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MockoBcKMii TOCYIapPCTBEHHbIH JUHIBUCTUYECKUI YHUBEPCUTET

XEJI)KUPOBAHHME B TEKCTE HAYUHOM CTATHH (HA
IPUMEPE AHTJIMACKOT O SI3BIKA)

Hannas cmamos noceauwjena KOMNJIEKCHOMY U3YYEHUIO Peanusayuu
KOMREHCAYUOHHOU KOMMYHUKAMUGHOU MAKMUKU XeOHCUPOBAHUSL 8
meKkcmax — HAyuHblX ~— cmameu,  HANUCAHHBIX — eCMecmEeHHbIMU
HOCUMENAMU U He HOCUMENAMU aH2IUUCKO20 A3bIKA (6 MOM uucie
DYCCKO20BOPSMUMY) C YHEMOM UX 2EHOEPHOU NPUHAOTEHCHOCHIU.

Hayunas mnosusna oOannou pabomuvl 3aKIIOUAEMCA 6 WOM, YMO
peanuzayusi KOMNEHCAYUOHHOU cmpamezuu XeodHcuposanus
paccmampueaemcss 6 MeKCmax HAyuYHvlX Cmameu HA AH2AUNCKOM
A3bIKE, HANUCAHHBIX ~EeCMECMBEHHLIMU HOCUMENAMU — AHSIUUCKO20
AIKA, A MAKdKHCE — PYCCKO20BOPAWUMU — UCCTe008AMENIMU,
nYOIUKYIOWUMU C8OU pAOOMbL HA AHSTUUCKOM A3bIKE.

Lenvlo uccnedosanus sensemcs usyuenue u Onucanue Qopmvl u
@dyHKYULL XedHcupyrowux cpeocms, d mMakKdxiHce 6blAGNeHUE PA3IUYULL 8
UCNONBL306AHUY  Xeddicell  HOCUMENSIMU U PYCCKOSOBOPAWUMU  He
HOCUMENAMY — AH2AUNICKO20 A3bIKA, NPUHUMAS 60 GHUMAHUA  UX
2eHO0epHYi0  npunadnexcHocmo. Llens uccieooeanus npeononazaem
peuierue credyiouux 3a0ay:

1) Onucamv cywecmeyroujue KOMNEHCAYUOHHbIE CMpame2uu,
CcOB8peMeHHblEe NOOX00bL K USYYEHUIO KOHYENMA Xe0XHC U XeOrcupyrouas
cmpamezusl,

2) Paccmompemv o0cobeHHOCMU peanusayuu KOMHEHCAYUOHHOU
cmpamezuu XeONCUpoB8anus 6 mekcme HAYYHOU CMamvu, HANUCAHHOL
HA AHeUUCKOM A3bIKE eCIeCmEeHHbIMU HOCUMENSMU SI3bIKA C YUemOoM
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UX 2eHOEPHOU NPUHAOTEHCHOCHIU,

3) HMzyuwumv  ocobennocmu  peanuzayuu  KOMNEHCAYUOHHOU
cmpamezuu XeONCUpOBAHUsL 8 TeKCme HAYYHOU CMAmbl, HANUCAHHOU
HA AH2TUTICKOM SI3bIKe PYCCKOSAZLIYHBIMU He HOCUMENAMU AHSTUICKO20
SA3bIKA C Y4emoM UX 2eHOePHOU NPUHAOIEHCHOCIU,

4) CpasHumb XxedxcupogaHue 6 MeKCMAX HAYYHLIX cmamell,
HANUCAHHBIX eCTNEeCMBEHHBIMU HOCUNENSIMU U PYCCKO20BOPAWUMU He
HOCUMENAMU AH2TUTICKO20 SI3bIKA,

5) Buvipabomamu pexomenoayuu 015 UCciedosameneil, RUUYWUx Ha
AHTUTICKOM SI3bIKE.

Pesynomamom npogedénnoco ananuza A6na10mces papadbomanmvie
agmopom  pexomenoayuu Oisi  ABMOPO8 AHZIOAZbIYHBIX CHamell.
Tonyuennvie  pesyromamsl  mozym  Ovlmb  UCHOAB308AHBL OISl
OanvHellux Ucciledo8anulli 8 001ACmMU U3VYEHUS MEKCMAd HAYYHOU
cmamv.

Kniouesvle crosa: xedscuposanue, KOMHEHCAYUOHHASI CIMpame2usl,
Xeooic, KOMNEHCamop, HAYUHbI OUCKYPC, OpPUMAHCKULL 8APUAHM
AHTUTICKO20 A3bIKA, 2eHOEPHBII ACHEKN.

UDC 811.111.
https://doi.org/10.25076/vpl.35.05
A.E. Ustyantseva

Moscow State Linguistic University

HEDGING IN ACADEMIC WRITING

The present article is aimed at studying the notion of hedging, the
frequency of hedges and their functions in academic writing. It also
focuses on their use by native speakers of the British variety of the
English language and by non-native speakers. Attention is given to the
writers’ gender.

Relevance of the research topic. The notion of hedging has been
investigated in many scholarly papers and approached in different
ways over the past twenty-five years. The significance of the paper is
also determined by the fact that hedging is an integral and
indispensable part of academic writing. The paper presents particular
interest for non-native researchers who contribute to English research
Jjournals. The scientific novelty of the paper includes comparison of the
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use of hedges by native and non-native English speakers. The writers’
gender is also taken into consideration.

The principal objective of the paper is to study hedging devices in
research articles written by native and non-native speakers of English
with attention to the authors’ gender. It also aims to trace the
differences in the use of hedges by the two above-mentioned groups.

The objective of the paper implies the following tasks:

1) To study the notion of hedging, approaches to the study of
hedges, the existing definitions of hedges, their properties and
functions;

2) To analyse hedging technologies used by native speakers of
English (female and male) in writing research articles;

3) To analyse hedging technologies used by non-native speakers of
English (female and male) in writing research articles;

4) To conduct a statistical and comparative analysis for both groups
of speakers;

5) To work out recommendations for inexperienced non-native
writers of scientific articles in the field of linguistics.

The results obtained in the analysis can be used for teaching
theoretical and practical courses of English grammar, stylistics and
discourse analysis.

Key words: hedging, compensatory strategy, hedging device,
academic writing, scientific discourse, British English, gender.

Introduction

The research is aimed at studying the notion of hedging, the
frequency of hedges and their functions. The paper focuses on the use
of hedges in academic writing by native and non-native speakers of the
British variety of the English language.

The notion of hedging has been investigated in many scholarly
papers and approached in different ways over the past twenty-five years
(Biber, 2016; Brown, & Levinson, 2014; Fraser, 2010; Lakoft, 1972;
Larina, 2009; Maryukhin, 2010; Osipiv, 2012). Hedging is an integral
and indispensable part of academic writing. The paper presents
particular interest for non-native researchers who contribute to English
research journals. The scientific novelty of the paper includes
comparison of the use of hedges by native and non-native English
speakers. The writers’ gender is also taken into consideration.
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Material and methods

There is general agreement that hedging should be regarded as a
rhetorical strategy, which enables people to interact effectively in
different spheres of life. Hedging is considered to be a means of
mitigating the illocutionary force of the utterance, which reduces the
speaker’s commitment to avoid possible face-threats in order to protect
the interlocutor from potential harm or negative effects caused by the
speech act. The term hedging is also used with reference to a range of
textual strategies which apply hedges in a context to fulfill different
communicative purposes such as politeness, mitigation, vagueness and
modality. Hedging is one of the most essential features of written texts.
Unhedged statements and conclusions are open to criticism and could
even be treated as intellectually dishonest.

Hedging can be expressed with the help of various lexical items,
grammatical devices and syntactic structures, depending on the
speaker’s or writer’s purposes. Because of the fact that hedging is
mostly treated as a socio-pragmatic phenomenon, there is still no
absolute agreement on the issue concerning what linguistic devices
should be referred to as hedges. That is why it is quite problematic to
find one universal classification of hedging devices that would include
and describe all the existing forms of hedges. Nevertheless, many
researchers point to major features of hedges which should be taken
into account. Therefore, it is relevant to divide the existing
classifications into two groups: the former are based on the forms of
hedges and the latter describe their functions.

For the purpose of the research, the functional approach to
classifying hedges suggested by Prince, Frader and Bosk (1982) was
chosen. They divided hedges into two classes according to their
functions in the text: approximators and shields and described their
functioning. The first one was based on propositional content solely
and was also subdivided into two subclasses: adaptors and rounders.
Adaptors, such as somewhat, kind of, sort of, some, a little bit, largely,
relatively applied to class membership and contributed to the
interpretation of an utterance.

e.g., You seem to be somewhat disappointed.

The timetable in Oslo is still a little bit unclear.

Rounders, such as about, approximately, something, around, almost

were supposed to denote a range, where the notion is approximate.
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e.g., Newborn pandas weigh around 100 to 200 grams and measure
something 14 to 17 centimeters long.

His blood pressure was about 150/95 mm Hg.

Both subclasses indicated that the situations given in the examples
were close to the expression modified, but not exact.

The second class, shields, implicated a level of uncertainty in terms
of the speaker’s involvement. There were two subclasses, too:
plausibility shields and attribution shields. Plausibility shields such as /
think, I suggest, probably, I take it, as far as I can tell, I have to believe,
right now, I don’t see that, were expressions that conveyed doubt.

e.g., But I don't see that we have any other options.

I wish I had an umbrella right now.
As far as I can tell, they don't have this one.

Prince et al. (1982) wunderscored that unhedged statements
implicated that the indicated information was drawn from logical
reasoning, while messages marked by plausibility shields demonstrated
that the speaker exercised plausible reasons.

The second subclass, attribution shields were expressions such as
according to somebody’s estimates, presumably, at least to somebody’s
knowledge, which ascribe the responsibility of the statement to
someone other than the speaker, often applying plausible reasoning.

e.g., She was not very arrogant, according to his estimates.

She'll presumably come later.
He hasn't spoken to them since Friday, as far as I know.

Making use of attribution shields, the speaker usually contributes to
the truth of the message.

The Journal of Pragmatics was used as the main source of research
articles. It is an interdisciplinary journal of language studies, which was
first released in 1977. It comprises a wide range of academic research
articles on pragmatics (cognitive, experimental, historical,
interpersonal, multimodal, theoretical and etc.) and related fields such
as discourse analysis, semantics, sociolinguistics, linguistic
anthropology, interactional linguistics, psychology, media studies,
sociology, and the philosophy of language. There are about 950
contributions from all over the world in the online archive of the
journal.

For the purpose of the paper, 20 research articles were collected
from different volumes of the Journal of Pragmatics that were released
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in 1992-2018. The word count for each article comprises 6000-8000
words. The articles belong to the spheres of linguistics and
sociolinguistics and represent results of scientific research. For the
purpose of statistical and comparative analysis, the authors of the
articles were chosen on the basis of the following criteria, which also
determined the next three stages of analysis of the collected articles:

— Origin (10 research articles are written by British native
speakers of English, and the authors of the rest 10 articles
are characterized as non-native English speakers. From
there, the collected articles were divided into two groups.);

— Gender (Within each group of both native and non-native
authors of the research articles there are 5 female and 5
male writers. It determined the further subdivision of the
articles for the analysis.)

After the research articles were collected and sorted out, they were
subjected to thorough statistical and comparative analysis. First, hedges
were identified and collected from those articles. Second, the gathered
hedging expressions were counted and classified according to their
functions and what parts of speech functioned as hedges. And finally,
the obtained results were compared with the regard to the authors’
origin and gender.

The search of hedging expressions resulted in 1257 tokens in 10
research articles (60000-80000 words). The collected examples were
first classified according to their functions in the text: approximators
and shields.

Results

The present research shows that the most frequent class of hedges
employed by native speakers of English in academic writing is shields.
The number of tokens in each class is given in figure 1 below. The
percentage of their use is demonstrated in pie-chart 1 below. The
figures illustrate the frequency of the two classes of hedges and their
four subclasses.
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Figure 1. Frequency of hedges in research articles written by native

speakers
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Pie-chart 1. Frequency of hedges (percentage)

= Approximators = Shields

As is seen from the above figures representing hedging devices
employed by native speakers of English in academic writing, shields
are almost three times as frequent as approximators (979 and 278
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tokens respectively). This demonstrates that the authors avoid using
exact figures and characteristics, often referring to opinions of other
acknowledged researchers. Examples of the two types of hedges are
given below.

1.  “While (plausibility shield) the precise nature of that
role is still subject to continuous investigation, interactional
phoneticians seem (plausibility shield) to agree that clusters of
specific prosodic cues can (plausibility shield) be described for
different linguistic varieties which occur in the vicinity of turn-
endings, and are treated by conversationalists as potential
signals for turn-completion or turn continuation, respectively.”;

2. “As a result, syllable duration and rate of articulation
may (plausibility shield) vary across intervals, according to
(attribution shield) the number of syllables in each interval.”;

3. “Our perception of a stretch of British English speech
as rhythmic is created by the distribution of its stressed syllables
at roughly (rounder) regular intervals of time.”;

4.  “This explains the observation in this data set and in
others that participants tend to rhythmicise their speech
particularly (adaptor) strongly towards the end of their turns.”.

According to the part-of-speech classification, it is possible to
differentiate between hedging nouns (e.g., assumption, suggestion),
verbs (modals (e.g., may, could) and epistemic verbs (e.g., suggest,
assume), adverbs (e.g., mostly, generally), adjectives (e.g., probable,
possible), impersonal pronouns (e.g., one), concessive conjunctions
(e.g., even though, although) and introductory phrases (e.g., according
to, to my knowledge). When the part-of-speech distribution is taken
into consideration, it is easy to determine whether hedges are mostly
employed in propositional content or embrace the whole speech act.
The results obtained are presented in figure 2 below.
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Figure 2: The use of different parts of speech in the hedging

function
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For the purpose of the comparative analysis, gender of the authors
was also taken into consideration.

Pie-chart 2. Percentage of hedges employed by male and female
researchers

= Male authors = Female authors

As is seen from pie-chart 2, male researchers employ hedging
expressions more often in comparison with female authors. There are
about 80-100 hedges
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Occurrences of double hedging can also be found in research articles
by female authors.

1.  “However, one could argue that the rhythmic pattern is
not disrupted by an absence of speech...”;

2. “This finding seemed to suggest a state of affairs in
which phonetic boundaries do not enact interactional ones...”;

3. “The effect of role seems relatively minor, and
unlikely to be practically meaningful.”;

4.  “This is probably especially true of role-related rights
and obligations”.

Pie-chart 3. Double hedging used by female and male authors

= Male authors = Female authors

As is seen from the above pie-chart, male researchers use double
hedging more frequently, thus making their research findings less
categorical and restricted.

The statistical and comparative analysis of the articles written by
native English speakers has shown that hedging expressions are used
quite frequently in academic writing. Researchers often employ hedges
while presenting their findings and making conclusions in order to
avoid prospective criticism. The most frequently used hedges are
plausibility shields, namely modal and epistemic verbs, which enable
authors to regulate the truth value of their statements. Speaking of
gender characteristics, the analysis has shown that male researchers
tend to employ hedges more frequently. Double hedging is also used
more often by male authors. On the average, there are about 80-100
hedging expressions to 7000 words.
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The present research shows that shields are employed by non-native
writers more frequently than approximators (759 and 164 token
respectively). The results are reported in figure 3 and pie-chart 4 below.
They show graphically the relative frequency of 923 tokens sampled in
the articles written by non-native authors.

Figure 3. Frequency of hedges in research articles written by non-
native speakers

800 759 699

Pie-chart 4. Frequency of hedges (percentage)

= Approximators = Shields

The above figure and pie-chart demonstrate that non-native speakers
tend to use shields more often, thus avoiding categorical statements,
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reducing responsibility for the statement and referring to some other
recognized researchers. Examples of different types of hedging
expressions extracted from the articles are given below:

1.  “In the following example (2), the pattern is basically
the same as in (1) but knowledge is not explicitly mentioned in
the enclitic clause.” (adaptor);

2. “They are difficult to square with the functional
categories used here, but ‘external’ is roughly equivalent to
information-seeking functions.” (rounder);

3.  “At the same time, the scope of -gi/-ki has been
claimed to be the whole sentence, not a single word or phrase”
(plausibility shield);

4. “It was shown above that the enclitic pattern can
involve epistemic as well as other kinds of verbs, that the crucial
new information may be obtained from verbal or non-verbal
sources, and that the pattern occurs across both polarities, even
though it is more common in negative clauses that already
express that the matter is counter to expectations.” (plausibility
shield);

5. “They analyzed 504 metaphors in some transcripts of
the MacNeil/Lehrer News Hour according to a nine-category
taxonomy.” (attribution shield).

Pie-chart 5: Percentage of hedges employed by female and male
writers

= Male authors = Female authors
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Pie-chart 5 demonstrates graphically the discrepancy between the
number of hedges used by male and female non-native speakers in the
articles. Shields prevail over approximators in every article.

Speaking of double hedging, it is important to highlight that there
are no occurrences of these in the research articles written by female
non-native authors, while the number of double hedging used by male
writers comprises 7 tokens (100%). Examples of double hedging are
presented below.

1.  “In addition, interlocutors should generally avoid
dedicated means for asking questions (polar and constituent
interrogatives) altogether in favor of more covert means of
procuring information.”;

2. “In this respect, one should bear in mind that self-
repairs are a very special kind of linguistic input.”;
3. “An imperative form, for example, makes relevant the

immediate fulfilment of the request and is used when the
requester can assume the requestee’s compliance.”.

The use of double hedging contributes to making statements sound
more tentative thus less open to criticism.

The statistical and comparative analysis of the research articles
written by non-native speakers of English has shown that hedging
expressions are employed quite often. The most frequently used types
of hedges are shields, namely plausibility shields, which enable
researchers to appear less categorical and restricted. As for gender
characteristics, the articles written by male authors turned out to be
more hedged.

The comparative analysis of the hedging behavior of native and
non-native speakers has shown that although there are a lot of common
features in organizing research articles, there are still many more
differences.

Discussion

The main objective of the present study was to identify the
frequency and functions of hedging devices used by native and non-
native authors in academic writing. The research was conducted on the
basis of the British variety of the English language.

The linguistic investigation into hedging enables us to conclude that
it is one of the salient features of English scientific discourse, which
abounds in hedges. Hedging should be regarded as a rhetorical strategy,
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which enables people to interact effectively in different spheres of life.
Hedging is considered to be a means of mitigating the illocutionary
force of the utterance, which reduces the speaker’s commitment in
order to avoid the possible face-threat and protect the interlocutor from
the potential negative impact of the speech act. For the purpose of the
paper, the functional approach to classifying hedges was chosen.

To analyse hedging devices in academic writing, 20 research articles
(140000 words) written by native and non-native speakers of the British
variety of English were collected from the Journal of Pragmatics and
used as the main source for the analysis. Special attention was given to
the gender of the authors.

The statistical analysis of the 10 research articles written by native
speakers of English has shown that shields are almost three times as
frequent as approximators (77% and 23% respectively). This
demonstrates that the authors avoid using exact figures and
characteristics and they also avoid unequivocal statements, often
referring to opinions of other acknowledged researchers. As for the
part-of-speech distribution, verbs in the hedging function are the most
numerous in research articles written by native speakers. This signals
the authors’ choice to reduce their involvement into the propositional
context, ascribing the responsibility for the statement to someone else.
As the research shows, modal verbs are used more often than epistemic
verbs (69% and 31% respectively), as they allow to express certainty or
uncertainty about what is being described. It enables authors to sound
less categorical, disclaim responsibility and show openness to any other
new research findings.

The gender analysis of the native speakers shows that male authors
employ hedging devices more often than female researchers (59% and
41% of the total number of tokens respectively). The occurrence of
hedges is more than 100 tokens in every article by the male writers.
Plausibility shields are the most numerous hedges in both male and
female research articles. They enable authors to demonstrate a certain
degree of doubt, to appear tactful and, as a result, to avoid prospective
criticism. The number of hedging introductory phrases is higher in
articles written by female researchers. This proves that female authors
tend to appeal to somebody else’s opinions more often while presenting
their findings in research articles. The analysis of parts of speech also
showed that modal verbs, adverbs and concessive conjunctions can be
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found among the most frequently used shields. An interesting feature
can be observed: the number of double hedging used by male writers
comprises 21 tokens, which results in 78% of the overall number of
double hedging employed in the 10 research articles (27 tokens in
total).

The statistical analysis of the 10 research articles written by non-
native speakers has given identical results: shields prevail over
approximators (82% and 18% respectively), which enable researchers
to sound less categorical and more tactful. The most frequently used
hedges are plausibility shields, namely modal and epistemic verbs,
which can affect the truth value of the propositions.

When the gender of the authors was taken into consideration, the
analysis showed that researchers tended to use hedges more frequently
in their articles. Nevertheless, the number of attribution shields is
higher in comparison with those in the articles written by male authors
(35 and 27 tokens respectively). This proves that female writers tend to
refer to opinions of other recognized researchers more often thus
making their statements more trustworthy.

The comparative analysis of the 20 research articles written by
native and non-native speakers of English has shown the similarities
and differences in the use of hedges by native and non-native authors.
All the researchers use shields more frequently in order to reduce their
commitment to their statements and conclusions. Verbs in the hedging
functions, namely modal verbs, are the most numerous hedges in the
analysed research articles, as they enable to affect the truth value of the
proposition and disclaim responsibility for what is being described
most successfully. Speaking of gender characteristics, the number of
hedges employed by male authors is higher than that of female writers.
As for differences in the use of hedging devices, it is necessary to note
that native authors apply hedges naturally, systematically and
frequently, giving special attention to making hedged conclusions,
which proves that hedging is an integral and indispensable part of the
English language. Non-native researchers are unaware of underlying
rules of the use of hedges, that is why they employ them at random,
sometimes overusing them which makes them sound redundant or
omitting at all thus they appear categorical. An interesting feature can
be observed here: although non-native speakers use hedges less in their
research articles, German-speaking authors employ hedges as
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frequently as native speakers of English and in much similar ways.
Attribution shields, namely introductory phrases such as according to,
to smb’s knowledge, are employed more often by non-native authors of
research articles. This demonstrates that non-native speakers refer to
other acknowledged researchers more often in order to appear
trustworthy. Occurrences of double hedging are found in every
analysed research article written by native authors, which shows that
double hedging is a widespread phenomenon in academic writing. As
for non-native writers, German-speaking male authors only employ
double hedging.

Conclusion

The conducted analysis enables us to give recommendations for
inexperienced non-native writers of scientific articles in linguistics:

1. Focus on the use of hedges, as hedging is an indispensable part
of the English language, and research articles abound in hedges.

2. Focus on plausibility shields, as they will allow you to avoid
prospective criticism.

3. Do not overuse hedges in order to avoid sounding redundant.

4. Remember about double hedging, as it is a salient feature of
research articles written by native speakers.
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