
(1983), Nuyts (2001) is right in observing that the first type (either/or relationship) is easily
resolved in actual language use as a follgwconversation will in one way or the other
disclose the meaning ¢fie modal, and thus not give rise to miscommunication. Adopting
the ambiguous approach to the meanings of modal auxiliaries, Nuyts (2001) goes on to
suggest that in real language use only the second type of ambiguity occurs (both/and
relationship), but evewith this type it is questionable whether there is any ambiguity if no
miscommunication ensues. In other words, even when the two distinctive readings of the
modals theoretically overlap, disambiguating the intended meaning is not necessary for the
intefocutors and the indeterminacy of the modal meanings will probably go unnoticed. It
follows than that the indeterminacy or ambiguity of modal meanings may pose problems
primarily for the linguists who based on a lack of sufficient contextual data or gezkiap
unfamiliarity with the topic of the discourse may find the identification of the intended

meaning relatively difficult (Nuyts, 2001).

In addition to different paraphrases pointingth@ root vs. epistemic distinction,
Coates (1983) also discusshfferent prosodic features and structural patterns favoured by

either root or epistemic readings as further meansftdrentiating between the twd.o
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illustrate, in English the progressive and perfect aspect can be used only with modals in the
episteme but not root sense, as iHe must be having an affdaut not*He must be doing it

at once

As for the relation between syntactic patterns and the Croatian modals used in the
epistemic sense, Kalogjera (1982) identifies the patittihe modal verb(morati, trebati) +

da + main verbwhile the infinitive verb would trigger the root meaning, as in:

39.Mora da oni sami peru prozoreThey must be washing the windows
themselves®

40.0ni sami moraju prati prozore.They must wash the windowsetimselves.

To sum up, the discussion so far points to some fundamental notions with respect to
the modal concepts. First, the existence of various approaches to the semantics of modals
only supports the issue raised in the introductory part of this echajplerespect to modality
being an elusive linguistic category (Depraetere & Reed, 2006). However, regardless of the
underlying principles of thedoptedapproaches and their explanatory frameworks, it is
obvious that modal verbs do exhibit a range of mregs whose interpretations are
intrinsically interwoven with the context in which they occur. Prior to the discussion on the
approach adopted in this study with respect to all dimensions connected with epistemic
modality outlined so far, one more relatioeeds elaboration, namely the one between

epistemic modality and evidentiality.

2.1.3.3.4 On the relation between epistemic modality and evidentidlitycussing

epistemic modality can hardly avoid a reference to its closely related linguistic ryatégo

28 The sentences (39) and J4@ere taken from Kalogjera (1982, p. 5%e orignal version of sentence (39)
is Oni sami morada peru prozore
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evidentiality, regardless of how this relation is understood and what is subsumed under it.
(YLGHQWLDOLW\ FDQ EH EURDGO\ GHILQHG DV 3D OLQJXL
VRXUFH RI L Qikhenkdld\2D@R (QP3). Thus, in the sentendesawhim yesterday

a speaker expresses that (s)he has personally withessed (i.e. perceptualized) the event, as
indicated by the verbee whereas in the sentenele wasreportedlyinvolved in that affair

the choice of the underlined\agtb signals thaa speaker doasot have direct access to the

information but has acquired it through some other unnamed sources.

Evidentiality is considered to be a universal linguistic category, in a sense that
coding the source of information is present in every lagguwhich does not mean that
every language has it grammaticalized and even those which have it may use the system of
evidentials in a different way and to varying extent (Dendale & Tasmowski, 2001;
Aikhenvald, 2004 Cornillie, 2009). To be more precise;carding to Aikhenvia (2004),
only 25% of the world languages have the obligatory system of marking evidentiality
grammatically which can be done by various means, such as affixes, cliti€s|retither
words, in those languages it is obligatory to aigmnhether the information was obtained by

a speaker personally or was heard from some other sources, etc. (Aikhenvald® 2004).

On the other hand, the languages which lack grammatical evidentiality (e.g. the
Romance and Germanic languages) use differeidiential strategies to mark the source of
information, including a vast range of open lexical classes such as verbs, aadjedis/es,
etc. (Aikhenvald, 2007; Cornillie, 20090r instance, in English evidentiality can be coded
by various lexical deges, including the adverbs (e.gupposedly, reportedlyyeporting

verbs (e.gsay, repor}, perception verbs (e.gee, hegy, etc.

22 These include mostly Native American and Eurasian languages (Cornillie, 2009).
30 For example, Macedonian or Bulgarian distinguish between two forms for marking past ternksfinibe

and theindefinite depending on the presence or abseRl D VSHDNHUfV GLUHFW H[SHULHQFH
y X &V/Iskota, 2008).
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Croatian also belongs to the group of languages that do not mark evidentiality
grammatically tFQMDWRYLU , DDWDYRFNRUGLQJ WR *QMDWRYLU D¢
FRGLQJ D VSHDNHUfV VRXUFH RI LQIRUPDWLRQ LQ &
lexical or syntactic evidential strategies, the latter encompassing the constructions with the
evidential meaning extension. The lexical evidential strategies include the adwertis as
navodno(e.g. 2Q MH dXdnd B W L & D R), WhifeNhe Gyftactic could be illustrated
by the use of the perception verbs, suclpaéMMidjeti and the complesnt markerdaor -

kakg asine.gy X MHP GB(GRODWRYLU ODWDVRYLU

Whether thesource ofthe information is marked grammatically or lexically, there
seems to be a broad agreement among scholars on the distinction between two fundamental
types of evidence: direct (or firsthand) or indirect (or-fissthand) (Dendale & Tasmowski,
2001)3* In most basic terms, direct or firsthand sources of knowledge are based on direct
perception which can be a visual, auditory or other sensory piecédehee a speaker has
for making a claim. On the other hand, indirect evidence can be reported, i.e. acquired
WKURXJK RWKHUV HJ KHDUVD\ RU EDVHOQGenBag &QHTV L

Tasmowski, 2001).

According to Papafragou, Li, Choi and Ha(2007, the types of evidence are
considered to constitute one strand of the core notions of evidential categories. The other

one relates to the reliability of the information source, degrees of which can be marked in

31 In Croatian lierature one can find the termiskaznost y X @iskota, 2003) anévidencijalnost *QMDWRY L U
ODWDVRYLU UHIHUULQJ WR WHKalityOLQJXLVWLF FDWHJRU\ RI HYLGFH

32According to the authors, the range of adverbs whose basic function is expressing evidentiality is severely
restricted in Croatian.

33The example was taken fromMQ MDWRYLU DQG ODWWDVRYLU

3% *QMDWRYLU DGQ010 wdegdidanidf evidentiality in Croatian is based on two criteria.
Depending on the type of the access to the information, the authors distinguish betweesndiriedirect
evidentiality Cro. posredna and neposredna evidencijalfjodthe second criterio involves the mode of
knowing Cro. QDpLQ SHUFH 39 whidh darvViie Rgriadpidll Huditory, or inference.
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terms ofan evidentiality scale or scalof reliability (Papafragou et al., 2007). In other
words, based on our knowledge of the world, some types of evidence seem to be more
reliable than other®. Thus, sensory evidence would more likely occupy a higher rank on the
scalecomparedio some othemore cognitivelybased evidence (Papafragou et al., 2007).

This, however, does not imply that indirect evidence is always less reliable than another type

of evidence or vice versa. As Papafragou et al. (2007) argue, the reason why direct evidence
is geneally considered to be more reliable is the fact that sensory evidence seems to
establish our contact with reality more directly, unlike, for example, an inference which
SDOWKRXJK YDOLG PD\ SURYH WR KDYH EHHQ EDVHG RQ

may needd be revisitedk © 3DSDIUDJRX HW DO S

When it comego the relation between evidentiality and epistemic modality, though
most scholars would agree on their conceptual differententiality being concerned with
the source of irdrmation and epistemic modality with a degree of likelihood with respect to
proposition being tru¢his distinction has turned to be more complex when the real language
data s analyzed (Dendale & TasmowsRD0O1). There are at least two prevailing appneac
with respect to the relation between the two categoiEndale & Tasmowski, 2001
Cornillie, 2009), one which combines evidentiality and modality in one category either
completely (e.g. Chafe, 1986; Palmer, 19B&lmer,2001) or partially (van der dwera &

Plungian, 19983%¢

35The hierarchical order of the types of evidence may be supported by typological evidence (Palmer, 2001).

36 An explicit overlap between the two categories is suggested byeratwavera and Plungian (1998) which

is indeed restricted only to inferential evidentiality by which a speaker indicates evidence based on reasoning.
According to the authors, inferential readings overlap with epistemic necessity, in that both refeirity agrt

judgments, which can be supported by the fact that at least with respect to English, inferentials are translated
bythe VWURQJ HSLVWHPLF PRGDO puPXVWY )uchiKhedsRaR idfereniad ©dnidéd R W K H
gradable. In otheraUGV RQH FDQ PDUN D GHJUHH RI UHOLDELOLW\ RI RQHTV I
epistemic modality.
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The other approach advocates the independent status of each category regardless of
the occasional link between thefde Haan, 1999Nuyts, 2001 Aikhenvald 2003 For
example, Palmer (1986) includes Evidentials and Judgmemtshatsemantic domain of
epistemic modality. In his 2001 edition dMood and Modality Palmer takes a rather
different view, assigningvidentialsa separate status but still considering evidentiality as a
modal system termed as evidential modality. Alomigh epistemic modality, evidential
modality makes a dual system of propositional modality which is concernedtivath
VSHDNHUfV DWWLWXGH ~a&lukvdt factdalty BfRiv pigositioik (Palied, X W K
2001). Under this account, epistemic mogaliefers to judgments, whereas evidential
modality concerns an indication tife speake®§ evidence with respect to the factuality of
the proposition, which is basically a view shared by the scholars who treat evidentiality as
an independent category raththan a modal one. Though treated as distinct categories
within the modal system, the two seem to overlap in case of the typological category
Deductive which is included in both systems as it involves both judgments and evidence

(Palmer, 2001).

A different perspective on the nature between evidentiality and epistemic modality is
suggested by de Haan (1999) who presupposes the distinct nature between the two given the
semantic, syntactic, and diachronic grouffd6. XSSRUWHG E\ W\SRORJISFDO HYL
underlying idea is that both categories deal with evidence, yet in a different manner.
According to the author, by using different epistemic modals speakers evaluate the evidence

and assign different degrees of certainty to their evaluations. Evidsnti®i contrast,

37 A similar standpoint is advocated by Aikhenvald (2004) in heddpth crosdinguistic study on

evidentiality. Based on the crebsguistic evidence, the author takes the explicit view with respect to
evidentiality and epistemic modality being fully distinct categories, asserting that grammatical coding of
information source has nothing to do withttleSHDNHU TV FRPPLW P HQ WoWeRez, InstahtesL W 7K H L
when evidentials or rather evidential strategies may acquire secondary semantic extensions, such as epistemic
possibilty or probability but thids not sufficient ground to assume that modality and evidentiality are not

distind categoies.
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simply asserts the presence of an evidential without reference to its evaluation, though this

fact does not deny a close link and occasional oveffapsiyts (2001) also supports a

distinct status of the two categories, whereby evidetytideals withthe VS HDNHUfV PDUNI
the nature of evidence concerning the state of affairs which is clearly different from his or

her epistemic qualification of it. Despite the conceptual difference between the two
categories, Nuyts (2001) admits that there certain domains where the two categories
overlap. One refers to (inter)subjectivity which concerns the shared vs. individual status of
evidence. The basic idea is that epistemic qualifications which are based on shared evidence
tend to be more reliddi.e. objective as compared to those which are based on the evidence
being accessed personally. The other dimension which points to a close tie between the two
categories concerns the nature of evidence which, according to Nuyts, seems to codetermine
the VSHDNHUYfYVY HSLVWHPLF HYDOXDWLRQ LQ WHUPV RI DVVI
the state of affairs. Thus, hearsay evidence tends to encode lesser reliability, whereas an

evaluation based on direct evidence appears to be marked as more certain.

However, de Haan (2000) provides courgeidence to the claim that the strength of
epistemic judgment is correlated with the presence and/or nature of evidence. As indicated
in the examples belowthe same visual evidence is present in all three situmtipet a
VSHDNHUYY HYDOXDWLRQ RI WKH VWDWH RI DIIDLUV LV GL

direct evidence itself does not determine the strength of evaluation:

41.Johnmustbe at home. The light is on.
42.Johnmaybe at home. The lighg on.

43. Johnis at home. The light is off.

38 According to the author, although in some languages there are overlapping cases, this is by no means a
universal phenomenon.

3% Examples 4143 were taken from de Haan (2000, p.8).
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As de Haan (2000glaims, in example (41 based on some previous knowledge about
-RKQYY EHKDYLRU D VSHDNHU DWWDFKHY D KLIJKHU GHJUF
in sentencég42), certainty $ deemed to be lower. Senter{d8) does not contain any modal

element which indicates that although direct evidence (i.e. seeing or hearing John) is not
present, a speaker, for some reason, feels no need to express any doubt in his or her
judgment.Underthis view, an epistemic evaluation is not necessarily dependent on the type

RI HYLGHQFH RU D PRGH RI NQRZLQJ EXW UDWKHU RQ D
scenario &nd the direct evidence may be a part ofwthjch runs against the notion that

there is a priori causal relation between the two categories and the hierarcherabford

evidence (de Haan, 2000).

Yet, we might assume that the background knowledge a speaker uses to interpret the
situation in the above examples can be treated as evilenZKLFK XQGHUOLHV D
epistemic evaluation and a strength of commitment attached to it. This line of thought can be
IRXQG LQ 5DGGHQ DQG 'LUYHQTYV DFFRXQW RQ WKH L
evidentiality and epistemic modality. Takimgcognitivelinguistic perspective, the authors
argue that, based on his or her knowledge or belief, the speaker processes evidence, which
can be either perceptual or intuitive and uses it as the basis for the epistemic assessment. In
other words, th autK RUV V X J JiHusMy ankoBal\expression, the speaker assesses the
probability of a situabn and thereby implies thate has evidencepon which his
DVVHVYVP HQ@.\233). MBdntd ¥peaker provides an epistemic evaluation, silitierzs
must besomeone living in the houé&asking a person what has made her think so might
serve as a test to confirm the notion that there has to be some evidence implied in the

epistemic assessment. This idea lends suppo& BSSHOOLHV YLHZ WKDW 3L

40 Theexample was taken from Radden and Dirven (2007, p. 235).
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principle there is no epistemic evaluation without some sort of evidential evaluation (in the

broadest possibleense)..”

The foregoing discussion has aimed to illustrate the complex interaction between
evidentiality and epistemic modality and differgrérspectives offered to account for it.
Nevertheless, the position on the distinct nature between the two categories can be said to
have reached a broad consensus among contemporary scholars despite different perspectives
on their relationshipNuyts, 20@; Cappelli, 200). The following section deals with the
additional dimensions considered to be pertinent to the use of epistemic modal itetviees
present studyThese involve subjectivity and intersubjectivity of epistemic evaluations

(Nuyts, 2001).

2.1.3.3.5 (Inter)subjectivity and epistemic adality. The issue of subjectivity vs.
objectivity of (epistemic) modality is a complex area which has received different treatments
in linguistic literature. Thus, based on the view that modality deals witt SHDNHU TV
subjective attituds and judgments, Palmer (198890) considers subjectivity to be its
primary criterion. However, Nuyts (2001) observes that subjectivity is a far broader category
(possibly an independent semantic category) as it may be dodependently of any
modality type by means of a range of lexical devices sudhyasi ask me; According to
him, etc. Within the context of modality types, subjectivity can be found across both

epistemic and deontic uses, as the following examplesrdtestrespectively:

44. | mightconsider taking that offer.
45. Youmaysit here.

While in (44), the epistemic use ofight SRLQWY WR D VSHDNHUYJV5VXEMHFW
the deontic reading afay indicates that permission is issued by a speakechnéigain

renders a subjective qualification of the whole utterance.
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Though the semantics of epistemic modality is more associated with subjectivity than
might be the case with other modality types, not all epistemic qualifications may be regarded
as equby subjective or even subjective at all. In order to account for distinct cases of
epistemic qualifications in that respect, Lyons (1977) distinguishes between subjective and
objective epistemic modality, admitting that a dividing line between the twdomalfficult

to draw in actual language use. Esample, the sentence:

46. Alfred maybe unmarried.

may render both subjective and objective epistemic interpretations. The epistemic reading
would imply that a speaker expresses his or her persowairtainty about Alfred being
unmarried, thus subjectively qualifying the whole utterance. On the other hand, in an
imaginary situation in which there is a community of 90 people including Alfred, 30 of
which are unmarried, it is objectively possible tidfred is one of those 30 bachelors.
Therefore, the sentence renders an objective epistemic qualification. In other words, in case
of a subjectively modalized epistemic qualification, a speaker makes reference to his lack of
knowledge, while in case of apbjective qualification a reference is made towards an
objectively measured possibility that a certain state of affairs is true. The latter might
suggest that a speaker is only reporting the objective possibility of a cevimintaking

place. Lyons (197) regards objectively modalized statements as acts of telling in which a
speaker shows his or her commitment to the factuality of the proposition, while subjective
HSLVWHPLF TXDOLILFDWLRQ ¥r tixarshy? o \téativid PidréndeiaR | RSLQ |

than statemenwsf fact« ©~ S

An alternative account of the obvious distinction in a degree of subjectivity of epistemic
TXDOLILFDWLRQV LV RIITHUHG E\ 1X\WA oftencited exafipeVVLQJ

under (46, Nuyts points to the fa¢hat any epistemic qualification is based on some kind of
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evidence (e.g. knowledge, experience, etc.) which may or may not be linguistically coded in
the sentence. What may differentiate the above interpretations, according to Nuyts, is the
status of thesvidence in terms of it being accessible to the speaker only or shared by the
XQLGHQWLILHG RWKHUV 8QGHU WKLV L @wdaaifbtieiV DW LR Q
in example (46 ZRXOG EH UHQGHUHG DV PRUH VXEBuUHéWeYH DV 1
evaluation based on whatever evidenise available. As for the exond objective
interpretation,Nuyts (2001) suggests the lakatersubjective evidentialitygiven that it
EHWWHU GHSLFWV WKH SRVVLELOLW\ WKikawd BvidéixelDNHU T
hence the term intersubjective. In other wortthe degree of subjectivity of an epistemic
gualification rests upon an individual vs. shared status of the evidence. If the responsibility
for an epistemic evaluation lies with the spealene, the evaluation is rendered subjective,
while in case of an intersubjective evaluation, responsibility is shared by others as well, and
therefore rendered more objective. In sum, according to Nuyts (2001), subjectivity and
intersubjectivity belong tdhe category of evidentiality rather than modality, though in
DFWXDO ODQJXDJH XVH WKH WZR VHHP WR EH LQWHUZRYF
of affairs belongs to the realm of modality, the status of the evidence which the evaluation is

basedn has to do with evidentiality.

However, in his recent account on (inter)subjectivity, Nuyts (2014) explicitly rejects
his earlier idea on (inter)subjectivity as an evidential dimension, and advocates instead its
status in terms of a separate semanttegory. 1 X\WV | essential idea is that
intersubjectivity has nothing to do with the status or reliability of the evidence but rather
with the status of the asses8owho will mark this dimension if relevant in the actual
communicative usage. Thisale, in turn, will be reflected in the formal properties of the

respective epistemic markers. For example, if a speaker wants to underscore that the

41 The term was adopted from Nuyts (2014).
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epistemic evaluation is his or her subjective assessment and that (s)he solely assumes
responsibility forit (possibly in contradiction with other opinions), (s)he will be likely to
signal it explicitly with a personal pronoun and mentadicate, as in (47 On the other

hand, if a reference needs to be made to some general assumption shared by a dreup of ot
people, not necessarily including the assessor, the epistemic evaluation is characterized as

intersubjective and signaled by angersonal expression, as in J48

47.1 think that women are more depreskhan men.

48.1t is possiblehat women are ore depressdthan men.

According to Nuyts (2014), the advantage of this distinction is the fact that it points to the
ZD\ HSLVWHPLF PDUNHUVY DUH DFWXDOO\ XVHG LQ DXWKH
communicative needs. Another advantage, adegrb Nuyts, is that this dimension can be
connected with the formal properties of modal devices, which may be useful in working

with corpus data. However, the link between the formal propertitseafiodal devices and

the dimension of (inter)subjectiyitis not always that straightforward, at least with respect

to academic writing, but this issue is taken up in the subsequent corpus analysis.

2.14 The present approach With respect to the foregoing discussion, the final
section in this chapter outks the broad framework against which the linguistic category of
epistemic modality and its relevant dimensions are approached in the present study. It
should be pointed out that the final approach adopted for the purposes of the corpus analysis
is outlinedin Section2.3.11, following the theoretical account on the role of epistemic

modality in academic writing.
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The present study is based on the tpasdite division ofthe semantic domain of
modality (Nuyts,2001; BesterPilger et al.,2009), acknowddging thus the existence of
epistemic, deontic, and dynamic modality, whereby the deontic domain is left out as it does
not relate to the overall scope of the present study. The focus is on the role of epistemic
modality markers in academic writing, hoveeythe study acknowledges the existence of
indeterminate cases (mergers), in which epistemic and dynamic readings of the modal verbs
overlap. This particularly relates to the English madaly and its Croatian cognat® R U L
This approach is adopted forveeal reasons. First, the indeterminacy between modal
PHDQLQJV LV UHFRJQL]JHG LQ WKH H[LVWLQJ &URDWLDQ O
(1982) crosdinguistic study on the use of English and Croatian modal auxiliaries. Second,
the ambiguity viewon the meanings of the modal venayis the prevailing approach in the
related studies on the pragmatics of epistemic modal devices ienaicadriting (e.g.
Hyland, 1998 Vihla, 1999; Varttala, 20Qold, 200&), which the present research broadly

follows.

)JXUWKHUPRUH WKH SUHVHQW HPSLULFDO DQDO\VLV G
framework of epistemic modality discussed in this chapter. In particular, this relates to the
very definition of epistemic modality as well as to the taxonomy efrtfajor epistemic
modal devices, against which the corpus material in the present study is explored. However,
WKH ILQDO WD[RQRP\ XVHG LQ WKH SUHVHQW DQDO\VLV H
additional categories, in particular epistemic nourg fassibility) and epistemievidential
verbs (e.gseen). Furthermore WKH VW XG\ DGR §20¥¢4)1dstiMetiof between
subjective and intersubjective epistemic evaluations. In the present analysis, the former refer
to the evaluations assigned tbe writers of research articles, while intersubjective
encompass the epistemic assessments shared by other scholars, including the writers

themselves. Though these dimensions are elaborated in more detail in the subsequent corpus
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analysis, at present guffices to note that they are important to the study of academic
writing as an instance of a written language in which multiplicity of voices constitutes one

of its core features.

As for the relationship between epistemic modality and evidentialityptasent
analysis adopts the view that the two are distinct categories, in that evidentiality gives
reference to evidence, while epistemic modality evaluates it. However, the present analysis
acknowledges the occasional overlaps between the two, whichalrated in the
discussion on thepistemieevidential verbs discussed Chapter9. So far the discussion
has beenfocused on the characterization of epistemic modality as a linguistic category. The
attention now shifts to the outline of their discoursgctions within the context of academic

writing as the primary aim of the current study.
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2.2 Academic discourse

The focus of the present study is thelexgtion of the pragmatic funcms of the epistemic
modality devices in the research article as the key written genre in academic discourse. The
pragmatics of epistemic markers is considered to be a constituent part of an overall notion of
evaluation in eademic writing, which generallselates to the ways writers express their
stance towards the subject matter of their writifilgamson & Hunston2000). In line with

this major objective, the present discussion starts with a broad characterization ofiacade
discourse, illuminating th@spects pertinent to the present purposes. This relatée to
notion of the social construction of knowledge as the conceptual background of

contemporary research on academic discourse (Hyland, 2004).

As the study is sed on the role of the epistemiodal devices in a single academic
discipline, the concept of a discourse community is outlined as well as thehgeec
approach to the study of academic discourse. With respect to thedp#teial attention is
given to the rhetorical structure of tihesearch article as the key genre examined in the
current study. Against this background, the discussion narrows its focus to the interactive
dimension of academic writing, subsumed under a broad notion of evaluBtiomgon&
Hunston 2000). The focussi placed on the notion of scientific hedging, which has been
recognized as one of the key pragmatic functionspidtemic modal devices in academic
writing. Hedges are discussed within the wesdtablished models dokssing their linguistic
realizations ad pragmatic functions in academic writing, whergidarticular attention is
JLYHQ WR +\ODQGYV SRO\SUDJPDWLF PRGHO RI VFLH

concepts of metadiscourfidyland, 2005aand epistemic ance (Hyland, 2003.

Finally, asthe present study takes a crasttural perspectiveattention is drawn to
the scope of intercultural rhetoric and its contribution to the understanding of the cross

cultural specifics of academic writing. The sectadoses with the outline of some preus
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crosscultural research on the use of epistemic modality in academic wainagthe

approach adopted in the present study

2.21 General characterization of academic discoursen English. Broadly
speaking, academdiscourse enR P S D VikleHwaySol WKLQNLQJ DQG KVLQJ OD
academic settings, forming thus the basis of all social activities associated with academic
life (Hyland, 2009 p. 1).#? A versatilerange of activities and tasks performed by a range of
different member groups in the acade community has given rise to a plethora of
academic genres (Hyland, 2009). Thus, Hyland (2009) distinguishes between different types
of academic discourse. Research discourses include the genres such as research articles,
conferencepresentations, bookeviews, etc., which aim to produce and display scientific
knowledge within the academic community. Instructional discourses deal with
dissemination of knowledge to students and generally include pedagogical genres, most
notably univerdy lectures, textboks, seminars, etc. Academic discourse also includes
VWXGHQWVY JHQUHV VXFK DV XQGHUJUDGXDWH HVVD\V S
as student discourses. In addition, it also encompasses popular discourses, such as TV
documentaries, popar science books and articles, etc. whose overall aim is to popularize

science and make its insights accessiblde@eneral public.

Linguistically speaking, academic language, in particular academic writing, Is
characterized by a gin level of formally (Hyland, 2008). One of the typical features of

academic writing idexical density Carter & McCarthy, 2006; Hyland, 2008). This is

42 Throughout this and the remaining chapters, the name of scholar Ken Hyland will be extensively cited. This
influential author has pavethe way for the study of a number of important phenomena in thld ff

acadernt discourse, including scientific hedging which has challenged the traditional conception of scientific
ZULWLQJ DV REMHFWLYH LPSHUVRQDO DQG LVRODWHG IURP WKH VF
(2013) argues, given his moreath15 books red 140 articles and book chapters on academic discourse, Ken

Hyland can be rightfully called one of the leading authorities in the research on academic discourse worldwide.
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reflected in a higher frequency of content words (e.g. houns, adjectives) rather than grammar
words (e.g. pronouns, afes), which makes academic writing densely packeath w
information (Hyland, 2008). Another feature commonly associated with academic language

is its highly nominalized style (Halliday & Martin, 1993; Carter & McCarthy, 2006; Hyland,
2006&). According toBiber, Johansson, Leech, Conrad and Fing4889) academic prose,

with its predominantly informational focus, shows a significantly higher frequency of nouns

as compared to other word classes. As Carter and McCarthy (2006) note, noun phrases are
particularly common in eademic writing as they allow packing complex clausal structures
into a single nominal element in a clause. The process of nominalization, thus, construes
processes as if they were entities, which in academic discourse has more profound
implications than bing simply a matter of a more economical writing style (Halliday &
Martin, 1993). Furthermore, academic writing is characterized as predominantly impersonal.
This is particularly manifested e IUHTXHQW XVH RI WKH SIDWVYV IVKHE M IRE W
inanimate subjects (e.gesearchsuggests which all serve to background the human
agency (Carter & McCarthy, 2006; Hyland, 2@p60verall, the characteristic features of
academic language listed here are by no means exhaustive, butccarsidered asosne of

the core ones. What is more important, however, is the awareness that the centrality of these
and other linguistic features of academic discourse is largely disciplyoaryd, which in

broad terms reflects the specifics of the didtire scientifc disciplines and the way they

construct disciplinary knowledge (Hyland, 2006

As far as the terminology is concerned, the use of academic language has been
studied under different labels. According to Suontdémi and Dervin (2008), uihtthe
1980s theéermscientific discourseZ DV SUHGRPLQDQWO\ XVHG WR UHIHU W
sciences (e.g. medicine). However, the tacademic discoursieas gradually become more

preferred in AngleSaxon literature due its more inclusive contiotes, particuldy with
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UHVSHFW WR D UDQJH RI pVRIWY VFLHQF{&8mieOekinDV DUW"

2008).

A notable exception in that respect can be found in the influential publications by
Biber et al. (1999)and Biber (200®) who fava the termregister. According to Biber
(2006h), unlike genrebased approaches which rest upon the premise that genres are shaped
by the practices of the discourse communities in which they are produced, thedester
LV XVHG WR UHIHdefiNel vaxdiige Xé&soheR QDD tharacteristic lexico
JUDPPDWLFDO 11.0R&gistdnd guch 8s news, fiction, academic prose, etc. are
understood as broad categories which can refer to different levels of generality (Biber et al.,
1999). Ths, academic prose is a general register comprising different texts, such as book
extracts or research articles, while introductory sectionsgaarch articles may be seen as

more specifiedegisters (Biber, 2008.

In this study the terracademic disaarseis adopted for a variety of reasons that are
accounted for throughout this section. At present, it suffices to note that the study is based
on the idea ofanguage use as a form of social practi€airclough, 1998 As previously
noted, applied to aclemic discorse, this means that the use of academic language, taken in
the broadest sense, is not possible to fully understand without taking into consideration a
wider social context or more precisely the specifics of discourse communities in which it
functions. Inthat sense and with respectth@ main focusof this investigationthe current
study follows the major contemporary strands in studying academic discourse théin
EAP framework Swales, 1990Hyland, 2004; Hyland2009; Bhatia, 2014). Iraddition, it
follows the contemporargiscourseoriented accounts of the Croatian language, in which
the termakademski diskur@Eng. academic discourgehas become establishedRYDpHY LU

%DGXULQD %DGXULQD -XUpLU .DWXQDU
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2.2.11 The sRFLDO FR QV WieXén\Vkhdwl@dge Madifonally, academic
discourse, in particular academic writing seen as a form of an objective, neutral, and
factual desaption of scientific phenomena, whereby the role of a writer as a creator of a
scientific text is reduced to a mere transmitter of natural facts twroad audience
(Bazerman, 1988; Hyland, 1998; HylarQ04). This view on academic discourse reflects
the positivivW VY SDUDGLJP ZKLFK SRVWXODWHYV Wueieddfy VWHQF
unchanging natural phenomena (Milas, 2005). Under auséw, the role of science is to
discover the truth about the natural world whose existence is independent of &t wiloj
describes it (Hyland, 1998). In other words, science serveesemnt a literal description of
the world as well as to account for the laws that are part of the objective reality rather than to
provide a subjective projection of what we believe World is like (KnorfCetina, 1981;

Milas, 2005).

Towards the end ofthe 20" century, however, with a growing understanding of
academic writing as a form of socially situated language use, research on academic writing
shifts its focus to the exploratioof the role of a disciplinary context in the process of
writing (Hyland, 2011). The idea of constructing scientific knowledge as an instance of a
community EDVHG SUDFWLFH ODUJHO\ GUDZV TR&Strocki@ v VHP L (
Scientific Revolution KLFK DPRQJ RWKHUV PDUNHG D EUHDN IUR
objective and accurate knowledge and, in a sense, revolutionized the idea of a socially

constructed and conditioned scientifictrud DL UG 7ROLU

On a more general note, social constructionism is a theoretical orientattbe in
social sciences andumanities which is based on the idea that social phenomena and reality

in general are constructed through social interactibi$ie underlying assumption is that

43 Retrieved fronhttp://struna.ihjj.hr/seareto/?q=dru%C5%A1tveni+konstruktivizamahtainer
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knowledge, but also facts, texts, language, etc. are entities that constitute and define socia
communities which are in turn sustained by these entitBsiffee, 1986. Social
constructionism, which may be regarded as cétdrthe contemporary conceptualization of
academic discourse, challenges the idea of taixegranted knowledge conceived as an

objective representation of the outer world and views it instead as socially constructed and
agreed upon by people in theurse of social actions (Burr, 1995; Hyland, 2009). This idea
GUDZV RQ . XKQTV FHQWUDO FR @&&tigWs ¢am e définedH QW L ||
DV WKH 3XQLYHUVDOO\ UHFRJQL]J]HG VFLHQWLILF DFKLHY
problems and soluins to a community ofS U D F W L WuhiR Q296&)V x). Thescientific

truth, therefore, does not reflect reality but ixamted for within or by means of a
paradigm, which is in turn a social construct made by the consensasadérs constituting

aparticubU SURIHVVLRQDO FRPPXQLW\ 2UDLUO 7ROLU

Contrastingthe REMHFWLYLVWYVY D Q&ceptRalzdty WiXsehcd QLV W V'
Knorr-Cetina (1981) argues that the latter (as the name itself suggests) assumes a scientific
enquiry to be of constructivetreer than descriptive nature. Under sachiew, knowledge
is derived from our interpretation of reality which isvalys based on a certain perspective,

VHUY Qe intdfests rather thaR W K H U V 1998p K.U)J Accountindor the social
construcLRQLVWVY YLHZ RQ JHQHUDWLQJ NQRZOHGJH %UXIIH
with physical reality per se but withuobeliefs of it. In other words, knowledge is generated

once our beliefs of reality are acknowledged socially.

In light of such reasang, academic writing is no longer seen as a reflection or report
on what is assumed to be the objective reality btlieraas the written product of an
essentially social activity. In other words, what is proposed as academic knowledge gains
credit only when socially justified (Hyland, 2009). By going through a pesrewed

process, the proposed knowledge is sociallgpeed through interactions, negotiations, and
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finally the approval of members of a respective discourse community (Hyland, 2004). This
underscores the social dimension of science which is regarded as a social institution in
which knowledge is codified andvaluated in line with the agreegbon disciplinary

VWDQGDUGYV 2UDLUO 7ROLU

In the academic context, the concept of a discoumsarunity is, therefore, central
to the study of its discourse as it is within a disciplinary context that sciemdiwlkdge is
produced and sustaingdlyland, 2004). However, this process goes both ways, implying
that discourse communities are also shaped and sustained by that knowledge (Hyland,
2009). This view is supported by Becher andowler (2001) who point outhtt
SGLVFLSOLQDU\ NQRZOHGJH IRUPV DUH WR D ODUJH H
VRFLDOO\«DQG WKHLU FRQV Vedt WXtWeLdRI@Qre&K Do WhidhHey SURFL
VSULQJ ™ S sum up,ftie study on the way scientific knowledge is consttuate
academic texts is intrinsically linked to the conceptualization of academic discourse as a
form of social practice in which the noti of a discourse community has one of the most

prominent roles.

2.21.2 The dscourse community in the context ofcademic discourseln
FRQWHPSRUDU\ GLVFRXUVH DQDO\WLVY WKH WHUP GLVFRXI
of writers (or speakers) who share a communicative purpose and use commonly agreed texts
to achievethese purpose” +\ O D QRaltridge, 2011p. 334)* With respect tothe

DFDGHPLF VHWWLQJ ©6ZDOHVI FRQFHSW RI GLVFRXI

4 The equivalent termdiskursna zajednicar its slightly modified forndiskurzivna zajednicéEng. discourse
community)may be encountered in the Croatian linguistic literatm@@Q HW LG -XUpLUO .DWXQ@DU
DGGLWLRQ &NLOMD Q komunikaxijskil kolaktik{BngV¢diriinBnicative groupswhich refers to
the speech community of a particular social group (e.g. scientific communities, political partiesntoade u
etc.).
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DWWHQWLRQ 6ZDOHV QRWHYVY WKDW GLVFRXUVH FF
networks that form in order to work towards sets of commddD OV~ S $FFRUGLQJ
author, discourse communities have their specific genres which the members are familiar
with. Conversely, these genres are used to pursugdhks of discourse communities.
Swales(1990)sets upseveral criteria that a grpthas to meet in order to hatree status of a

discourse community. These includee sharing of a public goal, the exchange of
information among its members as well as different forms of intercommunication, a single

or multiple genres which conform to tle&pectations of a discourse community, a common
terminology, anda diverse membership consisting of experienced members and novices.
Hyland (2004) uses the term disciplinary culture, while Becher and Trowler (2001) adopt

the interestingnetaphorical expssion academic tribes and territories, whereby the former

refers to particular disciplinary cultures, and the latter to their respective domains of study.

Discourse communities in science are conventionally divided into natural sciences,
humanities, andsocial sciences (Hyland, 2009). Hyland discusses these in terms of
knowledge domains rather than academic disciplineenghat the former are understood
as broader and more stable categories. Knowledge domains are broadly divided into two
main categori&/ uKDUGYT DQG pVRIWY ZKHUHE\ pKDUGY SULPD

HQJLQHHULQJ DQG pVRIW fertespBc@d.ibetd®Z LWK VRFLDO VFL

They exhibit distinctive natures of knowledge which encompass different objects of
enquiries, relations beten a researcher and knowledge, procedures, and research results

%HFKHU 7TURZOHU *HQ H U éharazterized &sUhGre evhipiticdlQ FHV |

4 Becher (1994) providea more finegrained taxonomy of knowledge domains, dividing them into pure
VFLHQFHV-SRXWHIKDHG@ SK\VLFV KXPDQLWLHY HJ KLVWRU\ DQG VR
KV Rolvé fitechnologies (e.g.echDQLFD O H QJL Q H tpplie@,Jandrdppliet Bodi& $ciences (e.g.
HGXFDWLR@plRLU pVRIWS
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and objective, with a linear knowledge growth; they put more emphasis on experimental
methodology, andely on structured formats of genres (Hyland, 20@3).contrast, u M R/

sciences are more interpretative, with knowledge more dispersed; they rely more on
argumentation, have a wider readership, and less structured genres (Hyland, 2009). While in
SXUWD W& VFLHQFHY NQRZOHGJH LV FRQFHLYHEWG iDV FXPX
GLVFRYHU\ RU H[SODQDWLRQ LQ SXUH pVRIWY VFLHQFHV

characterized as holistic and reiterative, resulting in interpretation (Becd), 19

These broad disciplinary characteristics are reflected in #tective conventions of
academic writing. As Becher and Trowler (2001) note, the disciplinary cultures exhibit
different forms of the way argumentation is presented, elaborated, egpatc. For
LQVWDQFH H[DPLQLQJ FLWDWLR@Y SWOE WIMFHW D VFR M Q F\I

IRXQG WKDW DFDGHPLF WH[WV RI pKDUGY VFLHQFHYV

VWUXFWXUHY ZKLFK GRZQSOD\ WsKdéemonzawK ByU ffrsvio&sU HV HQF
V W X G.LByl ¥owtrast, irthe humanities a more proment role is given to human subjects
and their contribution to the existing body of knowledge (e.gcGHPRQV W U)DSNAHY W KD W
rhetorical practices reflect the epistemological fourmtetibut also rhetorical conventions of
the given disciplines. In line ith the epistemological belief of knowledge created through
REMHFWLYH PHDVXUHPHQWY upuKDUGY VFLHQFHV IRUHJUR?>
responsible for them (Hyland, 200) & RQYHUVHO\ uVRIWY VFLHQFHV SOL
human involvemenin developing scientific knowledge which is conceptualized as a shared
SURFHVVY DFFRXQWLQJ IRU D PRUH YLVLEOH DXWKRUVKL

(Hyland, 2004).

Warning a@inst the conceptualization of academic discourse in terms of a strict
KDUGY YV uVRIWY VFLHQFHVY GLFKRWRP\ +\0ODQG V X

the scientific disciplines should be better regarded as a continuum. One reason is that even
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the disciplines themselves may have subfields which are more incliwadd one rather

than the other end of the continuum. For example, in the realm of psychology, experimental
SV\FKRORJ\ WHQGV WR EH FKDUDFWHUL]HGuBRdMaKH UGHU
such as e.g. psychoanalysis. Conceding to the observdietndiscourse communities may

be viewed as rather static and unitary constructs with the establishedfldmguage use,

Hyland (2004;2009) advocates a rather flexible notion codiurse communities. In other

words, they should be regarded as heterogeneous constructs -established but also
contested ideas, individuality and multiplicity of opinions, Rpgbfile authorities and

temporary members who in different ways engaganid also shape discourse practices.

Overall, the understanding thatientific knowledge is socially constructed within
the realms of discourse communities and in accordance with their disciplinary specifics
makes the characterization of academic disse as uniform hardly sustainable (Hyland,
2004). It is indisputable thahere are some general characteristics of academic discourse
which along with the above discussed common linguistic features involve logical thinking,
ethical principles, acknowledty sources, etc. (Hyland, 2004). However, studying academic
discourse tday essentially means studying distinctive disciplinary conventions, which as
Hyland (2004) observes, may be more relevant than those assumed to be common to all

disciplines.

As anrounced in the introductory part, the present study focuses particular
aspect  HYDOXDWLYH ODQJXDJH XVH LQ D VLQJOH pVRIWY Gl
gain more understanding of the way knowledge is constructed in the given discipline and
how it reflects on the particular conventions of the disciplinamting examined
subsequently, a broad overview of psychology as a social science is provided in the section

below. It should be noted that the following discussion is based on the Stenateide and
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supplemented by the insights gained from the ingsvsi conducted with psychology

scholars (cf. Methodological framework).

2.2.1.3Psychologyas a social sciencé’sychology is a social science which seeks to
describe, account for, predi@nd control human behavior and mental processes (Rathus,
19972000). It aims to grasp the nature, functions and phenomehadognitive, affective,
and conative i.e. motivational sphere of mental processes in general and in a range of
applied settingssuch as schools, workplace, relationships, etc. In additioexplores
various experiences and states in the aforementioned domains of mental processes, with the
DLP RI XQGHUVWDQGLQJ WKH GLIILFXOWLHYV LQ RQHIV IXC
KHOS LQFUHD YV H-bBing WhékeasQninatuzaH @nCes the role of the theories is
related to establishing the links between the already postulated laws and accounting for
them, in social sciences, such as psychology, the-astblished lawsre much rarer,
which consequently makes the theories morecglative and replete with hypothetical

content (Milas, 2005).

It may be argued that the main constraints of psychology as a scientific discipline
relate to its mere subject matter, i.e. maérmprocesses which cannot be studied as some
MSK\VLFDOTHRWLGNIUHHFWO\ REVHUYDEOH SKHQRPHQD OLOI
attempt to understand and learn something more about them indirectly, i.e. via their effects
or based on what a perswilling to say about them (e.g. how he/she feels, whatdris/h
attitudes are towards something, etc.). The latter concerngepelits, which despite being
one of the most common research methods in a range -@istiplines in psychology, may

be congrained in multiple ways, as illustrated by one of my informéafit FRPPHQ WV
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3« :H FDQ QHYHU EH VXUH LI SDUWLFXODU QXPEHUV KDY
individuals. Even if we assign values, such agiVWR SR Q H Bt® @GEnglofidéhH W N R
sometimes, rare)yto the specific numbers, we cannot know for sure that different people

mean the same when they mark the respofiesa ©~ ,QWHUYLHZHH

In addition, the data gathered in that way often depemdhe extent particular
mental processes are susceptible to introspection as well as how scholars choose to approach
them, in other words, what questions they make and what measures they select in their
research. As my informants observed, some of tlecipal constraints in psychology
UHVHDUFK PD\ LQYROYH TXHVWLRQV VXFK DV 37R ZKL
UHSUHVHQWDWLYH IRU WKH SK HRWR PHR B R DXV & HfW HERND \GIRG H

we use measutbe phenomenon of interestinavaldQG UHOLDEOH ZD\"" HWF

These are just some of the constraints in researching human behavior and mental
processes that considerably shape the way scholars use language when reporting on research
in their writing. As demonstrated in previous researchaatkamic writing (Hyland, 20050
and as will be demonstrated in the presesearchthe way knowledge is constructed in the
given scientific discipline anthe ZULWHUVY DZDUHQHVV RI LW OLPLW
research methodology, has, in broawlgts, a considerable effect tive degree of caution
writers dispdy when conveying their standdost notably, this relates to the interpretations
of research findings as well as drawing conclusions based on them. As will be shown
subsequently, academueriting in psychology is particularly associated with cautious and
tentative language by means of which writers avoid the risk of overstatements and

unwarranted claims.

The foregoing discussion has dealt with a broad characterization of academic

discourg in contemporary Angi®axon literature, with the focus on the concepthaf
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disciplinary community in general and psychology as a social science in particular. The

attention now turns to the account of academic discourse in Croatian.

2.2.2 General dharacterization of academic discourse in CroatianThe theoretical
approaches to academic discourse in the Croatian linguistic literature can be divided into
two major strands. The first approach builds on the Slavonic linguistic tradition and is based
on the functional stylistic SO WLILFDWLRQ R 12a&).Qriixciiohal stygistiCsLisi a
branch of the structural linguistic stylistics which is broadly concerned with the functional
XVH RI D ODQJXDJH LQ VSHFLILF URD2Z m\deddsl wKiXtRD Q OLIF
descriptive accounts of the functional styles which refer to language subsystems
distinguished by their distinctive functions, such as administrative, scientific, etc.

.RYDpHYLU % D G X UL Q,[2002). The7fdrickomdl styles iCroatian are
classified into five major standard types including the official, publicistic, poetic, colloquial,
DQG VFLHQWLILF VW)O 9L KDDMEHYE LHOXG P Predgh not entirely
resistant to the influences of other styles, eaetjor functional style is recognized by the
prototypical linguistic characteristics which broadly reflect the contexts of the respective

social domains in which they are used.

Guided by the principles of objectivity and abstraction as the fundameimaippes
of science, the scientific style is characterized as particularly objective, logical, precise,
strict, unambiguous, and normative, almost devoid of expressivity in presenting ideas
=HOHQLND 7 RARDY/QRiL, 2005V8 L O L ). Such a characterization is
in accordance with the generic characterization of science which aims to achieve the
objective representation of reality, as well as to account for and ptieelinaitural processes

DQG LQ WXUQ V\VWHPL]H WKH NQRZOHGJH DERXW WKHP 7
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the main objective of a scientific text is the transmission of new information, which entails a
predominantly informative character of the scieMt F VW\OH 6LOREUpLU 7R
Consequently, this means that the social roles of the participants in a scientific
communication, i.e. writers as creators of a scientific text and readers as their recipients are

diminished, whereby a centraRrOH LV JLYHQ WR WKH FRQWHQW 6LOLIU

6LOLU LV H[SOLFLW LQ VWDWLQJ WKDW VFLHQWI
with the content, and not with persons who create or formulate it. Furthermore, scientific
communication is primarily characteed by its abstract character which is reflected in the
SUHYDOHQFH RI D UDQJH RI DEVWUDFW OLQJXLVWLF FDWFE
style shows preference to infinitive verb forms and timeless present tense (or the present
tense generagl).*® Y XUWKHUPRUH DEVWUDFWQHVV RI VFLHQWLILF
distance from the content of a scientific text is reflected in the predominant use of the
impersonal 3rd persQ 6J VW SHUVRQZB® DMdsiRUDIDEARARY LU
20 6LOLUO $Q\ RYHUW H[SUHVVLYLW\ HPRWLRQDO FRQQR!'
subjective stance are avoidedhescientific style f RaRY LU 6L OL{. The way the
content in a scientific text is organized follows theidajand ratbnal thinking lying at the
core of scientific endeavor, which is reflected in the completed sentence structure, and
DYRLGDQFH RI LQYHUWHG ZRUG RUGHU HOOLSVLV XQGXI
the scientific style is characteeed as predminanty nominal (7RaRYLU )UDQpLU HW DC
2005. Granted the above, it is evident that the traditional accounts of the scientific style in
&URDWLDQ UHVW XSRQ WKH SRVLWLYLVWVY YLHZ RQ GLVV

role of a scientisis to report on it and convey it objectively to the readership.

46 Being most neutral in expressing time, the timeless present tense reflects the emphasis of scientific writing
on the accounts of permanent featured RFHVVHY HWF;, 6Z@BERYLU
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Contrary to the standard functiorstlylistic approach, more contemporary discourse
oriented accounts of the Croatian language are based on the assumption that language should
be analyzeavith respect to the complexity tfie social context in which it @urs ( YDQHWL U

2003 Badurina, 2008 Approaching the analysis of texts from the perspective of

pragmatically RULHQWHG WH[W OLQJXLVWLFV ,YDQHWLI SR

ones) are essentially the formsabfocial practice and as such canpe isolated from the
interactive social context which shapes the communication and the texts as its outcome.
Along similar lines, Badurina (2008) observes thia¢ dynamic character of the social
context determine the complex stratification of a lang@agvhich extends beyond its
functionality. The central idea is that the analysis of discourse should consider not only the
text but all other aspects of communication, including the situation in which it occurd as we
as the participants. Against this bgobund, academic discouféés conceived as a type of
specialized public discourse in terms of the special areas it deals with and a rather limited
circle of its participats (AGNLOMDQ .RYDpHYLU 2002G X @ncQnipasses
different scientificdomains and also a wide variety of academic situations in which it is
used. This in turn gives rise to different academic genres which to varying extent exhibit the
prototypical features of the scientific styleghallenging thus its rather monolith
characerization in light of the functional stylistic approach. For instance, though a
conference presentation is not deprived of the fundamental scientific features, it nevertheless
exhibits the characteristics typlcaf colloquial style, such as pauses, digress, shorter

sentenceste. (. DW-QdAMNDUALURYDpPHYLU %D)EXULQD

Additionally, contemporary accounts of academic discourse in Croatian start from

the premise that a scientific text (but elpiaso any other text) is inherently dialagi

TaNLOMDQ Xs¢ienvfioikaduidgBrt. Phanstveni diskuys

48 By contrastZelenika (1998) argues that spoken academic genres (e.g. a conference presentation) conform to
the same principlesf@ clear, logical, and accurate flow of ideas which govern written academic genres.
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whereby a relation is established with both a scientific idea and potential readers or listeners

(Badurina, 2008)The dialogic nature of academic discourse is explicitly present in the

polemics whose argumgative (and inherently subjective) overtonakas it perhaps most

remote from the prototypical characterization of the scientific style in terms of impersonality

and a lack of subjective elements (Badurina, 2008). In addition, the interactive nature of a

scientific text may be accounted for by theattees such as citing, paraphrasing other

VFKRODUVY DUJXPHQWY RU LGHDV W bBriNdtQuardsGheSeEcUR Y L Q.
.DW&IDINDUA&LU $00 RI WKHVH PD\ EHVWIORIGIQUD Y WRKLH-

which the writer interacts WiVK . DW/N.D U AL U 6XFK D FKDUDFWH

scientific text runs contrary to its monologic nature as seen through the prism of the

scientific functional style.

Overall, compared to the traditially rather linear account of the scientityle,
generally based on the characteristics of a written text, a much broader and dynamic concept
of academic discourse allows us to recognize diversity and complexity of the language used
in theacademicset QJ .RYDpHYLU % DG XUL @D 2011). Addtiorfallyl .DW X Q
it allows us to approach scientific language as an instance of a socially situated language use
which cannot be accounted for without a consideration of the roles of its participardh as
as the socialcontext in which it occurg . DW-QdND U AL U % D SXXWALQID
Katunar, 2011 Such an understanding of academic discourse is congruent to the above
discussed conceptualization of academic discourse in English and as osoch the

conceptual basis of the present research.

Having introduced the broad characteristics of the contemporary understanding of
academic discourse in both languages, with a particular focus on the concept of discourse
community, the discussion movesthe broad outline of genre analysis, as onthefmost

dominant textual approaches to research on academic discourse.
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2.23 Genre analysis approach to academic discourséMost generally, genre
analysis is concerned with the way language is typicabgus SDUWLFXODU 3LQVWLW
academic oprofessional settirgj Bhatia, 2002, p. 22). In that senggenres are socially
recognized as forms ofonventionalized language use which members of a particular
discourse community use to meet their specific communicative needs (Tardy, 2013). For
exampe, a typical legal expert would easily recognize, understand, and possibly draw up a
legal act based on his or her membership in a legal discourse community and a recurrent

encounter withexts of that kind.

In an attempt to position genre analysis ie thistorical development of (written)
discourse analysis, Bhatia (2014) identifies different stages in studying written discourse.
Early approaches to discourse analysis were primarily directed kriagpcharacteristic
textual features of texts, such@shesive devices, lexiegrammatical devices, etc. The text,
in other words, was not analyzed in relation to its context but rather as its mere product.
However, with the development of disciplinasck as cognitive psychology, pragmatics,
EAP, and othetrghe focus shifted from the textual features to the organizational patterns of
the texts and explorations of how such patterns related to the specific communicative

purposes of the discourse commigstin which the genres were used (Bhatia, 2014).

With respect to the academic setting, one of the most prominent approageeseo
analysis ishe (63 DSSURDFK ,W GUDZV H[WHQVLYHO\ RQ 6ZDOH\
genres as well as his model of analyzing genres in terms of their rhetorical retructu
3DOWULGJH JRU 6ZDOHV D JHQUH *FRPSULVHYV
the members of which share some set of communicgiiugposes p. 58). Shared
communicative purposes arg/gn the central role in assigning a text the statusgefrae as

they provide the rationale for the schematic layout of the genre and put constraints on the
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content and the styf®.In other words, distinctive communicative purposes as well as the
target audience shape the way content is presented but alstt tmpaise of an array of
rhetorical and linguistic choices in distinctive genres. For example, a university textbook is
the core pedagogic academic genre, written by knowledgeable scholassstadent
population new to the field, witlimited expertiseon the subject matter (Bhatia, 2002;
Hyland, 200%). For this reason, the established scientific knowledge is presented in a
condensed, informative manner. This rationale reflects the way contentgasized
wherebyemphasis is placed on definitions, dgsttons, illustrations, etc. which may assist
readerso grasp the material more easily. By contrast, in a research article such rhetorical
strategies are generally not required, due to therggpend prior knowledge of the target

readers (Bhatia, 2002

In addition to providing a description of the typical rhetorical and linguistic features
of particular genres, genre analysis is also interested in how the same genres are constrained
by the distinctive disciplinary communities and their discursivactmes. As previously
mentioned, each discipline based on its distinctive focus on knowledge and accordingly
methodological approaches to its explorations, has developed standardized forms of a
rhetorical structure, patterns of argumentation, citatiole styc. (Hyland, 2008). Indeed, a
considerable number of studies have pointed to aiss$plinary variations with respect to
the organizational structusndthe use of different metadiscourse strategies in a variety of

academic genres, such as redeaadicles, textbooks, PhD theses, etc. (Hyland, BP06

49 Askehave and Swales (2001) reconsider the key status of the communicative purposes in genre recognition,
given that in some genres it is difficult, if not impossiblejdentify a single communicative purpose. For
example, news broadcasts should primarily inform viewers of the current affairs but they are also used to
influence public opinion. In an alternative order of the criteria in determining genre status, the eodte

form are given primacy ovethe communicative purpose which, on the other hand, does not diminish its
importance in genre identification. Generally, the authors opt for reconceptualization of a genre, advocating its
status as an open category witither loose boundaries.
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Someof these are cited in the subsequent chapters on the concepts relevant to the purposes
of the present study. The final section in this chapter draws attention to the gehee of
research artiel, narrowing its focus to the rhetorical structure of the research article in

psychology as the key focus of the present study.

2.24 The research article as a key research genre in academic discourse
Bazerman (1988) argues that scientific knowledgprimarily presentedn written form,
DGGLQJ WKDW WKH SXEOLVKHG 3SWH[W VHUYHV DV WKH ¢
following on earlier printed claims and leading to futd¥eD D L P 18). ASHyland (2009)
observes the fundamental mission dhe academic community is producing scientific
knowledge, so the genres which most successfully contribute to the accomplishment of that
mission gain mostrecognition and are onsequently most attractive to writers and
researchers alike. The most likely catate to match these criteriatise research article

(henceforth RA).

According to Atkinson (2013), it has been the primary means for disseminating
scientific knowledge in acial science and engineering for more than a century atttein
case of naturadcience and medicine even longer. Swales (1990) deheessearch article
as the written text which reports on the findings of a research conducted by a single author
or in collaboration withRWKHUYV *DpLU QR W H \P° wegcibds miewUHV HD L
scientific knowledge, presents new research findings, novel techniques, methodological
procedures and instruments that have not been previously published tioigelty and

original contrbution to the existing knowledge that matke RA a prestigious academic

SO+«DpLU OLVWYV WKH IROORZLQJ (QJOL rseawitddiPl&/scholarlp artittéd U QDW L Y +
original scientific paper and research paper. The equivalent Croatian term for lagsenisznanstveni rad
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genre2! Most often it follows a highly structured layout which typically consists of the title,
abstract or the summary of the research followed by keywords, and the introduction,
mehod, results and discussion section, with the references at the* &f I( U 7KLV
structure is traditionally labeleasthe IMRAD model®> $SFFRUGLQJ WR 2UDLU 7RO
the model originally developed from the natural sciences, but spread to other empirical
sciences and has eventually become the fundamental rhetstrigeture ofthe RA in

modern science.

One of the most influential models of the rhetorical organizational structure of a
research artie is provided by Swales (1992004). In order to make the abstract concept of
an underlying rhetorical structurd a research article easier to grasp, Swales makes use of
the ecological metaphor and labels his mddielate a Research Spa@ARS). The author
is particularly interested in structuring Introductions as they may turn out to be particularly
difficult to write given that a writer needs to make decisions with respect to the course of the
whole article. Broadly speaking, the model consists of three segments or moves which
SUHSUHVHQW VHPDQWLF DQG IXQFWLRQDO XQLWV RI Wi
purpcHV ™~ .DQRNYVL20W 5D MK Baelmove, usually recognized by distinctive
phraseology, consists of further splrts or steps. Steps need not all be present and in
longer Introductions they may be repeated more than once (Swales, 1990; Kandtiesiapat
2007). In Move 1, writers establish a territory. This relates to emphasizing the significance
of their study (Step 1), positioning their research within the general theoretical framework as

well as previous research (Step 3). Move 2 refers to estaglithe niche, which essentially

51 Other types of scientific ers include: review articles, preliminary notes, monographs, and scientific
projects which have different scopes and objectives with respect to the depth of scientific analysis, implications
RIILQGLQJYVY HWF 2UDLUO 7ROLU *DpLd

52 Both the MRD (Swales & Feak, 1994/wogu, 1997 Kanoksilapatham, 200Atkinson, 2013) and IMRAD
ODEHOV 2UDL0O 7ROLU *DpLi PD\ EH IRXQG LQ WKH OLWHUDW.
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means that writers indicate a gap in the previous research, while in Move 3, this niche is

occupied by presenting their research and its main objectives.

2.2.4.1The researcharticle in psychologyIn order to preserthe general IMRAD
framework of the research article in psychology, the section that follows outlines in broad
strokes the major rhetorical functions of each RA section. However, no detailed account of
the exact move structure is provided, as it does owstitute the major focus of the present
study. In addition, the discussion is based on the reports of the empirical studies as these
comprise the corpus of the present corpora. Generally, an empirical journal article is written
in theshape of an hourgss starting from the general, narrowing its focus to the specifics of

given research, and then progressively moving to the broader scope (Bem, 2002).

a) Introduction

The overall purpose of the Introduction section is to introduce the research problem
ard account for the significance of addressing it. The research is then contextualized against
the state of knowledge and the existing body of research which the study at hand aims to
build on Bem, 2002; APA, 201Q. This section usually closes with the ratienaf the
approach adopted in addressing the research problem, as well as with the outline of the study

hypothesesMilas, 2005 APA, 2010Q.

b) Method

In order to account for the appropriateness of the research presented, reliability of the
results and onclusions drawn, as well as potential subsequent replication of the study, the
Method section should provide a detailed description of all the methodological procedures

empdoyed Milas, 2005; APA, 201Q. These primarily relate to the account tife
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partic LSDQWVY FKDUDFWHULVWLFV ZKLFK LV FUXFLDO IRU E|
sampling procedures, instruments, and the chronological refpibet cesearch design (APA,
2010. The Method section is characterized by highly formulaiscdptions ¢ the
methodological procedures applieghich is reflected in the use of the formulaic lexical
devices and restricted terminology. For Hyland (1998), by conformingoatinized
descriptive procedures a writer is positioning his or her research withasthalished body

of knowledge and thus providing rhetorical support for the claims offered. Lim (2006)
suggests thahe Method section is a necessary thread that binds the Introduction with the
Results section. On the one hand, it provides the ratidoakhe methodology employed,

but at the same time serves to convince the readers of the validity of the methodological
procedures adopted, thus warding off potential doubts or criticism with respect to the

obtainedresults

c) Results

The overall purpas of the Results section is to outline the data collected as well as to
report on the statistical analyses performed to obtain thesgARfg 2010) For Hyland
(1998), the Results section may be considered as the central part of a RA, as it is in this
section that new scientific knowledge is presented. The major rhetorical function of the
Results section is thus the objective report of the methodological procedures and the
presentation of the statistical data. Indeed, this is generally in line with dbgements
imposed by the Writing Style Manuals in which it is usually suggested that the conclusions
drawn directly from the statistical analysis should be only indicated in the Resttitsns
while broader implications on them should awhé Discussin section ilas, 2005;APA,

2010. However, though a detailed rhetorical analysis of a RA in psychology is not
conducted here, as the subsequent corpus analysis shows, thecepreben range of

epistemic markers used in the Results section indicatesvtitars not only report on but
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also evaluate the findings in this section. It is obvious that writers find it important to
comment on their results immediately after presentegnt while in the general discussion
they focus more on detailed interpredas. This trend may also account for occasional
conflating of the Results and the Discussion sections into one rhetorical section (Bem,
2002). For example, writers may justify the choice of the methodological procedures with
respect to the research objge and consequently research findings, predict the underlying
causes which might have contributed to ti#ainedresults evaluate and compare them
with the related research findings, openly admit uncertainties with respect to some

unexpected findingste (Ruiying& Alison, 2003; Kanoksilapatham, 2005).

d) Discussion

The Discussion section represents the most persuasive section in research articles
(Hyland, 1998. It is here that the writers provide the most extensive evaluation and
interpretation othe findings. Additionallythey draw on the original hypotheses in terms of
either confirming or overturning them, relate the findings to previous research, account for
possible inconsistencies, draw conclusions, etc. The final part of the Discusdion sec
conventionally deals ith the theoretical and practical relevance of the research findings,
acknowledgment of the potential limitations or unresolved issues and suggestions éor futur
research directionsBem, 2002 APA, 2010. By moving from the acamt on specific
findings tavards more general implications, the Discussion section thus provides a
chronology of the topics which might be regarded as a mimage of those presented in

the Introduction (Bem, 2002).

In addition to the standard IMRADrstture, the research artsl in psychology may
also report on multiple studies or experimg@BA, 2010, as attested in the present corpus.

In those articles, the general Introduction section is followed by the outline of each study
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with its own IMRAD structure (or its modificatn) as well as a separate general discussion

of the whole research.

Apart from the standard four sections, a RA consists of an abstract or a short
summary which is an additional obligatory constituent commonly consideredegsaeate
genre (Swales, 199®{yland, 2004; Samraj, 2005). Abstracts serve different purposes. On
the one hand, writers need to persuade readers of the novelty and relevance of their research
and thus ensure that their article will be read further onhAtsameime, they need to
denonstrate their credibility as competent members of a discourse community in dealing
with a certain topic (Hyland, 2004). According to Hyland (2004), abstracts have their own
rhetorical structure and purpose which significadiffers from those of the reaming body
of research articles. While research article aims to persuade readers to accept their claims as
OHJLWLPDWH GLVFLSOLQDU\ NQRZOHGJH DEVWUDFWYV DUH

and encourage them pooceed with reading the wieoérticle (Hyland, 2004).

2.2.5Summary. In order to situate the current research in the context of discourse
analysis approaches to the study on academic discourse, the primary purpose of the
preceding section was to outtirthe broad concept of academic discourse in both English
and Croatian and pinpoint some major aspects in its characterization deemed as relevant to
the purpose of the present study. These aspects primarily relate to the social construction of
scientific knowledge which underlies the conceptualization of academic discourse as a form
of a sociallysituated practice shaped by the specifics of a particut@odise community

(Swales, 1990; Hyland, 20pBhatia, 2014).

Next, the section illuminated the ceality of the concepts of a disgse community

as well as of a genre in the study of academic language. As discourse communities differ in
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their subject matter, modes of scientific inquiry, tisey may exhibit differentonventions

in constructing andaormulating disciplinary knowledg (Hyland, 200B6). Genres, on the

other hand, are characterized as texts sharing similar communicative purposes, audiences,
structural layouts, which enable disciplinary communities to accomplish communicatively
their goals(Swales, 1990)The key genre fodisseminating scientific knowledge ike
empirical research article and its conventional IMRAD rhetorical structure largely conforms

to the steps of the research process itself (APA, 2010).

The chapter that follows navs its focus to theotion of academic interaction as it
is within its scopethat the pragmatics of epistemic modality devices is understood and
explored hereAs the following discussion showthie broad concept of academic interaction
has been studiedrdm multiple perspectives, which are here, for the sake of clarity,

subsumed under an overarching notion of evaluation (Thomson & Hunston, 2000).

89



2.3 Evaluation in academic discourse

2.3.1 Introduction . As previously discussed, the conceptudiora of a social
construction of scientific knowledge has contributed to a significantly different
XQGHUVWDQGLQJ RI WKH XQGHUO\LQJ SXUSRVH RI DFDGHF
approaches. This changing perspective has involved a shift fsopeptualizing eademic
texts as informative accounts of what is conceived to be an absolute scientific truth to
socially grounded and primarily persuasive instances of writing, characterized as forms of

social interaction between writers and readers (#t)|200%, 2009).

Suchan approach to academic writing reflects the idea of rhetoric of science which
postulates that scientific objectivity and truth are not-geermined but are rather the
SURGXFWV RI ZULWHUVY FULWLFRDIWRIOQNTHEI:up®tSS DUJIXP
WKH YLHZ DJDLQVW ZKLFK 3V R4 ldsawdheteht bbQyRoZ abjddaBveH LV V
truth about the world than a set of justifiable beliefs reached by the scientific discourse
FRPPXQLMyland 1998 p. 7). Deparing from the positivistpremise that scientific
phenomena are possible to account for in an objective and accuratetheasgcial
FRQV WU X &ppreaRQtd ¥cad®mic discourse takes the view that scientific observations
are always made within particuléheoretical framewosk or constructshat writers adopt
(Dahl, 2013). Theories, such as those in psychology, are only partly based on the established
facts, while the rest is essentially of a speculative nature and based on a set of hypotheses
(Milas, 25). Thus, if the truth does not reside solely in the natural world, as Hyland (2004)
observes, there can always be different perspectives and interpretatiorseathedata
ZKLFK P DN H argdruentétibhlEntigal in gaining credence for their claifise author
goes on tasuggest that in order to persuade their readers into the credibility of their claims,
writers of academic texts need to conform to disciplinary practices and conventions of how

best to tackle scientific problems, build argumentshiea® an adequate levedf
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assertiveness and caution in presenting their claimsAetecademic text is thus seen as a
piece of argumentative discourse in which both writers and readers actively engage in a

shared process of constructing scientific kremige 2UDLU 7ROLU 'DKO

Against this background, recent linguistic literature has witnessed a considerable
interest intothe interactive dmension of academic discoursi a terminological flux of
different approaches, the overarching tezmauation has turned out to be a convenient
candidate for subsuming different perspectives to the study of academic interaction
(Thomson& Hunston (YDOXDWLRQ UHIHUV WR 3VRKIHZH[SAWHWY YL
attitude or stance towards, viewpoant, or feelings about the entities or propositions that he
RU VKH LV W DIGamkdps HDMSBNX200Q p. 5) andas such is comparable to other
systems dealing with the interpersonal meanings of language is use, soudalgy
(Halliday & Matthiesen, 2004),appraisal (Martin, 2000);stance(Biber & Finegan, 1989),
etc. As a way of illustration, for Hallidagnd Matthiessen(2004, p. 116) the modality
VA\VWHP 3FRQVWUXHYVY D UHJLRQ RI XQFHUWDLQW\ ZKHUH ,
assessmertf the validity of what is being said ODUWLQ X "ppndisstit H WHU P
cover a set of options writers or speakers have when expressing attitudinal meanings such as
affect (expressing emotions), judgment (dealing with moral assessments), aecisdioor

(concerning aesthetic assessments).

In the ontext of academic writing, a broad concept of evaluation and its linguistic
manifestations have been studied within a range of different explanatory frameworks, such
as hedging (SalagefMeyer, 1994; Hyand, 1998) both as a staradlone category
(Markkanen 6 F K U, @BIRJHyland, 1998) or as a part of more encompassing models of
academic interaction such asetadiscourse(Vande Kopple, 1985Hyland & Tse, 2001
stance and engagemen{Hyland, 200%B); boosting (Hyland, 200Q; modality (Vihla,

1999); epistemc modality (Vold, 200&, 2006); stance (Biber, 200&;, Puo, 2013
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attitudinal evaluation (' XHxDV  writer identity (Sanderson, 2008ypoice )O W W X P

et al., 2008, etc.

These and other similaapproaches concerned withe evaluative potential of

acackmic discourse have a different focus of their interest. For instance, the studies focused
on the notion of the authorial voice (e.We believe/claim/argue explore how the
manifestation of theiauthorial selves as well as positioning towards the research contributes
to the persuasiveness W KH FODLPV )OO WReéseRch o aRitdinal evaluation

'"XHxDV IRFXVHV RQ WKH FKRLFH RI YDULRXYV DIIHFYV
stance towards salient aspects of their researarnmstof novelty, significance, etc., which
PD\ EH WDNHQ DV DQ DWWHPSW WR FODLP RMWWWe DOLW\ |

ILQGLQJV FRQWULEXWH WR«

In a plethora of approaches into various atpef evaluation in academic discourse,
hedgingseems to be among the most explored concepts. In simple terms, hedging represents
a rhetorical strategy used to decredl®®e VW UHQJIJWK RI RQHYYV FODLPV +\OI
context of academic writing, hedwj is concerned with expressions of probabilities,
judgments and speculations rather than certainty of knowledge. This in turn makes hedges
the primary means of presenting new knowledge claims awaiting ratification (Hyland,
1998). As a way of illustrationn the sentence below the highlighted expressiorzoatlt to

D ZULWHUYVY WHQWDWLYHQHVY DQG FDXWLRQ LQ SUHVHQW
49. ... our findingssuggest thathey are not yet fully mature by 15 years of age,
whichmay be due tstructural or neurocheroal immaturity.(DP8)

In the first case, the metonyfi VW UXFW XUH plLQGLQJYV VXJIJHVWYT FUHD
it is the findings and not the writers who put forward the suggestion. Reference-to non

human subjectasin (49) is one of the convemtnal linguistic means in academic writing
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used to obscure the source of the claim and thus rhetorically diminish responsibility for it. In
addition, the choice of the vesuggestimplies that, for whatever reason connected to the
research, a writer is naeady to be fully committed to the claim. A higher level of
commitment to the claim would be achieved by the choice of other verbshew.or
demonstratewhose semantics clearly signals greater confidence irptbgosedclaims

Finally, the modal verlmay LQGLFDWHYV D ZULW H 0Offtte YoseiMiyDatierY H M X C
than certainty concerning the given state of affairs. Again, this can be best illustrated if
compared with the indicative form of the vedbe which would suggest that a writer is

fully committed to the claim, as in:

1.. our findings suggest that they are not yet fully mature by 15 years of age,

whichis due tostructural or neurochemical immaturitgDP8)

While hedges are generally concerned with expressing caution and ter@ssive making a
full warrant to theproposedtlaim, boostersare used to increase the strekgtR1 RQHYV FODLI
(Hyland, 1998;Hyland, 2000). The presence of a boossggnals that writer asserts their
claims with confidence and a high degree of conmict{Hyland, 1998). This may be

illustrated ly the use of the modatustas shown in the sentence below:

50. However, we have also provided evidence that the social context is unique and
that cognitive learning models, although useflst be expanded account for the
additional complexity brought about when these models are applied to the social
world. (JPSP)

Another important domain of research on the interactive nature of academic discourse has
been conducted under the labelsténce (Biber et al, 1999, Biber, 200@). Stance is a

broad tetm FRYHULQJ PHDQLQJV VXFK DV D VSHDNHUfV SHU\
judgments or assessments. Though different in scope, a range of different models of stance

in academic writing recognize epistemic andtadiinal stance as its two fundamental
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components. While epistemic stance is, among others, concerned with indications of a
VSHDNHUfV XQ FHUWDLQW\ LQ WKH LQIRUPDWLRQ DWWL

emotions.

With respect to the linguistimeans used for expressing the meaningsrapassed
by the above cited categories, research shows thafpthemic modality markersare the
central devices used by writers to hedge or boost the strength of the claims or express their
epistemic stance weards the subject matter (Holmes, 1984; Hgla1998; Biber et al.,
1999 Hyland, 200%, 200%). This implies that the studies on epistemic modality in
academic writing are most often tied to the exploration of hedging functions which may

account for rathescarce research on epistemic modality in its dgimt.r

As discussed at length in Chapter 1, the semantics of epistemic modality primarily
concerns the estimation of possibility, likelihood or certainty that something is the case and
accordingly a speak UV YDU\LQJ GHJUHHV RI1 FRP& comeéend gpw WR W
academic writing, the use of epistemic modality devices is therefore critical, allowing
writers to convey an appropriate degree of commitment to their claims (Hyland, 1998). As
previouslynoted, achieving the right balance between conviaimh caution attached to the
claims may in turn assist writers in having those claims accepted by the members of a
discourse community (Hyland, 2000). Hyland (1998) observes that speculative statements
indicating possibilities constitute the majority ofitstments in scientific writing while those
concerning the factual status of the propositions or categorical statements are considerably
fewer in comparison. This in turn means that knowledge claims ast frequently
expressed in mitigated form, which acots for the centrality of hedges in academic
writing. This is confirmed by research findings which consistently show prevalence of
hedges as compared to other stance markers, such as boosters,ratirkets, etc. (Biber

et al., 1999; Hyland, 20@52009).
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With respect to the aims of the present study, the main focus is the use of epistemic
modality markers in relation to the pragmatic function of hedging as an expression of a
ZULWHUTV WeéniicQvrtihg LEQr DiEE&asonthe section that follows discsss the
concept of hedging in more detail. In particular, it introduces the general concept of hedging
and points to some major perspectives from which it has been studiedienal language
use. The discussion then narrows its focus to the specifics of the use of hedging in academic

writing, particularly concerning their use in research adicle

2.3.2 Linguistic accounts of hedging ,Q LWV HYHU\GD\ XVDJH WKH
denotes a way of rptecting, avoiding or limiting something. Idiomatically speaking,
HKHGJLQJ \RXU EHWVY PHDQV PDNLQJ HIIRUWeVWiH d)J HGXFH
look at the defiitions of the linguistic termhedge we may find the same concept of
avoidance pprotection as implied by the common meaning of the word. Timask (996,

p.128) GHILQHYV LW DV 3DQ H[SUHVVLRQ DGGHG WR DQ XWW
UHGXFH KHU KLV FRPPLWPHQW WiRink KdiDMiodeK MokldHgusy V D\L Q J
It seems to meCrystal (2008)notes that the linguistic terimedge derived from a general

VHQVH RI WKH ZRUG PHDGR®PLWAWDONY  HURIHUYR® R DQ LC
expressing imprecision or qualification (esprt of, more or legs Relate terms in the

linguistic literature might refer talowrtoners (Quirk, Greenbaum, Leech, & Svartvik,

1985) weakeners(Brown & Levinson, 198Y, etc. As for the Croatian languagan

equivalent linguistic ternomgradaor any other alternative is not mentidnm the Croatian

53 The explanationof the termin this andprevious sentence was retrievédm the following sarce:
http://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/hedge
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standard grammar books. Howev& Q L U T V) dictionary defines th termogradaas a

reservation concerning a statement or simply an expression ofoubt.

Linguistic hedges are generally associated with the notions such as tentativeness,
caution, uncertainty, modesty, indirectness,lalipacy, vagueness, etc. In simgkrms,
hedges are expressions used to mark a distance from the categorical statements. Motivations
for their use may be multiple. As a way of illustration, in sayligs could be true, the
choice of the modal verb suggeshat a speaker lacks more rele&information and does
not want to fully commit himself or herself to the statement, possibly avoiding being proven
wrong. Alternatively, a speaker may deliberately remain vague and thus hide his or her true
opinion so asot to sound impolite or offeng, as int was interestingin a way Such uses
of hedges are clearly associated with the domain of politeness in language in which the

concept of hedging has received considerable attention.

Historically, hedges havieeen explored from different linguistic perspectives, such

as semantics, speech act theory, politeness theory, discourse analysis, to name only a few

ODUNNDQHQ 6FKU|GHU (DUO\ FRQFHSWV RI OLQJXL
ZLWK /DN R3)IWork on the logic of fuzzy caepts. His account of hedges is based on
=D G HXO§5)framework of the fuzzy set logic which presupposes a gradual membership
ol WKH HOHPHQW \s ingorarovitdant reflBdtsRhid fiew that the meaning cannot
be accounted for in bipolar, clegut terms and that speakers possess intuitive feeling that
certain lexemes, expressions or sentences are more or less true rather than only true or false

a EFruchs,1988). In othemvords, languagegossessn array of devices which can signal a

degree to Wich a certain member is a representative of its categ@ryHuchs, 1988)

54 The originaldictionary entry for the termmgrada LV pUH]HUYD X] RUH NX]WNAHCIMXKPQMD
2003). The linguistic termograda can be found in some earlier theoretical discussion hedging and

evidentiality (41-FXF KV DQG WKH FRQWUDVWLYH DQDO\VLY RQ-HYLGHQW
9LVNRWD - X 2p1nulistDtke Xalldwidg Croatian edgvalents for the English teredge

R]QDNH RJUDWDWD GEMPE RDALYDpL
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According to Lakoff (1973), this function is basically performed by hedgésZar UnMadse
PHDQLQJ LPSOLFLW O\(f @Y)Rroldihythé Xtéins Qudh/asort of, knd of,

essentially, more or less, practically, principakste

Subsequent accounts of hedges shift their interest to the pragmatics of hedges, i.e. to
the ways hedges function in languagee Fraser, 1975Holmes, 1984;Markkanen&
6 FKU|GH Thus, Fraer (1975) introduces the conceBtl KHGJHG SHUIRUPDWLY
refer to the utterances consisting of the performative verbs sugobgize, warn, asletc.
accompanied by a certain set of modal verbs @ag, must functioning as hedges. The
primary function of the modals inXFK XW W H U D Q F H We lilgcufibRari) \ara bifQ X D W H
the speech act designated by the véRvaser, 2010). For example, by using the modal verb
mustin umustrequest that you sit dowfha speaker places the focudlee utterance on his

or her obligation for making a request rather than imposing it directly on a hearer.

One of the most influential speech act models of hedgebedound in Brown and
/HY L Gs\(B®&YYaccount on politeness in language wadedgeis definedDV 3D SDUWLFO
word, or phrase that modifies the degree of membership of a predicate or noun phrase in a
set” p. 145). AccordngWR %URZQ DQG /HYLQVRQ KHGJHV PD\ KD
IRUPVY DQG WKH\ DUH JHsQuitty Bi@egias, Xositu@rlyDiV nédafive
politeness. The authors distinguish between several types of hedges. Thus, hedges on
illocutionary force include linguistic means speakers use to avoid potential conversational
threats. These hedges may come in differenh$osuch amdverbial clauses, e. gW{V DV
good as it getsit seems to meAnothertype of hedges reHUV WR *ULFHY{Vin DV
Brown and Levinson1987 conversational Maxims and include Quality hedges which
VXJIJHVW D VSHDNH U $3(mf@l2éspodsibiity @ khe YutWdr tHe utterance,

as inl assumeln addition Quantity hedges indicate a lack of precise information neoge
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or less; to some extenetc® %URZQ DQG /HY QK R fiadgdd ItaP Had
considerable influencenoresearch on hedges primarily in the conversational studies,
though, as discussed in next section, the framework has also been used to account for the

pragmaticfunctions of hedges inheacademic discours®iers, 1989Meyer, 1997).

As Fraser (2010pbserves, there is a general agreement today that hedging is not a
JUDPPDWLFDO EXW UDWKHU D UKHWRULFDO VWUDWHJ\ ZkK
commitment to the proposition (el wassort ofacceptablé or to the force of a speech act
(eg. Perhapsyou might sit while waiting As for the linguistic devices used as hedges, it is
probably impossible to come up with any definite list of formal devices functioning as
hedges as there is not a simgbrrelation between a linguistic item andi¢neg functions
(Mauranen, 1997). In essence, no linguistic device is inherently a hedge but can only acquire
hedging qualities depending on the nature of the coritexty SHD N H U V finkehtiodd) LWHU V 1
background knowledge of the interlocutors, etcafkkanen & 6 FKU|GHU &OHPH
1997). Neverthelesslinguistic literature has come up with some protototypical devices
commonly associated with the function of hedges which primarily cluster aspisigmic
verbs, nouns, adverbs, and adjectives thigmightbe trug; concessive conjunctions (e.g.

Though WKLY PD\ EH Whdirgdd sp&adh«acts (e.§Vould you please open the
door?); progressive formsl (was wonderingf « if clauses (e.glf you happen to find

time...);metalinguistic comment®.g.theoretically speaking ...gtc. (Fraser, 2010).

As may be noticed, the rhetorical category of hedging clearly cuts across a range of

other categories, such as politeness, vaguéfdast also epistemic modalityClemen,

55 In addition to the verbal hedges, thedging function may be achieved by n@rbal means, such as raised
eyebrows, the umms, and ahhs, and other hesitations the function of which can be said to be universal (Brown
& Levinson, 1987).

5 9DJXHQHVV idielddW @\ WRO G L QW H Q W laRyQaDeO(Clittihg2 @B, HhF4) Ve “typical

vague language includes approximators ket of, about etc. (Cutting, 2007) or vague coordination tags,
such asand so on; or somethingtc. (Biber et al., 1999).
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1997) 0D U NN D Q H QleD(1067)@aFKd xhat the epistemic sense of muodsis often

listed as a typical hedging expression, indicating thus the overlap between epistemic
modality and hedging. In addition, the authors suggest that it is possible to view the relation
between th two as either epistemic modality including hedges or vice versa, depending on
the departure point of the respective analysis. Though not elaborating the relationship
between the two in great detail, Hyland (1998) posits that hedging represents arofspect
epistemic modality which deals with the personal judgments based on insufficient

knowledge.

In line with pUHYLR XV O\ GLVER0OOY dttduntlofn\&gistdmic modality as
well as the related studies on academic writfighla, 1999; Vold, 2008, 2006b), the
present study adopts the position that epistemic modality is a linguistic category in its own
right, whose devices may be used for hedging purposes. In other words, hedging is seen here
as a broad pragmatic category encomipgsa range of diffemg linguistic means, including
epistemic markers. Asliscussed at length in Chapter the scalar nature of epistemic
meanings ranges from epistemic certainty, probability to possibility. Hedging clearly
concerns the latter two, howavthese notions aresgussed in more detail in the analysis of

the corpus data.

2.3.3 Hedging in academic writing $FFRUGLQJ WR 2UDLUO 7ROLUQ
academic language is prevalently postabsolutistic, indicating that the scientific truth is not
guaranteed indvance but is rather a result of the consensus reached in the process of
persuasion. Hedging is considered to be one of the most prominent rhetorical strategies
contributing to the persuasive character of academic wiiiytand, 1998) Writing science

involves interpretations, speculations, inferences, etc. which requires a cautious use of
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language in constructing dtsfargumentatiofHyland, 1998) It has already been mentioned

that the process of writing an academic text involves anticipation of thent@bt
disapproval and rejection of the claims which therefore need to be convincing if they are to

gain support by the readersiy@r, 2003. The fact that thelaims need to be ratified by a
GLVFRXUVH FRPPXQLW\ UHYHDOV WKI983) Hed®yes ldr@ evuciBlO QH J
in that respect as they allow writers to present new claims with an appropriate degree of
caution and accuracy, signaling to the readers the extent to which they may be considered
reliable (Hyland, 1996, Hyland, 1998;Hyland 2005%; Vartalla, 200 As Toulmin (2003

p.84) observesLQ VRPH 3ILHOGWHKIL& UWFRVVIDRIQDYV ZH FDQ JR °

In addition, by toninl GRZQ WKHLU FODLPV ZULWHUV RSHQ >
(Hyland, 2005a, p. 68pr alternative interpretationgndicating that their claims may not be
a final say on the matter, which in turn may strengthen the claims and thus ward off
potental criticism Clemen, 1997Hyland, 1998. Indeed, there is some paradox about the
use of hedges in academic writing wheamparedo their everyday use. As Meygr997)
argues, while in everyday conversation hedges may be a sign of a weak conversational style,
in academic wting their use may strengthen the force of the arguments. The following

examplemay illustrate Meye$ point:

5L«LQGLYLGXDO GLIITHUHQFHV LQ rGay Ve UngagstartidP RWLR QL

understanding psychological outcomes of social interacti@i®?2)

By using the modainaya writer is not claiming that emotional closeness is important but
that it isreasonable to assume that the possibility for it exists. Generalization is therefore
weakened which paradoxically strengthens its force, making the chre difficult to
dispute (Meyer 1997). As Meyer (1997) arguedrang, categorical clais areeasie to

falsify than hedged claims. Qualifying the claims with a nuanced use of the modal words is
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central in making them more persuasive, reliabled therdore more acceptable to the

readers (Meyer 2UDLO 7ROLU

In defining hedges in academic writing, the concepts such as lack or avoidance of
full commitment, reduced degree of certainty, opinions rather than facts are often
foregrounded. Hyland (1998) suggests that hedging in sceemiiting is a pragmatic
strategy which concerns a careful use of a wide range of lexical and syntactic devices whose
purpose is to signal nemssertiveness or tentativeness in constructing scientific claims with
an ultimate aim of gaining acceptance bgiscourse community. Hedges mark uncertainty
and are related to the opinions rather than fédigand, 1998) For Vartalla 001, p. 34)
KHGJLQJ LV 3D VWUDWHI\ E\ ZKLFK RQH PD\ LQGLFDWH
commitment to conceptualizatiomms the universe” Crompton (1997) limits hedges to the
utterances belonging to the writer only and definesl GJHV D & languEde Which a
speaker uses to explicitly qualify his/her lack of commitment to the truth of a proposition

he/she utters(p. 281).

When it comes to the functions of hedges in academic writing, different motivations
for their use can be found I W LWHUDWXUH |, G\diSdussiarGorEReddes\ Balrli§r
studies associated hedging with the previously mentioned notion of \esguenfuzziness
(Prince et al., as cited i@rompton, 1997). As Clemen (1997) suggests, vague statements
function as hedges ioontexts where precise data is either impossible to reach, when
reference to them is irrelevant, or simply when one is unceraikKH SUHFLVLRQ RI R

claims.

Hedges have also been studied as parta lafrger framework of commentative
language which conveythe V S H B Natitudes towards the status of the proposition

(Skelton, 1997). Examining commentative language in naédieearch articles, Skelton
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makes a distinction between truth judgments (E.guspect the moon is made of green
cheesg®’ and valugudgments (e.glt is good to heathe moon is made of green chegse

though admitting that the boundaries betweenttiteare rather fuzzy given that comments

do not have characteristic formal features which distinguish them frorcaroments.

Under this account, hedges are best viewed as parts ofudgiments used for mitigation

of responsibility or certainty of theuth value of the proposition. Truth judgments are
further divided into evidential and speculative judgments. Evidential judgments comment on
the empirical evidence; they are basically unhedged and mainly found in the Results section
of research articlese(g. X is correlated with.). By contrast, speculative judgments make

use of the evidence to speculate and are frequently encountered in the Discussion sections

(.. 7KLV REVHUYDWLRQ PD\ LPSO\«

For Swales (1990) the use of hedges in a researcledri€lto do with anticipating
and discouraging negative reactions with respect to the knowledge claims put forward. Thus,
KHGJHVY DUH 3SUKHWRULFDO GHYLFHV XVHG IRU SURMHFWL
selfreports, and for diplomatically creafjiresearch space in asdaeavily populated by

other researchefgp. 175).

One of the oftertited motivations for using hedges in academic discourse concerns
their use inthe light of politeness theoryBrown & Levinson, 1987). According to Myers
(1989) scientific discourse involves interactions among scholars in which, like in everyday
social situations, it is crucial to maintain face. This particularly relates to making claims,
which until ratified by a discourse community may pose certain face ¢mmegtacts, such
aV FKDOOHQJLQJvRRW KthtdeMdé &vBiddDdh Vhipositions, the claims must be

mitigated or redressed by means of politeness devices in which hedgescplajal role.

5" Thebracketedexamples illustrating trutrand valugudgmentshave been extracted froBkelton (1997, p.
45).
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For Myers, the role of hedges as the conventional feataf academic writing may be
reinterpreted as negative politeness devices which ai® ¥WRLG WUDQVJUHVVLRQ
freedom of action (Watts, 2003). To illustrate, the use of the hedgemsn the satence
EHORZ L QG L F®&daste/ndd tamhpblsé\addstdin view on readers. Instead, readers are

left with the possibilityto judge for themselves and perhaps come up with different
interpretations. At the same time, the hedg® G L F D W H ¥ diatéhee ZdohLawategdfical

claim, saving thus kior hemegative face in case of being contradicted or proven wrong.

52. Given the close relationship between working memory capacity and cognitive
abilities in adults,it seems reasonable to suggest tthas improvement in working

memory performance rpainderpin.. (DP2)

In short, by extending the principles of politeness theory to academic writing, Myers equates
the norms of the use of hedges in scientific written communication with those applied in
daily intemaction, suggesting that the use of hedbas to do primarily with avoiding
conflict, a view which was not completely accepted by linguists studying hedging

phenomena in academic discourse.

According to Hyland (1998), the main objection to the politeness account on the use
of hedges in scientdiwriting is reducing the use of hedges solely to a-&aseng strategy,
while neglecting the notion that scientific communication is constrained by the implicit
conventions of a discourse communifyhis particuldy relates to the involvement of a
reade in reachinga consensus with respect to making knowledge claims (Hyland, 1998).
There is no doubt that by modifying claims which might be potentially threatening writers
protect their face and those of other sam®lbut this is not sufficient to enconsgathe
complexity of the functions of hedges in academic writing (Hyland, 1998; Vartalla, 2001).
In other words, the use of hedges in academic writing is more a question of reaching a

communal acceptance of knowledge claims than it is a matter of intemp#ysmotivated
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politeness as postulated in Brown and LW R @&mework (Vartalla, 2001 The
awareness that hedging is a complex rhetorical strategy used to perform multiple functions
in academic writing has gen rise to more comprehensive accouiitheir use. One of the

most influential fram@ RUNV LQ WKDW WHIRSE)HomMprdgmatic\ Qdol€) Gf §

hedgesn research article writing which is discussed in the section that follows.

23.4 +\0 D mwWypragmatic model of scientific hedging The importance of
+\ O DY 1®98) model of scieifit hedges is twofold. Based on the corpus of 28 research
articles in biology, the model provides the taxonomy of the most frequent linguistic
realizations of hedges which the writersein expressing reseations towards the claims.
On the other hand, it provides a framework aimed to account for the multiplicity of the

pragmatic functions hedges perforntlieresearch article as the key research genre.

With respect to the first level of analysis, Hylandtithguishes between lexical and
norntlexical or strategic hedging. Lexical hedges encompass the devices prototypically
associated with the hedging function, such as modal verbs, modal adjectives, adverbs,
nouns, etc. (Holmes, 1984; Hyland, 1896996; Vartalla, 2001). By contrast, strategic
hedges are not recognized by formal but rather functional criteria and can refer to limitations
regarding experimental conditions, a model, theory, or a method or limited state of
knowledge. As a way of illustrationnithe sentence below, by openly acknowledging the
limitations in the methodological design of their study, writers hedge the generalizability of

their research findings, protecting th&gives from possible criticism:

53. In general, becauseve did not cdect field data or conduct observational
studies,we cannot be suréhat the effects we found would necessarily generalize
to realworld settings(JPSP3)
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'LWK UHVSHFW WR WKH SUDJPDWLF |X@niathtLnioqQeVst&ts KHGJH
from the prenise that the final purpose of doing and publishing scientific work is gaining
DFFHSWDQFH IRU RQHYV FODLPV ,Q WKDW VHQVH WKH PH
a participating role in the process of ratificationsofentific knowledge which caalways

EH UHIXWHG EDVHG RQ WKHLU LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ RI WKH
the awareness of a possible challenge or refutatioscantific claims which places

mitigation as entral toacademicwriting”™ 91). In order to hcrease the chances of

gaining acceptance for their claina/o criteria need to be met; the first involves meeting
adequacy conditions which refer to matching the contetit what is believed to be

objective reality. Hedges meeting this criterion, whidigland labelscontentoriented

hedges are principally used to present the claims as adskbO\ DV SRVVLE®H JLYHC
state of knowledge. The use of the secardder-oriented group of hedgedss primarily

driven by interpersonal motives. These hesignvolve meeting acceptability conditions

which presuppose that the claims are not intrusive but are conveyed in such a manner that
the readers are given opportunity to judge for themselves and thus engage ifi@nh imp

dialogue with the writer. This gliinction can be exemplified by the following:

54. Thus,it is possible thathe effects observed may be the result of some other

covarying factor(JPSP10)

55. Given this assumption, the impact of this work for stereotype threat research
could potentiallybefar reaching.(JPSP7)

In the first sentence, the choice of the epistemic adjeptssibleindicates that there are
sufficient grounds for an assumption but that a fuller commitment to the claim cannot be

made, possibly due to a lack of more reliaddéa.

In the second case, the epistemic qualification indicated by the modatoad further

reinforced by the adverpotentiallydoes notseem tarefer to the propositional content but
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rather addresses the readers, suggesting conventional modéstespiect to highlighting

WKH LPSRUWDQFH RI RQHYVY UHVHDUFK ILQGLQJV

Depending on the reasons for the modifications of the statements with respect to the
reality, contenriented hedgesare further taxonomized int@ccuracy-oriented and
writer -oriented hedges Accuracyoriented hedges are concerned with the propositions and
are further subcategorized in&dtribute hedgeswhich, among others, mark the distance
between the obtained research findings to the idealized ones. They are typically realized by
adverbs such aalmost,barely, approximatelyetc. and may be used to hedge numerical
data. The second type of accuracy hedges conceliability hedges which are expressed
by the prototypical lexical hedges (e.g. modal verbs, adjectives, adverbsnet@je used
WR GHQRWH D OHYHO RI ZULWHU YW HVY VWRBYVQWEXsKE W KD WRL
OLNHO\ WWriterHorlen{dd wedgespon the other handnark a reduced commitment
to the claims and they serve to protect a writer from aiplysmistaken view or inference.
7KH W\SLFDO H[SRQHQWYV RI WKLV JURXS RI KHGJHV DUH
which assume the role of personal subjects and implicitly also the responsibility for the truth

value of the proposition (e.Gheevidence/datay X JJ H.V W «

$ GHWDLOHG WD[RQRP\ QRWZLWKVWDQGLQJ +\0ODC

understanding that hedges are concerned with the epistemic use of language which is in its
core indeterminate and hard to explicate in strict, rigorous tefimsrefore, as Hyland

(1998) notesany account of hedges must allow for indeterminacy in both semantic and
pragmatic terms. A good example of the former relates to polysemy of modal verbs, i.e.
indeterminate meanings of certain modatbs, as discussed Chapter 2In a pragmatic

sense, indeterminacy essentially indicates the impossibility of drawing sharp boundaries
between the categories as hedges are often used to perform different functions

simultaneously, functioning at both levels of the mdglland, 1998) For instance, while
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attempting to indicate a desired degree of precision with respect to the propositional content,
writers simultaneously indicate their reluctance to commit themselves strongly to the claims,
which may be regarded as a g@ibtection strategyHyland, 1998) In that sense, the same

form may function as both a conteahd writeroriented hedge.

In order to account for the imprecise and indeterminate nature of hedges given their
polysemous and polypragmatic nature, Hyland &l@adH K  ¥72) fuzzy set model of
graded category membership. It is based on the postulates of the prototype theory which
presupposes that the boundaries between memberships to a category are-oat bigar
rather fuzzy. This means that some memlagesbéter candidates ofategory A because
they exhibit more of its defining featuramlike the others whichapart from the elements
shared with the members cditegory A may equally share the features with the members of
category BWhen these prinpies are applied to the proposed polypragmatic model, some
forms are easily identified as hedges, esgem, mightconstituting thus a basievel
category of hedgeslhe categories on a higher level of analysis such as aceumady
writer-oriented hedge allow for greater indeterminacy between their members, the
distinction of which may often be blurred. While some hedges represent the core examples
of accuracyoriented hedges concerned with the propositional content, other members in this

category are wre peripheral, and thus closer to the functions of watemted hedges.

As Hyland admits on several occasions, any attempt to provide a strict categorization
of pragmatic properties with respect to an elusive category such as hedging mosttikely r
the risk of misrepresenting the natural language use. This acknowledgment basically implies
WKDW WKH LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ RI SUDJPDWLF IXQFWLRQV
to confirm with certainty given the high degree of pragmatieteaninacy of the devices

HP S ORHyl&d, 1998p. 214). It is interestingp note that the fact that a single hedge
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PD\ SHUIRUP VHYHUDO IXQFWLRQV DW RQFH PD\ DOVR EH

which can hardly be detected by a linguist @iy, 1998).

Despite fuzzy boundaries between the categories of hedgesODQ GV H[SODQD
model has been successful in drawing attention to the centrality of hedging in academic
writing and has sparked research interest into this concept in acadatmg wver since.

Indeed, his model has served as a reference point to a number of subsequent studies on
scientific hedgingboth in English (Vartalla2001; Koutsantoni, 2006;aL QNIQLHR j

and crosdinguistically (Vassileva, 2001Vold, 20066 &L @NMHQ ). The major
strength of his analysis is that it has provided an account of an inherently polyfunctional
nature of hedges, illuminating their versatile behaworacademic writing. Of no less
importance of his study is the awareness that thievaimn for the use of hedges cannot be
accounted for without reference to an institutionalized disciplinary context in which it is

situatedHyland, 1998)

As indicated at the outset of this section, hedging has been studied as-a@tand
category it also as a part of broader frameworks of academic interaction, such as
metadiscourse (Hyland, 2085and stance and engagement (Hyland, BROB should be
noted that in comparison to the earlier accounts (Hyland, 1998), the defining features of
hedgesin the above stated accounts have remained the same. Consequently, no detailed
reference is made to their characterization here. In addition, givethithatudy focuses on
hedging functions of epistemic markers, the following section does not aimsenptbe
concepts intheir entirety nor discuss them in great detail. The aim is to provide a broad

overview of those models, with a particular focus on the position of hedges.
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2.3.5 Hedges as a part of metadiscourse in academic writindhe concept of
metadiscourse rests up@ndynamic view of language which implies that communication
involves not only transferring information but also engaging with interlocutors and
establishing relationships with them (Watts, 2003). In its essence, metadiscourseeembodi
the premise that comunication is not a neutral but rather a socially engaged process in
which writers or speakers project themselves in a discourse by signaling their attitudes

towards the content but simultaneously also to the audiéhydand,20053.

Metadiscourse mads encompass an array of linguistic devices which writerse
to organize their texts and convey their personal attitudes both to the subject matter and to
the readers in an attempt to get their message across as effectively bk gGssmore,
Markannen & Steffensen, 1993). Against this background, two fundamental interactive
dimensions of metadiscourse are recognized, the textual and the interpersonal. While the
former encompasses the devices used to navigate a reader threuggxttie.g. text
conrectives, such aéirst, nex), the latter comprises the devices used to evaluate the

PDWHULDO DQG VLIJQDO D ZULWHUTV VWDQFH WRZDUGV LW

JRU LQVWDQFH LQ 9D Qtaxdnoniy SisStérpefsvhametadiscourse
includes, among othg, validity markers(i.e. hedges, such gserhaps, may attitude
markers, such asurprisingly, and emphatics, such akearly) which is a common term for
the items that show a level of commitment to the assessments as well as the assessments of

the truthvalue of the proposiinal content. To illustrate the point, in sente(® by using

58 As the focus of the present study is on exploring written dicourse, the discussion will proceed by using
writer/reader dichotomy.
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the highlighted endophoric marke&the writer assistghe reader in comprehending the text

and guides him or her towards the intended interpretation (Hylanda2005

56. As noted abovehe use of certain cues, such as gendered facial features, can
help perceivers make reasonably accurate judgments in the absence of more

diagnostic information(JPSP)

On the other hand, isentencg57) the highlighted adjective signalse ZULWHUVY DIIHFW

attitude to the propositional content (Hyland, 2805

57. Also, considering the increasing popularity of online dating websites, it would be
interestingto examine whether daters whose profile pictures display embarrassment

are mae sought after by other use(SPSB)

According toHyland (200%, p. 37) metadiscoursél Q F R P S Belf-iéftebtive expressions

used to negotiate interactional meanings in a text, assisting the writer (or speaker) to express
a viewpoint and engage witleaders as members of ap&/ LFXODU FRPPXQLW\ "~ 7
goes on to admit that such a concept of metadiscourse clearly overlaps with some other
concepts which deal with the interpersonal in languageh as evaluationTomson&

Hunston 2000).Hyland (2005a) notes that when writing argpeaking we do not only wish

to convey the information in a logically structured way but we use the communication acts

to achieve certain goals (e.g. gaining acceptance, persuading, etc.) with respect to our
audience. Thisneans that the interactive dinsgon of language is always present in writing

and the concept of metadiscourse to a large extent provides a neat framework to explore the
ways it is achieved. Related to it is the notion that textual and interpersonabmsnofi
metadiscourse are not to be conceived of as separate functions, as suggested by previous
accounts on metadiscourse (Vande Kopple, 1985). Hya@@05a)takes a rather holistic

approach suggesting that these functions work simultaneously in reabatgngise. For

5% Endophoric markers relate to the expressions by means of which a writer guides a reader through the text
(e.g.As can be seein Figurex) (Hyland, 2005a).
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example, a comment adjunahdoubtedllyin the following example performs a textual
function pointing to the preceding segment of the text but at the same time it signals the

ZULWHUTVY DWWLWXGH WR WKH FRQWHQW

58. Undoubtedlythere are limiations to the findings of this the$fs.

+\ODQG PDLQWDLQV WKDW WKH GHYLFHV VLIQDOLQJ WH]
choices to make readers interpret the meaning in the intended way which in turn makes the
textual metadiscourse interperson®R R+ \ Q@&anhHael of academic metadiscourse

is functionallybased and it draws to a large extent on the distinction betiwtsractive
andinteractional dimension of interaction. Interactive dimension deals with those aspects

of written texts vhich concerrnthe organization of the discourse with an ultimate aim of
producing a text which a reader will find coherent, meaningful, and persuasive. Some of
these are, for exampldransition markers which signal different types of logical

connections keveen ideasq.g.in addition, thereforg

On the other hand, the interactional dimension concerns the way writers evaluate or
comment on their messages, engaging the readers to become implicit participants in the
unfolding text.Hedges which indicate he level of ceainty writers wish to attribute to their
claims signaling that the claims are to be taken as opinions rather than facts, clearly belong
to the interactional dimension of metadiscourse. Other devices include, for example,
boosterswhich higHight thewrit HUVY FRQILGHQFH LQ WKHeRaWp,LPV WK
undoubtedly; self mention referring to the explicit authorial presence (e.g. personal and
possessive pronouns, suchlasur DQG LQGLFDWLQJ WKH OHYHO RI ZULY

to project into the text, etc.

60 The examplewas taken fronHyland andTse (2004, p. 163).

111



It is important topoint out that being a part of a more encompassing study on
reflexivity in language, metadiscourse is indeed a fuzzy concept to deal with and hardly
possible to fully account for (Hyland, 2085Like other related categories of the evaluative
language use, such as hedging and stance, there is a wide understanding that metadiscourse
is difficult if not impossible to delineate in any finite maniyland, 2005a) One reason
for thisis undoubtedIythe possbly infinite number of waysattitudes or affectthat can be
expressed in language, which make paentiallyoperended categoryHyland, 2005a)

An additional problem ighe polyfunctionality of the items commonly associated with
metadiscoursdn other words, theevices perform certain metadiscoursal functions only by
virtue of a context and not merely a form which in turn makes metadiscourse not only a
linguistic but also a rhetorical concept inseparable of a situational context in which it is used

(Hyland, 200%).

2.3.6 Hedges as expressions of stance in academic writinfhe markers of
epistemic modality play one of the central roles in conveying stance which is yet another
dimension along which a broad concept of evaluation in academic diechas been
studied Biber et al, 1999; Conrad & Biber, 2000; Hyland, 2@)®Biber, 200&; Wharton
2012; Plo, 2013). Broadly speaking, stance is an umbrella term which encompasses
different deviceswriters use tointrudeinto the textand convey thdar attitudes towards the

content and the readgf#&/harton, 2012).

Wharton(2012) distinguishes between three stance domadires epistemic domain,
which is concerned with the notions such as truth and certainty; the attitudinal domain,
encompassing value jgchents or emotional attitudes; and the dialogic space, which

FRQFHUQV LQFOXVLRQ RI UHDGHUV LQWR WKH WH[W 7KH
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or boosted stances towards assertions. The hedged stances, which are mainly realized by
means of epistemimodality devices, are used to signhé ZULWHUTV KHVLWDQFH
FDWHIJRULFDO FODLP 7KXV KHGJHG VWDQFHY RYHUODS Z
hedges in his polypragmatic model of hedd&s. Hyland (2006), stance is characterized in

terms of the features which signal how writers present themselves in the texts and how they
express their assessments, commitment or attitudes towards claims. Against this
background, stance bears resemblance to the interactional dimensiba mfeviousy

discussed model of academic metadiscourse. Stance comprises three broad components
which can be realized by means of different devices. These inelidentiality which

PDUNV D YDU\LQJ GHJUHH RI ZULWHUTTV FRPPLIREREBYQW WR \
means of hedges or boosteedfect which refers to conveying emotional rather than
epistemic attitudes and is realized by attitude markers; pragence which denotes a
ZULWHUSfV H[SOLFLW LQWUXVLRQ-nmMe@vhg i« Ksona/adw E\ Pt

possessive pronoufildyland, 2005h)

It should be noted, however, thincefeatures represent one of the two dimensions
LQ +\O Ra&binvwdel of academic interaction. The otkencernsengagementwhich
subsumes a range of resourcestersi use to recogrezthe presence of readers and direct
their attention to a desired interpretation of their intentions. These include, for example,
reader pronouns, such as inclusiwve which explicitly includes readers into the text and
signal a strongbond between themnd a writer in sharing similar assumptions,

understandings, ettHyland, 2005b¥?

As Hyland (20086) notes, both stance and engagement are two sides of the same coin

since they contribute to the conceptualization of academic writingingsractive and

61 The other devies incluleSHUVRQDO DVLGHV LQFOXGLQJ ZULWHUYV FRPPHQW
directives (mainly manifested through imperatives, geg, please natetc.); questions, and appeals to shared
knowledge (Hyland, 2005b).
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dialogic, signaling different ways how writers position themselves towards their claims,
build argumentation, but also engage with readetekencommunal process of constructing
knowledge. It is important to note that the results of cerpmnalysis of stance and
engagemenfeatures in research articles across eight academic disciplines (Hyland) 2005
showed the saliency of stance features as compared to engagement markers, suggesting the
centrality of signalinghe ZULWHU §V S lth® ac8demidv/iext. Amoy stancatiees,

hedges are most frequently employed, which once again, supports the importance writers
place on expressing caution and tentativeness in presenting their claims. This is particularly
VDOLHQW LQ Vel \pilosephy,Fab@i€LiggHissr in which hedges are used
approximately twice asmuch asLQ pKDUGY GLVFLSOLQHV H J PHEFK
engineering). Generally speaking, this supports the underlying idea of the disciplsaxy
research on eWwation in academic writigg which points to the fact that writing conventions

are to a considerable extent disciplinapecific (Hyland & Tse, 2004;Hyland, 2005,

2009).

Among the most cited models of linguistic marking of stance in geneciliding
academidcenglish was provided byhe American linguist Douglas Biber and his associates
(Biber et al, 1999; Biber2006&). Their linguistic analysis of multmillion corpora
illuminated how a broad notion of stance is exploited across a range of wattgn (
university genres, research articles, etc.) and spoken academic registers (e.g. office hours,
class sessions, etc.). For Biber et al. (1999966)stanceLVY D FRYHU WHUP IRU 3
IHHOLQJV DWWLWXGHV YDOXH M X Gatéodn Wrée dirigndib'sV HV V P |
of stance are distinguished: epistemic stance, attitudinal stance (signaling personal feelings
or emotions, such asmazingly, sadly, | wish), and style stance (referring to the comments

on the communication, such @stell you the trut).
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Epistemic stance ia broad category signalirtge V S H 3 Ndthth§nts on the status
of information in a propositio(Biber et al.,1999. It subsumes notions such as marking of
certainty or doubt, and as such overlaps with hedges anceb®astthe two components of
+\ODQGTV PRGH QweRdr, \t W brGaftdil in sd®pencompassing also markers of
actuality (e.gin facf), a degree of precision (e.right, seef a source of (e.qaccording
to) and a perspective of the informationgeunder that view (Biber et al.,1999. For
example, in sentenc&9) the wnderlined adverb indicatégke ZULWHUfV GRXEW ZLWK
the poposition, while in sentence (bthe adverbial marks the perspective from which the

proposition might be regded as true.

59. 3Perhapstheir probosces aranot long enough to reach the most succulent
parts.. " (Biberet al., 1999, p870)

60. 3From the interactional perspectiwaitlined abovethis is what would be
expected: (Biber et al., 1999, 073

Being a part of the Longman Grammar of Spoken and Written En@liSA9) the main
value of he proposed model is that it provides a systematic account of the grammatical
features of stance markers as well as their distribution across different registersngnclud

academic prose. These grammatical categories are discussed further below.

2.3.7 Epistemic modality markers as linguistic realizations of hedging and
stance Throughout the preceding discussion it has been repeatedly shown that hedging is
quite an alsive category which does not lend itself to precise defining criteria. A wide
scope of te notions subsumed under its label, from politeness, indirectness, vagueness, etc,
has resulted in rather opended lists of possible lexiggrammatical items perforing

hedging functions, ranging from modal verbs (engy, mighk approximators relatingp
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quantity (e.g.about, somewhgt time (e.g.usually, sometimégs adjectives, adverbs, and

nouns expressing epistemic possibility or probability (passible, pssibly, possibility,

expressions marking personal opinions (agny view, etc. As a result, the taxonomies of

hedges used in research on academic writing vary greatly in size, which, among others,
poses considerable constraints in comparing researdinds. As a way of illustration,
+\ODQGTTV OLVW FRQWDLQV LWHPVY ZKLOH WKH W
metadiscourseHyland, 200%) includessome 80 itenV %\ FRQWUDVW )9DUWDC

taxonomy amounts to 236 hedges.

Despite the disepancies in the size and sdivisions of the hedging taxonomies,
the core grammatical categories of epistemic modality seem to constitute a rather constant
strand of hedging devices in academic writing. Based on the comparison of a range of
taxonomies usk in research on scientific hedgin§alageiMeyer, 1994;Hyland, 1998;
Vihla, 1999; Vartalla, 2001;0 D U-W bQJ V206@8 Hu & Cao, 201}, the grammatical
categories of epistemic modality listed below may be considered as central in rehkzing
hedging tinction in academic writing. Given that the proposed categories greatly overlap
with the lexicegrammatical features of markingSet VWHPLF VWD Q FsH1299) % LEHU

model of stancehese havalsobeenaddedherg resulting in the following?
1) modalauxiliaries:ltmay EH WKD W «
2) modal adverhdt is probably «
3) modal adjectivedt is possiblethat/ ApossibleFD XVH Rl «
4) modal nounsThere is goossibility W K D W «

5) epistemicverbs WeassumeW K Dt\lg assumed/V K DX\&lsgumeshat

52 For the reasons of convestice, each category is exemplified by an abbreviexedhple extracted from the
present corpus, while the full forms of thentences amgiven n Section 3.1.2.1.1.
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At this point, it shouldbe noted that the aim of the present section is to outline and
exemplify the major grammatical categories commonly subsumed under the notion of
hedging and epistemic stance without referring to the criteria for the selection of the
individual items includd in each category, the overlaps with other categories such as
evidentiality, etc. As a way of illustration, the use of the lexical verbs suehassumes

W K Dmhexe the source of the judgment is attributedh®Other has been treated rather
differenly in research on hedging and stance. Some scholars deny these instances the
hedging status (Crompton, 1997), some treat them as hedggsstemic stance markers
(Hyland, 1998;Biber et al. 1999 Vartalla, 2001 Vold, 2006; Biber, 200@), yet others
cakgorize them as evidentials (Hyland, 2809 hese issues, howevare tackled in more

detail in the outline of the methodological framework of the present study.

2.3.8 Previous research on epistemic modality in research articleg\ccounting
for the emjprical research on the use of epistemic modality markers in research article
writing is far from a straightforward task for at least two reasons. First, the use of epistemic
devices is associated with a range of different models ofatadnteraction sthe outline
of the empirical studies inevitably has tonsider different perspectiveSecond, even
within the same models, studies often follow different methodological approaches which
often constraintghe integration of research findings. A lack offarm analytical methods
is generally considered to be one of the major drawbacks of research into academic
discourse and research on the use of epistemic devices in academic writing IS not an

exception in that respect (Sanderson, 2008).

The aim of the fllowing discussion is to provide a general overview of the major

research strands, supported by the outline of the selected empirical studies, the aspects of
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which are deemed to be related to the purposes of the present(Bigahe 2. As the
studies vay in research focus to a considerable extent, no attempt is made here to discuss
research designs and the research findings in great detail. Where relevant, reference to these

is made in the discussion of the corpus findings.

As shown in Figure 2,tdhe most general level, research into epistemic modality in
academic writing may be followed along two major strafde first concerns largecale
accounts of grammatical patterns in four major registers in English, including academic
language (Biber et al1999; Conrad & Biber, 200@iber, 200®). Theseaccounts provide
valuable insights into the general patterns of the use of grammatical features, such as stance
markers, as well as their most frequent exponents in English academic prose. For example,
investigating stance adverbials across three registers (i.e. conversation, academic prose and
news), Conrad and Biber (2000) show that epistemic stance adverbialgdehgps,
probably, undoubted)y are significantly more frequently used than style andudgit
adverbials in all three registers. When it comes to the distribution of the specific types of
epistemic stance adverbials in academic prose, findings point to the highest frequency of the
adverbials used to exprete ZULWHU VY Y DU\L Qtlan@ khiitatiaiHwithRdspedR X E
to the proposition (e.goerhaps, probably This signals that academic prose puts a great
emphasis on flagging propositions for their degrees of doubtraimty (Conrad & Biber,

2000). Viewed from the context of the rhetoally-oriented approaches to the use of
epistemic modality in academic writing, the obtained findings may be associated with the

centrality of hedging in academic writing.
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Figure 2.An outline of the types of empirical research on the use of episteodality

devices in research article writing

The other strand of research is narrower in scope and concerns soaliergenrdased
studies which aim to explore the types, frequency, and pragmatic functions of epistemic
devices with respect to differemtiriables, such as academic discipline, language, gender,
etc. Generally, these studies may be related to two major researcindo The first

concerns those in which epistemic modality is explored in its own right yet brought into
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relation with the ovell functions of hedging\(ihla, 1999; Vold, 200G, 2006&). The
second comprises the studies in which the use of epistemic markecoustad for as a

part of an overarching category of heay(Hyland, 1998; Vartalla, 20p.1

As previously noted, witli the context of academic discourse, studies on the
pragmatics of epistemic modality in its own right are rather limited in number and
sametimes based on the methodologies not directly comparable to the one proposed above.
JRU HIDPSOH <DQJ (25 &uddypoR epistéhiic/modality markers in research
articles in a single discipline followthe systemic functional linguistic approach which
classifies epistemic devices along dimensions different from those established in the
semantic approach adogdtbere.By contrast, Vold (2008 adopts a polysemous approach
to epistemic modality and explores the pragmatic functions of episteodality markers in
the corpus of 40 research articles in linguistics and medicine across three lafgireges.
analysisis based on the most frequent epistemic markers found in the exploratory corpus,
including the following:may, might, could, possible, probably, perhaps, indicate, suggest,
assume, seem, appedie findings show that despite some disciplinary prefereinctse
use of he individual markers, there weme significant differences in the use of the markers
between the two disciplines. With respect to the frequency of the individual epistemic
markers, the findings point to the saliency of the mau&in both corpora, while the verbs

seem, appear, and assuna@kedhigher in the linguistics corpus as compared to medicine.

Vihla (1999) explore the use of modality devices in general in a range of different
medical genres, includintpe research article. Histudy is based on the taxonomy of modal
devices which are divided into three categories: possibility, likelihood/certainty and

prescriptivemodal expressions. The category of possibility expressions encompasses a small

53 The results ofhe crosdinguistic variations in the use of epémic modality markeré Q 9RO G T \nd D
other studies in the present outline are discussed in the next section.
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range of devices, includingnay, migh maybe, perhaps, possibly, it is possible that,
possibility that The category of epistemic certainty/likelihood comprises expressiahs su

as appear, seem, probably, be/seem/appear/likely tle#t, Findings show a higher
frequency of possibility expre®ns as compared to those expressing certainty/likelihood,

which signals a more salient role of hedged rather than boosted statemeséanair article

writing (Hyland, 2006 $W WKH OHYHO RI WKH LQGLYLGXDO PDUNH
saliercy of the modalmay, followed bymight while the other epistemic devices warged

considerably less frequently.

With respect to the empirical studies on the use of hedgesthamdlinguistic
realizations in research articletsvo strands of researchawy be distinguished. The first
comprises the studies in which the use of hedges is explored within broader models of
academic interactiorsuch agpreviously discussemhetadiscourser stance and engagement
models (Hyland, 2005a, 200%; Hu & Cao, 2011). Inthose accounts, hedges are not
taxonomized into distinct categories but rather treated as a single, uniform category,
comprising ofepisemic devices, such as modals, epistemic adverbs, adjectives, etc. but also
other devices, commonly labelled @gproximators(e.g.about, somewhgtetc. Conflating
a range of devices whose hedging status is generallyestablished into a single categor
is apparently a more convenient approach to working on larger corpora and exploring, for
example, the crosdisciplinary practices with respect to the use of hedges (but also other
components of the cited models). However, such generic approaches ¢s redgademic
writing may blur a distinctive role of specific grammatical categories performing hedging

functions whch are consequently left unaccounted for.

A case in point is+\ O DXB@EdY(2009) which reportson a higher proportion of
hedges in resech articles in softlisciplines, such as Marketing, Philosophy, and Applied

Linguistics, as compared to their use hard disciplines, like Physics, Mechanical
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engineering, etc. On a more general note, the obtained distribution of hedges reflects the
nature of the soft vs. hard disciplines dichotomgaling with human subjects and variables
which are less certain thahose inthe hard sciences, writers ithe more discursive soft
disciplines need to express more caution and tentativeness in prgsieir argumenis

which in turn accounts for @ensetuse of hedges. By contrast, the use of hedgdéweinard
scienes is less prominent as the construction of knowledge is based on harder empirical

data and more reliable quantitative research nuetlogy (Hyland & Tse, 2004).

In addition to the studies in which the distinctive linguistic devices and their
functions ae rather conflated, studies based on the taxonomies of hedges attempt to provide
a more finegrained account on the frequencies aadctions of the particular types of
hedges in disciplinary writing. However, the taxonomies of hedging devices usedén tho
studies are often based ¢me authorfV VXEMHFWLYH FULWHULD ZKLFK S
comparison of the research results adl we the replication of the studies (Sanderson,
2008). For example, Salagdfeyer (1994) explores the use of hedging desiin two
medical genres: research articles and case reports. The study is based on the taxonomy
consisting of rather heterogeneougategories includingshields a common term
encompassing an array of devices, such as epistemic modals, epistemic adg@utive
epistemic verbs referring to speculations or hypotheses s$egpestand speculatg
approximators (e.gabout, aroundl expressions which reduche ZULWHUfV SHUVR
involvement (e.gl believe, In my vie}ythe ZULWHUTV FRPPHQWYndlp WHUPV
charged intensifiers (e.gf particular importancgand compound hedges which consist of a
string of hedging devices (e.d. may be suggestgdAs for the frequency of individual
categories,shields constitutel the most frequently employed categarsf hedges, which
points to the saliency of the use of epistemic devices in expressing caution and rédtkicing

ZULWHUVY FRPPLWP RHQtiiVregpért W Kel distrifativD effh¥dges acribes
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IMRAD structure of research articles, the overaltlings point to the highest frequency of
hedges inthe Discussionsection and the lowest irthe Method section while teir
frequency waselatively similar in the remaining two sections. Such a distribution of the use
of hedges complies with the overdtletorical functions of the respective RA sections. In
other wordsthelow frequency of hedges in the Method section may be accounted for by the
fact that this section deals with the outline of the methodological procedures and data
collection where the se of cautious language is not particularly relevant. These rhetorical
purposes strikingly contrast with those in the Discussion section where writers evaluate
findings, draw conclusions, account for alternative interpretations, etc. which consequently

leads to a more frequent use hedged statements.

+\ O DYIOY8) study on the use of lexical hedges in biology research articles adopts
a different taxonomy which is based on the grammatical categories of hedging devices
consisting of the following: modal vies, epistemic verbs, epistemic adverbs, adjectives, and
nouns. The findings show the highest frequency of epistemic verbs, followed by adverbs,
adjectives, and modals, and a negligible frequency of modal nouns. With respect to the
distribution across th&RA rhetorical sections, the overall findings follow the expected
practice, with the highest density of hedges recordetdarDiscussionthe relatively same
frequencies in the Introductioand Resultsand a negligible use of hedges in the Method
section At the level of the individual markersnay was the most frequently employed
modal in the category of modal verbs. Among thedalxiverbs, the most frequent were
indicate and suggest while the adjectivedikely and possiblewere the most frequently

employed epistemic adjectives.

9 D U V¢ 200Q) Btdidy explores the use of hedging devices across research articles
and popular science articles in the three disciplines (economics, medicine, and technology).

Though the taxonomy is based on further categsuehl as questions, clausal elements, and
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others, the core hedging ¢&tt RULHYV DUH L G HQ@awbhdny Of thé Ryrarmabc@l G
categories, yet not comparable. Namely, unlike Vartalla who provides a complete list of the
items used in the corpus anagjsiHyland (1998) gives the overall raw and relative
frequencies of the overall items included in each grammatical category of hedges but lists
only the most frequent ones for each categor®@ 9D UW D O)Oi@x@inomy, each
grammatical category is furthhedivided into subcategories depending on the common
semantic features of the devices included in the analysis. For example, the category of full
lexical verbs includes nonfactive reporting verbs (engply, suggest tentative cognition

verbs (e.gassune, believg and tentative linking verbs (e geem, appear

With respect to the disciplary variations in the use of hedges, the findings show the
highest frequencgf hedges in economics, followed by medicine and technology. Generally,
this may be amunted for by the fact that economics is a social science where theoretical
uncertainties are more prominent as compared to medicine or technology whose
methodologies and objectiveseamore rigorous (Vartalla, 20R1When it comes to the
frequency of thegrammatical categories of hedges, the overall findings point to the highest
distribution d lexical verbs (in particular tentative cognition verbs), whitgectives rangd
WKH ORZHVW $V SUHYLRXVO\ QRWHG 9DUWD@& Y WD[RC
14 categories, the distributions of which as well as those of the salivitiual devices are
too detailed to be accounted for here. Reference to the selective epistemic devices as well as

their frequencies is made in the subsequent sectidhs present study.

In sum, the preceding sectibasaimed to outline the major reselardirections with
respect to the use of epistemic devices in research article writing as well as the selected
empirical studies. The findings of those studies cdnutelsomething about the rhetorical
practices in particular disciplines, but, as alreadted, due to the versatility of approaches

and methodological designs the comparison and integration of the final results is hardly
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possible. One of the most criticgloints in most previously outlined methodological
frameworks is related to the criterigad in selecting the units of analysis. However, this
issue is discussed in more detail in the outline of the approach adopted in the present study.
The final issueleft to be discussed with respect to the present research concerns the
language variablej.e. a crosdinguistic perspective on the use of epistemic modality

markers in research article writing.

2.3.9 A crosscultural perspective on the pragmatics ofepistemic modality in
academic discourseThe question of the role of culture in academic writing has attracted a
considerable research interest in academic discourse analysisearatious features of a
broad concept of evaluation have not baeexcefion in that respect. As Mauranen (1993)
observes, while science or rather a scientific way of thinking is a universal phenomenon,
academic writing is a cultural product, realized in a particular cultural context and shaped to
a considerable extent by tlkaltural specifics. If we think about academic writing in terms
of the academic genres as its representatives, we may in broad strokes argue that they
exhibit both universally generic and culturafigecific featurs. Taking an example of an
original reseech article in social sciences such as psychology, a conventionalized IMRAD
format could be taken as its generic structural feature, which, however, does not suggest that
there are no variations in this basic stauetor that it is the exclusive format wihich

research articles may appear (Sanderson, 2008).

Most generally, while the formal surface structure of the disciplinary academic
genres such as a research article could be considered as culturally indepéraient,
rhetorical conventions seem to bere susceptible to the cultural variations (Mauranen,

1993; Sanderson, 2008). As has been previously demonstrated, the way writers construct
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their argumentation, adopt stance, etc. is to a large extent constogiied nature of the

particular discipines. However, beyond these disciplinary constraints, the way the rhetorical
means are manifested as well as tegreeto which they are employed in the actual
instances of academic writing may be to a wayyextent constrained by the culturally
specificrhetorical conventions (Mauranen, 1993). As a way of iligin, Vassileva (1998)

compared WKH GLVWLQFWLYH IRUPV RI DXWKRULDO SUHVHQF
linguistics articles across fiverlguages (English, German, French, Bulgarian, amsian)

2QH RI WKH DXW K*Rhaftte Us&ds th€) 1Y B@n5g or Pl personal pronouns

was considerably higher in the disciplinary writing in English as compared to the Slavic
languages,in which impersonal constructions prevail. More spealfic the findings
demonstrate that English authors tedddW R XVH WKH 3, SHUVSHFWLYH L
research objectives in the introductory parts of their papers, showing thus a strong
commitment to their study and asserting its importance [eag.O O V K BY eontrast,

Slavic authors prefeed to downplay their presence when introducing thesesgch,

resorting to the passidMike or other impersonal constructions () DUH DQD.On]HG «
addition,even when personal pronouns were used, acSéathortenced WR IDYRU WKH 3:F
overthe 3, SHUVSHFWLYH WKRXJK H[SUHVYVL @écddingWwULFWO\
X V)« For Vassileva (p176), such instances which shond SRODU GLIIHUHQFH EH
real referent of the pronoun and the lingfWwLF H[SUHVVLRQ™ PD\ EH WDNHQ L

thedepersonalized character of academic writing in the respective Slavic languages.

The level of personalization in distinctiveriting styles, such as the above quoted,
cannot be accounted for in termistioe differences in linguistic systems but rather in terms
of the rhetorical conventions specific to particular national cultures (Sanderson, 2008).
These in turn reflect wider smcultural contexts in which academic writing is embedded,

which in terms 6 the languages cited may be, among others, related to the distinction
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between individualistic vs. collectivist cultures, as discussed by Chgwtéd in Vasileva,

1998). Vassileva suggests that given their lesgnding communist political order,

Bulgarian and Russian cultures tend to favor the collective approach in academic writing
which is generally reflected in a low frequency of personal reference forms. This seems to

lend VXSSRUW WR WKH REVHUYDWLRQ WKDW SEXIOWXUDO
understandings, or schema knowledge, and are likely to have a considerable impact on what

we write and how we organize what we write, and our responses to different communicative

FRQW H[W V200%)\ @ 0O G

2.3.9.1 Intercultural rhetoric. In the context of academic discourse, crogKural
research on various aspects of academic writing has been largely associated with the field of
intercultural rhetoric . Connor and Rozycki (2013. 427) definantercultural rhetoric as
SWKH VWXG\ Rdourse be¥iwdh @ndsamong individuals with different cultural
EDFNJURXQGV ~ ,Q VLPSOH WHUPV WKLV UHVHDUFK DUHD |
A use the linguistic resources to interact with the text and the readership as compared to
writers in language B. In addition, it seeks to examine how the preferred rhetorical
conventions in language A, which are dependent on various sociocultural factors, may affect
writing in langu@ge B which possibly exhibits some different rhetorical conventions.
Needless to say, in cressltural research on academic discourse language B has been
predominantly English which is, despite some criticisms directed at English ethnocentricism
and hegemony (Spack, 1997), understandable due to its status as a linguaf fsaresdific
research networking, scientific publicati@amdcommerce @ p Ultthhtada, 2012; Connor &

Rozycki, 2013).
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Granted this broad characterization, it is not surprising that research in intercultural
rhetoric and its findings are closely contegtwith their application in the teaching context,
in particularin the EAP domain. The empirical findings of those studies keep on informing
EAP practitioners worldwid@baut the preferred rhetorical conventions between academic
English and other languag and help them and their L2 students in raising awareness of
primarily crosscultural differences irthe academic writing style, contributing thus to the

development of Lacademic literacy (Li, 2008).

With respect to the empirical research in thedfied intercultural rhetoric, two major
domains of studies can be distinguished. One relates to the studies examining interferences
of L1 rhetorical conventions with those im@ish (Mauranen1993 Vassileva, 2001
Hinkel, 2004. This strand of research based on the premise that due to the variations in
the use of the same feature between L1 and L2 writing (e.g. metadiscourse), L2 writers may
leave traces of the L1 rhetasicconventions in their English academic texts and thus violate

the discourse nars of the targeted English language (Hyland, 208anderson, 2008).

For instance, as a part of a larger project examining the preferred rhetorical
conventions in the Finnisand English academic texts, Mauranen (1993) examined two
comparable academictates in the field of economics written by an Anglmerican
scholar and a Finnish scholar wrg in English. Her study aimed to explore the variations
in the use of different categories of textual metadiscourse (e.g. transition expressions
connecting tk propositions; expressions summarizing the preceding content or announcing
the one that followsbetween the authors alistinct cultural backgrounds. The findings
showed hat the English author used considerably more metatextual devices (54%) as
comparedo the Finnish (22%). More specifically, the English writer intruded in a text more
often by summarizing the points before reaching a conclusion, providing comments on the

claims made, etc., thus showing more consideratiothforeader. According to Maanen
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(1993) such strategies may reflect a more wrigsponsible writing style in which a writer
assumesresponsibility to navigatehe reader through the text and guidés for her
interpretation of the text. By contrast, a considerably lower rateeoimigtatextual devices
used by the Finnish writer may be a reflection of a reegigyonsible style which places
more demands on readers as they need to engage more actively in a text and infer the
ZULWHUSTV PDLQ SRLRQWJitidh) baiKteesefldcded idifferent persuasive
stratgies. While the English author wamore explicit in asserting the main point eany

the text, the Finnish text wamore implicit, leavig the main point up to the end. The author
concluded that the observed differeacstem from different notions of politeness in the
respective cultures. Thus, conforming to the conventions of the Axrgkrican style which

is characterized as marketiogented or rather didactic, a writer is expected to guine
reader through theext and thus save his or her time and efforcontrastthe more poetic
Finnish style is characterized as being more implicit, whereby a writer avoids being too
intrusive and patronizingp the reader. This may be taken as a sigesgpect to the read¢ | V
individual intellectual skills in the interpretation of the textual message. However, Mauranen
REVHUYHV WKDW WKH VDPH LPSOLFLW VWUDWHJI\ PD\ EH
towards readers in a sense that he or she does not bother ta asatr in understanding

the gist of the text. Overall, the above cited study illustrates hownative writers may
transfer the L1 rhetorical conventions whentiwwg their academic texts in English, which

for an English reader familiar with differenhetorical conventions may be conceived as
rhetorically inappropriate and possibly result in a negative evaluation (Hylanda)2005
Therefore, the awareness of thetorical variations between L1 and L2 may be particularly
relevant for nomative Englishwriters from minority cultures when attempting to publish

their articles in English (Mauranen, 1993; Sanderson, 2008).

129



The other strand of research refergtosscultural studies which aim to explore the
same concept across disciplinary writing in distive cultures, most notably in comparison
to English (Hyland, 200. Thus, Crismore et al. (1993) explore the use of metadiscourse in
Finnish and US. studemty ZULWLQJV .RXWYVDQWitReQelel of certdinyY HVWLJ
and commitmenthat Greek ad English RA writers attach to their claim§;D U\ DQ Wt Q
(2003) compares the rhetorical structure of abstracts in research articles in Spanish and
English; Hirano (2009) studies the variatians in the rhetorical structure of introductions in
research arties written by Brazilian Portuguese and English writers; Molino (2010) studies
personal and impersonal authorial references in English and Italian RA weitmé\s the
overall aim of the present study is related particularly to this research doneasedion
which follows outlines some empirical findings with a particular focus on the variations in

the use of hedging devices in the crogkural disciplinary writing.

2.3.9.2 Some empirical findings of crossultural research on hedges in academic
writing. Previous research has pointed out that different cultures exhibit specific rhetorical
preferences in constructing academic argumentation, includingsthef hedging strategies
(Hyland, 200%). One of the common findings is that academic Engdistharacterized by a
greater tendency to expredee ZULWHUTV FDXWLRQ DQG D UHGXFHG G
presenting scientific claims as compared to otlamiguages \(assileva, 2001;Hyland,

2005%; Vold, 2006 Hu & Cao, 2011 aLQNIQLHR j

For instance,0 D U-W DQJ (®aG@8) exploredW KH XVH RI KHGJHV LQ PLWL.
claims in research articles in psychology in English and Spanish. The authofiedassi
different hedging devices according to the distinctive tygestrategies writeremploy to

convey their stanceThree fundamental strategies wetbstinguished: Strategy of
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Indetermination, Subjectivisation, and Depersonalization. The former, realized by a range of
the epistemic modal devices and approximatorspimgeerned with reducing explicitness of a
proposition as well as with conveying vagueness, fuzziness, etc. The strategy of
Subjectivisation is realized by the use of the expressions sigreaprrsonal or subjective
opinion (e.g.in my view or those thatintensify the meaning of a proposition (e.g.
particularly important 7KH 'HSHUVRQDOL]DWLRQ VWUDWHJ\ DLPV W
the text and is mainly realized by impersonal aaslspre constructions (eigis suggested
Overall, findings paitedto a similar distribution of the hedging strategin both corpora,
though it wa slightly higher in the English corpus. In both corpdna,liighest frequency of
hedges wa recorded in # Introduction and Discussion sections, which complies wih th
overall rhetorical functions of the two sections. With respect to the types of hedges, both
English and Spanish writers prafd various forms of Depersonalization strategies by
means of which witers distance themselves from the claims and thus raesgpensibility

for them. The greatest digpancy between the two corporasmaflected in the use of
Indetermination strategies, with the highest frequency recorded in the English corpus. In
other words, English writers udenore frequently the epistemitevices and approximators

to mitigate the strength of their claims and thus protect themselves from the risks of
overstatementsThis rhetorical strategy seemed be less relevant for Spanish writers.
According to the author, the use of the epistemic itydaarkers in the Spanish academic
writing style is probably not recognized as a conventionalized form of mitigating the force
of the claims as in English. Alternatively, a more favored Depatzation strategy seems

to be sufficient enough for hedgil@QHYY FODLPV LQ D VPDOO DFDGHPLF
Spanish in which peer rejection is less prominent as compared to the more competitive

Anglo-American community 0 D U-W BQJ,\2003).
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Vold (200&) investigatedthe use of epistemic modality markersriorming a
hedging function in the corpus of research articles in linguistics and medicine written in
English, French and Norwegian. Overall, the research findingseshthvat English writers
usa hedgesthe most though their frequency waguite close tdhe frequency of hedges
used by Norwegian writers. In addition, both English and Norwegian writerd use
considerably more hedges than their French colleagues. According to the author, apart from
the fact that English and Norwegian are Germanic languagksiting thus more similarity
in the choice of linguistic strategies, there is also a similarity between the two academic
cultures, with Norwegian being significantly influenced by the Asfggxon culture.
Though the author didot discuss it at lengtlg lower frequency of hedges recorded in
French articles might reflect the preferred rhetorical practices of the French academic
writing style, and a tendency of French writers to display more assertiveness, authority, and
certainty in constructing knowledgclaims, as reported in previouseash (e.gSalager

Meyer, Angeles Alcaraz Ariza, & Zambrag603).

Vassilieva (2001) expkedthe use of the commitment and detachment strategies i.e.
hedging and boosting iresearch articles in linguistics writtery English, Bulgarian, and
Bulgarian writers writing in English. Her findings demonstrate twanparedo Bulgarian
writers English writers emplagd more hedges in constructing tentative claims, while
Bulgarian writers writing in Englistseengd to constrat their knowledge claims with the
highest degree of certainty as compared to other groups of writers under study. Concerning
the ldter finding, Vassileva suggestetiat it might reflectthe considerable lack of
pragmatic competence on the part of Bulgarivriters when using hedges in academic
English. In addition, it might also be a sign of the willingness of Bulgarian writers to
preserve their cultural preferences while writing in a foreign lagguln accounting for the

crosscultural differences inhe use of strategs under study, Vassileva pointeamong
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others, to the different educational systems, with the AAgherican payingsignificantly

more attention to the institutionalized teachiof writing skills In the Bulgarian system,
learning howto write relies more on reproductive skills, whereby more importance is given
to the content rather than the form of the texts. In other words, Bulgarian academic writers
rely more on intertextuality or previously written texts with certain wsthblishd
standards ah follow this cognitive schemavhen writing in Englis. According to
Vassileva this may result in attaching more certainty to the claimscwhtnglish readers

may find overly assertive.

It should bepointedout that the preceding accourittbe crosscultural research has
not aimedto be comprehensive but only to present the frameworks and the general findings
of a selected set of studies. Overall, the findings of the above quoted studies lend support to
the view thathe Z U L W H U V fto Wtdd Gigh& BN lower degree of commitment to their
claims can be regarded as a sign of conforming to the cultymaferred rhetorical
practces of academic writing which in turn reflect wider cultural characteristics of the
respective communitieddowever, as often suggested, the role of culture is not the only
factor influencing the choice of the rhetorical strategies in academic wiiiyigr(d, 200%;
Sarderson, 2008 In addition to the already discussed disciplinary variations, other
variablesPD\ UHIHU WR D ZULWHUYV DFDGHPLF SRVLWLRQ OF
age, gender, etcHfland, 200%; Sanderson, 2008 In other words, caution is needed when
it comes to the implications on the crassgtural impacts on the preferred rhétai patterns
LQ GLVFLSOLQDU\ DFDGHPLF ZULWLQJ $V 6DQGHUVRQ
a deterministic fashion, but rather infleeswhether consciously or subconsciouglyis
difficult to determinethe choices made by individual aate” S -33). However the
constraints of the crossiltural studies are discussed in more detail in General

discussion of the findings obtaihén the present study.
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2.3.10 Summary. The purmse of the preceding section has b&eaccount for the
role of epistemic modality against the broad concept of evaluation in academic writing, in
particularthe research article as its most salient genre. Evaluas here understood as a
broad term for all the interactive features of academic writing thragainst the traditional
conceptualization of academic discourse as annsopal, faceless report of the scientific
truth (Hyland, 2008). As has been demetrated, a range of evaluative features, such as
hedging, boosting, attitudinal markeasid various notions of stance lend support to the
characterization of academic writing as a socially situated process in which scientific
knowledge is not conceptuadid as given but rather as constructed througmégstiation

betweenwriters and readers (Hylang004; Sanderson, 2008).

The role of epistemic modality in academic genres is mostly associated with the use
of hedging strategies as well as with conveyepstemic stance. While hedges, among
others, enable writers to weigh up a degree of commitneenie claims and therefore
protect themselves against potential criticism, epistemic stance is a broad notion
encompassing a wide range of devidbat writers use to comment on the certainty,
actuality, limitationand source of information in a propositigBiber et al., 1999Hyland,

200%). Epistemic modality markers, in particular modal verbs, adverbs, adjectives, etc.,
have been established as the primary linguistic means in realizing both hedges as well as

epistemic stance markers.

As shown in prewus research, the use of hedges as one of the components of
interactional features of an academic text conforms to the discoursal practitlkes of
distinctive disciplinary communities, and is therefore susceptible to disciplinary variations
(Hyland, 200p) :KLOH PRUH LQWHUSUHWDWLYH pVRIWY GLVFL
WHQGHQF\ WR XVH YDULRXVY VWDQFH GHYLFHV HPSLULFDC

employ them to a considerably lesser exténtaddition to discipline, the way writers
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cornvey stance in their writings is greatly influenced by their cultural background so
accounting for the crossultural variations in the rhetoat conventions of the academic

writing implies tapping into the wider sociocultural contexts of which it is para

2.3.11 Towards the approach adopted in the present studySo far the present
discussion has taken two major directions of accountingefpistemic modality as the
primary focus of this study. The first direction dealt with the theoretical linguastounts
of epistemic modality, in light of the traditional as well as the cognitive linguistic
approaches. In line with the purpose of thespnt study, the discussion focused on the
outline of the semantic properties of epistemic modality and asioak with other semantic
domains of modality as well as with evidentiality. The second part focused on the role of
epistemic modality in acadeendiscourse as the primary focus of the present study. The use
of epistemic modality markers was accounteddgainst some major models of academic
LOQWHUDFWLRQ LQ SDUWLFXODU +\ODQGYV SRO\SUTI
metadiscourse (Hylah 200%), and epistemic stanceBiper, 200®). Though a more
detailed account of the approach adopted inghidy is outlined in the next chapter, at this
point it is necessary to round off the preceding two chapters and in broad strokes lay out the

geneal framework within which epistemic modality is explored here.

The present study explores the use of epigtemodality markers in a research
article in psychology written in Croatian and English. Therefore, it may be characterized as
a singledisciplinary, genrebased study which aims to explore crosffiural variations in
the frequency and therefore (nonjsate of the selected epistemic markers in the two
languages and consequently provide an insight into a particular aspect of the rhetorical

preferemes in crosgultural academic writing.
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With respect to the linguistic category of epistemic modality, shely broadly
IROORZV 1X\WVY -pragmé&iBdoQdully &cRHG L QJ WeRisteit midaity
concerns an estimation of the likelihood that (some aspect of) a certain state of affairs is/has
been/will be true (or false) in the context of the go§SOH ZRUOG XQGHU2B-RQVLGH!
22). In addition the pragmat dimension of this account recognizes the specific
communicative purpose epistee markers perform in a particular discourse type. In the
present study, the communicative purpose ofefistemic markers is primarily explored in
light of the hedging functions but reference is also made to the notion of epistemic stance
(Hyland, 1998;Biber et al., 1999). It is important tpoint out that the study does not
explicitly adopt any of the wkkstablished approaches or taxonomies of hedging in
academic writing in its entirety, primarily due to their broad conceptualization of lggtigin

(SalageiMeyer, 1994, Hyland, 199&/artalla, 200).

The present understanding of hedging, restricted toateeunt of the epistemic
PRGDO GHYLFHVY LV EDVHG RQ WKH EURDG QRWLRQ WKI
statement is based on thg U L&Vpthusible reasoning rather than certain knowledge,
indicating the degree of confidence it is prudent to aki H W R L,\2005%+). 62 A5
the subsequent analysis shows, the current study adopts the position that hedges do not only
concern a writés fexplicitly subjective commitment to the propositional content but may
also refer to the reports on shaessumptions which is in line with the distinction between
the subjective vs. intersubjective dimension of epistemic modalgydiscussed in Chigp 2
(Nuyts, 2001). These distinctions, however, are discussed in more detail in the account of

the respectig categories of epistemic devices ia Hnalytical part of thetudy.

64 v D ZD\ RI LOOXVWUDWLRQ +\ODQGTV PR &Kl htQER PHeDoviveHV ERWK
includes not only the core epistemic devices but alsongeraf the norepisemic devices, such as the

adverbials hedging numerical data (eapproximately, about, aroupdwhich are not encompassed by the

present account of epistemic modality.
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3. Methodological framewak

The methodological framework adopted in this study essentially follows the previously
discussed theoretical background of socially situated academic gwitiich recognizes
WKDW DFDGHPLF WH[WV DUH QRW RQO\ 3VHWV RI VFKRO
interactions between members of particular discooosemunities (Hyland, 2004. 132).
Such a conception of academic writing clearly calls for a moencompassing
methodological framework which moves beyond thetuax analysis and taps intihe
rhetorical practice®f a particulardisciplinary communityas it is only by understanding
these that the textual features under study may be properly wutkrmshd interpreted
(Hyland, 1998 Connor, 2004; Connor 8oreno, 2005Bhatia, 2014). A direct insight into
disciplinary writing conventions can be best obtained from the informed members of an
academic discipline sthatinvolving subject specialists imtthe methodological design in
any genrebased study on academic discourse may be considered as its indispensable part
(Hyland, 2000; Connor, 2002). This in turn means that conducting research in the rhetorical
practices of the particular academic discips requires adopting multiple methodologies,
such as genrbased analysis, corpus linguistiemd ethnographic methodswvhich all
contribute in different ways to the questions research aims to address (HYEo®)
Connor, 2002; Connor &loreno, 200%.

7KH SUHVHQW VWXG\ ODUJHO\ IROORZV +\kDap GV
researching sociallgituated academic texts, which recognizes three sewt®btaining
and analyzing data. These involve gathering the textual data based on the textsa ahaly
the representative corpora of academic texts, data obtained through interviews with subject
specialists concerning their perspectives on writirecices in thaespective disciplines,
and subjectV S H F L D Criepovis\Wwhick fé€is on the usetektual features in theactual

pieces of writing The present study combined the latter two approaches so the
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methodological framework adopted hesebased othetextual and extréextual sources of

data.

3.1 Textual sources of data

Given that the arrent study takes a cressltural perspective, in dealing with the textual
level of analysis, it was necessary to ensure thlettbsscultural comparison of academic
writing is made on the comparable data. To that purpose, the study broadly ftiws
model for contraste rhetoric research, atisaussed by Connor and Moreno (20Gind
Moreno (2008).

The model prsupposes establishing different types of criteria for comparison or
tertia comparationiswhich are considered to be the central preconditoarosscultural
research o academicdiscourse Connor & Moreng 2005) The selection oftertia
comparationisdepends on the respective purpose of the study, but is the key component of
the crosdinguistic analysis as it ensures that comparable vasalare in fact being
compared. It should bpointedout that the concept dértium comparationiss a relative
one, which means that it is based on the notion of maximum similarity rather than identitiy
between theontrasivariables (Connor & Moreno, 2G0).

According to the cited model, establishitgrtia comparationisin crosscultural
studies in academic discourse includes three different levels of research deegting
comparable primary data used for the corpus design, identifying compgetioigl constant
and designing the taxonomy of linguistic data used for comparison undef3Asgigonnor
and Moreno (200bargue meeting these criteria will allow a meaningful comparison of the

patterns of similarities and differences between the caabpadinguistic variables under

% Q &RQQRU DQG ORUHQRYV WHUPLQR O Ridarivdata YoHcdmparisod,DextdddD HG DV
constants, and textual variables for comparison.
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study. Following the general guidelines proposed above, the section that follows focuses on
each of the three levels tdrtia comparationisestablished for the purposes of the present

study in turn.

3.1.1 Corpus design The overall aim of the present study is to examine the possible
crosscultural variations in the use of the selected domain of epistemic markers in the
corpora of the Croatian and English original research articles in psychology. To that aim, a
corpus of te Croatian and English research articles in psychology (CORACEN) was
compiled®® The present study follows in the footsteps of a plethora of the -haisesl
studies onacadenu writing which are based on salbmpiled, specialized corpqras
discussed aiehgth in Chapter.2Despite this established practice, it should be noted that a
dedsion to use the tailemade corpora for the current analysis was also motivated by the
fact that at the time of writing théhesis the available Croatian National Corpug bt
contain the sutorpus of academic language which could have been usedef@utposes
of thestudy. This automatically meant ththe compilation of th&nglish corpus needl to
follow the same criteria used for the design of the Croatian corpus

CORACEN is a tailomade, specialized corpus, consisting of the two comparable
sub-corpora of the research aresl in psychology witen in Croatian and EnglishoFthe
sake of convenience, the two stdrpora were given the abbreviated labels whiehused
in the subsequent discussion. Thus, Crocor stands for the Croatian, ashgesEngcor
represents the English corpus.

The termcomparable corpordas understood here as the corpora comprised of the
texts sharing the same communicative purposewyigten in distinct Aonguages (Bowker &

Pearson, 2002In line with previos research (Sanderson, 2008), CORACE#as compiled

56 The full list of the articles used to compile CORBK can befound inAppendix 14.
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by the author of the present thesis and its main purpose is to allow an examination of the use
of the epistemic devices in anstance of the disciplinary academic writing in Croatian and
English. The total word count of the corpis381 016bodywords Given that the aim of

the study is to explore the contempgrause of academic languag€EORACEN is a
synchroniccorpus (Bowker & Pearson,2002, consisting of the articles published in the
period between 2005 and 20E=ach sukcorpus consists of 30 research articles published in

the selected referred Croatian and English journals in psychology. 10 articles from each
journal wereselected meeting theiteria discussed beloygeeTable 3. A vastmajority of

the artcles were retrieved from the electronically published journals, with the exception of
the three articles in Croatian which were stored in the paper versions.

The artcles included in the corpora used in the subsequent frequency analyses are
not representkin their full forms. For the purposes of the present study, and irwithe
previous research) O i WW XP HYWoRI(Q®00668 ALQNIQLHQ| RQO\ WK
body of the articles was retained and included in the corpora. The titles, tables, figures,
references, footnotes, endnotes, appendices, texts under graphic material, information on the
authors and similar were exclutl&om the analysis. In addition, following some previous
studies (Hyland,1998 Koutsantoni, 2006), the analysis dibt include the abstracts, as
these are considered to be a separate genre with its own rhetorical structure (Hyland, 1998).

As the studyaims to explore the variation of the epistemic markers across the
IMRAD rhetorical structure of research articles, Ihert subcorpora were compiled,
whereby each represents one of the four RA rhetorical sections in both Crocor and Engcor.
As a way of ilustration, the Introductiosubcorpus consists of all Introduction sections
extracted from the articles in each corpus as a whole. The same procedure was performed

for the remaining sectiorfé.Table 1shows the corpus statistics, with the word counts for

57 Regardless of the variations in the structure of the research articles, tbasuta were complig following
the IMRAD headings of the main RA sections.
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each RA section in each sabrpus and the total word counts for bolle Croatian and

Englishsub-corpus.

Table 1

Number of body words across IMRAD in Crocor and Engcor

CROCOR ENGCOR
(Croatian sub-corpus) (English sub-corpus)
Introduction 45 951 63640
Method 23 305 51 703
Results 28 948 63 027
Discussion 44 825 59 617
TOTALS 143 029 237 987

Note.The termbody wordZDV DGRSWHG IURP )O{WWXP HW DO

3.1.1.1 Selection of jounals. At the outset it must be noted that establishigrga
comparationiswith respect to the data used for the corpus design was driven by the
constraintsof the Croatian context in several aspects. The first one refers to a vast
discrepancy between the sizes of the Croatian and Afglerican academic communities
and consequently the amount of the available published journals. As expected, the choice of
the Croatian scientific journals in psychology is severely limited.

To the best of my knowledge there are only three official Croatian journals that can
be consideed as predominantly psychological in their scope. These incRglkrologijske
teme(PT), Suvrenena psihologijgSP), and. OLQL p ND S WhddRytheJlasuitibo are

the official journals of the Croatian Psychology Association. Only PT and SP were included
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in the present corpus given the fact that these journals are indexed ip D¢ central

portal of the Croatian samific journals as well as in the citation databaSeopus
(Elsevier).

In order to make the Croatiasub-corpus representative in terms of the contemporary
published research articles in psychology, a decision was made tdertbke articles from
'UXaQ Y LVWUDI}LaYjd@aliroader in scope and covering the area of different
social sciences, including psychology. The decision to include this journal was based on a
relatively high amount of the published research articles in psychology. Fuotteerthe
consulted Croatian subject specialists confirmed that it is one of the three most frequent
journals for publishing psychology research in Croatia. In addition, the journal is also
indexed in the above cited portal and the citation database.

It should be noted that neither of the selected journals is exclusively monolingual as
they publisharticles in both Croatian and English. Admittedly, the journals which accept
articles in a native language as well as the Englisdium articlesmay not be théest
UHSUHVHQWDWLYHV RI WKH 3FXOWXOUDQO®N W\ERED), butF GL V F R
due to the limited amount of psychology journals in Croatia, this variable could not be
controlled. In addition, the fact that the given journals publitkles in the two languages
meant that there is a rather limited numbeCodatian articles published on a yearly basis.
Due to this constraint, there is a relatively long publication span-{gediOperiod) of the
articles included in the corpus. Anottenstraint connected with the choice of the available
journals is the fact that the selected Croatian journals do not specialize in any particular sub
discipline in psychology but are rather broad in scope, publishitiges on a range of
differentpsychological topics. However, by browsing the titles, abstracts, and the key words
in the selected articles, it was possible to discern some genetfalsiglof psychology that

the topics of the articles address. Though the list is not intended to bestaxdnagenerally
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the topics of the articles included in the Croatay-corpus deal with different aspects of
social psychology, psychology of adolescence, personality, individual differences, attitudes,
emotions, and motivation.

As already noted, thiemitations with respect to the compilation of the Croatab
corpus constrained the choice of the English journals to be included in the corpus. In order
to have the twasub-corpora as homogenous as possible, an effort was made to select the
English jourrals which broadly specialize in the comparable-digiiplines in psychology.
As a nonsubjectspecialist, my first step was to browse the references listed in the Croatian
articles selected for the corpus. It turned out that the majority of the Croatisisw
frequently cited the authors whose articles were published in a relatively few English
journals. This could have been taken as a sign that the articles published in those journals
broadly covered similar research aremsthe selected Croatian aeg In addition, the
Croatian subjeespecialists were also consulted about the edtesd English journals from
the subdisciplines identified in the Croatiasub-corpus (which also happened to be the
area of their research interestshdmittedly, this may not be the perfect method for
establishing similarities in terms of the research domains of the journals included in the
analysis of this type, but given the circumstances it was ttigpbssible way of compiling
ascomparablesubcorporaas possibleat that point of the research design. The final choice
of the journals included in the Englissubcorpus included the followingJdournal of
Personality and Social Psycholo@PSP) Developmental Psycholog®P) (both published
in the USA), andPersonalty and Individual difference@ID) (published in the UK). Table
2 lists the journals included in CORACESL well as the number of articles extracted from

each of them.
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Table 2

List of the Croatian and English journals and thewber of the articles usddr compiling

CORACEN
List of CORACEN journals

List of journals used in Crocor Number of articles
Psihologijske teme (PT) 10
Suvremena psihologija (SP) 10
'UXAWYHQD LVWUDa 10
TOTAL CROCOR 30

List of journals used in Engcor Number of articles
Journal of Personality and Social 10

Psychology (JPSP)
Developmental Psychology (DP) 10
Personality and Individual iBerences 10
(PID)

TOTAL ENGCOR 30
TOTAL CORACEN 60

3.1.1.2 Corpus size As can be seemiTable 2 each sufcorpus consis of 30
research articles. The number of the articles to be included sutheorpora was deded
partially arbitrary, but still broadly following the previous research in which the number of
articles per language and per discipline ranged between 17sg@toni, 2006), 20Mold,
2006z 0 D U-W bQJ,\2aa8;Sanderson, 2008aL Q N1 Q L H Qtp 26 (Hyland, 1998). As
Bowker and Pearson (2002) observe, as there are raefganined rules on the ideal size
of the corpus, the decision on its size is led lgyrisearch aim, availability of the data, etc.

Given the small size of the Croatian academic community in general,tleadiscourse
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community of psychology in particular, it is believed that the present corpus size could be
considered as representativetloé disciplinary writing under study and thusoallaccess to

the study of some recurring rhetorical practices in the two academic communities under
study (Vaughan & Clancy2013. The small size of the disciplinary community of the
Croatian psychology solars can be best illustrated by the fact thatas barely possible to

find 30 multtauthored articles published in the selected journals and written by different
scholars. The fact is that there are few University Departments of Psychology in Ondatia a

it is often the same circle of people-poblishing the articles in the available journals. In
order to avoid the contamination of the corpus by the specifiasiafiividual writing style,

it was ensured that all the articles included in the Croatidrcorpus were written by

different scholss.

3.1.1.3Structure and size of the articledVith respect to the type of the articles, the
Croatiansub-corpus includes the original research articles (explicitly categorized as such)
which follow the IMRAD conventional structure of research artciSwales, 1990). The
selectedEnglish journals do not explicitly categorize the article type, but browsing their
content it could be concluded that all the articles included in the corpus were based on
empiricd studies and broadly followed the IMRAD rhetoticstructure. It should be
mentioned that the rhetorical structure of the English articles was more variable than was the
case with the Croatian articles in which the IMRAD structure was pretty much strictly
followed. While conforming to the skeleton IMRABIructure, the English articles often
break it at the level of the individual sections, thus dividing the text into smaller, titled
paragraphs. For example, the Discussion section is often divided insalikections titled
as Strengths and Weaknessesplications and Limitations, Conclusion, etc. In addition,

some articles are based on the report of the multiple studies. Usually, such articles contain
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the general Introduction and the Discussion sectihge the outline of each study follows
its own snall IMRAD structure. As expected, the articles differed in size both within a
single language and craebsguistically. The length of Crocor articles ranged between ca.
30007000 body words, while thengh of Engcorarticles ranged between ca. 26D9 000

words.

3.1.1.4 Authorship. An aditional variable in the selection of the articles concerned
WKH W\SH RI WKH D UhY prEser $tudyDsX hidedR exulisively multiple
authored articlesn psychology. Browsing the published articles in the selected Croatian
journals, it could be seen that the multiplethored original research articles outnumbered
the singleauthored ones, which seemed to indicate that mulsipteorship is a more
repregntative type of the Croatian research articles in psychology. Likewise, browsing the
contents of the selected English journals, it could be deduced that malitplership
prevailed in themtoo. Furthermore, an attempt was made to ensure that thauthsir in
the article was affiliated with a University Department of Psychologlis was
accomplished in a vast majority ohses. Without intention to be biased against writers
affiliated with some other institutions apart from the Universities, it veasiraed that the
articles written by the universlyased researchers who are required to publish on a regular
basis ardhe best representatives of the disciplinary writing conventions. Given the overall

aim of the present study, this variable was worthsateration.

31.1.5The aX WKRUTTV .O-ba&ly Xnh espect to the language variable,
several issues need to be mention€dncerningthe Croatian articles, it wasaken for
granted that theliad undergona proofreading process and that the leagge in which they

were written is standard Croatian. However, thaasion with the English corpus wdar
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more problematic. In addition to reliance on the obvious fact that all published articles must
undergo a proofreading process done by qualified/eapeakers, the nativenesstbé
English used in the articles selected for the present study was ensured (or rather
approximated) by following some methodological procedures adopted in previous cross
cultural studies (Yakhontoy2006; ) O i W W X PO®&Womsantoni, 20060 D U-W bQJ,W t Q
2008 ALQNIQLHQangetal., 2016

More specifically, the selection of the articles was based on two criteria. To start
with, the first author of the article, who wasesumably its main writer, had to haag
Englishsounding name and surname. In that way the likelihood that the language used in
articles was native English was only increased. Admittedly, the stated criterion alone does
not warrant the nativeness of the language, as was acknowledgeedviys research too
()OO iWWXP HMWabgCt al., 2015). In that respect, | go along with the posidken
E\ ) O W\ X206) and acknowledge that though there is a possibility that English was
not the mother tongue to all the writers whose detscare included in the present stutihe
study is based on the premise ttiet number of nomative English speakeis probably not
that high to contaminate the representativity of the corpus.

The second criterion was that the first auwtlod the séected articles had to be
affiliated with a University Department of Psychology in a country where Engligiheis
official language. This criterion had to be adopted in such broad geographical terms, given
the fact that it was impossible to collect thegeted number oéarticles whose first author
has an Englishrsounding namend surnamend is affiliated to a University Department
located ina country in which English hasfficial languagestatus The majority of the first
authors whose articles are indtd in the present corpus are affiliatedt&. institutions,
however ina few cases the writers are affiliated wiBritish, Canadian, and Australian

universities.Therefore, he termEnglish writeris used here to refer to the American, British,
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Canadia and Australian speakers, affiliated Wmiversities from the respective countries
(Koutsantoni, 2006). Considering the potential variations in the rhetorical conveoitithres
respective varieties of English (Sanderson, 2008), such a geographicallyuléunally
diverse corpus may be regarded as a potential limitation of the pstsent) O WW XP HW DO
2009. However | am not aware ofa study which found the statistically significant
differences with respect to the use of the epistemic markersdaeshé research article
writing as a function of a distinctive variety of English. Therefore, the present study follows
in the footsteps of the previously cited crasdtural studies, which faced with similar
GLIILFXOWLHV LQ LGHQuwdgel bacRgroWidK Hid Dot ®dépR dny Gith€y bfGha
above stated methodological procedures to control for the variable of the native laffguage.
Furthermore, inihe with previous research (Koutsantoni, 2006 present study adopts

the collective érm Anglo-American community when referring to the academic writing
originated in the Engliskpeaking countries, as stated above. The primary data used as
tertiumcomparationigor the compilation of the two comparable corpora used in the present

study are summazed in Tabled, as follows.

Table 3

Tertia Comparationis used for compiling CORACEN

Tertia Comparationis

Genre Originalresearch article (RA)

Sources for extraction of Refereed journals
research articles

Number of published search articles 30 pe corpus

58 One of the most notable excepovV LQ WKDW UH VsSdtuByw2008).6DQGHUVRQT
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Academic discipline Psychology

Broad sukdisciplines Social psychology; psychology of adolescen
psychology of personality, individue

differences, attitudes, emotions and motivatiot

Publication span 20052015

Authorship Multiple-authorsip

Language Native languages: Croatian and English
Institute affiliations of the (first) authors University Departments of Psychology
Structurallayoutof a research article IMRAD structure

3.1.2 Establishing the textual constantIn line with the methodological framework
proposed above, the next level of establishiéra comparationisnvolved identifying the
textual constant in therosscultural analysis. In the currestudy this is the conceptual
category of episterni modality which, as Nyts (200} argues, can be consiéd as
SSUREDEMMLF FDWHJRU\ RI KXPDQ FR @FR)SWHos®IDdujdbiaV LR Q L«
exponents have been recognized as performing specific pragmatic effects in a given
discoursaype

In the context of acadeic writing, a plethora of empirical studies on English as well
as other languages have established that the use of epistemic markers underlies a number of
the evaluative categories in academic discourseyaasliscused inthe previous chapter.
Therefore the position adopted in the present work is that epistemic qualifications are an
inherent aspect of the contemporary scientific writing. Against this background, the study is

based on the assumption that both Croatian and English writers of reseanels age a
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selected array of epistemic markers to qualify scientific claims with varying degrees of
certainty which is in this study broadly associated with the rhetorical functions of hedging
(Hyland, 1998Hyland,200%). The outline of the proceduress#lecting and taxonomizing

the epistemic markers in research articles under study is the focus of the next section.

3.1.2.1 Designing the taxonomy of epistemic deviceBhis stage of research
involved deciding on the linguistic realizations of the catgdo be analyzed across the two
corpora. ldeally, the study of this kind would rest upon the comparable theoretical
frameworks of the same linguistic phenomenon in the languages investigated. However, to
the best of my knowledge, at the time of writirtge tpresent thesis there has been no
comprehensive account of epistemic modality and its linguesgimnents in Croatian, with
the exception of Kaloyl HU D  V DFFRXQW RQ PRGDO DX[LOLDULH
Therefore, the taxonomy of the Croatian epistemarkers in this study largely
relied on the existing literature on epistemic modality in English. Nevertheless, in compiling
the Croatian taxonomy, several sources which in some way deal with modality in Croatian
were consulted. These include: the gransmair the standard Croatian languageD(W L p L U
2002; 6 LOL U SUDQMNRYLU %DULU HW DO 6HVDUY
particles in CroatianandLetica$ (2009) study on the use of epistemic markers by Croatian
speakers in both Croatian and Esfgliin sum, the present anaiyss not based on any pre
determined taxonomy aheepistemic markers but starts with what was actually found in the
corpus itself (Vold, 2008). At this point, it should be noted that the present analysis focuses
only on the lexicegrammatical units oepistemic markers, excluding thtise clause or
paragraph as units of analysis (Vold, 2806
The first step in the analysis was to list and compare the epistemic markers

performing hedging functions and epistemic stance in academic writiagglishbasd on

150



the taxonomies in some major studies on that matter, in particular Hylang éir#PBlyland
(2004), andBiber (200&), as well assome empirical studied/thla, 1999 Vartalla, 2001
Vold, 2006, 2006h). The extracted English epistemic markers wemamgared with the data
that could be found in the existing literature in Croatian (see above). In case they were not
present in the available literature, they were translated into Croatian. The overall lists of both
English and Croatian epistemic markersdis the analysis are providedAppendix 12
The next step involved the extraction of the selected epistemic markers isuboth
corpora. In line with previous research (Sanderson, 2008), the methodological procedure
adopted here combined the coruguistic analytical method with a discoumgented
approachwhich involved checking manually the contextual use of the epistemic devices
under study. The former involved the identification of the epistemic devices by means of the
lexical analysis softwar Wordsmith Tools 6.0, in particuline Concordancer too{Scott,
2012) The concordancer, Concoid,convenient fothe contextual analysigs it retrieves
all the occurrences in which the key word was used in the targefospbs. It also allows
going back into the original text and checking the context in which the target item was used.
As the meaning of the epistemic markers is largely contextbalyd and
frequentlypolysemous, a decision on the epistemic meaning and consequently the inclusion
in the corpus was subjected to close scrutiny of the surrounding context in the fdroles
which they were extractedrhus, the automatic identification of the data was supplemented
by a discoursanalytic methodology which aied to ensure that the itsnincluded in the
analysis met the selection criteria to be included in the analysis (Sanderson, 2008). This was
especially important for the analysis of the highly polysemmasial verbmay and its
Croatian cognateP R,iwhich may allow for rather indeterminate meanings, difficult to
demarcate even in the presence of the contextual atieShapter 4. However, polysemy

of the modals as well as the distinction between epistemic anépstemic meanings of
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other evices under study, are discussed in more detail in the individual sections focusing on
each respective category of the epistemic devicekided in the analysisPrior to the

outline of the final taxonomy used in the present study, it should be noted ttaosing

the devicesto be analysedhere is always a certain degree of subjectivity on the part of an
analyst. This is especially prominent in dealing with an indeterminate and elusive category
such as hedging and modality which undersiese ofits core exponents. For the reasons of
corvenience, the rationale for excluding some devices which were included in the
taxonomies of the hedges used in previous research is discussed in the separate sections

dealing with the analysis of the corpus data.

3.1.2.1.1The aitline of the taxonomy of the epistemic devices used in the present
study As previously stated, the study explores only lexgcammatical units of epistemic
modality in both languages, excluding thus other grammatical means of exprassgien
category, e.g. tens@Nuyts, 2001 7 U E R MOHL QIR RB004.ln particular, the focus is
placed on the major categories of epistemic modality, as pedpog previous research
(Kalogera, 1982; Perkins, 1988luyts, 2001 Halliday & Matthiesser2004;Biber, 2006).
These includeepistemic modal verbs, epistemic adverbs, epistemic adjectivesd
epistemic verbsconcerned with the estimations of possibility/probability or likelihood of a
state of affairs being truélowever, the present analysisexds the proposed taxonomy by
including the epistemic nounsin the analysis as well. The decision to include the nouns
into the study was motivated by the fact that scientific writing is typically characterized as a
highly nominal style, heavily relym on the nominalized structurg$ialliday & Martin,
1993; Schmid, 2000;Hyland, 2006, 2UDL U 7 R Q Biber, 2013. In addition to the
above stated core epistemic modal categories, the analysis also includes the catbgory of

epistemicevidential verbs in particularseemandappearand the Croaan verb pLQLWL VH
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Thoughthe linguistic status of these verbs is discussed in more det@hapter Sandwill

not beinitiated here, at preseiitsuffices to note thathey are considered to be among the
salent hedging devices in academic writing, which is the main motivation for including
them n the present analysi@dlyland, 1998; Vihlg 1999; Hyland, 2005a; Vold, 2006a,

20060).

The following examples extracted from Engcor illustrate eachgoay of theepistemic

devices used in the present analysis:

1. Epistemic modal verbs: For instance, itmay be that there is a group of youth that
continues to be highly involved in school behaviorally and another group of youth that loses

interest in academic work dkeir educational career progress¢B.P10)

2. Epistemic adverbs:In the present study, there were no differences in the P3 between age
groups, possibly indicating that the reduction of the ERN in younger adolescents on both

tasks wagikely due to immatuty of the error monitoring systerfDP8)

3. Epistemic adjectives Although contempt and moral disgust have often proven difficult to
separate, our extended socfahctionalist perspective suggests passible distinction
between them. (=it is possibleat there is a distinction between thgldpSP4)

4. Epistemic nouns: Anotherpossibility is that risk for suicide might vary based on the
function of NSSKPID5)

5. Epistemic verbs:Based on findings by Nock and Prinstein (2005) and Klonsky and Olino
(20M8), webelievethe tendency to seifijure alone (henceforth ANSSI) may be an easily
measurable and theoretically meaningful marker for suicide risk among those who self
injure. (PID5)

6. Epistemic-evidential verbs: From these findings, i@ppearsthat while perceptions of
parenting at age 17 predict what kind of romantic relationship story individuals choose to
tell almost 10 years later (DP6)
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With the exception of the attributively used epistemic adjecfivélse above examples
conform to the lexico) UDPPDWLFDO IHDWXUHYV XVHG LQ %LEHUTYV
three major structural categories of stance devices are distinguished, includiugladl)
auxiliaries; b) stance adverbs;c) -that/-to complement clauses controlled by stamc
verbs/adjedives/nouns. These structural features are essentially followed in the present
analysis’® which means that the instances, such asb@dw, in which the implicit
SURSRVLWLRQ LV PLVVLZDID), aré ekbludad oD@ Rnalysls. other

words, the analysis is focused only on the instances with the explicit presence of the

propositional content (Vold, 2086

a) As hypothesizedylodel 2.0 indicated that se#urveillance significantly increased
from fifth to ninth grade (see Figure ZDP7)

With respect to the Croatian corpus, the examples below illustrate the categories of the

epistemic devices used in the analysis:

1. Epistemic modal verbs: 2SUHQLWR JRYRUHUOL L]J]QHVHQL UD]XOWDW
AHQD L YHUL XWMHFDM PXadNDUDFD QD ERMIEQLXVIN YDG@EDWH
SRND]DWHOM EUHOPQH GLQDPLNH

2. Epistemic adjectives:Jedno odPRIJX RIBMD aQMHQMD GR MH\HQ IGKD UFHHJ R G\
GMHYRMNH RVWYDUXMX RVMHUDM HPMBMNRVWL NUR] UD]JOLCEL

3. Epistemic particles: O Hy X W LiiRi n&¥zaposlenostyjerojatno nisu jednaki za sve
skupine nezaposlenih, jer, osim QA VHNVWXDO QLK  $ibewiRbl ogu RVRE Q|
moderirati utjecaj nezaposlenosti na zdravstveno stanje pojedi(Be8)

4. Epistemic nouns: 3UL WRPH QH PRA&HPR ]DISAGMA MH@DLW D LRP XYM
postoji PRIXU@HOVWVSLWQD DQNVLR]QRVW X]JURNXMH NODELM)>

5 The epistemic meaning of the aclige possiblein example sentence (33 clearly deducible fronthe
glosses intated in the brackets. For thisason and in line with some previous studies (Hi|d®98; Vihla,
1999, the attributively used epistemic adjectives are included in the presentignalys

® The epistemieevidential verbs occur in other riactic patterns as well, but this issclssed at length in
Chapter 9.
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PRIXUQRVW GD VODELMD SUROD]JQRVW RGQRVQR XpHVWDO

uzrokuju pojavu ispitne anksioznosti kod studen@@&3)

5. Epistemic verbs: SmatramoGD MH WR UH]XOWDW YHUH XVPMHUHQR'

ranim javljanjemGUX&WYHQR QHSULKYDWOMLYRJD SRQDaADQMD Q
AWR GRYRGL GR EROMHJD SUHSR]QDYDQMPTRLQLWHO M

6. Epistemic-evidential verbs: yLQLGWHMH ]D GRALYOMDYDQMHy, SR]LWL)
YDaQLMH QD NRML QDpLQ XpHQLFL VDPRUHJXOLUDMX VYR
VDPH pLQMHQLFH GE2)WR XRSuUH pLQH

As can be seen, in the last thiesegories of the taxonomy used for analyzimgCrocor
data, the epistemic devices tah the complement clauses introduced by the conjunction
da. Thoughthis conjunction is prevailing in the Croatiganb-corpus, the occurrences with

the conjunctiorkakoare also included in the analysis.

3.1.3Frequency analysis Once the extracted egpemic deices were classified into
the above outlined categories, raw frequencies were calculated for each epistemic device
across the RA rhetorical sections. Raw frequencies were then normalized to a text length of
1000 words,given the mean length of éh articlesincluded in the study. The use of
normalized frequenciegepresenta standard methodologicalgmedure for comparing the
frequency counts across the texts which differ in length (Biber, 1988). In addition, it is
prevalently used in similar remeh on academic wnitg (Hyland, 1998; Vold, 2006a,
20060 ALQNIQLHQ; 0 F*UDW K. The X&hHliEed Drequencies are

calcubted according to the followirfgrmula (Biber, 1988):

(raw frequency count/ total words in the text) x 1000
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At this point it should be noted that the study aims to éatei broad distributional patterns

in the use of the epistemic devices across the two academic cultures, and as such does not
use any other more stringent statistical métiho the analysis of the corputa. In that

respect, the methodological approaddR SWHG KHUH XVHV WKH IUHTXHQFLF
PRUH TXDOLWDWLYBIVVIWEGV LV QRUEBRDGDVWH. OIDWLWLHV D

in the crosscultural academic writing at handlyland, 2004, p141).

3.2 Extra-textual sources of daa

In line with the methodological framework sketched out at the beginning, the qualitative
methodology employed in this study involved collecting data from the-tetttaal sources.
These related to the data gained by conducting the-stemctured intenews (Bryman,

2012) with subject specialists, in particular psychologists affiliated to the Croatian and U.S.
University Departments of Psychology awtio areactively publishing research articles in
their fields. The interviews were conducted primarilyhathe aim of gaining insight into the
disciplinary writing conventions regarding the preferred choices of epistemic markers as
well as their rhetorical functions. There were four Croatian and American informants who
participated in the interviews. The énviewees were asked to identify and discuss the forms
which they thought were used to express caution and tentativeness in qualifying the claims
in their writing (the request form for the participation in the study in both Croatian and
English is given iMAppendix 13. Their responses were then discussed either in person or
electronically, via Skype. During the interviews, the informants were additionally asked a
number of open questions which aimed to elicit their general comments on the underlying
motivation for the use of tentative language in academic writing against the broad

FKDUDFWHULVWLFV RI SVI\FKRORJ\ $00 WKH LQWHUYLHZ
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consent Bryman, 2012 7KH UHFRUGHG LQWHUYLHZV HQDEOHG U]

commendries at different stages of research (Hyland, 1998). It must be noted, however, that

the role of the interviews was not meant to be one of the focal points in this study but it was

largely considered as a means of gaining supplementary data to the awvalysls (Hyland,
7TKHUHIRUH WKH LQIRUPDQWVY UHVSRQVHYV DQG FRF

analyzed here in a systematic way but are integrated into the discussion and interpretation of

the research findings where appropriate.
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4. Corpus analysis

The analytical part of the thesis deals with the outling #re discussion of the corpus
findings.As outlined in theMethodological framework, the analysis is divided intm&in
chapters, each focusing on a single category efepistemic devices. The chapters are
organized as followdFirst,the analysis of the English findingsprovided, followed by the
congruent analysis of the Croatian findings. The comparative findings between the Engcor
and Crocor data are presented la¢ £nd of each chapteGiven their congruencyhée
hedging functiors of the epistemic modal verbs, adjectives, adverbs, and nanens
discussed separatelwhile the hedging functions of the remaining categories of the
epistemic devices are discussedha tespective chapterShe analytical part of the thesis
closes wih the outlineand discussiorof the overall findingsof all episemic devices

examined in both Engcor and Crocor

4.1 Epistemic modal verbs in Engcor

The first category of thepistemic devices under study relates to the modal verbs. At the
outset, it should be emphasized that in line with the definition of epistemic modality adopted
in the present study as well as previous research on epistemic modaitademic
discourse Vold, 2006, 2006), the present analysis includes only the modals whose
meanings are concerned with expressing epistemic judgneenterningthe possibility

%hat something is or is not the cagPalmer,1990, p.50). In the present analysis, these
include a rather closed set of mégjaviz. may, mightand could The status of the given
verbs as the core modals expressing epistemic possibility ieestalblished in the literature

on modality in general Englistirérkins, 1983Coates, 1983; Brdar et a001) but also in
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academic Eglish (Biber etal., 1999; Carter & McCarthy2006). According to Coates
(1983),mayand might are the primary modals for conveying epistemic possibility, as well
ascould albeit less frequently than the former two. The comrfeature of the epistemic
useof WKH PRGDOV U H Gsindiddtion\WiR ldek dfehbderndeifi the proposition,
which can EH DWWHVWHG E\ WKH SDUDSKUD M\ Eoatgs| ¥983;V SRVYV
Palmer, 1990), as shown in the sentencesel

61.For instance,it may bethat there is a group of youth that continues to be highly

involved in school behaviorally and another group of youth that loses interest in

academic work as their educational career progres¢e4210) (=it is possible that

there is a group)

62.This research suggests that sexual behaviors that are perceived to be upseghing
be a better predictor of negative correlates of sexual harassment, such as disordered
eating, than of sexual behaviors that are perceived as harmlB§¥) (= it is

possible that sexual behaviors that are perceived to be upsetting are a better

predictor..)

63.1t is important to note that the weNQRZQ VHQVLWL YsLAlghaRtb tRd) RQEDF
number of itemgould bea reason for the low values of sorokthe coefficient
alphas reported in the current study (Streiner, 200BPR10)(= it is possible that the
wel-NQRZQ VHQVLWL ¥laphasRad tkebhiDér Dfiénts is a reasan for

For Carter and McCarthy (2006), the fact that scholars aofiesd with probabilities,
hypothesis,andtentative statements makes the usage of the madals might andcould
salient in academic writing, particularly in performing hedging functions, which has been
attested by a plethora of studies on researthlemriting (Hyland, 1998 Vihla, 1999

Vartalla, 2001;Vold, 20061, 2006; 4L Q N 1 QA0HIQ i

In addition to the indicated modals, previous research on academic writing reports on
the hedging functions of other English modals, suctvasld, should, wi] must,and can

(Hyland, 1998; Vartalla, 2001). However, the decision not to extend thenprasalysis
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onto these additionahodals is based on the fact that their core meanings do not relate to the
nature of the epistemic judgments as indicated abbveugh not meant to be exhaustive,

the examples which follow magsve to illustrate the point.

, Q &R OME3)vseminal analysis of the semantics of English modal auxiliaries,
would is, among others, classified as a generic hypothetical marker conegyistgmic
meanings. In addition, Hyland (1998iscusseshe occurences of the hypothetical readings
of would within the context ofscientific hedgesthe use of which may be shown in the

following example:

64.Third, are these links constant, or do they yaat different levels of school

performance (asvould bethe casdf they were moderatelly school performance)?
(DP4)

However, as Vartalla (2001) rightly observes, in instances ssclg4), the meaning
conveyed by thenodal does not seem to entail tve L s Hduttive speculation on the
possibility of a state foaffairs taking place, as implied by a typical hedge, but is rather

related to the condition expressedhrif-clause.

Nevertheless,ni addition to the occurrences in whialould is used to rark a pure
hypothesis, the modal may be used to perform hedging fungtiptesnd, 1998) Such is the
case of harmonic combinations, i.e.-axcurrences with other devices which already
perform hedging functions, as for instance, the vedesror appear(Coates, 1983). As will
be seen throughout the subsequent analysis, modal devices ggn&itdlto occur with
harmonic devices of comparable semantics, whereby they mutually reinforce tkach o
(Coates, 1983Huddleston & Pullum, 2002). For instantepughin the following example
seemPDUNV WKH ZUL Wtbiwafly the iprgpositioiaMearfeet ethuse ofwould

further increases the hedginess of the claim:
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65.Finally, although its aggressive action tendenargsuld seem to makié the most
dangerousemotion, anger might actually be the least negative, because it may be
focused on temporary behavior rather than lasting judgmeésP4)

In addition towould, shouldhas also been documented as a modal whose epistemic readings

can be linked with hedggnfunctions in academic wnitg (Hyland, 1998; Vartalla, 2001

Generally, in its epistemic ushouldis associated with indications of a logical assumption

or necessity, the force of which is considered to be weaker than tmatsgfPalmer, 1990).

Academic writers may usehsuldwhen they wish to signal their lack of full commitment to

the categorical c@ FOXVLRQV +\0ODQG ODUWDOOD ALOQNI!

the following example:

66.0ur results are consistent with the GAM because the ledlg® structures
associated with disgust promote behavioral avoidance, and behavioral avoidance

should be associated witbwer levels of aggressiofJPSP6)

However, given that its core epistemic (but also evidential) meaning is tied to signaling
tentative inferencegHoye, 1997; Nuyts, 2001} rather than assessments of possibilities
which is the core modal concept examined here, the uskoofidis not considered in the

present analysis.

The final modal thatnerits closerattention hergs can whose saliency in academic
discourse has been reported in lasgale corpus studies, such Biber et al. (1999) and
Leech, Hundt, Mair and Smitf2009). In addition tomay, canis the primary modal for
conveying possibility meanings in English. In their ptgpical uses, however, the two

modals indicate distinctive types of possibility. Whiteay is associated with expressing

ShouldLY XVHG WR FR @iaiiveinfetdhteabedf@ther solid evidence which is, however, still
not completdo allow a categorical assertion (Hoye, 1997; Nuyts, 2001
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factual (more immediajepossibility, can is typically used to signal theoretical possibility

(Leech, 2004), as indicatdxblow:

a) Chestpaincan bean early sign of a heart attack THEORETICAL POSSIBILITY

(e.g. Medicine postulates that it is theoretically possible for chest pain to be an early

sign of a heart attack.)

b) Chest pairmay bean early sign of a heart attack FACTUAL POSSIBLITY (e.g.

It is possible that the chest pain which a person is feeling at the time of the utterance

is an early sign of a heart attack.)

Despite these common usagesay rather tharcan seems to be more versatile in allowing
for indeterminacy between disttive types of possibilities, which is discussgdength in
the next sectionHowever, though the epistemic meaningoain is associatedvith the

interrogative Canit be true? =Is it possible thait is true?)as well as the negative forms

(You F Dt@¢]serious! =1t is not possible thayou are serious!)there are some indications

thatcanmay be acquiring epistemic meanings in affirnastatements, too (Perkins, 1983;
Coates, 1983). Coates (1995) restricts such uses of epistamio American Eglish, in

particular the spoken register. For example, in the sentence:

c) 3We hope this coding systaran beuseful [to other linguists woikg in the fidd]. "

(Coates]1995, p. 63¥

D VS HsDnmerdddimearJ ZDV SUREDEO\ W&HbpEvihKt iz ddiogLsiskemu

is likely to be usé X,@vfiich clearly suggests the epistemic readingasfand its status as a

hedge, as admitted by the original speaker of this utterance (Coates, 1995). While tentatively

proposing the possibility thaian might be acquing epistemic meanings, Coates suggests

2n theoriginal sentencéCoates, 1995he initial word was not capitalized and the full stop was absent.
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that such occurrences are connected with a set @fcaarring syntactic patterns, in
particularthe presence of an inanimate subject, a stative verb and some other signals of

subjectivity of the utterance (suchlasopein the example above).

As for the occurrences of epistentignin academic writing, Vartalla (2001) reports
on their rather limitedrequencies, whiH ALQNIQLHQ j UHSRUWYVY RQ WK
epistemic uses of the modal in her corpus of research articles in linguistics and medicine.
Along similar lines, the examination of Engcor pointed to few occurrences which could be

related to the epistemieadings otan one of which is shown as follows:
67.0ur findings also have important implications for social psychology. The lack of

blocking in Studies 2 and Suggests thatvhen our experience and the opinions of
others agree, the informatianay be esgmally compelling(Asch, 1951; Laughlin &

Ellis, 1986). Certain social influence wocan potentially be reconceptualized an
examination of how people deal with the combination of direct nonsocial information

and social information(JPSP1)

In additionto the criteria established by Coates (an inanimate subject and a stative verb), the
epistemic overtone conveyed bgnin example 67) is furtherreinforced by the presence of
the probability adveripotentially (Vartalla, 200}, which is a clear signal dhe tentative

status of the claim.

The epistemic meaning afan may be further tested by its substitution with the
modalmay, yielding the following:may be potentially reconceptualizeds can be seen, the
replacement of the modals does not affectnie@aning of the statement which lends support
to the epistemic reading afan In fact, the whole aragraph can be interpreted as the

Z U L3Metdtfve speculation, which, in addition to the indicated adverb, is signaled by the
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choice ofthe tentative disourse verB® suggestn the previous sentence and the epistemic

uses of the two modals.

It may be argued that assigning the hedging status to the use of the modals as
indicated above depends on the defining characteristics of hedges and the approach one
chooses to follow in the empirical analysis. With respect to the present analysis, given the
overall focus on the modal verbs whose prototypical meanings relate to the expressions of
epistemic possibilities, the occurrencsh as §4-67) were not includedn the frequency

analysis.

4.1.1 Overall findings of the epistemic modal verbs in Engcor Turning back to
the Engcor findings, the overall distribution of the epistemic readings of the three modals
under study are shown Kigure 3 while the raw and nmnalized frequencies of eacmodal
can be foundn Table Al (Appendix 1R As indicated earlier, the frequency counts of all
epistemic devices included in the analysis are presented &lced84RAD structure ofthe

research aitle.

As can be seen in @ure 3 the distribution of the modals reflects the overall
rhetorical functions of the individual RA sections. Thghast frequency of the modals was
recorded in the most argumentative RA sections, in particular the Discussion (s/Z000
69), followedby the Introduction section (n/10803, 91). On the other hand, the two rather
descriptive sections sh@da significantly lower frequency of occurrences, with the Results

pointing to 0,55 and the Method section to 0, 40 modals per 1000 words. At theolethe

" The termtentative discourse veias been coined based on the typology of the reporting verbs in academic
writing as proposed byhomas andHawes (1994)According to the authorsjstourse verbs H Q Ragtititiés

that are linguistic in nature and involve intérf®& LRQ WKURXJK V S H37FaadRidy intludewWe@s) ~ S
that denote a writer's ceratinfg.g. conclude, maintainor tentaivity (e.g. suggest, indicadewith respect to

the proposed claims.
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individual modals, findings point to the overwhelmingly highest frequencyayf(n/1000=
2, 28) in all four RA sections as compared to the significantly lower frequenciesgbt

(n/1000= 0, 466) andcould (n/1000= 0, 462).

The present fidings broadly support the general tendencies in the dreguof the
given verbs as reportdyy the results of both larggcale (Biber et al., 1999) and smsdlale
corpusbasedstudies (Vihla, 1999; Vold, 208620060 4LQNIQLHQ 7KLV SDU
relates to the striking centrality ahayin academic writing. As a way of illustration, the
LSWE findingsshowedca. 2800 ofmay, 800 ofcould and 600 occurrences afight per
million words in academic pros&mallerscale studies on academic writing shsimilar
tendencieswith respect to the rank of frequencies of the given modals (Hyland, 1998;
ALQNIQLHQ; XVWURPWEBOWKH |kQ@@B)3tudy &nlthe \W@doHedyes
in research artles in molecular biology showeithe following distribution of the three
modals in questiomrmay(n/10000= 9, 2);could (n/10 000= 6, 4); might(n/10 000= 3, 6).

,Q DGGLWLR G (DL NKebQeney@ndlysis of the epistemic modality markers in the
corpus of linguistics articles yielded the following resultsay (n/1000 = 1, 8); could
(n/1000= 0, 03); might(n/1000= 0, 2), while the usef modalsin the corpus of medicine
articles showed the following distributiomay(n/1000= 1, 6); might (n/1000= 0,5); could
(n/1000= 0, 3).Given the centrality ofnayin Engcor, the discussion that follows starts with

the account of this modal.
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Figure 3.Distribution ofmay, mightandcouldacross IMRAD

4.1.11 The nodal verboMAY. In accounting for itsuse in academic writing, it is
important to highlight that thougimay is the typical exponent of the epistemic modal
meanings, in partical epistemic possibility, epistemic modality is not the only semantic
domain associated with this modal. The examination of Enghowedat least three
possible meanings conveyed by each of which is exemplified and discussedhieir
below. It shold be noted that certain issues concerning the types of modality discussed here
have already been indicated in the general remarks on nyootalChapter 2 The present
discussion, however, is more specific in its focus. It aims toddteithe distinctive modal
meanings ofmayon the examples extracted from the present corpus and at the same time
account for the data included in the analyJiee Engcor findings show that the most
prototypical use ofnayis concerned with expressing sf@mic judgments. Thepistemic

status of the modal may be attested by the paraphrase given in the brackets shown below:
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68.For instance,it may be thathere is a group of youth that continues to be highly
involved in school behaviorally and another groupyolith that loses interest in
academic work as their educational career progresg&¥?10)(= it is possible that

there is a group of youth that continues to be...)

The coeoccurrence omaywith the impersonal subjeittfollowed by extraposethatclaus,

as in (@) represenv’ WKH SURWRW\SLFDO HSLVWHPLF XVH RI WKH
of commitment to the propositional content. The additional epistemic uses of the modal may

be identified by particular syntactic patterns, such as the pspgeeaspect (e.gA third

Y D U L Diayohe «drivingthe trends seen héreperfective aspect (e.g-his broad range

may have precludedbservation of subtle age differences between younger and older

adolescents or existential subject (e.@he fact that th storage abilities doot dissociate
suggests thahere may beD FRPPRQ SURFHVV RU PHFKDQLVP)GULYLQ

(Coates, 1983).

In addition to the epistemic meanings, the corpus findings also point to the dynamic

readings ofmay, as in:

69.Beyond pragmatics, it is also important to acknowledge that group status or
treatment may be communicated ta child through many separate dyadic
interactions with multiple peer¢éDP3) (=it is possible (for x) to communicatgoup

status or treatment to ailththrough...)

As can be seen, the dynamic readingnify DOORZV IRU WKH IROORZLQJ SI
SRVVLEOH I|RThe dynamie reafling of the modal indicates a possibility enabled by

some unspecified (yet conceptually present) external sqRadden & Dirven 2007)7*

Though this type of dynamic possibility is typically associated wdin, the indicated

dynamicuse ofmayis common in formal contexts, such as academic writing (Coates, 1983;

4 This type of modal meaning can be found under different labels, sucotagossibility(Coates, 1983) or
intrinsic possibility(Radden & Dirven, 2007)
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Radden & Dirven, 2007). In such uses bathy and can are commonly associateglith
general statements so it is not uncommon for the modals to occur in passive constructions,

as indicated above (Radden & Dirven, 2007).

As noted inChapter 2 a particular case of dynamic modality associated with the
modalmayrefers to its existentialse and is prototypically related to the scientific contexts
(Huddleston, 1971; Palmer, 199@acchinetti, 2008 Example (D) may serve as an

illustration of the existential readingmay

70.First, the Pe is a late positive commnt peaking 20800 ms after an error
response. The Pe is maximal at a more posterior scalp locationnamgd be
generated bythe rostral ACC as well as parietally (Kaiser, Barker, Hammel,
Baldeweg, & Gruzelier, 1997; Herrmann et al., 2004; Van VeeGalter, 2002).
(DP8)

The main difference between the epistemic and existential dynamic useayo$ that the

latter does not imply the epistemic assessment, as denoted by epistemic modality, but rather
refers to a state ofigtiplinary knowledge (i.e. aabjectively measured possibility). In the

example above, it is clear that the ULWHU GRHV QRW LQGLFDWH KLV RL
subjective assessment of the state of affairs but rather reports on a scientific fact which is
possible to be checked agsi some objective data (Fdwinetti, 2003). In line with the aim

of the present study which focuses on the epistemic uses of the modal markers generally, the

dynamic uses ahaywere not included in the analysis.

Finally, in addition to the instanc&s which the epistemic and dgmic readings of
mayare rather unproblematic to discern, in some cases disambiguating the intended reading

of the modal is less straightforward. For instance, in the following sentence:
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71. In summary, a number of factormay ndependently or additively increaske
GHPDQGY DVVRFLDWHG ZLWK LQWHUDFWLQJ ZLWK VRF
group.(JPSP10)

the distinction between epistemic and dynamic meaningeayfis rather blurred. This is
evident by the fact that the eaning ofmay can be glossedby both of the following

paraphrases:

1t is possible thad number of factors independently or additively increase the

demands(EPISTEMIC POSSIBILITY)and

itis possible fom number of factors to independigrr additively increase the

demands(DYNAMIC POSSIBILITY)

The occurrences ofmay which allow for both epistemic and dynamic readings are
commonly label&s DV pPHUJHUV Y| A& RdiddsivMmentionedn Chapter 2the

fact thatthe two modal meanings blend does not pose any difficulties in comprehending the
messagewhich meanghatthe ceexistence of the two meanings probably goes unedtic

for a reader (Nuyts, 2001Coates (1983) and Palmer (1990) report that the instances of the
overlgs between the epistemic and dynamic readingaayfare the typical feature of the

formal written registers, while Coates (1995) explicitly states that mergers are becoming
endemic in academic writing. In line with previous studies (Hyland, 1998; VarP4lGi,;
ALQNIQLHQj JLYHQ WKH SUHVHQFH RI WKH HSLVWHPL
may were included in theresentanalysis and added to the overall frequencies of the

epistemic occurrences ofay.

Against the foregoing discussion aimed to accdanthe polysemous nature tife
modal may, all the occurrences ahay extracted from Engcor were subjected to a rather
scrutinized analysis which was primarily conducted to ensure that the frequency counts

referred to the epistemic instances mfy Accaunting for the indeterminate modal
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meanings may be particularly challenging because in some cases the contextual clues may
not be revealing enough in determining the intended modal meaning. In other words, if the
analysis is done by a single analyst orthgre is a risk that the decision on the targeted
modal meaning is purely subjective. As acknowledged in previous research, the subjectivity
of human judgment in this respect may pose a considerable methodological challenge in the
corpusbased discourse alysis of this kind (Kanoksilapatham, 2007). In order to reduce

the possibility of a biased interpretation of the polysemous meaningsyfbut also the
Croatian modal P R)ii kll occurrences containing thgiven modal were extracted from
Engcor and analyzed independently by the presehbaaind a second rater. The analysis

was preceded by the training session during which the coding scheme for the polysemous
status ofthe modals was established. Thiemarily related to the set of the example
sentences extracted from the present corpus and the paraphrases illustrating the distinctive
modal meanings ahay The overall resultbetween the present author and the secatet r
showed a 90% agreement rate, while the remaining discrepant cases were resolved in the
subsequent discussion. It was only after the results were compared and the discrepant cases
discussed, that the frequency analysis was conduttesl.overall findilgs pointto the
predominance of thepistemicuse ofmay accounting fol68% of the overall occurrences

of mayin Engcor.Merger cases accounted f@0%, while dynamic readings for12% of

mayinstances.

The present fingigs are generally in line with theredominantly epistemic
semantics of the modal, as reportedtbg largescale diachronicorpusbased studyn
British and American EnglisfiLeech et al. 2009. The findingspoint to the increasingly
monosemousgi.e. epistemicktatus ofmayin contempoary British and American English,
wherebythe use of itsother meanings paticularly the meaning ofroot (or dynamic)

possibility, are declining in use, presumably giving way to a Hrglguent use ofan(Leech
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et al, 2009).In addition ) D F F K L Q2608)\kekdgraxch on the distinctive meaningshef
preserdday usage of thenodalmayin the British component of the International corpus of
English’® showed61% of the epistemic usef may, and 24% of the dynamic existential
may while the rest accated for the deontic readings and the borderline casamayf’®
Similar tenencies can be observed in sosneallerscale corpudased studies on hedges in
research article writing. For &xPSOH ALQNIQLHQ jon 68% obtheSeRistamid G
may occurrencesn the corpus of linguistics research articles, and 66% in medical researc
articles, whilethe non-epistemic uses acco@utfor 32% in linguistics and 34% in medical
articles Generally it may be argued that the current findings follow previous reseanathw
consistently show thahayin academic writing is the central modallveised for conveying

epistemic modal meaningeechet al, 2009)

4.1.1.1.1 Discussion of the corpus findinfim MAY. As can be seen iRigure 3 the
highest frequency of athodals, but particularlynaywasrecorded in the Discussion section
(n/1000 = 5, 63), which wasexpected given the overall rhetorical function of this RA
section It is in the Discussionthat writers engage in interpretations of the results, speculate
abou the possible causes of the findings, and providglications for further research,
which is rarely conveyed in unmitigated forridyland, 1998) The following examples

may serve to illustrate the point:

72. Thoughwe clearly had power to identify sevénmoderating effects, them@ay

have beerothers present that would have required a larger sample size to detect.

> The corpus consists of 3Gfpoken and 200 written texts and totals 1 million running words (Facchinetti,
2003).

6 With respect to academic writing, corpus findings show émigtemic uses ahayare prevalent in Social

Sciences and Humanities, while the existential readings eohtiakal are more frequent in Natural Sciences and
Technology.
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Although the overall pattern of results matched our predictions, we believe that the
relatively weak simple effects observed in this stndy have been due tthe

impoverished nature of the interactiqdPSP10)

73. Althoughwe theorizedhat beliefs about the fairness of the status system play a
causal role in the processes observed here, we measured individual differences in
endorsement of 83 rather than manipulated them experimentally. Thus, it is
possible thathe effects observaday be the result cfome other covarying factor.
(JPSP10)

In all of the examples, it is ce thatthe writers express cautiom speculating about the
possiblecauses for thebtainedresultsand that the use of modals signals a reduced level of
certainty they are prepared to attdaolttheir claims. In sentence (7this is even niaforced

by the presence of the additional epistemic dewiz the epistemic apbctive possible

which adds a further element of cautiarthe claim.

$ ZULWHUTTV FDXWLR X vhaydanDh@ FethfoFcBA DY Hs\ sdsurEence
with other lexical devices, such #eetentative discourse veduggesbr indicate as shown

in thefollowing example:

74. Such a findingmay suggesithat observers create their own contexts to
understand why a target is expressing embarrassment. Alternativedypossible
that observers have an automatic mental association between the embarrassmen

expression and perceptions of prosocial{gRSP3)

Requirements for SV\FKR ORJ\ hédgé Vtdndd/jfarticularly in relation to the
interpretation of the research findings may be illustrated by one ofinflaymantsy

comments

3%V VFKRODUWht Zhdt vizelhelveVibDbe very careful and not jump to hasty
conclusions. When it comes to psychology, the words sugbra® are avoided
because you can never conduct all possible research which can prove that something

is the case. There can always be theo research that can challenge your
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conclusions. As a matter of fact, you can never prove anything in psychology,
SHUKDSV LQ PDWKHPDWLFV Inedavég RANtetv@w8ad)AFK RO R J\ «

The subjective epistemic evaluations signaled by the use ahtidal may frequently occur

in the moves concerneditiv the indications of the limitations of the resdaras shown in
example (7h Writers may openly disclose their uncertainties concerning various aspects of
the research which precludes expressing faegments in a more assertive manner. This

may beillustratedin the last sentence (¥Y6f the following passage:

75. Second, the assessments of school engagement used in the presemagtudy
introduce some measurement challenges. For example, sortiee ofems indexing
behavioral school engagement reflect deficit thinking. In addition, we assessed youth
perceptions of their status as members of the school as an apprioxinwit
emotional engagement76) These approachesay limit our ability to accurdely

measure these two constru¢idP10)

While the use omay LQ WKH H[DPSOHV VXFK DV DERYH LV FRQFHL
reservations towards the propositional validity (Hyland, D96ay can also be used to
VRIWHQ WKH IRUFH WRHicibtiesUhe\Wsd offfhé mddd wikth the interpersonal
reasons (Mauranen, 1997). peviously discussedhe link between thenodal devices and

politeness has been wastablished in previous literature, including research on academic
writing (Perkins, O\HUV 9LKOD ,Q VXFK LQVWDQFHV
for the use of the modatsay not onlybe associated with the indications of the probability

of a clain’ but alsowith adopting a particular stance towards the readers (Myer§).198

For example, in example (¥, #he use of the modal may be interpreted as a sign of modesty
DQG GHVLUH QRW WR ERRVW WKH LPSRUWDQFH RI RQHTV I

their potential benefits.

T With respect to example (77), this may be attested by the following paraplitasepossible thathese
findings can/will be particularly useful in4.
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77. These findinggnay be particularly usef in clinical and therapeutic settings in
helping health practitioners to better tailor couples therapy to incorporate aspects of
attachment theory (e.g., Wamakldt, 1999)(DP6)

As shownin examples12), (73)and (®), in theResultsand Discussiosections the use of

may RIWHQ FR Q F HUetekéence ta Mdrivvdsidsfectsha or herresearch, rendering

thus the subjective readings of thasgégmic evaluations (Nuyts, 2001n the Introduction
section, however, the use of the modal is partiyuléthough by no means exclusively)
connected with reporting on the assumptions held not only by a writer but clearly accessible
to other members of the given disciginFor instance, in examples {78) below it is
evident that thavriter is not expressg his or her own epistemic judgments on the subject
matter but is rather referring to a common epistemic evaluation which he or she most likely
agrees with. In that sense, the usemalyis likely to be interpreted as an intersubjective

epistemic evaluan (Nuyts, 2001):

78. Objectification theory argues that individuals who s#dfectify focus their
attention on an ideal physical appearance, which they are unable to attain and which
may be linked tonegative outcomes such as disordered eating (fckslon &
Roberts, 1997 DP7)

79. Experiences of contempt and disgust also both predict tendency to withdraw from
rather than confront an antagonistic social group (Mackie et al., 2000), and both
may be associated witlprejudice toward the most stigmatizedehumanized
minorities, such as the homeless or drug addicts (Fiske et al., 2002; Harris & Fiske,
2006; Hodson & Costello, 2000JPSP4)

As can be seen in the occurrences above, subjectivity and intersubjectivity of the epistemic
evaluations are clearlyot inherently present in the modal themselves, betrather a
matter of the contextual clugduyts, 200). In examples such as (73) the explicit
presence of the personal pronaarthe surrounding contexhakesit clear thatthe writers

are expressg their personal epistemic judgmenBy contrast, m examples (7d9), the
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contextual clues as well as the riategral citations trigger a rather intersubjective character

of the whole epistemic evaluation.

As previously noted, one of the common egsic uses ofnayis associated with

thatextraposed @uses, as shown in:

80. Although contempt was clearly linked to incompetence in Stutyndy be that
this is only one of a number of necessary eliciting appraisals f@ASP4)

As will be shown thoughout the subsequent analydise extraposedthat-clause is a
particularly salient means of conveying epistemic evaluations by Engcor writers and thus
merits closer attention, particularly because the congruent pattern in also salient in the
Croatiansub-corpus. According to Biber et al. (199%e extraposedhat-clause involves

the main clause that reports on an attitude, stance, or thought, while the subject of the main
clause may be a human agextt,well asaverbal or adjectival predicate. Thige of clauses

has been widely recognized as smportant means in conveyingtance towards the
propositional content in academic writing and the centrality of this syntactic strucutre has
been attested by a number of studies on academic discourse ({Babed 899 Hewings &
Hewings, 2002 Hyland & Tse, 200p Thus, Hyland and Tse (2006 argue that the
evaluativethat-clause @llows the writer to thematize the evaluation, making the attitudinal
meaning the starting point of the message and the perspé&ctin which the content of the
that-clause is interpreted(p. 124).In addition,that-extraposition provides writers with a
choice of making an evaluative sourceplkoitly visible or invisible. Concealing the
epistemic sourcenay be achieved bgifferent means, such ake use of impersond, as

shown in example80). It is clear thathe writer is providing a personal judgment on the
subject matter, which is supportedthye surrounding contextual cluese(Study 3 refers to

the study conducted kilie writers of the given article). The choice of the impersonal modal

construFWLRQ PHUHO\ GLVY pesenteV méking the Vévhludgtion seem more
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objective (Yang etl., 2015. In Engcor, he ocarrences of the modal such &9)( are
particularly frequent in the Bcussion section and they are commonlgdusn ZULWHUV {
evaluations of their research, which is one of the main functionbaiextraposed clauses

perform in academic writing (Hyland & Tse, 2005).

However, on a more general note, HYgA998) seems to be right in suggesting that
drawing a clear dividing line b& ZHHQ ZKDW LV ¥ Wubjedtiw @alieDorzadU LW H U
reference to the commonly shared assumptions may in some cases be notoriously difficult to
assess. This might be a chaljgng task ina discoursesuch as academim which
impersonal expressions abound and the sourcepisfemic judgment can be disguised in
different ways. In the context of the corpagsed research, such as the present one, a precise
identification of tle source of an epistemic judgment would require an interrogation of every
single RA writer about the (inter)subjective status of every single occurrence of the modal
use in his or her writing, which, admittedly, would be hardly possible to achieve. Against
this background, the notions of (inter)subjectivity of epistemic evaluations of all epistemic
devices are referred to but not used as a criterion to distinguish between different types of
epistemic evaluations and accordingly different types of hedgésddhs not invalidate the
presentanalysis whichis based on the premise that a hedge is a linguistic device which
indicates a lack of commitment to the propositional content, regardless of whether it refers
VWULFWO\ WR D ZULWHU fr&ad éviadidd WHicR @he RvidterWiR the/ KH VK [

absence of the indicators of otherwise, most likely subscribes
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4.1.12 Discussion of the corpus findings faMIGHT . As can be seen in Figure 3
compaed to may, bothmight and could were used significantlydss frequently in Engcor,
showing amost identical frequency of epistemic occurrencHse highest frequency of
might was recorded in the Discussion (n/10800, 95), while some lower fregncy of
occurrences was found the Introduction section (n/10G90, 61). The frequencies of the
modalin the middle RA sections werggnificantly lower by comparisorci, Table Al,

Appendix 12.

Might is considered to be the typical modal for expressing epistemic possibility,
allowing for the same paraphrase as epst may pLW LV SRVVLEOH WKDW« S
(Coates, 1983)t has beertommonly regarded as a more tentative or indirect formmanf
in conveying epistemic possibility (Perkin983; Palmer, 199G4yland, 1998;TrbojeY L U
OL OR &RB0904 QGarter& McCarthy, 200§. For example, Palmer (1990) poirdst that
mightis used exactly amay, though indicating a little lesser degree of certainty than the

latter.

However, previous researcindicatesthat at least in conversational Englistight
has been gaing in autonomy, and moreover overridingay as the main exponent of
epistemic possibility (Coates, 1983). In addition, the findings of some cbgaesl studies
both in AmericarEnglish (Leech et al2009) and British English (Coates, 1983), point to
the absence of any significant difference in the use of epistemizand might the two
being often interchangeable. Some evidence from Engcor might supsafithdings, such
as example (81in which the ZU LW H U TV migKtRdufd Hbe Relgarded as a neatof a

stylistic preference or avoidance of the repetitive useaf

81 In turn, it may arguably be the case that students from wealthier fanmlggs
be better behaveih school butmay not necessarily feel better absahool than do
youth from Iss affluent familiegDP10)
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However, though in most epistemic occurrencesightin Engcor its useould be replaced

by maywithout any noticeable difference in meaning, it might be reasonably asshated
writers do have a reason for opting for ondeatthan the other, which in caseroightis

most likely motivated by a desire to underpin the tentativeness of the claim. With respect to
the present findings, thimay be further supported bydiscrepancy in the frequency
between the two modals, whigould probably be smaller if the two were interchangeable

(cf. TableAl, Appendix 12.

Thoughmightis predominantly used for expressing epistemic possibility, it may also
be used to express nepistemicmeanings® Coates (1983) labels such usesvofht the
instances of root hypothetical possibility, whose frequency is significantly lesser as
compared to its epistemic uses. According to Coates (1983), the root meamighttan

EH SDUDSKUDVHG DV pLW JARsKawGinEH SRVVLEOH IRU |

82. We ague that the wealth of theory and research in this literatarght be used
to extend and inform our understanding of how people navigate socially available

information to accomplish their goalGlPSP1)=_it would be possible for (x) to use

the wealth 6theory and.)

In the instancessuch as (82)the use oimightis not concerned witla writer § epistemic
judgments or beliefs but is likely motivated pyplite reasonsGoates, 1983Mauranen,

1997. It is obvious thathewriter is recommending a cose of action to other scholars and
inciting them politely to use the existing knowledge and enhance understanding on a subject
matter. However, the use of the modal makes this prompt less direct and rédices
possibility that the readers will find it intsive. Such uses cohight are common in the
Discussion sectignparticularly in the move concerned with the recommendations and

implications for further research, as illustratedhe following example

8 A further nonepistemic reading of thmodal refers to it being the pastm of dynamicmay:
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83. Future researchmight examinevhether observerfind embarrassed targets more
attractive and also empirically establish that when people wish to attract or impress
a potential mate, they increase their tendency to display embarrasgaizsP3)

It is worth noting that the choice of an inanimate suljjee. research might be interpreted

as a further means of avoiding making direct suggestions, which according to Brown and
/IHYLQVRQYY PRGHO RI SROLWHQHVYV UHSUHVHQW LQW
By shifting the focus to theesearh (rather tharthe scholars) as well as the choiotthe
tentativeform of the malal verb (Palmer, 1990), theriter is merelysuggesting a possible

course of action, withouhe risk of violating disciplinary expectations in conveying polite

attitudes.

In order to ensure that the analysis included the epistemic occurrermoeghodnly,
all the sentences containing the modal were extracted from Engcecopdya and
classified according to the presence or absence of the epistemic readingbtdimed
resultsshowed83% of epistemic and. 7% of nonepistemic occurrences ofight which is
generally in line with the welestablished status ofight as an epistemic modal (Coates,

1983; Palmer, 1990; Vold, 2086

According to Coatesmight is primarily used to signal a subjective epistemic
evaluation, whereby a writer shows a lack of full commitment to the propositional content.
The subjective readings afightare especially prominent ihe Discussion section, which
is expected given that in this sect writers mostly employ a tentative and speculative
language, in particular when engaged in the interpretations of various aspects concerning

their research, asi

% As a way of illustration,ALQNIQLHQ TV edt@ DI BpisteRilc Qs¥s afight in the
corpus of linguistic articles, and 76% in the corpus of medical articles.
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84. Given the relationship thailve have observebdetween political ideology and

stereotyp endorsement (Study 3), it is possible that when it comes to inferring
personality traits on the basis of indileW HQYLUR QP HQ WkxaterfngddlyY OLEF
for cognitionmight lead them to relgn these cues less than conservatives, in part
because theyvould be more likely to doubt that such cues necessarily serve the

interest of making an accurate judgmedSP9)

As can be seen in example Y84he writers are clarly speculating about the possible
reasons which might underlie the behawbrtheir research subjects and the choice of the
tentativeform of the modal is a clear signal of a reduced level of commitment they have

chosen to attach to their claim.

The Engcor findings also show the occurrences of harmonic combinations, te. co
occurrences ofmight and other hedging expressions (esgen), which increase the

WHQWDWLYHQHVV RI D ZULWHUTV FODLPV DV LQ

85. It might not seenmtuitively obvious how political ideology would relate to the

process of categorizing sexual orientati@P SP9)

However not all harmonic combinations are used for the same purpose. For example,
though indicating epistemic possibility, the use of the harmonic cluster consistinigfuf

and the adverhvell may serve to signal a higher degreeaoF ULWHU TV FRQILGHQF|
proposedclaim, indicating thughe epistemic likelihood rather than possibiligs attested

by previous researcfCoates, 1983; Hyland, 1998/ U E R MOH. OIRI& B004. (Example

(86) may serve to illustrate the point:

86. With regard to emotional engagent, D VW X @&éliQpg/thward the school,
teachers, and schoolmatesght be welldifferent.(DP10)
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4.1.13 Discussion of the corpus findings fo€OULD. The epistemic use afould
showeda similar tendency of distribution across the RA rhetoricatices asmight,
whereby the higest frequency of occurrences wasorded particularly ithe Discussion
section (n/100G-= 1, 10), followed by theritroduction section (n/1008 0, 48) ¢f. Table
A1, Appendix 12. Theepistemic uses of the modal waregigible in the remaining two
sections, which is expected given that writers in these sections primarily deal with the
descriptive accounts of the resdarstages. Likamight the surface forsof could were
found in both epistemic and n@pistemic uses ikEngcor. The findings pointut that the
latter mostly refeto the past forms of dynaméan as shown in the following example:

87. However, the data employed in that study were esestional andcould not

addressquestions of directionality(=_it wasnot possible (for us) to address/we were
not able not address) (DP9)

Congruent tomight non-epistemic use®f could may be found in the instances where a
writer is concerned with offering tentative or polite suggestions rather ékpressing
epistenic evaluationgMauranen, 1997). As Coates (1983) observes, such root useghbf
and could are often interchangeable, which can be attestethd¥ngcorfindings, as in

example (88below:

88. Future researchcould examineother mechanisms that may oar this

association(JPSP2)= might examine)

Generallythenonepistemic uses afouldmay beassociated witla Z U L WeHtakife/stance

which might be motivated by awareness that there may be alternative views on the subject
matter. In such usesould (but alsomighf often ceoccurs with the verbs such dsscribe,

argue, sayetc. Coates (1983) discusses the use of itrengerbs with reference toight,

but the Engcor data showhat could can be used in the same manner, as attested by the

following example
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89. In many cases, outcomes at the high end of adversity appear more negative than
those at zero adversity, and some curv@sld be describeds more Ehaped than
U-V KD S HESP8)

Despite the almost identical frequency rates of the epistasas ofcould and might the
findings show that the ratio of the epistemic meaningsonfid as comparedo its non
epistemic meanings onsiderably lower than is the case witight More speciftally, the
analysis showe88% of epistemic andt2% of nonepistemic occurrences obuld, which
is generally in line with previous research pointing to the less salient status of epistemic

couldas compared tmight(Coates, 1983:oye, 1997Vold, 2006E  ALQNIQL}Q |

As previously noted, the epistemise ofcouldcan be paraphrased by the following
JORVV pupyLW LV WHQWDWLYHO\ SRVVLEOH WKDW« SHUKDS
modal lends itself to conveying tentative epistemic possibility and in that respect may be

interpreted as an attgative to epistemimight, as indicated in the following example:

90. Thus, ideological differences in the use of gender inversion coekl be
attributable to differences in social contact. To investigate this possibility, we
measured prior contact eggences and assessed the extent to which these accounted
for differences in the use of stereotypical cesnight be attributable to) (JPSP9)

Similarly to might epistemiccould is frequently encountered in harmonic combinations
with other epistemiadevices. Such chains of hedges are frequently encountered in the
passages in which writers engage in subjective assessments of a state of affairs in which

cautious language is particularly salient, as in:

91. We doassume however, that prejudiceould phy an important role in the

application of stereotypes once categorization has already taken pi&<s9)

8 For instance,a L Q N 1 G1(200Q)) findings shoed 33% of epistemic occurrences aduldin the corpus b
the linguistic articles and 34% of the occurrences in the medical texts. Howererare studies which point
to the opposite trend in terms of the frequenciab®ftwo modalsdf. Hyland, 1998).
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To sum up, the epistemic usetbeé modal verbs outlined here primarily indicates the-non
categorical status of the statements, regardless of whétley refer to the shared
assumptions generally held by the members of the given discourse community or whether
WKH\ DUH VLJQDOV RI D ZULWHUYfVY VXEMHFWLYH HSLVWHF
signaling a lack of full warrant for th@oposedlaims, writers mark their provisional nature

and acknowledge the extent to which these may be considered as accurate. With respect to
the use of the individual modals, the present findings point to the salienoayin
conveying epistemic possibilitie¥he overall frequency ahay, which is strikingly higher

as compared to that afould and might may be accounted for by the fact thatisit
considered to be semantically the most neutral modal (Palmer, 1990). Therefore, it lends
itself to uses in a rargof differentnon-factual contexts in which, as Palmer notdse use

of other epistemic modals with eore specific semantic domainight be rather

inappropriate.
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4.2 Epistemic modal verbs in Crocor

As previaisly outlined modality and its linguistic exponents have not received systematic
accounts in Croatian grammars, so generally we have little information on the fatms an
functions of modal devices in Croatian. The modal verbs are not an exception @spieatr
6LOLU DQG 3UDQMNRYLU SURYLGH D YHU\ JHQHUDO D!
Croatian. According to the authors, modal verbs are treated as verbs of incomplete
predication (Cro.V X]Q D p Q ) whiorDdd R@ dlenote but modify a centatateof affairs.

As such, they are followed by a verbal complement which is most frequently an infinitive or
less frequently ala-clausé® (Kalogjera, 1982 $V 6LOLUO DQG 3UDQMNRYLU
modal verbs are used to establish a modal relationdegtvan action denoted by a full
lexical verb and a speaker. This relation may relate to the notions, such as volition, request,
obligation, etc. Though not dealing with the semantics of the modal verbs, the authors
distinguish between the modal verbs innarrower and broader sense. The former
encompasses the verbs which from a ctiogglistic perspective may be considered as the
core modal verbs, including the following R Gcan/may), morati (must), htjeti (will), smjeti

(may), trebati (should)etc. are generally used to mark a relation to a state of affairs. The
modal verbs in a broader sense have a more specific semantics, and include the verbs which
may denotehte cancepts such as cognitioP(LV O L W L ), @R®RiaraCsidtBhgjhati se,

voljeti), willingness famjeravati, nastojalj etc®?

As previously mentioned, the concepts of epistemic and dynamic meanings of the
Croatian nodal verbs can be found in KgjeUD TV -linguwsicv/survey of the

English modals and their Croatian equivalents. Under this account, epistemic modality

816LOLU DQG 3UDQMN R ¥Wd 4iprezentosugtiO(canjun®idda + present tense).

82The English equivalents of the given verbs in the rank of order may be suggested as thuilidysonsider,
fear, like, intend to, attempt
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encompasses the notions such as certainty, possibility, and prediction, each of which is

illustrated by theCrocor examples ftiner below

92.Dyer je 1973. zagovarao upravo opgtetpostavkunavodeci da lijeva hemisfera
QH PRAH LJQRULUDWL YHUEDOQH LQIRUPDFLMH NRMH
stoga P R U Di ds Rtarferencije (prema Hughdahl i Franzon, 198%9P1)

In example (92 the meaning of the modahorati may be paraphrased as followg: is

necessarily the case that interference occlinsother words, a writer expresses a high

degree of certainty or conviction with respect to the sthtfairs taking phce. A strong
FRQYLFWLRQ PDUNHG E\ WKH PRGDO LV WKH UHVXOW RI D
his or her epistemic judgment (as indicated by the underlined pretpostavka is so

compelling that the given conclusion mustriecessarily the s&. In addition tanorati, a

high degree of commitment to the propositional content may be signaled by the impersonal

form of the future tense of the auxilidoii, as in:

93. Prije UH Ha& W& ¥bog visoke povezanosti varijabla kontakta i diskrimindcije
WR YHUH QHJR X X]JRUNX PDQMLQH YDULMDEOD GLVN
NRQWDNWD X XNXSQRP RGUHYHQMX {DW)DYD SUHPD VRF

6LOLU DQG 3UDQMNRYLU QRWH WKDW Ly fi@ig,LWLRQ \
the Croatian Future | tense (Créutur prvi) can be used for conveying modal meanings. In
SDUWLFXODU WKLV VHFRQGDU\ XVH RI WKH IXWXUH WHQ

reluctance to the full commitment to the factuality of ¢tkeem, as attestelly example (98

The occurrences such as (92) and) (8@ notoriously rare in Crocor, whichay
suggesthat asserting the claims with a high degree of confidence, at least with respect to the
use of the given verbs, is much less sdltean conveyig a reduced degree obnviction to
the proposedclaims Most generally, this seems to leline with previous research which

suggests that boosting amuch less prominent rhetorical strategy in academic writing as
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compared to hedging (Hand, 1998; Hyand, 200%, 200%). In addition to the above
indicated verbs, the meaning of epistemic certainty may be conveyed by thetrabds)

yet of a lower degree as comparedrnorati. Thus, inthe followingsentence

94. Zanimljivo, nerestriktivneaHQH NRMLPD MH PDQMH YDADQ HPR
LSDN VX RVMHWOMLYLMH QD HPRFLRQDOQX QHYMHUX
P X 4N D U F L PdbemNdrivhhIRi Bspekt odnos@bao biti Y D & QOuUay L

the writer expresses a reasonable assumptiah mspect to the state of affairs being true,

and in that sense the use of epistetrebati may be regarded as equivalent to the epistemic
readings ofshould (Palmer, 1990). As can be sedhg tentativeness othe claim is

reinforced by theonditionalform of the modal which is indeed the only form in which the
epistemic sense dfebati has occurred in Crocor. Similarly to the above verbs, there were

only few occurrences of the epistemic usdrebati in the whole Croatian corpus, which

suggests itsather PDUJLQDO VWDWXV LQ FRQYH\LQJ KLJKHU GHJU

respect to the propositional content.

Finally, the meaning of epistemic possibility, which is the core modal concept in the
present study, is associated with the use of thgles modal, viz. P R.iCongruent to the
epistemic readings of its English equivalenay, the epistemic meaning oP R itan be
paraphrased asp P R J X G Hpddtbji 18RDJ X (1 Q R/R\VA [ERample (9% may illustrate

the epistemic reading of the given modal:

95, lako imanald D NRML SRND]XMX GD SRVWRMH RGUHVyHQH \
VWLORYLPD LVWUDALYDQMD QD VWXGHQWVNLP X]RUF
PR&H WDWILAWR VH X LVWUDALYDQMLPD NRMD LVSLWXI
procjenu atribuciD NRULVWH ]DGDFL NRML VX L VWXGHQWLPD
(Campbell, 1999XPT6)(= PRIJXiUH MH GD«MH UD]JORJ WDM

It is worth noting thathe Crocor data show that the most typical instance of the epistemic

reading of P R lid its ceoccurrence wh the infinitive form ofbiti. In addition to its
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indicative form, the conditional form oP R Ud also used to convey the meanings of
epistemic possibility, however of a more tentative Ehdhe epistemic meaning of the
conditional form of P R inay be praphrased by the same gloss as its indicative form, as

shown in the example below:

96. Nadalje, individualne razlike u ljubomori unutar svakoga spwoiagle bi bitiu

YHIL V UHSURGXNWLYQLP VWUDWHIJLMDPD NRMH VH
mehanizmind QDVWDOLP WLMHNRPDHYR @REXNMMNWHSE R 8RR/
PRIXUQRVW GD PRaGD VX X YH]L

A tentativeform of PRIALRVW OLNHO\ VXJJHVWYV D ZULWHUTV LQWHC
of commitment to the propositional content, as compared doirttlicative form of the

modal. In that respect, it corresponds to the English madalslandmight In line with the

overall aim of the study and the approach adopted with respect to the English modals, the
present analysis encompasses only the mioasl, Lin both its indicative and conditional

form.

4.2.1 Overall findings of the epistemic modal verbs in Crocor. The overall
frequencies of the epistemic u¥esf the indicative and conditional forms d® R iate
presented in Figure, 4vhile the raw andhormalized frequecies can be found in Appendix
12. As can be seen, with respect to the IMRAD structure, the highest fregofetiey two
forms of the modal warecorded in the Discussion (n/108Q, 85) and slightly lower in the
Introductionsection (n/D00= 1, 67). Such distribution is expected given that in these two

sections writers mostly engage in reporting on generally held epistemic judgments or in

83 The Crocor data point to the use of madal only one type oftte Croatian conditiwal, viz. Kondicional
3UYL 6LOLU SBUDQMNRYLU JRU WKH VDNH RI FRQYHQLHQFH WK
discussion

84 Congruent to the procedure established in Engcor, the present findings comprise the frequencies of pure
epistemic readings oP R arnd the 'merger’ cases.
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providing their own epistemic evaluations. By contrast, the use of the two forms of the
modal wa less salient in the middle RA sections, though showing a significantly higher
frequency of occurrences in the Results (n/18@0 44), as compared to the Method section
(n/1000= 0, 12).With respect to the differences in the distribution of tive forms,the
overall findings point to the overall higher frequency of the indicative (n/300072), as
compared to the conditional from &f R @n/1000= 0, 51). As can be seen, the occurrences
of the indicativeP R 8howeda higher frequency of occurrences in all RA sections except in
the Method section. The lowest discrepancy in fileguencies of the two forms was
recorded in the Introduicin section, with the indicative being used slightly more frequently
(n/1000= 0, 84) than the conditional form (n/10600, 82). The highest discrepancytie

use between the two forms wésund in the Discussion section, where indicatiPeR U L
showedl, 20 of occurrences per 1000 words, as opposed to its conditional form with 0, 64
of occurrences per 1000 words. The section that follows provides a more detailed account of

each form othe given modal

Figure 4 Distributionof indicative and conditional forms d? R ad¢ross IMRAD
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4.2.1.1 Epistemic 020, indicative The Crocor findings show thatPR UL
encompasses the congruent scope of the core modal meanings identiffey fiofEngcor.
Prior to the outline and discussion of the corpus findings, each of theetiv@imeanings of

P R islexemplified and discussed further below.

In addition to its epistemic use exemplified ®b), P R ichn be used to realize
different types of dynamic modal meanings. One of it relates to the meaning of neutral or
circumstantial pssiblity (Palmer, 1990). This use of mod#& R isLfrequently found in the
impersonal forms, as shown in the following example:

96. Uloga PA i NA u taksonomiji emocionalnih stanffaRaH VH X ¥ 8légond GL W L

dimenzija petofaktorskoga modela u taksonamijFUWD OLpPpQRVWL :DWVF
1992.a).Dl4) (= PRIXUH MH XVI®PRUHWGIL WRIXiUH XVSRUHGLWL

As can be seen, the dynamic meaning of the moaialbe paraphrased by the following
JORVV pPRPXUH WHH PRJIXUH  .1SQdH dyhamic eHrendes of P R Ui L
parallel thepreviously discussedynamic use of Englismayandcanin that they frequently

occur in the impersonal form and are associated with the use of general statements in which

the agent is left unspecified (Radden & Dirven, 2007)

Further dynamic uses oP R itan be associated with the meanings of existential

dynamic modality, which can be illustrated by the follogvexample

97. ,VSLWQD DQNVLR]QRVW GHILQLUD VH NDR VORAHQL
afektivne, fizoR4NH L SRQDADMQH UHDNFLMH QD ORSXDFLM]
sejavliaiNDR VWDQMH LOL NDR RVRELQD O(PF®RVWL 6SLH

The writer is clearly not providing his or her subjective epistemic judgment on the possible
occurrence ofhe given event, but is rather referring to the factual state of affairs which may

occasionally occur (Facchinetti, 2003).
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An additional dynamic reading oP R &é&n be associated with the ability sense and
can be paraphrased as followE LWL X PiR J KX Q QLROBAMpYeHDY) illustrates the
G\QDPLF VHQVH RI WKH PRGDO ZKLFK SRLQWV WR WKH DJ

corresponds to the ability readingiriglishcanrather thai€may(Radden & Dirven, 2007).

98. 6SHFLILPpQR ¥ jast Gddddjéi ki Wekikg] mjemogu kontrolirativiastito
VWDQMH L WR WDNR GD UHJXOLUDMX PHWDEROLpPN
DXWRPDWVNL L QD WDM QDpLQ XWMHBPRJIRDQRBD®M QA
kontrolirati) (DI7)

The past form othe dynamic meaning oP R {ile. its ability reading) allows for the same
SDUDSKUDVH pELWL X PRIXUQRVWLY ZKLFK FDQ EH LOOXV

99. 1D WHPHOMX UH]XOW D Wdglilmi®$ RV W DWW D ¥ DYIRQ M C
KLSRWH]H PDMN M Hi(HR M] WIDMI@WRW WML IROL L PDQMHP ]DG|
RG RpHY)(= ELOL VPR X P&®&X{Hi QRVWL

In addition to the occurrences which show the distinctive epistemic and dynamic meanings
of P R,itte Crocor findings point to the cases in whitie intended meaning of the modal

is rather blurred (Kalogjera, 1982). In that sense, Croddi& 8hows the congruemype of

the overlap between the epistemic and dynamic readings (i.e. merger) identified for English

may. Example (10Pmay serve to illstrate the point:

100. 2YDNDY QDpLQ RGJIJRYRUD QH L]QH@bguxiddadati MHU R
VQDAaQH HP RifegwkaskileRIWH OLNH X O M XiEURURaR &vakoghP H y X
spola (Edlund, Heider, Scherer, Farc i Sagarin, 200D)6)

If we take a dok at the meaning of the first instance BfR,UMe may find that both
epistemic and dynamic readings are equally compatible, as attested by the following

paraphrase$®

8 The same overlap of the epistemic and dynamic reading is also evident in the secme io? R .0 L
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a) PRJXUH MH GD PRaGD REMH YUVWH QBMSTEMUEG L]D]LY

READING

b) oEMH YUVWH QHYMHUH VX X PRJIJXUQRYNAXMICL]ID]YDW|

READING

The epistemic reading of the modalexample (100¢an be interpreted in terms of signaling

D ZULWHUTYVY HSLVWHPLF MXGJPHQW DERXW WKHEréa& VVLELO
emotions. On the other hand, the dynamic reading of the modal points to some inherent
features of the inanimate subject (i.e. jealousy) which makes it possible for the strong
emotions to occur. However, the distinction between epistemic/dynamial meatlirgs is

neutralized and, as previously outlined with respect to the congruent uses of Braylish

possible ambiguity of the modal will probably go unnoticed for a reader and pose no

comprehension problems (Nuyts, 2001

In line with the proceder establised with respect to the account of the modal
meanings omayin Engcor, the distinctive meanings of indicati?eR wkre classified into
three categories: epistemic, dynamic, and merger and subjected to the frequency analysis.
The overdl frequerties pointto the prevalence of theynamic uses of P R iirn. Crocor,
accounting for82% of its occurrences. Puepistemicinstances ofP R invere notoriously
rare, showing onlyb, 4 % of the occurrences, whilé2, 5 % of the instances could be
interpreted a the instances ahergers While the subsequent discussion focuses primarily
on the use othe epistemic instances ¢t R, Udttention will be drawn to some special cases
of the dynamic uses oP R tnhich may be interpreted as the instances of hedgesein th

present corpus.
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4.2.1.1.1Discussion of the corpus findings for epister@i2 U , indicative As can be
seen in Figure A4the highest frequency of the epistemic usePoR lid_recorded in the
Discussion section (n/10G91, 20. The use of the modad prevalently associated witihe
writers § subjective interpretations of their research findingse following examples

illustrate the typical uses of the modal in its epistemic sense:

101. 2VLP RYLK PHWRGRRP®RR XN HKMMRHKIRK/DN rezultana i

QHNH NXOWXUDOQH VSHFLILpQ RioguLbiti Liéshbli iR@jeQDYHGH
dobivenih rezultata kojiQH XSXQAXMXDAQRVW XORJH SURILOD VOL
EUDPQH NYDOLWHWH L LJUDAHQRRVWL SVLKLPpNLK VLPSV

102. 'RALY OMD M rSditefiskeVkbntt@e® R&H VH FROOUDRDHRGJIRYDUDM;
SRQDaDQMH SUHPD YODVWLWRM GMHFL NRMD SHUFLS
majki. Sukladno ovqgjretpostavcije i podatak o negativnoj povezanosti brige koju su

percipirale majke i odbacivga koje percipira adolescentPT1)

In the first paragraph, a writer estimates possible causes abtasmedresults which is

signaled by the choice of the modal parti®eR J XriitHe first sentence and followed by the

use of the modalP R but also tle lexical verb X S X 0 Liry éVdecond sentence. The
epistemic reading of the modatrb in the second sentence may be paraphrased as follows:

pLW LV SRVVLEOH WKDW VRPH RI WKH LQGLFDWHG IDFWRU
of hedging device in example 101), including the modal verb, all signal that a writer

refrains fromattaching a higher degree of certainty topgh@posedlaims, clearly indicating

their speculative character.

Example(102) may be interpreted againsimilar lines. Here the epistemic reading
of the modal is made explicit through the use of tlymaling nounpretpostavkain the
second sentence, which anaphorically summarizes the content of the previous clause. As
already discussed with respect to the Engcor findihgsmonic clusters of the modal

devices, such as those in example8ljland (D2) are frequently encountered the
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Discussion sections, which is in accordance with its previously discussed rhetorical

functions.

Similarly to their English counterparts, r@atian writers may also openly
acknowledge that firmer conclusions regjag their research findings are impossible to be
drawn, and that the specifics of the findings are only suggestive rather than cenclusiv

which can be nicely seen theexample (03) below:

103.lako QH PRAHPR |®RQ@RNIPW H- RR X DIMHRIRDQLP YH]DPD
povezanostiP R J X X S Xé bhepDydljhe posljedice djelovanja ispitne anksioznosti
QD DNDGHPVNR SRVWLEPI3UH NDR L REUQXWR

It is worth drawing attention to tHact that the absence of the modal would make the whole
VWDWHPHQW PRUH DVVHUWLYH VXJIJHVWLQJ WKXV D ZU

obtainedresults This can be attested by the following alternation of the original sentence:

10 ,DNR QHPRPRBEHPRVLWL ]DNSRYINWHHEB LPIQIRDQR]DPD
povezanosti X S X U xaVMh¥povoljne posljedice djelovanja ispitne anksioznosti na
DNDGHPVNR SRVWLJQXUH NDR L REUQXWR

By using the modal, a writer is only implying a possibility that the givete sihaffairs is

true, but leaving it open for alternative interpretagsido be valid as wellThe Crocor
findings show a particular tendency & R tid cooccur with the verbX S X G L Md&W L
notably in the rhetorical moves concerned with the interpogistof the research findings,

as is the case with examplé@8). In addition,the givenexample may serve as an exemplary
case of a distinction between dynamic/epistemic readings of the given modal, each exhibited

by the two respective uses BfR.UMhe fdlowing paraphrases may illustrate the point:

ORULB LMPR X PRJXus2RMW] D KGR ID R ddirhoMy/® dré not able to draw

conclusions)
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ORULB RIXuUuH MH GDBRBRHE|IDYQRMNL XS X uXsMEssI® that (@gJ O

obtained correlations HoQW WR LP SO\«

'LWK UHVSHFW WR ORULB W KR X J Ke @plstdmiE Re@Wigigthe D O F O
modal most likely here, one cannot excluttee possibility of its dynamic reading,
suggesting the inherent capacities of the subject, though then@piseading presumably

prevails in this case. However, in exampl@4)l adistinction betweenhe epistemic and

dynamic reading of the modal is less straightforward, pointing to the typical merger cases of

the modalP R:U L

104. 3BULNODQMDPR VGDVMWD MDIQpIMRLPDGUXaWYHQR QHSU
kontinuum (Koller 7UERY LU WH GD XVPMHUDYIP@RMH LVNO

prenaglasitineke razlike(PT9)

In other words, the reading of the moda{104)may be interpreted as:

a) it is possible hat the sole focus on the extreme cases may overemphasize some

differences or

b) it is possible for this procedure (i.e. the sole focus on the extreme cases) to
overemphasize some differenths/ sole focus on the extremcases can

overemphasize some diffexas

It is interesting to notéhat the blurred relation between the two respective modal meanings
may be used strategically by th®A writers, allowing them to remain distant from the

categorical claims and thus ava@disk of overstatemen(slyland, 1998.

The use of the epistemic mod& R urL the Introduction section is particularly
associated with the intersubjective epistemic evaluations. This is expected given that in this
section writers provide the theoreficand empirical background against wihi their

research is situated so references to the commonly held disciplinary assumptions or reports
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on those attributed to the specific scholars are typically enceagnter this section.

Examples (105) and (1pénay serve to illustrate the point:

105 TaNRyHU SRVWRMH LVWUDALYDQMD NRMD SRND]XM
QHXVSMHK DWULEXLUDWL HNVWHUQDOQLP X]JURFLPD
sugerira QLAX SHUFHSFLMX NRQWUROH QDG X]JURFLPD XV.
P R a H jeglanvédimogut Lrkehanizama spolnih razlika u depresivngfire)

106. Benjamin i sur. (1981.ymatraju GD ]|DEULQXWRVW R NRMRM LJY
anksiozni studenti nije samo osobna karakteristika négR aH otljadica i
neadekvatno usvojenoga znar(jal10)

4.2.1.2 Epistemic 0 2 (, conditional Congruent to the English modalight the
conditional form of P R imay denote both epistemic and mgpistemic meanings. The
IRUPHU LV DVVRFLDWHG ZLWK D ZULWHUTV MXGJPHQWYV |
affairs being true, which maype attested by the paraphrageP RJX U0 H MFhe@dn «
epistemic i.e. dynamic meaning of the conditional form PR lid concerned with the
indications of the hypothetical possibilities, allowing for the following paraphrageRX4i

MH ELOR EL PRJXingl it it/@duldde Possiblé (for X) to).

The Crocor findings point to 5/% of the epistemic and 42% nonrepistemic uses

of P R_cbnditional.The distinction between the two uses may be illustrated as follows:

107. 1DLPH WUHEDOR EL XWYUGLWL MHVX OL W]RVWDY
moglo bitiuzrokom javljanja klastera u kojem ispitanici na svim aktivnostima imaju
LVSRGSURVMHPIQK BRDDXOGW DMHHGD MH WR X]JURN

108 Strategije samoregulacijemocijamogle bi se opisatiao aktivnosti koje imaju
]D FLOM NRQWUROLUDQMH HPRFLMD NRMH UH SRMHGL(

UH LK LJUD]JLWL *URBRVM=LVWXWDWHILMH MH PRJXUH RSL)
ELOR PRJIJX)YIH RSLVDWL
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As can be seen by the respective paraphrases, while in the first sentence, a writer is
concerned with expressing a tentative assumption, in the second sentence the use of the
conditional merely marks the statement less assertive, whereby no epistemic mvaduati
provided with respect to the propiienal content. The dynamic use of conditiondlR U L
parallels the Root Hypothetical meanings of Enghslght, as discussed by Coaté983).

As previously notedsuch pragmatic uses of the modal are concerned with softening the
force of claims or avoiding giving too direct suggestions and are oftmuetered with the

verbs suchdescribe, call, say, asletc. The Crocor findings show that similar tendencies

with respect to the choice of the lexical verbs can also be found regarding the conditional

form of P R,lak atteted by the example (109)

109 Dakle, PRJOR EL VRYWDHY¥WGDWHJILMD ]DKYDUD SUYX Il
SRQDADQMD SODQLUDQMH D QH DNWLYQX NRQWURO

X b H (BH6)
While the meaning of the conditional can be interpreted in the dynamic sets® (i
PRIJXUH UMKH ZKROH PR $SOUR \E\LbRybdcHrsidgred as a phraseological
unit, the function of which is characteristically connected with the hedging purposes in
DFDGHPLF WH[WV 6LOLU , Q R WtKehodZl Radige\énallelk Bl L Q L W
writer to explicitly signal that what follows is to be regarded as a tentative rather than
conclusive judgmentWhile it is obvious that thevriter is drawing a subjective inference,
the impersonal form allows him or her to remaidden as a source, and thus stay-non

committal to the propositional content (Radden & Dirven, 2007).

Likewise, the indicative form ofP R @édn also capccur with the same lexical verb,
asinPRAaH V.Hh&Jusé bf the indicativ® R islikely associated with the same hedging
function as its conditional form, in that it allows a writer to make the claim less assertive, as

shown in thdollowing example:
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110 Usprkos tome,PRaH VH UMKIIGREDLYHQL UH]XOWDWL VOLPp
GRELYHQL X SUHWKRGQLP LVWUDALYDQMLPD QSU $¢cC

D WH GD SUXabDMX GRGDWQH GRND]JH R PRJIJXUQRV
RVRELQD OLpQRVWL L UDVSROREBIQOQMD QD UD]OLpPLWH 1

The same hedging effect of the dynamic usePoR i¢&n be found in the eoccurrences
with other lexical verbs, such g@setpostaviti, smatratietc. The following examples may

illustrate the point:

111 Na temeljuse UH]XOWDWD SUHW KRPRG § LKU IHWNESIRDAA. IPYD(NHD
VD VLIXUQLP VWLORP SULYUAQHQRVWL XMHGQR LPDWL
RG PODGLK V QHVLIJXUQLRPW)NVLORYLPD SULYUAGHQRVWL

112. 7R p Q mbkd bi se pretpostavitiGD MH JHQHUDWLYQRVW X4t
DOWUXLVWLpPQRP L V LQVWUXPHQWDOQRP PRWLYDFLM]
VH RGQRVL QD SURGX&HQMH RELWHOMVNH OR]JH L RV\
QHJR V IDWDOLVWLKMRBP L QDUFLVWLpPQRP

In both examples the presence of the modal does not significantly change the meaning of the
clause For example, in sentence (3.1the removal of the modal would yield the following:

Na temeljilse UH]XOWDWD S U H W @i da &NV B D HIGLXQ M D

The use of the modal may be considered as a means of reducing directness of the
assumption, which is in the case of the conditional form made even more tentative. In both
examples writers leave open a possibility that though there are goodhereaspns for
assuming that something is the case, the assumptions may not necessarily hold. Commenting

on this use of the modal verb one of @rpatian informants observéide following:

8<HV , DVVXPH EXW , GR QRW ZDQW \WWRwkdWdlldRULFDO

be implied withoutKH SUHVHQFH RI WKH PRGDO ~ ,QWHUYLHZ}L

While both indicative and conditional form of the given modal hedge serve to decrease the

intensity of the claim (Badurina, 2011), it may be argued that the hedging effedeastat

197



slightly reinfoiced by the choice of the conditiorfalm of P R @amd that it further increases

a rather reserved stance a writer has chosen to #dopt.

The point that remains to be accounted for with respect to the given uBeRaf L
concerns theysitax. As can be seen, in all of tabove discussed examples (10P), the
impersonal modal expression occurs in the main clause followed by the complement clause,
controlled by the conjuctiorda. More precisely, the given clauses are labeled as
ompletvnefor dopumberH U H pfh@rkdatianlinguistic literature( SUD QM NR)Y L
$FFRUGLQJ WR 3y Dhe MahRNataigteristic of this type of sentences is that the
main clause containthe specific classes of verbs which denote a mental or speaking
activity, feelings, volition, eté’ In addition tothe modalverbs, the main clause may also
contain semantically congruent nomifalg. 3SRVWR ML P R J XriaQWwNis plBddes
(e.g. ORIXUH MHZIKGIIFRK IXQFWLRQ DV LQGLFDWRUV RI D VSH
attitude towards the content of tf@lowing complement clause. In other words, the matrix
clause subjectively qualifies the complement clause which represents the communicative

core of the sentenég.

Turning back to the abowadted examples, it can seen that they perfectly match
this characterization, both in terms of the choice of the verbsUildiL SUBHW@W8R&/ WDY LW
IDFW WKDW WKH ZKROH PRGDO H[SUHVVLRQ LQ ZKLFK WKI
towards the content of the following complement clause. In that sense, the given Croatian

clauses correspond to the previously discusseglish evaluativehat- clauses, which are

8 7KLV DVVXPSWLRQ UXQV FRQWUDU\ WR WKH SRVLWLRQODIBRSWHG E\
indicative vs. conditional form of the modal is synonymous not only in the phrasal units of this kind but in the
scientific style genely.

87 3 U D Q M BOR1Y b.u64) lists the following verbal groups: Verba dicendi, sentiendi, putandi, affectuum,
voluntatis, etc.

8 3*ODYQD VXUHpPHQLFD QH VDGUAL SRVHEQX REDYLMHVW QHJR MH
]JDYLVQH VXUUPRB®INRYLU3 S
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particularly salient means for conveying epistemic and attitudinal stance in academic writing
(Hyland & Tse, 2005). As the remainder of the corpus analysis will demonstrate, as far as
the present Croatian corpissconcerned, the indicated Croatian clause may be considered as

sharing the congruent status.

4.2.1.2.1Discussion of the corpus findings for epistenti@ G , conditional The
Crocor findings show thahé highest frequenciesf the epistemic use of the conditional
form of P R iMererecorded in the Introduction (n/10@00, 82) and Discussion sections
(n/1000= 0, 64), while in he remaining sections its eisvasrather low, with Rsults
showing 0, 13 and Methaahly 0, 08 occurrences of conditionBl R pé&r 1000 word$CF.

TableB1, Appendix 12.

The use of the conditionaP R igenerally marks a weak force of the epistemic
judgment.In the present corpushe condional form of P R isLassociated with cautious,
tentative claims which are generally concerned wite ZULWHUYV VXEMHFWLYH
judgments though intersubjective uses of #wnditional can also be foundn the
Introduction section, the sjdztive epistemic evaluations may be, among others, associated
with the moves in which writers present their research, in particulastwemptions driving
it. The examples below illustrate this usage:

113 2VLP WRJD NDNR MH SHUIHMNEAKRrEnjijd3tPzeSIRBAMDW N D |

YHOLNRJ EURMD SVLKLpNL Ksn&atiaR EraoHIEbDméagaQ Hitlul LN DV Q R
podlozi akademskog neuspje(aT 3)

114 -HGQD RG JODYQLK SUHWS Rst\daloy dbje sRatdgije kodWw UDaL
PXANDUDFDnogleaHd) SUHGQRVWL L QHGRVWDWNH NDGD
reprodukciji.(DI6)
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As is the case with the use of otmodals intersubjective uses of the conditional form of
P R paint to the shared disciplinary assumptions, accessible to anyone, which in some cases

do not even require the explicit mentioning of their source, as in:

115 ,VWUD ALY D Q M SsdeiNeiekebdyxo BitDU D jt;xddpdviju hemisfera,
odnosno da postoje r&2LNH L]JPHGX GYLMX QWNHRPYLLMVRY B/ LX UXPH
zadataka sa Stroop patggmom.(SP1)

In the Results and Discussion sections, subjective epistemic evaluations signaled by the
conditional P R afe prevalently concerned withe ZULWHUVY DVVXPLQJ D KHGJH

respect to the interpretations of their research findings; as

116 8WYUYyHQR MH GD VWDULML XpHQLFL LPDMX MDpt
DXWRPDWVNLK PLVOL GRN QHPD UD]JOLNH X XpHVWD
mogao bi sesGMHORPLPQR SULSLVDWL L NRJQLWLYQRP UD]Y
YLAHLMWH XQXWUDEQMLP JRYRURP X UHJt@MDFaLML VYF
GR&LYOKDOYDQMD

Overall, the use of the conditiond RullV DVVRFLDWHG ZLWK WKH LQGLF

greater distance from the propositional content of the claims apataino its indicative

form. This distinction can be illustrated in the following example:

117 TajrezultatPRaH EQWHUHVDQWDQ VD VWDMDOLAWD LQW'
SDVLYQRJ SURPDWUDpPD 1D ELKHYLRUDOQLP PMHUDPD
prociene ne. TEL PRIJORGID MH WQWHQ]LWHW GRALYOMDMD ]E

PMHUHQMD ELR LVWL MHGLQR MH 4iDo@avhsiuE WUHETL
skupini. (SP5)

While the epistemic use of the indicativeR (ML J Q D O Vs xhértheutvaht sicdhce, his or
her cautious stance is made more explicit by the use of its conditional form in the next
sentence. The choice of the conditional is presumably motivated by the nature of the claim

which arries more risk for thevriter as copaed to the former. In other words, by
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suggesting a possible explanation tioe specific research result, timeiter obviotsly feels

the need to convey ersonal opinion with a greater degree of caution. Indéed;rocor

data show that in interpretatiec@emmentaries writers favour the use of the conditidn& U L

with the verbssuch as] QD p LWL , ¥t& DM 8uch &cedirences, the usetlnd conditional

P R téightens a reserved stance writers adopt to desims. Thus, in example (1), he

writer could have used the conditional form of the lexical verb, which would also signal a
ODFN Rl IXOO FRPPLWPHQW WR AMRKELFRIDMYHQR GDV MK R
G R ALY OlvViDreeBongble to assume that the presence of the conditional formiof

signals theZU L W H U fpegréeRoZ eetainty and marks titULWHUYV VWDQFH HY
tentativdy 7KLV VXSSRUWV %DULO HW DO YV REVHUYDWLR
forms of the Croatian modals, suchBR UL PR UD Wtt. inWHUIHHKDWHIQL QJ D VSHELC

tentative stance towards the statements.

4.3 Comparison ofthe Engcor and Crocor findings

The focus of the preceding section was to outline how writers of psychology research
articles in English andcCroatian use the epistemic modal verbs to convey hedged stance
towards their claims or report on the generally held disciplinary assamapAs can be seen

in Figure 5 the most obvious similarity ithe use of the modals across the two corpora
concernsheir clustering in the most argumentative RA sections, in partitheéddiscussion

and Introduction seions. By contrast, their use wasnsiderably less salient in the middle
sections, which is generally in line with the overall rhetorical functionbefespective RA

sections.
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Figure 5.Distribution of the modal verbs across IMRAD in Engcor and Crocor

However, he overdl findings presented in Figure $how that English writers express
epistemic evaluations by meanktbhe modal verbs generally much moreduently tlan
Croatian writers, and they dgb consistently across thénale IMRAD structure. Wile the
overdl frequencies of the modals werelatively similar inthe two middle RA sections, a
higher discrepancynitheir use wasecorded in thentroduction section, and especially in
the Discussion section,hgre a discrepandg the frequencies between the taub-corpora
was rather strikingThe use of the epistemic modalssa@onsiderably more salient in the
Discussion sections (n/10697, 69) é the English articles as compared to their usé¢him
Croatian articles (n/1008 1, 85). At this point, it should be noted that the account of the
crosscultural similarities and differences in the use of all epistedaicices in the two
corpora, includig the modal verbs, is provided cumubaly in the General discssion

(Chapter 1pand is not initiated here

However, with respect to the use of the modal verbs under study, there are certain
issues that merit attentio The first relates to the differences in the semantic scope of the
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Croatian P R iak compared tdhe English may Though both verbs allow for the same
distinctive modal meanings, which in the present study were explored against the epistemic,
dynamic andnerger category, the ratio of thestinctive modal meanings conveyed by the
respective modals is strikingly different. According to the present findings, CroBRtiani L
wasprevalently used in its dynamic sense, accounting for 82% of all occurrences18&vhile

% (pure epistemic readings plus mergers) may be assigned the epistemic readings.

By contrast, the epistemic uses of Englishy accoungd for 88 %, while 12% of
may occurrenceswere usedin the dynamic sense, wth generally supports its well
establshed status as the core epistemic mad&riglish. A lack of the theoretical accounts
on the semantics of the Croatian modals as well as the empirical studies on their use in
academic writing prevent making any claims on whetherptfesent results confir the
prototypical semantics of Croatia® R.UKE should be admitted, however, that in the
contrastive survey on English modals and their equivalents in Croatian, Kalogjera (1982)
pointsout that theoretical possibility, commonly associated with the uskednglishcan,
is better captured byhé Croatian modalP R,iwhile the factual possibility, commonly
rendered bythe English may, is more successfully conveyed by the modal adver® 4,G D
rather thanP R.UThe use ofhe modal adverb, according to Kalega, reduces the possibly
ambiguous meanings d? R,iréndered by the overlaps betwdba epistemic and dynamic
sense of themodal. However more comprehensive corphased studies on the
contemporary Croatian language are needeaatder to make moreonclusive statements on

the semantic features the modal verhsncluding the modaP R.0 L

With respect to theresent resultst can only be inferred thabomparedo the use of
mayin Engcor (n/100G= 2, 28), the use oP R (/10 = 0O, 72) is a lessalient way of
expressing epistemic evaluations in the corpus of the Croaseanch articles explored

here. As for the use of the conditiondbrms, presuming thamight and could can be
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regarded as cognates of the conditional fornPdR ,itthe overalffindings point to the higher
frequency of English modals (n/1060 0, 93) as compared to the Croatian conditional
(n/1000= 0, 51). However, at the level of the individual modals, the overall frequencies of
the conditionalforms werevery similar, cf.might (n/1000= 0, 466) anctould (n/2000= 0,

462).

The second issue that should be considered here relates the methodological
procedure adopted in the present study, which is particularly related to the indicated
polysemy of the two modals. As previouslgted, in order to increase the validity of the
findings, a coding of the distinctive meanings of botilyand P R ivas done bywo raters.
Despite a high agreement rate (ca. 90%), it is possible that some instances could have been
categorized differentlyni both corpora. Admittedly, in some cases it was hard to safely
decide for one rather than the other meaning. It should be noted, however, that in ambiguous
cases, whenever the use of a modal raised a possibility of an epistemic reading, it was
classifiedas a merger. To conclude, even if in some cases the reading of the nasdal w
assigned theepistemic rather than dynamic reading or vice versa, given the fact that a
detailed analysis of the semantics of the two modals was conducted by two independent
rates, it is believed that even if there were such cases, they would be presumably limited in

number and would not significantly alter tbletainedresults
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5. Epistemic adverbs and adjectives

5.1Epistemic adverbs and adjectives in Engcor

In addition to the epistemic modal verbs, writers may convey a reduced degree of
commitment to the propositional content by means of other lexical means, in particular
epistemic adverbs (e.gossibly, probablyand epistemic adjectives (ejpssible, likely.

As example (1.8) shows, in an attempt to ammt for theobtainedresults, thevriter takes a

rather cautious stance, signalling that a sample size may but does not necessarily have to be

their cause.

118. Gender reported a statistically significant effect positive affect in the final
model indicating a suppression effect with the inclusion of the PWB variables. These
suppression effects are small in effect size possiblya consequence of sample
size.(PID1)

According to Nuyts (2001 epistemic modal advies of the typdrobablythey have run out

of fueland predicative epistemic modadljectives It igprobablethat they have run out of

fuef® may beviewedas S\WKH pUSXUHVWYT H[SUHVVLRQ & iieyad & VWHP L
most precise and specific rmsaavailable for marking the degree of likelihood of a state of
affairs« ~ (p. 55). In other words, the central exponents occupy a fairly straightforward
position on the epistemic scale, whose ordering has been widely agreed upon in literature on
modality Hoye, 1999; Halliday & Matthieen, 2004; Carreto & ZamoraneMansilla,

2013). Thus, certain/certainly occupies the most positive end of continuum,
probable/probablytakes the middle position, while the positiorpoksible/possiblis rather

neutral, yethe lowest in comparisolo the preceding two (Nuyts, 2001

89 The examples were taken from Nuy29Q1, p. 55).
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Epistemic adverbs have been quite extensively explored in English, resulting in a
range of different taxonomies which are given some attention here (Hoye, 1999; Biber et al.,
1999; Carad & Biber, 2000;Nuyts, 2001). Thus, within the semantic classification of
English adverbials, Biber et al. (1999) discatmce adverbials which generally express a
V S H B Neohurfent or attitude towards the propositional content. Stance adverbials are
further subdivided into three major semantic categomgsstemic,attitude and style stance

adverbials, the former being the sole focus of the present study.

Epistemic stance adverbials represent a heterogenous group of distinct meanings
which indicate a sgaN Hslddmmentary on the information given in the main clause (Conrad
& Biber, 2000). Thustheir use may be associated with expressing doubt, certainty (e.g
probably, definitely; indicating limitations on a proposition (e.generally, largely,
commentng on the reality or actuality of the proposition (@ctually, really, or sources of
information (e.gaccording t9, to name just a few. A wide range of diverse meanings may
account for the highest frequency of the epistemic adverbials as compatbdrttwo types
of stance adverbials IhGSWE (Biber et al., 1999). When it comes to academic prose, the
authors note that a relatively high frequency of epistemic adverbials may reflect a
considerable concern of this register with marking varying degreesrtainty towards the

propositional content (Conrad & Biber, 2000).

In + R\${(990) adverbialtypology, epistemic adverbs included in the present study
are categorizeds disjuncts in particular content or attitudinal disjuncts which can either
express degrees of (un)certainty (edgfinitely, certainly likely, presumably or value
judgments towards the propositional content (ogunately, funnily, wisely They may
allow for different correspondences, such as extraposammhanticipatoryt (Quirk et al.,

1985, as in:
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a) Certainly, she consults her lawyer regularly

= It is certain thatshe consults her lawyer regulafdy.

The author argues that due to thealatively peripheral status to the sentence structure,
disjuntcs are ideal forevedi QJ D V SH@Id¢ th$ sentence, emphasizitigis the

subjective quality of the sentences in which thegur” (p. 179).

Similarly, Quirk and Grenbaum (1993) distinguish between style and attitudinal
disjuncts, whereby the latter exprdbe speake$ comments on the propositional content.
Among distinct semantic groups of attitudirthsjuncts, the epistemic adverbs covered in
the present analysis fall into the category of disjuncts concerned with degrees of doubt (e.g.
perhaps, maybe, likely, pasly, presumably. This type of disjuncts expressesubjective

perspective on the truth of whatwaB& G ZKLFK LV X\sperspéeriv® VSHDNHUY

However, he immanent subjectivity of epistemic qualifications conveyed by
epistemic adverbsas been autested by Nuyts (200Q,lin particular with respect to their use

in scientific texts. For instance, in the following example:

119. According to the allostatic load model of stress (McEwen, 2000), when
autonomic andneuroendocrine responses are elevatedglperiods of preparation

or anticipation, when the individual is not actively engaged in the stressor,
cumulative wear and tear on the body may be exacerbated, and the potential for

physical damage caused by strpsssiblyincreases(JPSP10)

it is highly likely that the epistemic evaluation indicated by the adymossiblyis not
attributable only to the authors of the given RA but rather to aliseiplinarymembersas
well (Nuyts, 200). In other words, thevriter is arguably reporting a shared disicipry
assumption. Therefore, thgdven epistemic evaluation may be qualified as intersubjective

rather than subjective onljNuyts goes on to suggest that, congruent to the use of modal

%0 The examples were taken fraQuirk et al. (985,p. 629.
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verbs, the notion of (inter)subjectivity of the epistemic qualif@atisignaled by the adverbs
has nothing to do with their inherent semantic charteristics but is rather a matter of
contextual cluesWith respect the use of the predica epistemic adjectives, the author
argues that they are commonly associated with itersubjective readings, which is

reinforced by the impersonal syntactic form in which they occur, as in:

120. By extensionit is possible thatow social seHlefficacy may unetlie anxious
VR O LW D US$§ pattetn@thelplelsiresponding to socialtdnge.(DP3)

Nuyts follows some earlier accolV RQ PRGDOLW\ (033, kvhd Maidsitbell L Q V
WKH LPSHUVRQDO FRQVWUXFWLRQV RI WKH W\SH puLW LV
than the corresponding modal auxiliargss or may, primarly due the presence of the verb

be which categorically asserts the modal X DWLRQ $FFRUG tappiis\da, WKH 1)
this type of constructions is particularly frequent in scientific textsst notablyin research

reports which imply a high degree @fter)subjectivity. The author claims that the contexts

in which such constructions occur often signal that the assumptions or tentative conclusions

are the result of logical reasoning shared by a writer but possibly also by other scholars,

which consegently qualifies such evaluations as (inter)subjective.

The present analysis is based on the aptom that the use of both efssiic
adverbs and gelctives cannot be easily delated with respect to either subjectivity or
intersubjectivity, as these tions are contingent on the contextual clues but even in the
presence of these it seems hard for an analyst to unequivocally assert that the epistemic
qualification is, for instance, aitbutable to the writer only and not to other scholars ek w
For examge, in sentence (1231it is likely that the impersonal constructigih is possible
that{signals a personal evaluation, in that a writer is referring to the findings of his or her

research.
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121 In our first study, we demonstrated that liberals amhservatives do indeed
differ inthe use of gender inversion cues in making judgments about sexual
orientation. Howeverjt is possible thatliberals simply do not detect the same
gendered facial cues as conservatives or that liberals do not assdbiese

gendered facial cues with sexual orientatiQi?SP9)

The impersonal construction of this type might be regardédd IRUPDO GLVJXLVH RI
presence as the source of the judgment, which complies with the conventionalized
requirement of obgive and impersonal scientific rhetoric (Yang et al., 2015). This is
especially salient in the Discussion section, where writers interprethbtiagnedresearch

findings and where an agentless construction of this type might be primarily regarded as an
instance of a cautious personal interpretation which may or may not be shared with other
scholars. As with the analysis of the modal verbs, the present account of the epistemic
adverbs and adjectives does not follow the subjective and intersubjectivetidistivicthe

epistemic evaluations in any strict sense of the word, though in discussing the corpus

findings, reference to these dimensi@made where relevant.

Against the outlined background, the attention now turns to the analysis of the
epistenic adverbs and adjectivesncomapssed biyre present study. However, prior to the
outline and discussion of the corpus findings, it is necessary to outline some methodological
considerations with respect to the selection and classification of the episteriesdev

examined.

5.1.1 Selection and classification of the epistemic adverbs and adjectivehe
selection of the epistemic adverbs and adjectives used in the present study was based on two
major strands of sources, the first referring to the general gasicahaccounts othe

English language (Biber et al., 1999), in particular those focusirtheomcademic register
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(Biber, 200&) and more specific accounts dealing with the modal devices (Bedd83;

Hoye, 1999; Nuyts, 2001Carretero &ZamoraneMansila, 2013. The other strand of

sources encompassed the selected theoretical and empirical accounts of interactive features

inacadenLF ZULWLQJ LQ S$MD9I8)Lpel¥pcabnhtie hModef scientific hedges

and the interactive dimension of metadisise (Hyland, 20G4. In addition to these

accounts, several taxonomies on scientific hedges resulting from the-bagrd studies on

research artie writing (e.g.SalagefMeyer, 1994; Vihla, 1999Vartalla, 2001;Hyland,
ALQNIQLHQ| onsultgdHdéfidre Rhe final list of epistemic adverbs and

adjectives was compiled.

It should be noted that none of the consulted taxonomies was followed in their
entirety, as they are generally more inclusive, emerging from the underlying broader
theoreti@al backgrounds than the one adopted in this study.aAsay of illustration,

9 D U V¢ DisDdDtbefladjectives performing hedging functions in research articles includes 57
different adjectives, 19 of which are classified into the category of probahljggtares. A
common feature shared by the adjectives included in this category is the indication of
different degrees of probability with respect to the certainty or accuracy of the propositional
content. In addition to the core epistemic adjectives whlatw thke highest frequency in

9D UV @dpdDdF research articles, the given category includes the adjectives such as
theoretical, prone to, apt t&tc. which clearly do not match the scope of the presedy st
$ORQJ VLPLODUs Quig)HacconodnE épldtmic stance adverbs expressing
likelihood encompasses the devices which are in the present study considered to be
primarily evidential markef8 (e.g. apparently, and were accordingly excluded from the

analysis.

% The function of these devices is to indicate #vidence which the proposition is based on (Biber et al.,
1999).
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In sum, in line with the appazh to epistemic modality adopted in this study as well
as the abowveited literature, the list of epistemic adverosd adjectives included herg i
based on the selection of the devices with the epistemic semantic component at its core
(Carretero & Zamonao-Mansilla, 2013). In addition, the list encompasses only the single
word adjectives and adverbs, as this has been shobaith@ most frequent syntactic form
of stance adverbials theacademic register (Biber et al., 1999; Conrad & Biber, 2000). The
final list of the epistemic adverbs and adjectives included the following: PERHAPS;
POSSIBLY; PROBABLY; PRESUMABLY; (UN)LIKELY; CONCEIVABLY; POSSIBLE,
PROBABLE, PLAUSIBLE. As can be seen ifable A2 (Appendix R), the initial list
included two additional agkrbs plausibly’? and maybe®® however the frequency analysis

showed no azurrences of these adverbs in Engcor.

Anothermethodologicatonsideration in the selection of the epistemic devices deals
with the treatment of the polysemous nature of some epestatverbs and adjectives, as
discussed in previous accounts on epistemic modality and hedging (Hyland,Vi9ia3
1999. One of the most obvious distinctions concerns the syntactic environments in which
the adjectivepossiblecan occur. More specificgll the predicative adjectivgpossiblecan
control bothto- andthat complement clause8iper et al., 1999 entailingdynamic and

epistemiomodal readings, as shown in the following examples, respectively:

122 As argued by Jarrold et al. (2000}, is possiblefor two measure$o share
variance but also predict separate variance in a third measure (see also Cowan et
al., 1998).(DP2)

92 The adverbplausiblywas found only in conveying a n@pistemic meaning, which is synonymous to the
meanings ofconvincingly or credibly (Carretero & ZamoranMansilla, 2013), as inin the study, the
experimenter singled out and congratulated the confeddoa getting a perfect score on an unusually difficult
WDVN 6XFK 3RY pldusilyBitiveitherreBigarrassment or pride displaygJPSP3).

9 A non-salient status ofmaybein academic writing has been reported by Biber et al. (1999). ThWELS

Corpusfindings point to less than 50 occurrencesnafybeas opposed to e.perhapswhich shows more than
300 occurrences per million words in academic prose.
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123 By extensionit is possible thatow social selefficacy may underlie anxious
VROLWDU\ FKLO G U ESQ fespoddng/ ta/ddcialchRllergdPa)S O

While in the example (132he dynamic reading gdossibleis congruent to the dynamic
reading of the modal verban (i.e. two measures can share variance...), signaling the
inherent characteristic of the inanimatabject, the epistemic reading pdssiblein (123

indicates theZ U L 3\evhliition of a possibility that the given statafédirs is true.

An additionaldistinction concerns the attributive usegpossible again allowing for
bothadynamic (i.etheoretically possible) and epistemic reading (i.e. conbgnzossible),

as illustrated in examples (124) and (L, 2Bspectively:

124 Possible scorethus ranged from 0 to 4DP4)

125 One possible reasorior the significant associations between bebial
engagement and nonacademic outcomes is that high levels of psychological distress
or frequent involvement in delinquency and substance use may make it difficult to be

fully involved in academic activitie@DP10)

With respect to the present analysisly the epistemic uses of this adjective were included

in the analysisWhereaghe examples (124) and (1)2&re pretty much straightf@ard with

respect to the distinction between epistemic and dynamic readings, in some cases the
intended reading gbossible is rather ambiguous. For instance,example (12pit is not

entirely clear whether the meaningpadssiblerefers to the effects that have been proven as

possible or to those that a writgyeculates as possible to occur:

126 With the rising usef CMC for daily interactions, researchers have started to
examine thepossiblenegative psychological effects of CMC. For exampldag

been suggested that because internet activities interfere with other social activities it
can lead to addiction (Brerer, 1997)(PID9)

As Hyland (1998) observes, resolving the polysemous nature of such occurrences primarily

depends on thsubject specific knowledge aessible to the subject specialists both as
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writers and readers, and as such might constitute a liomtatithe linguistic analysis of this
type. As previously discussed with respect to merger caséseahodal may, when the
contextual clues sigited a possibility of an epistemic reading, the potentially ambiguous
instances of the gen adjective, such asxample (125 were included in the frequency

analysis.

Furtherepistemic devices that merit clarification with respect to the epistemic and
nonepistemic occurrences concern the epistemic adjective and dikedybboth of which
have been recogred as frequently employed epistemic devices used for marking epistemic
likelihood in academic writing (Hyland, 1998; Valta, 200). The epistemic uses bkely
as an adverb (127) and adjective (1220) included in the analysis are exemplified by the

following corpus data, respectively:

127 This focus on appearancelikely linked to disordered eating as youth attempt
to improve their perceived physical appearance by movin@rthva thin ideal..

(DP7)(= probably

128 It is likely that emotional obseness plays a role in the social regulation of

emotion, which has been receivingreasing attention..(PID4) (= probably

129. In Studies 13, we focused on antecedent appraisals distinguishing anger,
disgust, and contempt; however, our extendedabkfenctionalist account also
makes specific predictions about fileely conequences of these emotio(EH?SP4)

(= probableconsequences)

For the sake of brevity, at this point it suffices to note that in all of these occurrences the
epistemic readingef likely can be supported by the possible paraphrases as edlicathe
brackets, suggesting th& U L3Vavalufations that the states of affairs are likely true.
However, in (18) the use of the comparative form lddely can hadly be interpreted as

epistemic, since tPHUHO\ SRLQW\s avRakigdtid the ODVOWEHIUHTH VA I5s
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towards certain types of behavior rathdan his or herepistemic evaluation of the

propositional content.

130. Women are three timesiore likely thanmen to reportdisordered eating
(Kessler et al., 2004), and they have consistently highesseltillance scores than
men do (McKinley, 1998)DP7)

Similarly, the use ofikely in (131) is regarded here as an instance of a descriptian of
L Q GLY L&hdeDdeY ®th respect to particular eventather than an indication of the

Z U L3\epidtefinic stance.

131 Victims of peer sexual harassment are dikely to report depression (Nadeem
& Graham, 2005), anxiety (Nishina & Juvonen, 2005), low body esteem (Lindberg,
Grabe, & Hyde, 2007), and reduced deanic performance.(DP7)

The uses oflikely such as (130) and (131) weqeite frequently employed in Engcor,
however given their negpistemic readings, and in line with previous research (Vihla,
1999), they were excluded from the analysis. The aim of the preceding section was to
illuminate the methodological considerations with respect to theiaritised to distinguish
between epistemiand norepistemic occurrences of the adveabsladjectives under study.

The emainder of this chapter deals with the outline and discussion of the Engcor findings,
starting with the outline of the overall findings with respect to the two categories of

epistemic devices.

5.1.20verall findings of the epistemic adverbs and adjedtes in Engcor As can
be seen in Figure,@he Engcorfindings show theoverall higher frequency oépistemic

adjectives (n/1000 = B5) as compad toepistemic adverbs (n/1000 =3%).
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Figure 6.Distribution of the epigmic adjectives and adverbs across IMRAD in Engcor

The presentesultsare in line with thd.SWE findings (Biber et al., 1999), which point to

the prevalent use of adjectives rather than adverbs in academsie. f\s can be seen in
Figure § the distribuibn of epistemic adverbs and adjectives reflects the overall rhetorical
functions of the RA sections, with the highest frequency of the occurrences recorded in the
Discussion and Introduction section, as the two rhetorically most evaluative sections of RAs
By contrast, the overall frequency of the given devices in the remaining AveeBtions

was relatively negligdle, which is in accordance with their prevalently descriptive character.

In addition, Figure &hows that the overall distribution of thestpmic adverbs and
adjectives across the RA sections watatively similar, with the highest discrepancy in the
frequencies recorded in the Discussion section, where epistemic adjectives /1A
were considerably more frequently used as compaoethe epistemic adverbs (n/1000 =
0,78). In the Introdction section, this difference wdower, with the adjectives showing 0,
56 and the adverbs 87 occurrenceper 1000 words. The section that follows deals with a
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more detailed account of each respeccategory, starting with the account of the epistemic

adverbs.

5.1.3Discussion of the corpus findings fothe epistemic adverbs As can be seen
in TableA2 (Appendix 2), the mostfrequent epistemic adverbs used in Engcor include the
following advebs in a descending order of frequentiely (n/1000= 0, 14); perhaps
(n/1000= 0, 08); possibly(n/1000= 0, 05); presumablyn/1000= 0, 3); probably(n/1000=

0, 02), andconceivablyn/1000= 0,004).

Generally, the present results seem to benia With previous research on academic
discourse, in particular with respect to the salienclikety, perhaps andpossibly as the
three most frequent epistemic devices used in Engcor. As a way of illustration, according to
LSWE findings (Biber et al., 999), perhapsis the most frequent stance adverb in academic
prose, followed byrobably and the use of both adverbs is associated with the contexts in
which writers (or speakers) hypothesize, presume, account for, or interpret data for which
they lack sbd evidence. The centrality of the most frequent adverbs used in Engcor was
also recorded in a number of corphessed studies on hedging in research article writing (cf.

Vihla, 1999 Vartalla, 2001 ALQNIQLH.Q

At the level of the individual items, the current analysis showdiltedy is strikingly
the most commonly employed adverb in Engcor (n/18@) 14), with almost double the
frequency of the second most frequent advpdhaps (n/1000 = 0,08).1t is hard to
precisely account for the Engcat U L Wokefdrerite for the use bikely, especially when
combined withthe high frequency of its corresponding adjective (see below). At present, it

might only be speculated that tealiency ofthe given adverb may be connected with its
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more characteristic use in American Engfi$lunlike its close synonyrprobably, and the

fact the most articles in the present English corpus were written by the authors affiliated
with U.S. universities. In thaespect, it would @ interesting to investigate thseof likely

in the parallel British Englisthhased corpus and explore whether its frequency could be
related to the variety of English or whether it is a matter of a disciplinary pneéetewards

a paticular linguistic device.

With respect to the pragmatics of the epistemic adverbs in academic writing,
previous research shows that they are primarily used to indicate a degree of uncertainty with
respect to the propositional content, rkiag the exteh to which the claim may be
considered reliable (Hyland, 1998). Aan be seen in the example841134) below, the
highlighted epistemic devices indctWH D YDU\LQJ G HcbmiittheR Ito ZbéL WH U V ¢

proposedlaims, signaling their provisional nature.

132 In the present study, there were no differences in the P3 between age groups,
possiblyindicating that the reduction of the ERN in younger adolescents on both

taskswas likely due tammaturity of the error monitoring syste(mP8)

133 Furthermore, he amount of contact participants reported having with gay men

was unrelated to their endorsement of the stereotypes, suggesting that ideological
differences in stereotype application goeobably QRW GULYHQ gieatetO LEHUD C
exposure to gay me@@PSPY

134. Disgust sensitivity was unrelated to unprovoked aggresspwasumably

because an avoidant urge had not been stimul&#&5P6)

Thus, the lowest probability is signaled pgssibly the medium byprobably and likely,
while the highest is probablyn the case ofpresumably yet still lower than absolute

certainty. These and similar examples with the epistemic adverbs indicate that a writer is

9 likely, adj. = Meaning "pobablé¢ is attested fronthe late 14c., now principally in Anteean English
Retrieved from http://www.etymonline.com/
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providing speculative rather than conclusive claims. #vipusly discussed, these can also
be signaled byhte epistemic modal verbs, so it is not uncommon for the epistemic modal
verbs and adverbs (but also other epistemic devices)-twag in the contexts in which
writers indicate their lack of certainty it respect to the information presented,
acknowledghg thus a limited state of knowledge against which the claims are made.
Commenting on the use of the hedges in her writing, one obByinformants said the

following:

S7TKRXJK LQ VRPH F DnvdhonvibcBd $hat dovis\issues concerning my
reseach could be addressed more confidently, | do not want to go beyond my data.

As a matter of fact, | am comfortable acknowledging the uncertainties and
DPELJXLWLHYVY LQ P\ UHVHDUFK , DP RQO\ WU\LQJ W

(Interviewee 3

Example (13) may serve to illustrate the point:

135 Thus, higher Cmay alter the focus of neurotic tendencies toward more
functional outcomes. Thisay bebecause of underlying effortful control effects of C,
or perhapsbecause achievement striving and gimadusedoehavior is characteristic
of high-C individuals.(PID10)

The foregoing examples were extracted from the Discussion sections and given the broader
context it may be assumed that the use of the epistaohierbs indicate subjective
epistemic evaluationsniwhich writers express caution in interpreting the results of their
own research. This may account for the highest frequency of the epistemic adverbs
particularly inthe Discussion section (n/100M+=78). However, as indicated at the outset of

this sedbn, epistemic adverbs may also indicate intersubjective epistemic qualifications.
Their use is particularly but not exclusively characteristic for the Introduséotion, which

is characterized by a high density of references to the theoreical acasuwell as previous
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research against which the emigt research is contextualized. For instance, in example
(136) below, based on the contextual clues but also our knowledge of the world, it is likely
that a writer is not solely responsible fbe epistenic evaluation signald by the epistemic
adverb but is rather referring to the one that is potentially shared by sitholars as well

(Nuyts, 200).

136. According to the allostatic load model of stre@dcEwen, 2000), when

autonomic and neuroendocrimesponses are elevated during periods of preparation
or anticipation, when the individual is not actively engaged in the stressor,
cumulative wear and tear on the body may be exacerbated, and the potential for

physical damage caused by strpsssiblyincreases(JPSP10)

In addition to signéing the spealative nature of the claims, the devices under study may be
XVHG IRU UHDVRQV RWKHU WKDQ SXUHO\ HSLVWHPLF DV \
2011; Carretero & ZamoranMansilla, 2013; Mauranenl997; Holmes, 1984). df

instance, while in exanhg (137 the epistemic adverperhapssignals an assessmeoit

epistemic possibility, in (138ts use might be motivated by thé U L 3\delsie not to state

the claim too assertively, as a reader could perceive it as too intrusive.

137 The repeated expence of a particular type of traumatic event (e.g., childhood
sexual abuse) may have different ldegm implications than repeated exposure to
illness or loss perhapsbecause of the larger questions of unfairness and injustice
such events may trigger ¢he increased amount of séllame they may engender
(Silver & Wortman, 1980)JPSP8)

138 Prior to there being a concern over copyrighting of item contémtppears to

usto be intelligent to use those markers of traits that, on objective and subject
criteria, might be relatively good. Better thagrhaps than a constant reinventing of

the marker items each time a trait had to be studied. This may be an interesting and

fruitful field for others to explorgPID3)
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As suggested by theontextual ales, writers in example (1B&re proposing a particular
course of action, and in addition to the expresgi@appears to usn the previous sentence,
perhapsseems to further mitigate potential assertegsnof this suggestion, serving thus
interpersonatather than prototypically epistemic purposésL(Q N1 Q L H QGarretero &
ZamoraneMansilla, 2013. In other words, it might be argued that the adverb functions as a
comment, the status of which is further supported by its parenthetical position in the
sentece (Hoye, 1999). As Carretero addmoram-Mansilla (2013) observe, this does not
suggest that the meaning of probability is completely absent, which justifies the decision to
treat the adverlperhapsas one semantic unit in the frequency gsigl With respect to
example (138 this may be attésd by the following paraphraseatuis possible that X is
better than..y which indicatests epistemic status.In sum, the examples aagl(137) and

(139 indicate that the motivation for the use of epistemic adverbs, at least the adverb
perhapsas oneif its central candidates, may extend prototypically epistemic reasons and
concen those related to politenessiderpinning pragmatic polyfunctionality of epistemic
devices in actual languge use (Hyland, 1998. Q N1 Q L H QGaretero & Zamorano

Mansilla, 2013.

Finally, concerning the placement epistemic adverbs in the sentence, the Engcor
findings support the wekstablished positions of adverbs in English, with the medial
position being the most prevalent (Hoye, 1999; Conrad & Biber, 2000)hém words, in a
vast majority of cases the epistemic adverb is interpolated in the clause structae ljas
seen in all of the examples outlined so far in this section). Tindiize with + R \${(1999)
observations on théendency of Imodal environmH Q WbVfavour the interpolation of
adverbs which express dubitative HDQLQJV FRQY H\IsQelativekdelgraeSaif DN H U |

uncertainty (p. 197).However, few corpus findings show that the epistemic adverbs may
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take the imtial position, in which, admittegl] only perhapsand presumablyoccurred, as

shown in the examples below:

139 Perhapsfather increases his monitoring in families where the adolescent resists
the monitoring efforts of the mother. Further work is needed on both-atieet]

and manageentbased parenting behaviors to discern wheth@P9)

140 In our analysis, the difference between good and bad habits lies in the relation
between habits and currently pursued goals. Good habits promote current
goals, and bad habits impede thermRresumably most habits were formed
initially because they promoted gogdsople are likely to repeat behaviors in

stable contexts when the behavior generates desired outd@mES5)

The initial position of the adverb focalizes the modal values andatadicthat a writer
evaluates the propositional content as the source of the authority, emphasizing his or her
position towards it (Hoye, 1999). With respect to the final position of the epistemic adverbs,
no occurrences were recorded in Engedrich is agin in line with som@revious accounts
suggesting the infrequency of this adverbial position in academic discourse (Conrad &

Biber, 2000).

5.1.4 Discussion of the corpus findings forthe epistemic adjectives Epistemic
adjectives constitute yet anotlggoup of the lexical devices writers have at their disposal to
convey an epistemic judgment towards the propositional content. The role of epistemic
adjectives in academic writing has been mainly explored within more extensive studies on
epistemic stancenarkers controlling extraposetdat £lauss (Hewings & Hewings, 2002
Hyland & Tse, 200pb or corpusbased research on academic folaw language, in
particula lexical bundlesCortes, 2004Hyland, 2003. Lexical bundles may be defined as
SH[W H Q G thtons, R€y@eRces of three or more wdhdd statistically ceoccur in a

UHJLVWHU" &R W0).HNS, a typical lexical bundle concerning the use of the
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epistemic adjectives involves the adjectp@ssiblein the anticipatoryit- pattern follaved

by athat-clause (Cortes, 2004° as in:

141. It is possible thathe discrepant results between the current study and previous
work were due to modeling artifacts, though this was investigated as thoroughly as
possible(DP1)

As is the case with thepistemic adverbsthe Engcor findings indicate that psychology
writers have their preferred choices with respect to the use of the epistemic adjémtives
As can be seen in Tabke3 (Appendix R), the two most frequent adjectives negossible
(n/2000= 0, 26) andlikely (n/1000= 0, 21), which more or less matches the use of the
congruent epistemic adverbdnlikely showeda low frequency of use (n/1000 = 05),
while plausible(n/1000 = 0,02) and especiallprobable(n/1000 = 0,008) were used quite

rarely.

The present results are relatively consistent with the findings of previous studies on
hedges in research articles, pointing to the centrality of the two epistemic adjedtives,
possible(Hyland, 1998; Vartalla, 200old, 200&) and(un)likely (Hyland, 1998; Vartalla,
2001). As the Engcor findings show, botbossibleand likely show similar patterns of
distribution acoss the RA rhetorical sectionfs expected, the highest density of the
occurrences was recorded in the Discussigh000 = 1,3) ard Introduction (n/1000 = O,

43) sectionswhile in the Results (/1000 = 04) and Method (n/1000 = 04) sections the

use of the given adjectives is quite negligible.

A further similarity in the epistemic usesmdssibleandlikely concerns theyntactic

patterns in which they occur. As can be seen in the examples below, both adjectives can be

% In her account on the lexical bundles in academiting, Cortes (2004), among others, reportsstence
bundles(e.g. may be due to, it is possible that, it is likely thathich are used to sigh a degree of

tentativeness concerning the propositional content, functioning thus as the typical hedges
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used predicativelyin controlling extraposethat-clauses 142,143), and attributively 144,
145). In both uses, adjectives retain their epistemic megRadkins, 1983), as attested by

the paraphrases below4-145):

142. However,it is possible thatiberals simply do not detect the same gendered
facial cues as conservatives or that liberals do not associate these gendered facial

cues with sexual orieation. (JPSP9)

143. It is likely that emotional closeness plays a role in the social regulation of
emotion, which has been receiving increasing attention (e.g., Coan, Schaefer, &
'DYLGVRQ SLPp 6KDYHURPIDALNXOLQFHU

144. Althoughcontempt and moral disgust have often proven difficult to separate,
our extended socidglinctionalist perspective suggestp@ssibledistinction between

them.(JPSP4)=it is possible thatheere is a distinction between them)

145. Onelikely reason forthe near absence of such work in the literature is that the
guestion spans research areas (e.g., persuasion, decision making, trust formation,
marketing, learning, memory, gossifJPSP1)= it is likely thatone reason for the

near absence of such wark.

Regarding the syntactic form, the corpus findings also maitthat epistemidikely, but not

possibl&® can controto-clauses in pogpredicate position (Biber et al., 1999), as'in:

146. Given the complexity of context and the diversity amongvithdhl
characteristics, heterogeneity in the nature and trajectories of behavioral and

emotional school engagement dikely to exist.(DP10)

According to Biber et al. (1999}he function of an epistemic adjective in this pattern is to

evaluate the likéhood and thereby stance towards the content embeddibe to-clause.

% The use of the adjectiy@ossiblecontrollingto-infinitive clauseis linked with dynamic modal meanings.

97 According to Biber et al. (1999)ikely is a single adjective whose use is notably common in this syntactic
pattern, occurring 50 times per milords in the LSWE Grpus.

223



With respect to the use bikely in example 146), its epistemic reading may be illustichtey

WKH IROORZL QitlisSikzly th&hetgrbgémeitynd trajectories HILVW 1

Theoverall frequency of the predicative and attributive usepasisibleandlikely is
presented iTable A4 (Appendix P). As can be seen, the predicative use ofattjectives
(n/1000= 0, 33) showea significantly higher frequendyan theattributive use (n/1006
0, 13). More specifically, the overall frequency of tlygven adjectives controlling
extraposedhat- clauses wsa significantly higher (n/1008 0, 22), as compared to-clauses
in the postpredicate position (n/1008 0, 10). In that sese,the present findings support the
overall tendency of certainty adjectives, in particular the adjectiweglikely and
(im)possibleto control extraposethatclauses, as attested Hye LSWE Corpusfindings
(Biber et al., 1999). As the authors notee fadjectives controlling extrapost#tatclauses
typically mark epistemic stance towards the proposition, which, though not overtly

expressedHVVHQWLDOO\ UHSane€Y HQWYV D ZULWHUTY

As previously noted, at the level of the individual epistemic &iggs, possibleis
generallyusedmore frequeny thanlikely. When it comes to the use of the twothat
extraposition, a discrepancy in the overall results is even greatmtingoto 0, 15
occurrencesR ILi[ww LV SR Vag obmparedWHIYWEUW UHQFHY RI pLYérLV OLNE
1000 words. The saliency of the adjectpassiblein this particular pattern has been attested
by previous research, in particular lasgmale corpudased studies on the formulaic

language use in academic writingl§Br et al., 1999Cortes, 2004Hyland, 2008. As a way

% This observation runs contrary to the previously discussed suggestions regarding the inherent objectity
(Perkins, 198B or intersubjectivity (Nuyts, 2001) of the epistemic evaluations expressed by the impersonal
syntactic patten, VXFK DV pLW LV SRVVLEOH WKDW i
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of illustration, HylaQ &1 ILQGLQJV VKRZ WKDiwamdny/50. Most RV VLE:

frequent lexical bundles in a 3.5 million corpus of academic #xts.

Overall, the use of the epistemic adjeeti controllingextraposedhat-clauses is
particularly salient in the Discussion and Introduction secti®hs.Engcor findings show
that their use is mostF RQQHFWHG 2valWafiosirdsenttN findings. Subjective
readings of the given epistéc evaluations indicated are often further supported by the
presence of otHU RYHUW L QG L Fs[pWwden¢&/inRHe ExZ &sLisNihe ddse with the

personal and possessive pronouns in the following example:

147. In our first study,we demonstratedhat liberals and conservatives do indeed
differ in the use of gender inversion cues in making judgments about sexual
orientation. Howeverjt is possible thatliiberals simply do not detect the same
gendered facial cues as conservatives or that liberalsndt associate these

gendered facial cues with sexual orientatiQi?SP9)

The use of the episkLF DGMHFWLYHV $dhjddtlve) Svaliatibh) tedhhbUd] be
prevalent in both rhetorical sections, which is perhaps slightly unexpected for the
Introduction section in which writers are expected to position their research against the
relevant theoretical and empirical background and not to evaluate it. It should be noted that
some articles in Engcor do not follow the conventional IMRAD structural pdttaarsense

of having a single Introductiodlethod etc. (cf. Methodological framewoykRather, some
articles report on three or even matadiesand each consists of an IMRAD structure on its
own, in addition to the general Introduction and Discussemtions in the article as a whole.

In that sense, a short Introduction section may contain an account of the reitiecin

the previous studwyhich provides the basis for the next step undertaken in the subsequent

study and so on. This may accotiot the prevalence of the epistemic adjectives occurring

®Thegiven FRUSXV FRQVLVWY RI WKH DUWLFOHV 3K' GLVVHUWDWLRQV DC
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in extraposedhat clauses, signahg awriter | Stanceiowardshis or heresearch. However,
more general evaluations, conveying intersubjective readings are also evident in Engcor. For
example, inthe next sentence, the epistemic evaluation may be attributable to the writer of

the given RA but equally so to other disciplinary members:

148. It is likely that emotional closeness plays a role in the social regulation of
emotion, which has been receaigi increasing attention (e.g., Coan, Schaefer, &
'DYLGVRQ SLPp 6KDYHUPIDALNXOLQFHU

As is the case with all epistemic devices discussed sthEEngcor findings point to the
preferences of epistemic adjectives teooaur wih certain epistemic devices. Such is the
case with the adjectivigkely which frequently combines with the epistereidential verb

seemas illustrated in the following example:

149. Although we fQG QR HY L GH Q F HleWdIK &f YWejBdite €Eorbudedi U V
to the use of gender inversion stereotyeseems likely thatrejudice would play a
role in downstream judgmental processes that occur once a given individual has

been categorized as gayPSP9)

It is likely that the presence seemstrengtheas the Z U L3\heldded stance which is already
implied by the epistemic adjective. This can be illustrated by replacing theseenwith

the verbbe it is likely that.., which indicates the Z U L&\hijhef degree of certainty as
compared to the formers already observed, such and sanicompound or multiple
hedgesare particularly salient in academic writing (Salajlryer, 1994; Hewings &
Hewings, 2002 Darian, 2003 They indicate even further distance from the definitive
gualifications of the statments than implied by single hedges, allowing writers to clearly
underpinthe purely speculative nature of their claims (Darian, 2008g Engcor findings
show that the verBeemis a particularly faveed component otompound hedges with the
epistemic adjectives In all of the examples belowts presence seems to suggdst

writers feluctance to assert their claims more forcefully:
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150. It seems probable thahe anonymity provided by CMC reduces the anxiety that
an introvert normally experiences dugi@a FtF interaction(PID9)

151. For a variety of related reasons, thahseems plausible thaolitical ideology
would affect social categorization processes, especially under circumstances of
perceptual ambiguity(JPSP9)

152. It thus seems unlikely @ah there were major selection biases in the present
study.(DP6)

When it comes to the taibutively used epistemic adjectives, they generally allow writers to
hedge the content condensed in the nominal phrase (Hyland, 1998), as shown in the

following exanple:

153. One likely reasorfior the near absence of such work in the literature is that the
guestion spans research areas (e.g., persuasion, decision making, trust formation,

marketing, learning, memory, gossif)PSP1)

The Engcor findings point to the gpvasive attributive use of the adjectipossible
particularly in the Discussion sectiomhough the scope of the present study does not
include the move analysis of the rhetorical sections in a psychology RA, it may be argued
that a high density of atbutive possiblein this section is particularly associatedtwihe
moves focused othe Z U L Vihkétprgdtions and commentaries agsearch resultskiiying

& Allison, 2003). Example (84) may serve to illustrate the point:

154. Possible alternative eplanations for our primary findings differentiating

respondents with a history of no versus low lifetime adversity are that individuals
with no adversity were younger, more socially isolated, or less likely to seek out
opportunities in life. None of theaéiernatives were supported by our supplementary
analyses(JPSP8)

In addition, the attributive use gbssiblecan be found in the segments concerned tiigh
Z U L WaEkdowfedments of potential limitationsr difficulties with respect to various

aspecs of their research, as in:
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155. However, onepossibleweakness of Study i® that the learning required to

successfully utilize the nonsocial cues and the advice was somewhat unique to each
case.(JPSP1)

It should be noted, however, that despite rathaigditforward cases in which the epistemic
adjective possiblehedgesthe Z U L3\cHmhSitment to the claim (as is the case with the
examples above), there were instances where the meaning of the adjective was rather
ambiguous (cf. exampl&26). Therefore it is possible thathe high frequency of the given
adjective in Engcor might be due to the potential overlaps between its epistemic and

dynamic meanings, though such instances were, admittedly, few in number.

Comparing the overall findings of thpredicaively and attributively used epistemic
adjectives in Engcoit can be seen that the formerr&aised considerably more frequently
(n/10@ = 0, 40 as compeed to the latter (n/1008 0, 19 (Table A4, Appendix 12. This
finding seems to be in contrast Wi generally higher prevalence of attributive rather than
predicative uses of adjectives in academic prose (Biber é9819; Soler, 2002%° A more
salient use ofhe attributive adjectivesnay be accounted for lifie fact that they are one of
the primay means of packaging additional information into a notwmage, which the
academic register relies heavily on wherasenting informationQuirk et al., 1985Biber et

al., 1999).

When it comes to the present findings, one of the possible reasaihe folotained
distribution ofadjectives might refer to the fact that, as hinted above, attributive adjectives
bring focus to an object, i.e. a noun (Soler, 2002). By contrast, predicatively used adjectives
allow frames for the intellectual claims (Biber ét 4999), which seems to be congruent

with the hedging functions afpistemic adjectives in academic writing. More specifically,

100 Moreover, attributie adjectives show predominatly highest frequency in academic prose as compared to
other registers investigated inet LGSWE, which denotes their use as one of the characteristic features of the
language used in academic context.
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the predicative use of adjectives, particularlythatexttrDSRVLWLRQ IRUHSIJURXQG\
stance towards the evaluated gsitional content, which is in that way made motplieit

(Soler, 2002; Hyland &Tse, 2005).Apparently, concerning the use of the epistemic
adjectives thigpragmatic function is more relant to the psychology writers investigated in

the present study.

5.2 Epistemic particles, adverbs and adjectives in Crocor
The modal devices which are in the focus of the present analysis may be illustrated by the

following examples extracted from Crocor:

156. OHy X W LiRci nefmposlenostivjerojatno nisu jednaki a sve skupine
QH]DSRVOHQLK MHU RVLP NRQWHNVWXDOQLK SRV\

moderirati utjecaj nezaposlenosti na zdravstveno stanje pojedi(Be8)

157 2VLP RYLK P H Yiz0GaRFORRI&NIIHK 9V dzré@kDakvim rezultatima i
neke kulturaDQH VSHHERTDpPQRVWL

158 .RG QHNLK VH RVRED X LVSLWQLP VLWXDFLMDPD L
LVSLWQD DQNVLR]QRVW WRNRPIiIPR AHNERMEDBHNeHGDQ RG
(PT3)

Though belonging to different word classes, viz. particle®drs (56,157) and adjectives
(158, a common hread that binds their useV DQ LQGLFDWadsg&nRritsdDU LW H U\
possibility and likelihood of the given state of affairs. In that respect, the indicated devices

may be considered as the true exponehepistemic modality in Croatian.

Congruent tatheir Englishcognates, the Croatian epistemic partickdverbs and
adjectivesshow a scalar ordering of epistemic meanings, sighran/sigurnandicating the

highest degree of epistemic certainty]daled byvjerojatan/vjerojatnoand PRJ X0 PRJXUH
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implying the lowest degre? In the context of academic writing, the former of the three is
associated with the rhetorical strategy of boosting. As previously indicated, the use of
boosters in academic wrignis COQFHUQHG ZLWK FR ® Yigh Ld@gieeDof ZULWH

commitment to the propositional content, as shown in the faligwkample

159 1DpLQ QD NRML VX VH URG L2iy@noV +H RCLDEAOL [5 WDQHDP
NDNR VH WD GMHFD SRQDHBWMX3XXWEPDDJYRWRKM G
HPSLULMVNLK GRND]D X SULORJ RYRM WYUGQML SU

zlostavljanja.(PT1)

In line with the scope of the present study, the focus of the analysis here is only on the
devices occupying the mitldand low position®n the epistemic scalgiven their already

identified role in hedginghe ZULWHUYV FRPPLWPHQW W#&lIoWirgkheF R QW H C
procedure adopted in the section on epistemic adverbs and adjectives in English, the section
that fdlows sets off with the outline of the general chaggstics of the modal particles,

adverbs and adjectives based on the existing accounts in the Croatian grammar books. At the
same time, the section accounts for the way the epistemic devices undearsttrdyated in

the present analysis.

5.2.1General characterization of the epistemic particles, adverbsand adjectives
in Crocor. Unlike English epistemic adverbs whose word class status issstalblished in
the English grammar, the words suchv@ojatno (Engl. probably, likely), RaAaGD (QJO

maybe),etc. are not treated unanimously in the contemporary Croatian grammar books.

101 Discussing epistemic modda DGYHUEV LQ 6HUOEQRH YILERMHYDG W as®H PRGDO
indicator of the lowest degree of episie modality, which may be illustrated as followsJUDpL NRML GDQD
imaju oko 35 godina@ HaANIRH GADGUADWL QRYL RODPBSLWPRN P LF LNHOXHUDFRLNIR G]PHY.
godine trebali iznijeti glavni teret. Retrieved from
http://riznica.ihjj.hr/philologic/Tiskovine.whizbang.form.hr.html). However, the Engcor findstgsnved no

occurrences of this adverb.
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More precisely, they can be found under the labels of both adverbs and pHiitlass,

5DJXa FODVVLILHV W $eHtence Vatverb<G while HF&HD/N DOVQ G % DEL |
(2009) group them in the adverbial class labelled a©ther adverbsJudgingby the mere

label, it could be assumed that the status of the given words is not considered as
prototypically adverbial. Indeed, the members of this adverkaaisotio not modify only a

verb or other words, as the typical adverbs denoting time, place, manner, etc., but rather the
whole sentence. Semantically, the adverbs listed in this category may express the notions
such as certainty (e.gsvakako, zaisda likelihood (e.g.valjda), doubt (e.g.navodno,

naizgled, etcl®

Thedistinctive character of the words suUCh aMHURMDW QR &tt. BXIdQQR PRA
UHFRJQL]JHG E\ %DULUO HW Daparticles!®ZcRrdwWgUbtiz \Authvars, H P
the particles share their surface features with adverbs, but are distinguished from the latter in
that they do not modify thiadividual words or parts of the sentences, but rather relate to the
meaning of the whole sentence. As such, they function as the independent elements of the
VHQWHQFH 7KH DXWKRUV GHILQH WKH SDUWLFOHV DV WE
towards the content of the proposition based on his or her knowledge, wishes, or feelings. In
that sense, they may be used for various purposes, such as intensification, denial, evaluation

of the propositional content, etc.

6LOLBODOGMNRYLIU SURYLGH D VLPLODU DFFRXQW
define themas the words whicH[SUHVYV D VSHDNHUYY DWWLWXGH WRZIL

the propositional content, or in any other way modify the sentence or iterdke®f

1020n the fuzzy boundariebetween particles and adverbs in Croatian see3d gD QM NR Y L U

103 The English equivalents of the given adverbs in the order of appearance are the folbevaigty, really,
maybe, allegedly, seemingly.

04Cro. pHVWLFH ULMHMHpDHAIERBISWLNXOH
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particular interest for the present study are the modal particles or modifiers, which function

at the textual level and include the devices, sucP&adGD YMHURMDWG@®R GRLVW
According to the authors, the same canonical form magtifum as both an adverb and a
particlel® However, the two classes are distinguished on the grounds that the adverbs are
concerned with the circumstances of an action denoted by a verb, wheredsspaotigey a

V S H B Htttwdi§owards the content of édhsentence.

Sesar (1992) provides more detailed account of the particles in Croatian, defining
them as distinctive modal devices that signal a particular kind of relationship between a
speaker, content and the real world. Their function is to moddle®hole or a part of the
VWDWHPHQW :LWKLQ 6HVDUYV WD[RQRP\ RI WKH SDUWLFO
associated with the epistemic modal meanings are included in the group of adverb
particles!®® encompassing the manner adverbs suclhjessjatno, PR4GD RpLWER QLNDN
According to the author, the given particles function mostly as the indicators of Modality of
SODXVLELOLW\ ZKLFK GHQRWHYV YDULRXV GHJUHHV DQG \
commitment to the plausibility of the progtien, as in: OnL 0 HYWE M G BigaiR& G D

bolje razumijeti “(Sesar, 1992, p. 257)

Without any attempt to go into a more detailed discussion on the status of adverbs
and particles in Croatian, the present study follows the accounts which treat vhecibdd
lexical devices as adverb particles (Sesar, 192U PRGLILHBWUYD @ MONLRIY L U

This decision was led primarily by the previously discussed semantic criteria in defining

105 For instancesigurnoin the ®ntence:Ona jesigurno SRODJDOD YR]DpPNL LVSLW (QJO 6Kl
driving test confidently)modifies the verb and functions as an adverb. By contrast, in the ser®sracége,

sigurno SR O D J D O Bpit(EpD [ I¢ Icettain that she was taking the driving tsiggurnofunctions as a

particle, conveying a writer's high degree of conviction in the truth value of the claim (The example sentences
ZHUH WDNHQ I3EP@UMARY IDIQG S

106Cro. SUL O R aQ H(Sedat) 1987082 H
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particles, i.e. their salient (modal) function in conveying spéhf¢/ DWWLWXGHV WRZ
propositional content, which clearly encompasses the scope of epistemic modality as

understood in the present study.

A further aspect concerning the status of the epistemic devices examined here

concerns the use gferojatnoand P R J XriitHe sentences of the following type:

160 2VLP RYLK PHWR G RP®RR XN HKMHREKDRKVDN rezultatima i
QHNH NXOWXUDQRIH VSHFLILPQRVWL

161. Vjerojatno je dase otvorenost preklapa s profesionalnim interesima zaposlenih
UugostWHOMVWYX YH]DQR X] QMLKRYX NRRARWGLNDFLMX V

The status of the two has been treated differently by @#&@aL Q OLQJXLVWYV 3U
(200]) treats the highlighted devices as the adverb phrases which function as the nominal
predicates controllingla-complement clauses in Croatian. As previously noted, in addition
to the verbs whichdenote cognition, emotions, wbn, etc., the matrix clause in the
indicated sentences may contain semantically congruent adverbial phrases (Imal asmi
ZHOO ZKLFK FRQYH\ D VSH DB Mititudg \fowRrids the \6okitend Gf tBeD U W\

dependent clause.

On the other hand, Sesar (1987) treats the indicated devices as adjectives,
functioning as the nominal predicates controlling the infinitivesubject claus&’ The
modal predicatesh the sentences of this type relate to the specific form of the adjectives
occurring inthe Sg gendeneutral form (e.g.YMHURMDWQR MD\W@RThRpLWR |
author admits, however, thdte to their surfacéeatures, the given adjectives may equally
be treated as manner adverbs conveying the sapwalnmeaning, which essentially

overrides their status as either adjectives or adverbs.

107 The two may be illustrated by the followirexamples takefrom Sesar (1987pp. 173174): To nije bilo
PRJXUH jexifihfinRive) and % LOR EL QHSULOL pQ RuGjéxt Mlduge)WUDAL YHpHUX
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The adverb status of the given expressions maysbpported against the
corresponding clauses with the verbs of speaking or cognition, aP RIJXUH MH
pretpostaviti/vjerovatiU H &tc. da.. In that sense, the adverbs may be understood as the
eliptical forms of a longerimetalinguistic commerit(Hoye, 1997 p. 18Q. Against this
backgroundand in line with 3 U D Q MsNRIL @acfount on theomplement clauses in
Croatian the present analysieeatsvjerojatnoand P R J Xriidtcurrences such §560-161)

asadverbs, i.e. adverb phrases.

Congruentto theuse ofpolysemous English adjectiy@ssible the adverboPRJ X U H
may render both epistemic c&ardynamic readingsThe Crocor findings show that the
respective meanings of the adverb are contingent on the syntactic pattern in whichsit occu
As can be seen in example ()J6@ollowed by ada-complement clause, the adverb (or
adverb phraseP R J X ie}sigridls an epistemic asse&st By contrast, in sentence (162
below, the adverb is followed blé infinitive, which renders itdynamic meaning. This can
be illustratecG E\ WKH IROORZLQJPFRAWDRRURVAIRIWL EhgHGYLGMH

) can predict/tLV SRVVLEOH IRU [ WR SUHGLFWY

162 2VLP FUWD OLpQRVWL LVWUDALY DRRMEX ISR 8D HGWX. GN
i na temelju stavova prema radu i organizadifT5)

In other words, the present meaning of the adverb points to &ifahbility or capacity to
predict a certain state of affairs. Given that the present study focuses only on epistemic

modality, the dynamic readings of the given adverb were excluded from the analysis.

In addition, with respect to the advevferojatng congruent to the instances in whitte
English comparative form dikely SRLQ WYV W R teDdeviclds MrHrelivefions towards

certain béaviour, examples such as (1&®&re excluded from the analysis:
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163 Poznato edaslPODyL XpHQLFL D RVRELWR GMHYRMpPLFH
ANROVNLK REDYH]D L @&dpainiiet KVMDGDNR XSXpHQMX JUD
sami procjenjuju dosadnim i nekorisni(®110)

The meaning ofjerojatnoin example (16Bmay be interpreted amet the meaning of the
synonymous adjectiveklon as in: W NORQLML VX XV W/&mgMine® tehy ta<beX p HQ M X
more persistent in studying),.which does not seem to render the notion of an epistemic

judgment.

Finally, with respect to the adjeetis conveying epistemic meanings, the information
available in the Croatian grammars is even more limited than is the case with the modal
particles and adverbs. In that sense, the subsequent characterization of the devices in
guestion relies heavily on theharacterization of their previously identified cognates in
Engcor. The typical exponent of the epistemic adjectives in Crocor is the adjecRv&X U

whose epistemic reading may be exemplified in the following sentence:

164 JednoodPRJ X UL K R E dobheQivéi@ideDesG D P O Dievojkd L
ostvatUuRVMEBOLDLMNRVWL NUR] UD[@BpLWH REOLNH RGQ

The epistemic readin of the adjective may be illustrateby the following paraphrase:
IPRIXUH MH GD MR BWRD aMEleEVidRessible that it is one of the
explanations for the given findings However, congruent to its English cognatessible

the Croatia adjectiveP R J Kdy also convey the dynamic modal meanings, as shown in:

165 7DNR VH SULODJRYHQ XSLWQ PN VErsgdhdAalateR G bH

bio od 0 do 39(PT6)

While in example (164 the epistemiaise of the adjective suggests thiel W levaiation
of the given subject matter, these of the same adjective in (J6&mply points to the

objective circumstances, rendering thus a circumstantial (neutral) dynamic reading (Palmer,
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1990). The instances of the dynamic meaning of the gadjactive were also excluded

from the analysis.

The aim of the preaing discussion was to point to some major aspects of the status
and use of the epistemic particles, adverbs and adjectives examined in the analysis of the
Croatian data. However, prido the outline and discussion of the corpus findings, it is
important to draw attention to the specific epistemic markers included in the analysis. As
can be seen in the example sentences outlined in this section, the choice of both epistemic
particles andadjectivesn Crocor wasextremely limited. This is not all too surprising given
that epistemic adverbs and adjectives represent a closedasedtioér delimited number of
items, as reported in previous literature on English modality (Palmer, Nag@s, 200)
but also croséinguistiFD O O\ 74 0HFRONRE MY L. The list of the possible candidates
included in the analysis was based on several sources, including the cited contemporary
&URDWLDQ JUDPPDUV 6LOLU SUDQMHINEDMN. U %DELWDULU HWX
other publications dealing with academic writing in Croati&aldgjera, 1982Sesar, 1987,
Sesar, 19926 LOL U atndrp2011;*Dp L U ,Q DGGLWLRQ WKH L
in the study were checked against the disthe congruent epistemic devices in relevant
research on academic writing in Englif¥artalla, 2001; Hyland200%; Biber, 2006a

Hyland, 2003.

Disregarding for a moment the gender markers, the firstl df the Croatian
epistemic deices examined inthe present chapter included the following items:
9-(52-%$712 SDUWLFOH 02&8'$ SDUWLFOH 9%/-'$ SDUWLF
02*80( DGYHUE 9-(52-%7%1 DGMHFWLYH 9-(52-%712
PLAUZIBILNO (adverb). In order not to crumble the anatysito too many categories,
which admittedly consist of very few devices, the categories adopted here include epistemic

particles and epistemic adjectives. The former comprises the -siwgikparticles and the
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adverbs occurring as antecedentsaodla-comgement clause For the purposes of the
present study, this seems to be justified by the fact that both the particles amndethe
DGYHUEYV HJ[S U tahde waArdd tké irnddpsitional content, the former with respect
to the whole sentence and tlagtér to the content of the complement clause. However, given
the previously discussed role of the comparable construction in English, the adverbs
occurring as antecedents db-complement clauses are discussed separately here. In
addition, in order to expre to what extent this pattern is salient in conveying epistemic
stance in Crocor and how it compares to the obtained findings of the congruent English
pattern, the frequency counts of the given pattare also provided separatelyhe
subsequent sectiodeals with the outline and discussion of the corpus findings of each

respective category.

5.2.20verall findings of the epistemic adverbs and adjectives in CrocoAs can
be seen in Figure, With respect to the IMRAD structure, the corpus findingsashkimnilar
patterns of distribution of both epistemic particles/adverbs and adjectives, with the highest
frequencies clustered in the Discussion section (n/30B@5, while in the remaining RA
sections theifrequencywasgenerallyconsiderably lowe(cf. TableB2, Appendix12). The
overall distribution of the given epistemic deviceasbroadly expected, conforming to the
rhetorical functions of the RA sections. The only exception in that respect is related to a
relatively low fregquency of the given deéces in the Introduction section (n/10800, 76),
which was closer to their frequencies in the prevalently descriptive Mditd@00= 0, 30)
and Results (n/1008 0, 31) sections as comparead the Discussion section which would
perhapsmore expectd given a more argumentative naturef the initial and final RA
section Apparently, Croatian psychology writers do not engage in conveying epistemic

stance in the Introduction section by means of the gdeances. The exterib which the
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Introductionsedion in the Crocor RAs iarhetorically interpretative section in terms of the

phenomenon explored here remains to be seen in the remainder of the analysis.

While the two categories @pistemic devices show relatively similar frequencies in
the firstthree RA sections, the most nd&bliscrepancy of the findings waecorded in the
Discus#on section, with the particlemdverbs being strikingly more frequengynployed
(n/1000= 2, 43) than the adjectives (n/10600, 62). However, if we take a lookt the
overallfrequencies of the individual categories of the epistemic devices, we can see that the
frequency of the epistemic adverbs (n/1600, 52) accountedor over a half of the overall
frequency of the particle/adverb category (n/1600, 93). Indeed, the findings show that
comparedto the epistemic particles (n/10600, 41) and adjectives (n/1008 0, 37), the
epistemic adverbs represent the most frequent categepisiémic devices explored in this

chapter(TablesB2 and B3, Appendix12).

In addition,the Crocor findings show that in each category of the epistemic devices
there is a single marker that stands out in frequency, vj@irojatno (n/1000 = 0, 28),
PRJXUH MHR1008 D 0, 47) and P R J Xni1000 = 0, 33) being the most salient

exponents in their respective categories. Each of the categories is dealt with in turn.
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Figure 7.Distribution of the epistemic particles/adls and adjectives across IMRAD in

Crocor

5.2.3 Discussion of the corpus findings fothe epistemic particles As can be seen
in TableB2 (Appendix12), the use of modal particles conveying epistemic meaning in the
Croatan corpus of RAs in psychologyas predominantly centered around the usé¢hef
particlevjerojatno(n/1000= 0, 28), followed byP R & &/M000= 0, 08), P R J X(/HD00=
0, 03) andblauzibilno(n/1000= 0, 006) all of which wae used significantly less frequently
conpared tovjerojatna In addition, the corpus findings shedzero occurrences ofljda,
which seems to be in line thithe low frequency of this particle in the academic textbook
genre as reported in tH&gequency Dictionary of Croatid® OR JX @6 U DW DDQIGIL (i

1999).

08 LUYDWVWIQp HMOWRPREN%HUDWDQLG 7DGLI
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With respect to the distribution of the modal particles actios$MRAD structure,
the findings Bow that they wee predominantly used in the Discussion section, and
considerably less in the remaining sections, with the exceptigdhed¥lethod where no
occurrences of the epistemic particles were recorded. As previously discussed, a density of
the episemic devices, including the epistemic particles in the Discussion section reflects its
predominantly interpretative nature. It is in this part of a research article that writers
comment on the results of their research, which often entatistteenessn structuring the

claims, as shown in the following example:

166 5D]JOLNH L]PHYyX PODYLK L VUHGR YRRPEDWMRR EW R WXL
L MHGQL L GUXJL EH] RE]JLUD QD UD]JOLNH X VYRMRM
fertilitetne motivacie VYRMX ITHUWLOLWHW Q XjdroatdoUNs¥onY HUL QR F
razdoblju, . uUPODYRM RGUDYV O RévojaB BIIH VBON®@B®D GRE X NR
GRQLMHOL IHUWLOLWHWQX RGOXNX XWMHFDOD QD VC
fertilitetnih motvauo/RED PODYH L VUH@OMH RGUDVOH GREL

In addition, modal particles might be used in providing cautiousuatiahs of previous

research (167or making tentative suggestions forguading the current research ().68s

in:
167. 8 UDQLMLP MH L WD @ Q &LVYe@ie FR&JWHYHQD L PHWRG
NRMH VX NRULaAWHQH 1SU 3DWWHUVRQ L VXU Q

roditeljstva u djetinjstvu za rano javljanje i neadekvatnoga nadzora u

predadolescenciji za kasno javljan{®T9)

168 Prema tome,PRA@E&NLRVPR XNOMXpLYDQMiHfergelRaadnii QLK LQ
YDULMDEOL X pLMRM VH SRGOR]JL QH QDOD]L NRPSH)
DQWHFHGHQDWD SRMHGL@R3) WLSD FLOMD SRVWLJQXUuI

Alternatively, modal particles may be used in theves concerned with acknowledgitige

limitations of the research. The use of the modal devices, sugaragtnoin (169 softens
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the assertiveness tifeclaim, and is probably motivated by thé U L $Mesefinot to impose

a personal judgment on reagiéut leave them an option to judge for themselves.

169 8] RIJUDQLpHQMD NRMD VH RGQRVH QD QHUHSUH]
VRFLMDOQR SRaH @éldaRo MGJRODYQRNMRHIUDQLPHQMH RYR
WR 8WR MH SURYHGH@O)NDR UHWURVSHNWLYQR

Occasionally, the modal particles maycacin harmonic ombinations with other modal

devices, such as the partideR J XaindHthe epistemic modal nodn R J X U (@dr0¢avring

with the existenc&erbpostojat) controlling ada-complement clause in the example below
170 O R J X U H phkipljanje podataka tijem nastave utjecalo na rezultate jer

SRVWRML PRIMHQRMMD GIULVXWQRVW YUAQMDND DO
SRQDEDQMH XWMHFDBOR QD RGJRYRUH

As can be seenthe particle P R J Xif dsed as an Igbtical form of the longemphrase

followed by the conplement clausePRJXUH MH GD MH SULNXSOMDQMH SR

5.2.4 Discussion of the corpus findings foithe epistemic adverbs As previously
noted,the Crocor findings show thatomparedo the epistemic particles and adjectives, the
adveb phrase P R J&Xj@vjerojatno jefunctioning asan antecedenbf a da-complement
clauseis the most frequently employed category of #pestemic devices encompassed in

the present chapter

Furthermore, the findings point to a significantly higher frequencyPdR J Xjé H
(n/1000= 0, 47) as compared tgerojatno je(n/1000= 0, 04) in the corpus as a whole.
Moreover, the epistemic adverB R J Xuisél in the given pattern is the most frequently
employed device of all particles/adverbs and adjectives in Crocor, whicestsgig salient

role in the present disciplinary writing. Indeed, given the congruetusst# its English
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HTXLYDOHQW pLWitimighBhevegareed &b they tgdicsV lefkical bundl€iacor.
However, its potential status as a typical muMord expression in academic writing in
Croatian awaits confirmation bya much largescale corpusased exploration othe

Croatian academic discourse

As expected, the findings point to the prevalent us® & J X U phartidutarly in the
Discussion section (n/1008 1, 24 W LV PRVWO\ Wtkridr&tathR oZtdd WHU V
possible reasons underlying the specifics of the research findings, or general implications of

their research results, as shown in:

1717. SUHWSRVWDYOMDPR GD MH X VNXSLQL QLVNH UL
SRQDADQMD YDAQLML QHNL ]DMHGQLpPpNL ]DEAWLWQL pL!
dok MH PRJXWV¥MK &DVNXSLQL V UDQLP MDYOMDQMHP HY|
UL]Lp Q RV \&ldvak rdrijeitiiekGnvirazvoja. (PT9)

172 ORJXuH MREMDAQMDYDQMH SR]JLWLYQLK GRJDyDMI
VSRVREQRVWL LOL WUXG SULGRQRVL RVMHUDMX YODV
QDG GRJDYyDMLPD WH QD WDM Qd@{pPB)awLWL PODGLUH |

Vjerojatno jemay also be encountered in similar contexts, though entailing a higher level of

commitment to the propositional content, as shown in:

173 5SHFHQWQD PHWDDQDOLWLpPpND VWXGLMD 5DDEHD L ¢
VH X PKS$RLP VWDYRYLPD QHPD VXVWDYQLK UD]JOLND
MH GREQL X]J]RUDN L X Q Diétjdrdjaiie/taMidH YD QIME R WRHBDBLI
povezanostima ove varijable s drugim prediktorima u manjinskom uzorku, barem
NDGD MH ULMHD R NRODWNKREN) QWHIUDFLML

Overall, it might be assumed that the saliency of the given pattermacolCmay be
accounted for by its core characteristics which are congruent to the previously discussed
extraposedhat-clause in English. As noted, tigeven clause type allows writers to express

their personal views towards the propositional content, while remaining in the background
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as the sources of judgment. Using an impersonal surface linguistic form to express or report
on a personal stance conformsll to the prevalently depersonalized characterization of the

scientific style in Croatian.

5.2.5 Discussion of the corpus findings fothe epistemic adjectivesWith respect
to the distribution of the epistemic adjectives, the corpus findings mothetprevalent use
of the single adjective® R J XL.000= 0, 33), whereawjerojatanwas used significantly
less frequently (n/1006 0, 04). As the findings show, the adjectiplauzibilanshowed no
occurrencesn Crocor Congruent tothe use of the particles, the epistemic adjectives
occured prevalently in the Discussion (n/1000 = 0, 62), and considerably leskein
Introduction section (n/1000 = 0, 32), while their uséhim remaining two RA sections wa

rather limited(TableB3, Appendix 12

The Crocordata show that the use of episteradjectives is particularly concerned
with the moves in which writers interpret findings of their research and speculate about the
possibilities leading to a particular state of affairs. This is particularly vivid in the cése of
attributively used adjeive P R J ¥adoccurring with the nouns such &8EMDAaQMHQMH UD

uzrok'® as shown below:

174 '"RELYHQL UH]XOWDWL WDNRYyHU SRND]XMX GD PODC
SURFMHQMXMX RWXYyHQRVW RG RFD JQDpDMQR YLAF
SULY Uialed@& )¢ odPRIXULK REMREQMHQMKD UDJOLND VSROQ(
socijalizacija.(PT8)

175 ORJXuL URY®BIRYODEH SRYH]DQRVWL MHVW WDM &aw
PQRJR aLUL RG PRWLYDFIMHH PI®J XidtHElSiaH © ki YR W H
VOXMHYLPD pDN L RPHWD UHDOL]DFLMX QHNLK JHQHU

1091n order of appearancexplanation, reason, cause.
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RQLK SRMHGLQDFD NRML XLPH 4LUH EULJH ]D PODYF

zanemaruju vlastitu djecgDI9)
Alternatively, the given adjective may be used in the movesetneG Z LW K BXpliclV HU V |
indications of limitations or weaknesses with respect to their research design, methodology
or similar segments of the research process:
176. No, SULMH GRQR&HQMDI DN BD $IQIMHRIG LIDMOMXPbaQMHJ L
imatinaumX L R JdnjB Kdjalse mogu pripisati ovdje dobivenim nalazima. Glavno
PRIJXUH RJURW®IKHOMNOWDW Dn pietagal vatiainvizddataR el &4 W H

[je su obavljanje potrebni toliko mali resursi da njegova pripadnost istoj domeni
kao i primarQL |DGDWDN QLMH PRJOD ELWL QLNDNYD SUHSI

zadatka istovremen¢SP9)
In addition to the subjective epistemic evaluations, which are particularly frequent in the
Discussion section, epistemic adjectives may be used intersubjgctas shown in the
following examples:

177 1z perspektive dijateza stres modelRRJ XU M H spslhith Rraklika u

GHSUHVLYQRVWL GD 8HQH L GMHYRMNH GR&LYOMDYL
NRIJQLWLYQH WHQGHQFLMH NRMH(RT8) UL]LpQH ]D UD]YR

178 OHYy X W LiRci nedaposlenosti vjerojatno nisu jednaki za sve skupin
nezaposlenih, jer, osim KQWHNVWXDOQLK SRiéWRRKHmMguRVREQL
moderirati utjecaj nezaposlenosti na zdravstveno stanje pojedinaca. A yeldan

vjerojatanosobni moderator je dob nezaposlenih os¢B8&.8)

In the above examples, the contettelues make it clear that a writer is not providing
subjective speculations but is rather referring to the shared disciplinary assumptions. One of
my informants argued that in such cases the epistemic devices refer to the possibilities
which presumably»ast but cannot be personally controlled. Widspect to example (1),8

it can be noticed that the amplifierlo increaseshe degree of epistemic certainty signaled
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by the adjective, yet still indicatingandD FWXDO VWDWXV RIFMVMXRIAR® DL P

2004).

Congruentto the use of epistemic particles, epistemic adjectives may also occur in
harmonic combinations witlother epistemic devices, as signaled by the adverb phrase
PR JXUkh éainple {75). Additionally, it is not uncommon to find occurrences of
epistemic adjectives and the modal veRbR UL the same sentenceas illustrated in
example (179
179 Jedno od PRJIJXULK RE Mdb&eniM HeQuda PRAaH © LAA Lse
HNVWURYHUWLUDQL SRMHGLQFL X YHURM PMHUL GUX

DOWHUQDWLYQLP SDUWQHULPD WH WLPH XJURADYDMX
(Shiota i Levenson, 200{PT1)

The presence of the modal further underscores the tentativeness of the claim, indicating that
that what is proposed should be treated as one of the possible interpretations of the findings.

A cumulative hedging effect produced by the modal may be best didgtioeplaced by the

verbbiti (Engl.to bé, yielding the following:-HGQR RG PRJXULK REMDEAQMHQMD G
je to da se ekstrovertirani pojedincAs can be seen, the absenaf the modal conveys a

Z U L3highefAldegree of certainty, making the claim more assertive.

5.3 Comparison of the Engcor and Crocor indings

The final section in this chapter deals with the outline of the comparative findings between
the frequencies of the distinctive categories of the epistemic devices in Engcor and Crocor.
As with the modal verbs, the aim of the present section igldntify the patterns of

similarities and differences in the use of epistemic devices in the two corpora and to gain

insight into the salient patterns of conveying epistemic judgments in the disciplinary writing
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explored here. As previously noted, a mdetailed discussion on the cresadtural patterns
in the use of all epistemic markers investigated in the present study awalEenkeeal

discussion.

It should be noted that due to the incongruence between the categories across the two
corpora, the prentation of the findings is provided alon@ tollowing categories: Crocor
epistemic adjectives vs. attributive Engcor epistemic adjectives; Crocor adverbs followed by
a da-complement clause vs. Engcor adjectives followedabthatcomplement clause;
Crocor particles vs. Engcor adverbs. The frequency of the predicatively used epistemic
adjectives followed by to-infinitive is at present lefbut from the comparative findings due
to the lack of the equivalent form conveying epistemieanings in Croatiarfigure 8
provides the comparative findings @dich respective category of the epistemic devices in the

two corpora.

Figure 8. Distribution ofthe epistemic adverbs and adjectives across IMRAD in Engodr

Crocor
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As can be seerthe overall comparable findings point to the higher frequencies of all three
categories of the epistemic devices in Crocor as compared to Engcor. The lowest
discrepancy of the results concerns the use of the swgil@ epistemic particles and
adverbs, Wwereby the Croatian particles shed, 41occurrences and English adverbs 0, 34
occurrences per 1000 words. The Rghdiscrepancy of the results sveecorded with
respect to the use of thepistemic adjectives ida-/thatcomplementationThe indings

show that the Croatian wats used 0, 52 epistemic advenbghis pattern as compared to

the English writers who used O, 2&djectives per 1000 words. With respect to the
attributively used epistemic adjectives, the results point to their higher frequre@cgcor

(n/1000 = 0, 37) in comparison to Engcor (n/1000 = 0, 14).

At present, the obtained results may only be accounted for in terms of the
conventionalized language use in the two instances of academic writing cultures.
Apparently, the highest fregncy of the epistemic adverbs followed &ga-complement
clause in Crocor suggests that Croatian psyolwriters find this patterras most
convenient for conveying epistemic stance concerning the epistemic dentoagpasseth
the present categarBy comparison, though frequent in number ingEBor, the congruent
Endish pattern is less salient in Engcdtowever, if we take into account that English
epistemic adjectives may convey epistemic readings when followeddinfinitive, then
the discrepncy between the Crocor (n/108@, 52) and Engpr (n/1000 = 0, 40findings is
relatively lower. At the level of the individual devices, the findings point to some striking
similarities in the use of the epistemic devices between thewwyoorpora.Talde 4 shows
the distribution of thefirst two most frequenEngcor and Crocodevices in each category

examined here
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Table 4

The most freque epistemic adverbs, particleand adjectives in Engcor and Crocor

Epistemic device Epistemic device
n/1000 n/1000
English adverbs Likely (0,14) Perhaps (0,08)
Croatian particles Vjerojatno (0,28) ORAGD
English adjectives in Possible (0,10) Likely (0,03)
attributive use
Croatian adjectives in ORJXU Vjerojatan (0,04)
attributive use
English adjectives followed It is possible that (0,15) It is likely that (0,07)
by that-extraposed clause
Croatian adverbs followed ORJXUH MH GD Vjerojatno je (da) (0,04)

by

da-complement clause

The first similarity in the use of the given epistemic devisdbe fact that both Engcor and
Crocor writers resort ta very limited number oflevices in each respective categadriie
findings point thatn each category the are two centralevices, while the frequency of the
others is either neexistent or neggible. In addition, in bothhe English and Croatiasub

corpus, writers tend to show preference towards a single epistemic marker, the frequency of
which is in most cases significantly higher as compared to the second device. As can be
seen, these disqgrancies are higher in Crocor as compared to Engcor. Interestingly enough,
the findings show equivalency in the most frequent devices across ttseiltveorpora. For
instance, the most frequent adverb in Engcdrkely, while in Crocor the most frequent
particle isvjerojatng etc. In addition, if we compare the saliencytloé possibility and

likelihood markers, in bothsubcorpora the frequency of the possibility markers is
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significantly higher as compared to that of likelihood. As previously notedsulggests that
the use of the given devices expressing epistemic judgments in terms of possibilities seems
to be more salient for both English and Croatian psychology writersabsessments of

likelihood.
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6. Epistemic nouns
The epistemicouns belong to a wider repertoire of stance nébatacademic writers use
to convey attitudes towards the propositional cont8iber et al, 1999; Charles, 2007
Jiang & Hyand, 201%. The core exponent of an epistemic modal noun in English is the

noun possibility,as illustrated in th&llowing example:

180. Anotherpossibility is thatrisk for suicide might vary based on the function of
NSSI(PID5)

The epstemic status of the given nowan be easily identified by a paraphrase with an
alternativemodal device, i.e. the epistemic adjeetpossiblein case of English (e.dt is

also possiblethat risk for suicide.). As Schmid (2000) argues, the modal nouns are

morphologically related to modal adjectives (@gssiblepossibility; probableprobability),
while their semantics is relatad modal verbs, both of which can be exploited in the

characterization of the modal noun uses.

At the outset, it shoO G EH QRWHG RXID idkohdnyloX tha ¥distemic
modal devices, broadly adopted irethresent study, nouns are not treatedhascentral
epistemic exponents and therefore not subjected to detailed analysis. The author does not
elaborate much on it and only asserts that nouns are excluded from the analysis due to their
relative infrequenyg. Indeed, some analysts point to a rekliy neglected status epistemic
nouns in research on modality generally (Schmid, 2000), but also in academic discourse
(Hyland, 1998; Flowerdew, 2003; Jiang Blyland, 2015). For instance, nouns have been
eitherexplicitly excluded from the analysif stance markers (Biber &negan, 1989) and
hedges (ALQNIQPR®LDor only recognized withoumore detailed consideration
(7 U ERMH OIRE B004,0particularly due to their semantic correspondence to more

central eptemic adjectives (Perkins, 1983
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However, as discussed below, recent studiegdognize an indispensible role of the
nominal expressions used to convey stance both in speech or writing (Schmid, 2000;
Charles, 2007). With respect to academic writing, studying the pragmatics of nouns seems to
be relevant, particularly given its chamttation as a highly nominakd style (Biber &

Gray, 2010; Jiang & Hyland, 20)1.5The section which follows outlines the major linguistic
characteristics of the nouns under study, with a particular foctisabnomplementation as

the primary focus of # present analysis.

6.1 General characterization of epistemic nounsn English

Unlike the epistemic modal devices discussed so far, epistemic nouns have been

characterized @ GHU GLIIHUHQWmaiB béhD @ D U XHF[KS (Plfkins|. FOERV 1

gtarcH Q R XBiber] 200&; Jiang & Hyland, 2015 pVLJQDOOLQJ QRXQVY )
HV KHO BclnidXZDA0YPerkins (198Bclaims that modal nominal expressions

mark the highest degree of objectification of modality, adding that they allow more

diversified modifications in modal relationships as compared to other modal deRiices.

(2006) refersto stance nouns as the lexical means controlling complement clauses, which

in turn represent one of the grammaticdD WHJRULHV IRU & @UWNIKEIND WZJLW

stance towards the proposition. Similarly, for Jiang and Hyland (2015) stance nouns are

conceptualized as nouns conveyitige authorial perspective on the content of the

complement clause that follows. The latter may have the forra tbitclause, an of-

propositional clause aratto-infinitive clause.

Thatcomplementation has been attested as a particularly salient pattern for
conveying stance in academic writing, particularlyttie soft sciencesJjang & Hyland

2015) Indeed, according tBiber et al. (1999), head nouns takiathat clause are one of
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the primary means for marking stance in academic prose, especially for marking a degree of
certainty towards the proposition that followshe saliency of such constructions in
academic writng is primarily driven by the fact that they allow conveying a personal stance
while at the samé@me backgrounding the source of the evaluatibnis generally complies

well with the impersonal scientific communication and its predominant focus on the
information rather than agents as their carriers (Biber et al., 1886¢rding to Schmid
(2000), a Nouncomplementation structure allows writers to pack a lengthy piece of
information expressed in the accompanying clause into a single noun, i.e. to swentsariz
gist. In other words, by the process of nominalization an event is encapsulated into an object

i.e. a nour(Halliday & Martin, 1993):!° For instancein thefollowing sentence

181 A second possibility is thamdividuals who have more social contadth gay
men experience greater diversity and are therefore less likely to apply stereotypes.
(JPSP9)

the process of assessing thatlividuals who have more social contact with gay men may
experience greater diversity and therefore be less likely tty pgreotypedis turned intca
thing-like quality encapsulated into the epistemic npassibility Thus,as Schmid (2000,

p. 367) claims3 Q R Xi@ate the illusion that what they stand for is similar thiag fwith
respect to stability in time and mceptual unity ‘the latter being the defining properties of

nouns in cognitive grammar (Belaj & Tanackévi)DOHW D U

110 According to Halliday and Martin (1993), the birth of science is semiotically connected to the emergence of
the grammatical metaphor, i.e. nominalizatiavhereby the processes or events stared by verbs are
reconstructed in the forms of the nouns. Given that the prototypical meaning of a noun is a thing, the
nominalization construes phenomena as if they were things or objects. The authors go on tdrsigbest
process is particularly important for the language of science because it enables reality to beiedcasisin

edifice of things (p.17). Inother words,3 LHalds reality still, to be kept under observation and experimented
with; and in so ding, interprets it not as chamgi with time (as the grammar of clauses interprets it) but as
persisting? or rather, persistenéethrough time, which is the mode of being of a nogm. 17). It is worth

noting that one of the functional contributions of timaminalization process in the language of sciemas the
development of technical terminology (Halliday & Martin, 1993).
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The choice of the stance noun enables a writer to foreground his or her position
towards the content and indicate how it is to be interpreted by readers (Charles, 2007; Jiang
& Hyland, 2015). Thus, irsentence (181 by choosing the egtiemic nourpossibility, which
entails a medium rather than a high degree of certaintyféet)). thewriter signals a degree
of certainty he or she is prepared to attach to the contehedhat-clause. In that sense,
epistemic nouns such g@®ssibilty may be regarded as additional means writers have at
their disposal to convey a hedged stance towards their c(aiyhand, 998; Vihla, 1999

Vartalla, 200).

With respect to the selection of the nouns used in the analyis Bihglish data, the
curent stuG\ LV SULPDULO\ EDREIG t&ody BfAoGal shell nouhs,
particularly because it provides a final list of the member nouns in each category. The
category of modal nouns includes the nouns referring to deontigégrgission, necegy),
dynamic (e.gability, tendency, and epistemic modality, the latter being solely the focus of
the presenainalysis According to SciP LG PRGDO QR XQ Vjudgkeh& OonYhE HD N H U
possibility, probability or certainty of the propositional contfiite author goes on to argue
that unlike modal verbs whose polysemous nregnmay give rise to ambiguite.g. the
modal verbmustmay denote both epistemic and deontic readings, &teimust be at home
now), in case of the modal nouns ambiguity is hesi by the existence of the distinctive

nouns, as shown in the following sentences:

a) There is a goo@hancethat he is at home nogepistemic certainty)

b) He hasthe obligationto be at home noydeontic obligation)

111 Schmid (2000) distinguishes between five broad categories of shell nouns, each determined by shared
semantic components of its mbers (e.g. Factual, Mental, Linguistic, Modal, and Eventive group).
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There are, however, instances when thenidal nominal form may be used to express
distinctive modal meanings, but the syntactic pattern in which the noun occurs makes the
intended reading rather straightforward (SchmidD®. For nstance, in example (182)
below, when used ima thatcomplemetation clausethe nounchanceconveysepistemic
meaning, indicating theV S H 3 M$$es§ment of a possibility thlae behavioral rejection
would be perceived as mil@n the other hand, followed lato-infinitive clause inexample

(183, the reading ofchance is rather dynamic, indicating circumstances in which it is

possible tavin a $50 prize

182 Third, because anxious solitary children are likely to be especially sensitive to
rejection (London, Downey, Bonica, & Paltin, 2007), we aimed to consamct
experimental situation that would increa$e chances thahe behavioral rejection
would be perceived as mil(DP3)

183 The interviewer would choose one of the two applicants to be his or her partner
during the second phase of the study, and tleeviauld havea chance to wira $50
prize.(JPSP10)

,Q 6FKPLGTV , episeihRQodd? houns compriséiree major subcategories

depending on the scalar epistemic meanings. Thus, the lowest degree is indicated by the
Possibility family (e.g.possilility, chance, risk, danger, uncertainfymiddle by the
Probability family (e.g. probability, likelihood chancg, while the Certainty family
encompasses the nouns signalling the highest degrédee oV S H 3 Méhunftment (e.qg.
certainty,truth). In line with the scope of the present study, the analysis focuses only on the
Possibility and Probability group of nouh€.It should be noted, however, that not all nouns

included in this taxonomy were relevant to this study due to its limitation to a spec#ic typ

112 In the proposed taxonomy, the boundaries between the categories are rather fuzzy, whereby some of the
members, due to their polysemous meanings may occur in both categoriesgeag.
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of discourse. Excluding the nouns suchdasget risk, andchancé® the final list included
the following candidate nounppssibility, likelihood, and probability. Except for the latter,
the status of the givemuns was confirmed by consultitige avaliable lists of the epistemic
nouns in previous research on stance nouns in academic watingr,( 2006, Charles
2007; Jiang & Hyland,2015 7TKXV DFFRUGLQJ WR &KDUOHVYV
nouns are classified in the Possibility group of stammens which denote how (un)likely
something is (e.gpossibility, danger, changeln addition, in Jiang and Hylarfi{2015
taxonomy, epistemic nouns examined here belong to the broad group of nouns that describe
attributes towards entities, in particulevaluation or judgments concerning their status.
These, in turn, concern judgments on the epistemic, dynaanid deontic modality,
encompassing the previously illustrated nouns. The seittadrfollows outlines the Engcor

findings.

6.1.10verall findings of theepistemic nounsn Engcor. At the outset, it should be
noted that the list of the epistemic nouns examined here is most limited as compared to
previousy analyzedepistemic deices(cf. Table A5, Appendix 12)As can be seen in Table
5 below, the findings pointd only two epistemic nouns being used by Engcor writers in the
syntactic pattern examined here, imssibility and likelihood The present findings show
that 1006 of the givennouns were singular, ar@éi®o definite, which is generallin line
with a tendacy of head nouns takintpatcomplement clauses to be singular and definite

(Biber et al., 1999).

113These nouns are quitalikely to occur as signals of epistemic evaluations in academic writing.
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