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Abstract

The interactional nature of academic discourse has been analyzed in linguistics literature from
different perspectives. However, these studies have been predominantly conducted on English
materials. Little is known of how interactional metadiscourse elements are used in Russian
academic prose and what diachronic changes in metadiscourse have occurred in the last decade.
Building on previous research that suggests cross-linguistic, cross-cultural and diachronic
differences in the use of hedges in academic prose, this paper explores functional categories of
hedges used in Russian research article abstracts from a diachronic perspective. The main focus
is on quantitative and qualitative variations in the functional realization of hedging, since it may
be expected that it could change over time. The study was conducted on a corpus of 112 linguistics
research article abstracts published in four Russian journals in two periods (2008—2014 and 2015—
2021). To investigate hedging devices and their functional categories, this study employed
quantitative and qualitative analyses. The quantitative analysis indicated that in the first period
(2008-2014) hedging was most frequently realized through modals, reporting verbs, and
quantifiers. In the second time span (2015-2021), reporting verbs, epistemic verbs, and adjectives
of probability were among the most frequent functional categories of hedging. Overall, the
distribution of functional categories of hedging changed in the second period when hedging was
realized through a variety of lexical means belonging to different functional categories. In terms
of the functions of hedging, the difference was also striking. In the first time span, hedges were
employed to diminish an authorial presence in the text, while in the second one authors hedged to
point toward possible methodological limitations and to signal inaccuracies of research results.
Despite some data limitations, this study could be seen as a starting point for future research of
metadiscourse in Russian-language academic prose from cross-disciplinary, cross-cultural or
diachronic perspective.
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AHHOTAIIUSA

WHTepakioHanbpHas IpUpoJa akaJeMUIecKOro JUCKypca HEOJHOKPATHO CTAHOBUIACh OOBEKTOM
JMHTBUCTHYECKUX HccienoBaHni. OHAKO aHaIN3 MPEUMYIIECTBEHHO MIPOBOAMICS Ha MaTepHae
aHrnmiickoro si3pika. [Ipobiiema uCnonb30BaHNs METAANCKYPCHBHBIX 3JIEMEHTOB B PYCCKOSI3BIYHBIX
HAaY4YHBIX CTaThsX, B TOM YHCJIE B JUAXPOHHMUECKOM aCIEKTE, OCTAETCsl MaJIOU3ydIEHHOHN U TpedyeT
CBOETO PEIICHUS, YTO MO3BOJIUT MOJYIUTh HOBBIE JaHHBIC O PA3BUTHH METaIMCKYPCHBHOW KOMITE-
TEHIIUHM POCCUHCKUX nccienoBateneid. OObEKTOM HCCieI0BaHUS SBISIETCS XSDKUPOBAHNE KaK BaK-
Hasl METaJJUCKypCUBHAs CTpaTerus, KOTOPOU IOJb3yIOTCS aBTOPhI HAYUHBIX CTAaTEH AJIS NIPEICTaB-
JICHUSI CBOMX KOHLIETIIINH 1 TIOAZIepKaHMs Juanora ¢ yntaresneM. B craTbe paccmaTpuBaroTest hyHK-
LUOHAJIbHBIE KATETOPUU XEPKUPOBAHMSI B PYyCCKOS3bIUHBIX AHHOTALMSX C AUAXPOHUYECKOH TOUKH
3peHusi. B Qokyce HaxomsTCss KOJIMYECTBEHHbIE M KAaUYeCTBEHHbIE pa3yinuus B (pyHKIMOHAILHOM
peanu3ayy XeIKUPOBaHN KaK METaAUCKYpPCUBHOM cTpaTernu. MarepuanoM HCCIeI0BaHUs II0-
ciyxmn 112 arHOTanM# cTaTel, OmyOIIMKOBAaHHBIX B YETHIPEX BHICOKOPEHTHHTOBBIX POCCHHCKUX
JMHTBUCTHYECKUX >XypHanax B 2008-2021 romax, koTopble ObUIM pa3jiefieHbl Ha JBa Mepuoja:
20082014 u 2015-2021. [ns 1enei ucclieqoBaHus HCIOIb30BAIMCh METOIBI KOJUYECTBEHHOTO U
HMHTEPIPETATUBHOIO aHanu3a. KoJMYecTBEHHbIN aHAJIM3 MOKa3all, YTO B MEPBBIA HCCIELyeMbII
nepuon (2008-2014) xemKUpoBaHHWE MPEUMYIICCTBEHHO OCYIIECTBILUIOCH C HCIIOJNIB30BaHUEM
MOJAJbHBIX IJIaroJIOB, IJIArOJIOB HEMPSIMOM peud W KBaHTH(uKaTOpoB. Bo BTOpOoM mepuose
(2015-2021) manbonee 4YaCTOTHBIMU CPEACTBAMH XCIDKMPOBAHUS OKA3aIMCh TIIAroibl HEMPSIMOU
peun, SNUCTEMUYECKUE [JIaroybl U MPUIIAraTeNIbHbIE CO CMBICIOBBIM KOMIIOHEHTOM BEPOSITHOCTH.
B uenom, Bo Bropo#l neproj; Ha0op (YHKIMOHAIBHBIX KaTETOPUH XEeIKUPOBAHUS M3MEHMJICS 32
CYET pacIIMpEeHHs apCeHalla JIEKCHIECKUX CPEACTB. MIHTeppeTaTuBHBII METOI IIO3BOJINII BBISIBUTD
N3MEHEHHs B (QyHKIMOHAJIE CPECTB XeUKUPOBAaHUS. AHAIN3 TIOKa3aJl, YTO €CIIU B TIEPBBIi IEpHOA
XCIPKU HCITIOJIB30BaJIUCh IJIA SJIMMUHAUK aBTOPCKOTO MPUCYTCTBUA C LCJIBIO 3allIUTHI OT BO3MOXK-
HOW KPUTHKH, TO BO BTOPOM MEPUOJ UX TOMHUHUPYOLIEH (yHKIHMEH OblI0 yKa3aHHE Ha METOJI0J10-
TUYECKUE OTPaHUUYEHHS M BO3MOXKHbIE HETOUHOCTH PE3yJIbTaTOB UccnenoBanus. HecmoTps Ha orpa-
HUYCHHOCTb KOpITyCa AaHHBIX HC6OJ'HJU_II/IM BPEMCHHBIM IIPOMEIKYTKOM, PE3YJIbTAThl HACTOALICTO
HCCJICIOBAHNUS MOTYT OBITH HCIIOJB30BAaHBI M AAJIbHEHIIEro H3y4eHHS MeTallCKyPCHUBHBIX
MapKepoB B PyCCKOS3bIYHOM HAYTHOM JANCKYpCE.

KaioueBsbie cioBa: axademuyeckuil OUCKYPC, GHHOMAYUS CMAMbU, XEOICUPOBAHUE, MEMAOUC-
KYPCK, PYCCKUlL 361K
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1. Introduction

Hedges offer an interesting insight into academic discourse functioning as
metadiscourse devices used to present authorial claims with various degrees of
caution, to express a perspective on authorial statements, and to enter into a
dialogue with the reader (Hyland 1996: 251-252).

Hedging in academic discourse has been examined in a large number of works
(Al-Khasawneh 2017, Alonso-Almeida 2014, Alward 2012, Aull & Lancaster
2014, Dontcheva-Navratilova 2016, Haufiku & Kangira 2018, Heng & Tan 2022,
Hyland 1998, Kozubikova 2021, Lenardi¢ & Fiser 2021, Petchkij 2019, Vassileva
2001). Varttala (2001) examined the status of hedging in popularized articles as
opposed to research articles from three disciplines — economics, medicine, and
technology. From the same cross-disciplinary perspective, Takimoto (2015)
investigated research articles to measure the frequencies and functions of hedges in
humanities, social and natural sciences. Haufiku & Kangira (2018) explored the use
of hedges in Master’s theses and concluded that similarities and differences in
hedging depend on the data being analyzed, the writer’s level of English language
proficiency, and the need to conform to the accepted academic writing style. Aull
& Lancaster (2014) adopted a different approach to compare undergraduate
research papers and research articles with the aim to reveal stance-taking changes
as researchers gain experience in academic writing. The findings revealed
distinctions in the use of hedges emerging between novice writers and advanced
writers, which indicates a clear developmental trajectory in terms of hedging.
Dontcheva-Navratilova (2016) explored cross-cultural variation in the use of lexical
hedges and boosters to shed light on ways in which Anglophone and Czech writers
express different degrees of commitment in their assertions when striving to
persuade their target readership to accept their views and claims. It was revealed
that the existing variation reflects differences in the linguacultural and
epistemological traditions of the Anglophone and Czech linguistics communities,
which favor different rhetorical strategies when approaching writer-reader
interaction. These studies conducted on English materials indicate the less intense
use of hedges by non-native English writers (Belyakova 2017, Chen & Zhang 2017,
Dontcheva-Navratilova 2016, Hu & Cao 2011, Ji 2015, Sladkova 2017, Thuy 2018,
Vassileva 2001, Yagiz & Demir 2014). At the same time, it has been found that
different linguistic cultures use different functional categories to hedge in academic
discourse: Vietnamese writers, for example, prefer modal verbs (Thuy 2018), while
Iranian researchers often use adverbs, including approximators (Rezanejad 2015).

While these works are valuable, there is still a complementary contribution to
be made by a corpus-based study that compares the use of hedging devices in
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Russian academic discourse from a diachronic perspective. It is possible that such
a comparative analysis can reveal diachronic differences in the functional
categories of hedges used in Russian academic prose. Thus, in an attempt to
contribute to literature on hedging in academic discourse, the present study focuses
on the use of this metadiscourse device in Russian-language research article (RA)
abstracts. The research seeks answers to the following questions:

1) Are there any differences in the functional categories of hedges in Russian
RA abstracts written in 2008-2014 and 2015-2021?

2) What is the frequency of occurrence of different functional categories of
hedges used in RA abstracts written in two different periods?

3) Are there any differences in the functions of hedging devices in two different
time periods?

2. Theoretical background

The concept of hedging was coined by Lakoff (1973) who described the
communicative value of hedging markers and logical properties of words and
phrases, such as rather, largely, sort of, very used to make things fuzzier/less fuzzy.
Lakoff’s definition was used as a starting point by many other researchers. Brown
& Levinson (1987: 145) defined hedges as “elements that modify the degree of
membership of predicate or a noun phrase in a set” and are used to achieve linguistic
vagueness. In the same line, Prince (1982) described hedges as items making things
fuzzier, and Channel (1994: 20) defined them as “vague language”, expressions
whose meaning can be contrasted with another that “appears to render the same
proposition” or expressions whose meanings are stimulated by “intrinsic
uncertainty”.

The second group of definitions provided by Crismore & Vande Kopple
(1988), Hyland (1996, 1998) and Salager-Meyer (1994) describes hedges as
linguistic devices that convey the writer’s uncertain attitude towards the respective
statement and help avoid responsibility toward the utterance. Crismore & Vande
Kopple (1988: 185) defined hedges as elements that “signal a tentative or cautious
assessment of the truth of referential information™ and allow the author to reduce
his/her responsibility toward the information presented. In Myers’ (1989)
definition, hedges are “rational strategies used for dealing with the social
interactions involved in publishing an article”. According to Markkanen &
Schroder (1997: 5), “hedges can offer a possibility for textual manipulation in the
sense that the reader is left in the dark regarding the truth value of what is being
expressed and who is responsible for it.” Martin (2001) claimed that hedges are
used to communicate academic knowledge in a way that will enable them to gain
community acceptance of their contribution without the risk of Face Threatening
Acts. Hyland (1995: 33) argued that hedges allow writers to convey their attitude
to the truth of the statements, thereby presenting unproven claims with caution and
softening categorical assertions. The writers also hedge to invite the reader to get
involved in open discussion about the nature of propositions and to accomplish
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closure by reaching consensus on a particular issue (Hyland & Zou 2021).
According to Holmes (1997: 32), hedges are used to “create conviviality, facilitate
discussion, show politeness and oil the phatic wheels”. Politeness was also
emphasized in Hubler’s (1983) definition of hedging devices used to avoid
apodictic statements overlooking the readers’ wish to judge for themselves.
Salager-Meyer’s (1994: 6) definition “embraces three aspects of hedging, including
hedging as a politeness strategy: 1. that of purposive fuzziness and vagueness
(threat-minimizing strategy); 2. that which reflects the authors” modesty for their
achievements and avoidance of personal involvement; 3. that related to the
impossibility or unwillingness of reaching absolute accuracy and of quantifying all
the phenomena under observation. From the same perspective, hedging was treated
by Larina & Ponton (2020: 483) who defined it as the discursive style, “by means
of which a speaker represents their views as contingent and subjective rather than
objectively true, thus mitigating the face threatening potentialities of disagreement
and criticism”.

Thus, as can be seen from the definitions provided above, the research tradition
on hedging focuses on the three crucial aspects: hedging as vague language,
hedging as a way to avoid responsibility toward the utterance, and hedging as a
politeness strategy. Hedging has thus been approached as a semantic or pragmatic
phenomenon. For the purpose of the current study, Hyland’s (1995) pragmatically-
oriented definition of hedges as a multifunctional phenomenon will be used as it
seems to be more persuasive. Hedging will be treated as a metadiscourse strategy
employed to indicate different degrees of commitment and responsibility towards
the propositional content and involve the reader in a dialogue. It is assumed that
pragmatic functions of hedging in discourse depend on communication situations.

Judging by a large number of definitions of hedges provided by different
scholars, it is logical that there are various taxonomies of hedging devices (Clemen
1997, Crompton 1997, Hyland 1996, Mauranen 1997, Salager & Meyer 1994).
They draw on formal, lexical, or grammatical criteria or adopt a hybrid approach.
Crompton (1997) divided all hedges based solely on their form: sentences with
copulas other than be; sentences with epistemic modals; sentences with probability
clauses; sentences with probability adverbials; sentences where authors explicitly
designate themselves as responsible for the proposition and sentences where
authors use an impersonal subject but the agent is intended to be understood as
themselves; sentences containing a reported proposition that a hypothesized entity
X exists and the author(s) can be taken to be responsible for making the hypothesis.
Despite being persuasive and complete, Crompton’s (1997) taxonomy does not take
into account the pragmatic situation in which the same forms serve different
purposes. In addition to that, Crompton’s taxonomy excludes the possibility of
naming certain linguistic devices as hedges, which is also disputable.

Salager-Meyer (1994) proposed a different taxonomy of hedges, which
embraces both formal and functional criteria. Here are five categories of hedging in
this taxonomy: shields (all modal verbs expressing possibility, semi-auxiliaries,
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probability adverbs, and epistemic verbs); approximators (stereotyped adaptors of
quantity, degree, frequency and time); authors' personal doubt and direct
involvement; emotionally-charged intensifiers; compound hedges comprising the
juxtaposition of several hedges. Unfortunately, Salager-Meyer’s taxonomy does not
comprise all the elements that seem relevant for hedging.

Hyland’s (1996, 1998) taxonomy of hedging focuses on the pragmatic
functions of this metadiscourse category. The model accounts for the possibility of
multiple interpretations of hedging devices. In Hyland’s model, the main categories
of hedges are content-oriented hedges and reader-oriented hedges. The first one
includes features referring to the ways writers present themselves and convey their
opinions and commitments. This group of hedges mitigates the relationship
between the propositional content and the representation of reality (Hyland 1996).
It includes accuracy-oriented hedges and writer-oriented hedges. Accuracy-
oriented hedges specify the extent to which the terms “describe the events and state
of affairs referred to” and indicate “limits on certainty by restricting the time,
quality or generalizability of the proposition” or express subjective uncertainty in a
proposition. Writer-oriented hedges refer to the relationship between a claim and a
writer rather than to the relationship between “propositional elements”. The use of
these markers may refer to those cases in which the writer diminishes his/her
presence in the text by using impersonal, agentless and passive structures. Reader-
oriented hedges deal with the relationship between the author and the reader,
confirm the attention the writers give to the interactional effects of their statement,
and solicit collusion by addressing the reader as an intelligent colleague capable of
participating in the discourse with an open mind (Hyland 1996). These hedges
attenuate the writer's meaning by increasing the degree of subjectivity of the
utterance and transform an assertion into a question, which signals a high degree of
indeterminacy and implies the need for confirmation on the part of the reader. They
also make readers involved in a dialogue and invite them to judge the proposition.

Hence, the key distinction between reader-oriented hedges and content-
oriented hedges is that the latter deal with accuracy in regard to the world whereas
the former deal with the relationship with an audience and conventions of the
academic discourse community. Although it is sometimes difficult to identify ideal
classes of content-or reader-oriented hedges, and a hedge may be referred to any
category, Hyland’s taxonomy can be used to illustrate the realization of hedging
through a variety of functional categories and has been taken as a theoretical basis
for the present study.

3. Materials and methodology

3.1. Research design

To address the research questions set in the Introduction section, we collected
linguistics RA abstracts. The selection of the discipline of linguistics was motivated
by several considerations. First, very few diachronic studies of RA abstracts in
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Russian have examined this discipline, leaving an obvious lacuna to fill in. Second,
it would be important to focus on a single discipline to leave aside culture-specific
and language-determined effects on the distribution of hedges and their functional
categories. Third, as a representative of the linguistics discourse community, I have
sufficient knowledge of its discourse and metadiscourse practices, which would be
advantageous to the present study.

In designing the current study, a methodological framework proposed by
Connor and Moreno (2005) was used to reveal similarities and differences in
hedging in RA abstracts derived from different time spans. Connor and Moreno’s
(2005) framework is based on the concept of equivalence, which implies the need
for a common basis of comparison (e.g., textual data, metadiscourse markers,
functional categories), that allows the researcher to compare quantitative results and
draw reliable conclusions about diachronic differences in the use of hedging
devices.

3.2. Corpus design

Diachronic variation in the functional categories of hedges was investigated on
a specialized corpus consisting of 112 research article abstracts published in four
Russian journals in the field of linguistics (Russian Journal of Linguistics, Issues of
Cognitive Linguistics, Voprosy Jazykoznanija, and Tomsk State University Journal
of Philology) in 2008-2021. All the journals have a large readership and high
prestige in the field (Q1-Q2 SJR in 2021). The judgements on the origin of the
authors were made according to their family names and affiliation. Articles
published in the journals cover a wide range of linguistics sub-disciplines such as
semantics, cross-cultural studies, translation studies, discourse studies, genre
studies, sociolinguistics, etc.

Abstracts are an integral part of RAs published in these journals. The journals
impose strict requirements on the quality and structure of abstracts, which is not
always the case with other Russian journals. This is the reason why these journals
were chosen as a source of abstracts for the present study.

Since the present study examines RA abstracts from a diachronic perspective,
they were taken from different volumes of Russian Journal of Linguistics, Issues of
Cognitive Linguistics, Voprosy Jazykoznanija, and Tomsk State University Journal
of Philology starting from 2008 up to 2021, covering 14 years. The corpus was
compiled to ensure comparability in terms of genre (RA abstracts), authors’ origin
(Russia) and field (linguistics).

Russian Journal of Linguistics has been published by the People’s Friendship
University of Russia since 1997. Its intended readership is most likely to comprise
the international linguistics discourse community, as it publishes predominantly
English-medium research articles accompanied by Russian-language abstracts.
Tomsk State University Journal of Philology is published by Tomsk State
University. It is a more locally oriented national linguistics journal publishing
research articles since 2007. Its intended readership is the Russian linguistics
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discourse community, since most of the articles published in this journal are written
in Russian. The same is true for Issues of Cognitive Linguistics published by the
Russian Cognitive Linguists Association since 2003. Voprosy Jazykoznanija is the
oldest Russian linguistics journal published since 1952 by the Russian Academy of
Sciences. It publishes both Russian-medium and English-medium research articles
and reviews intended for the Russian and international linguistics discourse
communities. It should be noted that the differences in the intended readership of
the four journals may not be seen as a reason for variation in the hedging devices
employed by writers, since the present study focuses on Russian-language RA
abstracts intended for the Russian reader.

The time span under study was divided into two periods: from 2008 to 2014
and from 2015 to 2021. Within each period, eight abstracts from eight randomly
selected volumes of each journal with a one-year interval between them were
chosen. The result was 56 abstracts per each period, i.e. 112 abstracts altogether.
The RA abstracts taken from the issues published between 2008 and 2014 made the
first sub-corpus (SC1), and the RA abstracts derived from the 2015-2021 issues
were included into the second sub-corpus (SC2).

3.3. Methods

In order to investigate hedging devices and their functional categories, this
study adopted corpus-based and computational techniques together with
quantitative and qualitative analyses.

Quantitative analysis supplemented with manual contextual analysis was
applied to all instances of hedging markers in the two sub-corpora to identify their
functions. First, hedges were identified manually in the RA abstracts. Second, the
markers found in the corpus were manually analyzed in context. Following
Hyland’s (1998) taxonomy, the markers were divided into two main groups:
content-oriented hedges and reader-oriented hedges. The results were annotated in
tables and the frequencies contrasted.

The difference in word-count between SC1 and SC2 was normalized per 1,000
words. The occurrences were processed with AntConc 3.4, an advanced text
analysis application, which provides details about the text and can ensure the
accuracy of research results. The chi-square test was used to decide on the statistical
significance of the results.

Occurrences of hedges in the corpus were identified by drawing on lists
suggested by Hyland (2005) and taking into account the categories of lexical items
functioning as hedges. The examples discussed are intended to illustrate variation
in the functional categories of lexical items used for hedging in the two time spans.

A qualitative analysis was conducted to interpret the findings of the
quantitative analysis. A combination of the qualitative and quantitative methods can
contribute to more explanatory findings. The quantitative analysis identified the
frequency of occurrence of functional categories of lexical items functioning as
hedges in the two sub-corpora. The results of the analysis of the frequency of
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occurrence of functional categories of hedging markers in the two sub-corpora were
used as the basis for a comparative diachronic study of the ways Russian academic
writers approach writer-reader interaction and manifest their authorial voice in the
two periods.

4, Results

In this section, the data obtained from the study is presented, beginning with
the total frequency of hedges found in the two sub-corpora (Table 1). Thereafter,
the focus is placed on the frequency of the types of hedges (Table 2) and functional
categories most frequently-used to hedge in the two sub-corpora, after which the
findings are discussed from a diachronic perspective.

4.1. Frequency of occurrence of hedges in the two sub-corpora

Table 1 summarizes the results of a quantitative analysis of hedges occurring
in the two sub-corpora. It is important to emphasize that the research is based on
the analysis of RA abstracts from four linguistics journals. It is therefore more
objective to interpret the findings as certain trends in the field. The table shows that
the use of hedges in linguistics RA abstracts has increased significantly in the
second period (31.2 per 1000 words in 2008-2014 vs 15.7 per words in 2015—
2021). The RA abstracts written in 2015-2021 appear over-hedged in contrast to
the ones written in 2008—2014. Writers tend to speculate more, avoiding categorical
assertions to stay cautious and not to make inaccurate statements. In the first period,
on the other hand, the writers are more likely to opt for a less dialogic style or
employ alternative persuasive devices. An increase in the number of hedges in the
second period may be interpreted as a diachronic change reflecting pressure on the
Russian academic community, a desire of Russian writers to comply with the
international academic writing conventions. In the first period, Russian writers
seem to follow the rhetorical conventions of their native academic discourse.

Table 1. Hedges from a diachronic perspective (frequency per 1,000 words)

SC Hedges
SC1 15.7
SC2 31.2

4.2. Distribution of hedges by type

If we take a look from another angle, that is, from the perspective of the most

employed types of hedging in the two sub-corpora, the results are also different
(Table 2).

Table 2. Hedging by type (% of the total)

Categories SC1 SC2

Content-oriented hedges 92 93
- Accuracy-oriented 44 79
- Writer-oriented 51 11

Reader-oriented hedges 8 7
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The table shows clear differences in the use of different types of hedging in the
two periods. Although content-oriented hedging was generally more frequent than
reader-oriented one in both sub-corpora, the distribution of its subtypes differed.

The results of the analysis of distribution of hedges across the functional

categories in the two sub-corpora are presented in Table 3.

Table 3. Distribution of hedges across the functional categories

F ional . SC1 SC2
unctional categories % Per 1000 words % Per 1000 words

Nouns
Epistemic nouns 5.5 0.86 7.7 2.5
Probability nouns 7.1 1.11 6.9 2.24
Assertive nouns 0 0 0.49 0.97
Conative nouns 1.2 0.19 8.6 2.09
Total 13.8 2.16 23.7 7.71
Adjectives
Probability adjectives 7.2 1.13 11.1 3.46
Frequency adjectives 1.1 0.17 3.3 1.03
Total 8.8 1.3 14.4 4.49
Verbs
Epistemic verbs 9.5 1.52 11.42 2.93
Reporting verbs 19.8 3.1 17.3 5.4
Conative verbs 0 0 2.18 0.68
Modal verbs 21 3.3 10 3.7
Total 50.3 5.92 40.8 12.71
Adverbs and adverbial expressions
Approximative adverbs and adverbial
expressions 2 0.31 4.9 1.53
Frequency adverbs 7.1 1.11 4.6 1.44
Probability adverbs 5.2 0.82 4.7 1.47
Total 15.2 2.24 14.2 4.44
Quantifiers 9.7 1.49 4.9 1.53
Total 9.7 1.49 4.9 1.53
Pronouns
First person plural pronouns 1.9 0.3 1.8 0.56
Possessive pronouns 1.2 0.19 0.1 0.03
Total 3.1 0.49 1.9 0.59
TOTAL 100 15.7 100 31.2

The study revealed that in SC1 hedging was most frequently realized through
modal verbs (21%), reporting verbs (19.8%), and quantifiers (9.7%). In SC2,
reporting verbs were the most frequently used functional category (17.3%).
Epistemic verbs and probability adjectives were also among the frequently used
hedging elements (11.42 and 11.1%, respectively). As can be seen, the frequency
of occurrence of the functional categories differ significantly in the two sub-
corpora. What is interesting is a limited number of lexical means used for hedging
in SC1. In SC2, hedging was realized through a variety of the functional categories.
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4.3. Writer-oriented hedging and functional categories

An analysis revealed that writer-oriented hedges as a subtype of content-
oriented hedging were used more frequently in the RA abstracts written between
2015 and 2021. Contrary to the international academic writing instruction to avoid
passive voice, the Russian writers sought to diminish their presence in the text by
using passive structures. In most RA abstracts from SC1 (79%) and SC2 (69%),
author’s responsibility was reduced though the use of passive voice (1, 2, 3). The
constructions of “abstract rhetors”, which are more typical of Anglophone academic
writing style, were also used in the corpus but to a lesser extent (14% and 15.6%,
respectively) (4, 5).

(1) [Ipammamuueckas kamezopus paccMampueéaemcs Kax 08YCMOpPOHHee
eouncmeo cooepacanus u ¢opmol. (The grammatical category is
considered as a two-sided unity of content and form)' (SC2)

(2) Bebissnenst Hosvle A3b1K0Gble MEHOCHYUU (HeOUHAPHBI NOOX00 K OMpa-
JHCeHUI0 2eHOepa; U3MEHEHUsT 8 KOHYenmyalusayuu pacvl, 0003Ha4eHuu
603pacma u GuU3UYECK020 COCMOSIHUSL TUYHOCIU) U KOMMYHUKAMUGHbLE
npakmuxu, omeeuaiowue mpebosanusm  unkao3usHocmu. (New
language trends (non-binary approach to reflecting gender; changes in the
conceptualization of race, designation of age and physical condition of
the individual) and communication practices that meet the requirements
of inclusiveness were identified). (SC2)

Reporting verbs (uccreoyromes, paccmampusaemcs, ananusupyemcs, onucol-
saemcs) in passive structures were the most frequent functional categories of
hedging in SC1. In (3), the author uses the epistemic verb with the aim of
diminishing his presence in the text. The rate of occurrence of these lexical items
was less significant:

(3) Ommnowenust mexncoy npasmamuxol u JUH28UCMUKOU Mo2ym Oblmb UH-
mepnpemuposanvt mpems cnocovamu. (The relationship between
pragmatics and linguistics can be interpreted in three ways). (SC2)

Here are examples of constructions of “abstract rhetors” less frequently used
to express writer-oriented hedging in both sub-corpora.

(4) Ananuz xocHuUmMUGHBLIX CMPYKIMYPHBIX INEMEHMOE KOHGIUKMHO20 OUC-
Kypca noKa3wvléaem, 4mo KOHOAUKMHASL UHMEPAKYUS GO3HUKAEM 8 MOM
cnydae, K020a nPOUCXO0Um CMoJKHOBeHUe OA306bIX KOHYENMOo8 KOMMY-
nuxanumos. (The analysis of the cognitive structural elements of conflict
discourse shows that conflict interaction occurs when the basic concepts
of communicants collide). (SC1)

(5) Pezyabmamol ananuza akmugHOCMU UHOUBUOYATILHBIX RAPAMEMPOE U UX
2PV NO360IUNU ONPEOeIUmd PO 3HAYUMBIX OMAUYUL 8 CYOOUCKYPCAX.
(The results of the analysis of the activity of individual parameters and

! As far as my aim here is to display the nature of hedging categories in Russian-medium
academic texts, the translations provided are literal and may seem unidiomatic.
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their groups made it possible to identify a number of significant
differences in subdiscourses). (SC2)

By replacing the human subject with the non-human one expressed by the
assertive nouns (ananu3s, pezyniomamot), the writers limited their commitment to the
statements. Since the authors are seeking to demonstrate a contribution to scientific
knowledge, claims such as in (4, 5) carry a risk, and the hedge is employed as an
element of self-protection against possible criticism. By foregrounding Ananus
(‘analysis’) and Pezyromamur (‘results’), the writers present views where data
vested with agentivity is attributed with primary responsibility for an interpretation
(Hyland 1996).

Table 4 shows the most frequent realizations of writer-oriented hedging in the
two sub-corpora by functional categories.

Table 4. Most frequent writer-oriented hedges by functional categories
(listed in descending order of frequency)

SC1 SC2
Verbs uccnedyemcs ‘is studied’ Verbs uccnedyemcs ‘is studied’
Reporting paccmampusaemcs ‘is Reporting verbs nokassieaemcs ‘is shown’
verbs considered’ paccmampusaemcs
aHanusupyemcs ‘is analyzed’ ‘is considered’
onuceigaemcs ‘is described’ Epistemic verbs noHumaemcs ‘is understood’
oyeHusaemcsa ‘is assessed’
uHmepnpemupyemcs
‘is interpreted’
Nouns aHanus ‘analysis’ Nouns aHanu3s ‘analysis’
Assertive pe3zynomam 'result’ Assertive nouns uccnedosaHue ‘research’
nouns uccnedosaHue ‘research’ cmames ‘article’
cmames ‘article’ moodesnb ‘model’

The results indicate that the only functional categories used to modify
statements are reporting verbs and assertive nouns in SC1 and reporting and
epistemic verbs and assertive nouns in SC2.

4.4. Accuracy-oriented hedging and functional categories

To persuade the reader to continue reading the article, “writers need to
demonstrate that they not only have something new and worthwhile to say, but that
they also have the professional credibility to address their topic as an insider”
(Hyland 2004: 63). This persuasion is achieved with accuracy-oriented hedges used
to seek precision in statements and indicate the writer’s confidence in the truth of a
claim. In contrast to writer-oriented hedges, accuracy-oriented ones can be realized
through a greater variety of the functional categories: nouns, adjectives, verbs,
adverbs, and quantifiers.

The analysis revealed that in SC2, accuracy-oriented hedges were regularly
expressed by nouns (see Table 3). In (6), the author uses the hedge expressed by
the epistemic noun ecunomesa (‘hypothesis’) to indicate that his claim may be
inaccurate and is of speculative nature:
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(6) T'unome3sa uccnedo8amss 3aKIIOYAEMCI 8 MOM, YUMO pacnpeodeenue ya-
cmompl, UMY AKMUGHOCMU NAPAMEMPOS OUCKYPC-CIPYKIMYypupyroueil
Kame2opuu TUH2BOKPEeAMUGHOCMU MOdcem Oblmb UCHOIb308AHO O
npoGedeHUs KOHMPACMUBHO20 AHAAU3A CYOOUCKYPCO8 NPU YCTHAHOGIe-
HUU CIeneHU CONPANCEHHOCMU UX MHO2OMEPHBIX 6EKMOPO8 TUHEBOKPEA-
musnocmu. (The hypothesis of the study is that the distribution of the
frequency or activity of the parameters of the discourse-structuring
category of linguistic creativity can be used to conduct a contrastive
analysis of subdiscourses when establishing the degree of conjugation of
their multidimensional vectors of linguistic creativity). (SC2)

One more group of nouns employed to express accuracy-oriented hedging is
probability nouns (7), which were regularly used only in the second time span.

(7) Axyuonanvroe nonumanue OUCKYpca oaem 603MOICHOCHb 0Xapaxhnie-
pu306ams nogeoeHue JUYHOCMU 6 PAHbIX KOMMYHUKAMUBHBIX CUMYA-
YUAX, UHKOPNOPUPOBAHHOE 8 CUCIEMY COYUANbHO20 83aUMOOelCmEUs
VYACMHUKO8 00WeHUs 8 COOMEENMCMBUU C NPUHAMBIMU 8 MO cucmeme
xkyavmypuvimu npeckpunyuamu. (The actional understanding of discourse
provides an opportunity to characterize the behavior of the individual in
different communicative situations, incorporated into the system of social
interaction of participants in communication in accordance with the
cultural prescriptions adopted in this system). (SC2)

Conative nouns were also rather frequently employed by Russian authors in
the second period (8.6% of all lexical means used for hedging) (8). In SC1, their
share was rather low (1.2%).

(8) B cmamve npedcmasnena RONBIMKA OCMbBICIUMD CHAHOGIEHUE HOGbIX
HOpM ynompebienusi 00paujenull 8 peciameHmupo8anHulx cghepax oo-
wenus. (In the article an attempt to comprehend the development of new
norms for using addresses in regulated areas of communication is
presented). (SC1)

The least frequently used category of nouns (5% in SC2) was assertive nouns
(9). In SC1, no instances of this category were found. In SC2, the rate of assertive
nouns was insignificant.

(9) Teppumopus nopybescvs (Haxoosiwye2ocss medxcoy) — mecmo cbopa
HapyuleHull mpaouyuoHHbIX HOPM U Mamepuan 0Jis BPOZHO3A HAPOIHCOa-
rowuxcs usmenenutl Hopmul. (The territory of the frontier (located
between) — a collection point for violations of traditional norms and the
material for a prediction of emerging changes in the norm). (SC2)

Verbs used for accuracy-oriented hedging were also presented by several
categories, such as epistemic verbs, reporting verbs, conative verbs, and modal
verbs.

Epistemic verbs were regularly used in both sub-corpora to express subjective
uncertainty in a proposition (10).
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(10) Cemanmuxa nogoti koncmpyxkyuu ‘nu pasy ne N’ npeononazaem 3Kkc-
npeccusHoe ompuyanue NPUHAOIEHCHOCMU K KAMe2opUl, 8blPANCEHHOU
obvexmom ¢ onpedenennvimu ceoticmeamu. (The semantics of the new
construction never N means an expressive negation of belonging to a
category expressed by an object with certain properties.) (SC2)

In the above example, the writer uses the epistemic verb mpeononacaem
‘implies’ functioning as a hedge to carry uncertainty.

Accuracy-oriented hedges expressed by reporting verbs were employed to
show the adoption of a more tentative stance (11).

(11) B yacmunocmu, npumeHumenvHo K aHATUUPYEMOMY POMAHY ABMOPbL
cmamou pacCMampuearom xpoHomon 6 uoe 4acmHol KOSHUMUBHOU
mampuyvt [IPOCTPAHCTBEHHO-BPEMEHHONW KOHTHHYYM. (In
particular, in relation to the analyzed novel, the authors of the article
consider the chronotope as a particular cognitive matrix SPACE-TIME
CONTINUUM). (SC2)

Conative verbs were found only in SC2 (12). Their share was insignificant as
compared to other functional categories of hedging verbs (see Table 3).

(12) Aémop cmamovu nvimaemcs, 6 4ACMHOCMU, OYeHUMb makue ooOuje-
CM@eHHble UHUYUAMUBDL, KACAIOWUECS PYCCKO20 SI3bIKA, KAK «MOMATb-
Hulll oukmaumy u «cnoso 2oday. (The author of the article tries, in
particular, to evaluate public initiatives regarding the Russian language
such as “total dictation” and “word of the year”). (SC1)

Both in SC1 and SC2, accuracy-oriented hedging was regularly realized
through the modal verb mous, which deals with the epistemically possible. This
hedge “suggests the writer’s reservations concerning whether the situation actually
obtains, keeping interpretations close to findings, where claims may be less
tenuous” (Hyland 1996: 12) and helps distinguish between information as a fact and
information as an opinion (13).

(13) Honoocenus, pazpabomanmvie 8 X00e UCCACO08AHUSA, U NOTYUEHHbIE De-
3YAbMAMbl AHATU3A MOZYM ObIMb 8 OANbHelueM NPUMEHeHbl NPU MOOe-
JIUPOBAHUU MEXAHUZMOB NPOMUBOCTNOAHUS U NPOMUBOOCUCTEUsL MePPO-
PUCIMUYECKOUl Cyzeecmuu 8 Kubepnpocmpancmee u MeOutiHol cpeoe.
(The provisions developed in the study and the results of the analysis can
be further applied in modeling the mechanisms of confrontation and
counteraction to the terrorist suggestion in cyberspace and the media
environment). (SC2)

The author seems to be cautious in making claims about the results of his
research and their further application. The accuracy-oriented hedge mozcym is used
to convey the author’s uncertainty about what he is claiming.

Among the adjectives used for accuracy-oriented hedging, probability
adjectives were the most frequent in the second period (14, 15). As can be seen in
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Table 3, in the first period, this category of adjectives was used to a lesser extent
(1.13 vs 3.46 per 1000 words in SC1 and SC2, respectively).

(14) B cmamve npedcmasgneno ucciedoganue uemvipex aHIL03bIYHbIX
VUeOHbIX Crosapell 01 U3YHAWUX AHSTUUCKUL S3bIK KAK HEPOOHOU 6
cmpanax Pacwupsowe2ocs Kpyea ¢ no3uyuy 603MONHCHO20 OMpadice-
HUSL UMU NOJONCEHUL KOHMAKMHOU 6APUAHMONO2UU  AHSIUTCKO2O
sazwixa. (The article presents a study of four English-language educational
dictionaries for learners of English as non-native language in the
Expanding Circle countries in terms of their possible reflection of the
provisions of the contact variantology of the English language). (SC2)

(15) Asmop npuxooum K 661800y 0 CYyUECMBOBAHUU OUEBUOHBIX HCAHPOBHIX
Pasnuyuax mexcoy 602amuvlpCKoll CKA3KOU U 2epoutecKuUM 3NOCOM.
(The author comes to the conclusion that there are obvious genre
differences between the heroic fairy tale and the heroic epos). (SC2)

The next category of adjectives used to hedge is frequency adjectives (16).
They were found in both sub-corpora, but their share was smaller than that of
probability adjectives (0.17 vs. 1.03 per 1000 words in SC1 and SC2, respectively).

(16) B cmamve 6bia61a10MCS NPULUHBL YACHO20 YIOMPEOICHUS YMEHbUUU-
MENbHO-IACKAMENbHBIX CYPPUKCO8 68 HAYUOHATLHBIX 8APUAHMAX UC-
nanckozo szvika Ilepy u boauseuu. (In the article reasons for the
frequent use of diminutive suffixes in the national variants of Spanish
in Peru and Bolivia are identified). (SC1)

Adverbs and adverbial expressions were often used by Russian authors to
express probability, frequency of occurrence, or uncertainty. The example below
seems to be largely concerned with probability.

(17) Ilpu evicokou cmenenu Ycro8HOCmU paszoenenuss NaApaiileibHblX MeK-
CMO8 BCe Jice BOIMONCHO 6bIOCNCHUE CYUECMBEHHbIX Ollsi Nepesooa
oounaxosvix napamempos. (With a high degree of conventional
division of parallel texts, it is still possible to identify identical
parameters essential for translation). (SC2)

One more category of adverbs and adverbial expressions employed to express
hedging is approximative adverbs and adverbial expressions, which were frequently
used in SC2, while in SCI1 their rate was less significant (18, 19).

(18) K 2011 2. «akademuueckas penymayusny npeocmaem Kax HeyCmouuugoe
noHsmue, OMCHUIKU K AKAOEMUHeCKOU penymayuu co30aom 21aeHbim
00pazom IMOYUOHATLHYIO NPUBTIEKAMETLHOCTD OJIsL RPOOGUICEHUSL 00-
pazosamenvhuvix yeaye. (By 2011 “academic reputation” appears to be an
unsustainable concept, references to academic reputation mainly create
emotional appeal for promoting educational services). (SC1)

(19) Ommeuen docmamouno HusKull ypogensv GYHKYUOHUPOBAHUS ABIOD-
CKUX (OKKA3UOHANIbHBIX) AQOPUMO8 8 PEeCUOHATbHBIX  SI3bIKAX.
(A rather low level of functioning of author's (occasional) aphorisms
in regional languages was observed). (SC2)
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This group scales down the intensity of adjectives, reducing the affective
impact of statements.

One more group of adverbs and adverbial expressions employed to mark
reliability is adverbs of frequency (20, 21), which were regularly used in both
sub-corpora.

(20) Kax npasuno, pazeepmoiéanue u GKIIOUEHUE NPEONOIALAIOM ALO2UY-
nocmo. (As a rule, deployment and inclusion suggest illogicality).
(SC2)

(21) B cmamve packpbi8aiomcs 1uH80NPASMAMUYEcKe 0CobenHoCmu pe-
anusayuu pevesoco akma llpuenawienue 6 amepuKancKou KOMMYHUKA-
MUBHOU KYIbmype, KOMopbie YACHO SGISI0ONCsL NPUYUHON KOMMYHUKA-
mueuvix Heyoau 6 medickynomypHom oowenuu. (In the article the
linguopragmatic features of the speech act Invitation in American
communicative culture, which are often the cause of communicative
failures in intercultural communication, are described). (SC1)

The hedges are used to moderate the assertive statements, impart vagueness
and generality to the propositions.

One more functional category — quantifiers — was quite often used by
Russian authors in both periods (22, 23). The frequency of occurrence of this
functional category was rather high as compared to other categories used for
hedging.

(22) Ilpu smom Odannas cucmema 6vi3vigaen MHO20 MpyOHOCMel KaK npu
usyyeHul pooHo2o A3viKa, maxk u urocmpannozo. (At the same time,
this system causes many difficulties both in the study of native and
foreign language). (SC1)

(23) Taxorce 6v1a61210MCsE HEKOMOPBLE 3ABUCUMOCTIU 8 Peanu3ayu OAHHbIX
JUHSBUCTHUYECKUX noKazamenel u cnocobos epapuyeckozo Maprupo-
sanus caruenmuocmu. (Some dependencies in the implementation of
these linguistic indicators and methods of graphic marking of salience
are also revealed). (SC2)

Table 5 shows the most frequent realizations of accuracy-oriented hedging in
the two sub-corpora by functional categories.

Table 5. Most frequent accuracy-oriented hedges by functional categories
(listed in descending order of frequency)

SC1 SC2
Verbs Verbs
Epistemic verbs cyumameo Epistemic verbs npednonazames ‘imply’
Reporting verbs ‘consider’ cyumame ‘consider’
paccmampusame Reporting verbs paccmampusame ‘consider’
‘consider’ onucsisams ‘describe’
aHaAuU3uUpo8aMb Conative verbs neimameoca ‘try’
Modal verbs ‘analyze’ Modal verbs moub ‘can’
moyb ‘can’
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SC2

Nouns
Epistemic nouns

Probability nouns

Conative nouns

Funomesa
‘hypothesis’
803MOMHHOCMb
‘possibility’
8epoAMHoOCMb
‘probability’
rnoneimKa
‘attempt’

Nouns
Epistemic nouns

Probability nouns

Assertive nouns
Conative nouns

e2unomesa ‘hypothesis’
oueHka ‘assessment’
uHmepnpemayus
‘interpretation’
803MoxHocms 'possibility’
seposmHocme ‘probability’
nomeHyuan ‘potential’
meHOeHyus ‘trend’
npoeHo3 ‘prediction’
nonsimka ‘attempt’

Adjectives
Probability
adjectives

Frequency
adjectives

803MOMCHbIU
‘possible’
COMHUMesnbHbIl
‘doubtful’
criopHell
‘disputable’
peaynapHoll
‘recurrent’

Adjectives

Probability adjectives

Frequency adjectives

oyesudHslli ‘obvious’
803MOXHbIl ‘possible’
seposimHebili ‘probable’
aunomemuyeckuli
‘hypothetical’
AsHoll ‘evident’
yacmelli ‘frequent’
peaynapHell ‘regular’

Adverbs and
adverbial
expressions
Approximative
adverbs
and adverbial
expressions

Frequency adverbs

Probability adverbs

2/1a8Hb6IM 06pa-
30M
‘mainly’
docmamoyHo
‘rather’

8 yesom 'in
general’
yacmo ‘often’
06biyHO ‘usually’
UHo20a
‘sometimes’
B803MOMHO
possible’
04YesudHoO
‘obvious’

Adverbs and adverbial

expressions

Approximative adverbs

and adverbial
expressions

Frequency adverbs

Probability adverbs

npexcde ecez2o
first of all’
noymu ‘almost’
6osnee ‘more’
KaK npasuso ‘as a rule’
yacmo ‘often’
pezynapHo ‘regularly’
sepossmHo ‘probably’
803MOXKHO ‘possibly’
npeonoaoxumesnbHoO
‘presumably’

Quantifiers

MHO020
‘many’, ‘much’

Quantifiers

Hekomopele ‘some’
HecKosbKo ‘several’
yacmeo ‘part’

4.5. Reader-oriented hedging and functional categories

In the corpus, hedges were used not only as a strategy to convince the reader
to continue reading the article by demonstrating that the author has the professional
credibility to address the topic, but also to invite the audience to get involved in a
discussion about the writers' views. This function is realized through the use of
reader-oriented hedges. In contrast to content-oriented hedging devices, this group
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accounts for only 8% and 7% in SC1 and SC2, respectively. Here are examples
from the corpus.

(24) Mput paccmampusaem maxkue napamempbi MmeKcma, Kaxk noau@yHKyuo-
HALHOCMb, MHO2O3HAYHOCHb U AHMPONOYEHMPUUHOCb, U GbISGISEM
mpu e20 saxcuetiuiue QYHKYUU: KOSHUMUBHYIO, KOMMYHUKAMUBHYIO U
acmemuueckyro. (We consider such parameters of the text as
polyfunctionality, ambiguity and anthropocentricity, and identify three
of its most important functions: cognitive, communicative and
aesthetic). (SC2)

(25) Mamepuanom 0ns uccied08anus CayHcam mexcmsl aHeKOOmos8 HA UC-
NAHCKOM s13bIKe U3 COOPHUKO8 AHEKAOMO8, NepUuOOUKY, UHMEPHEem-Call-
Mmos, a maxdce HAMU UCCIe0YVIOMCs 00pa3ybl OAHHO2O pPeueBo2o
JHCAHPA, NONYUEeHHble OM UHPOPMAHMO8 — HOCUMeNell UCIAHCKO20
sazvika (nupenetickut éapuanm). (The material for the study is Spanish
texts of jokes from the collections of jokes, periodicals, websites, and
samples of this speech genre received from informants — native
speakers of Spanish (Pyrenean version) — are also analyzed by us).
(SC1)

The first person plural pronouns are used to soften the effect of criticism. As
Hyland (1996: 20) put it, “an overt acceptance of personal responsibility mitigates
the expression of a proposition and signifies a reader-oriented hedge”. The analysis
revealed that the first person plural and possessive pronouns were the only
functional categories used for reader-oriented hedging in the corpus (see Table 6).

Table 6. Most frequent reader-oriented hedges by functional categories
(listed in descending order of frequency)

SC1 SC2
Pronouns Pronouns
First person mbl ‘we’ First person mol ‘we’
plural pronouns Ham(u) ‘us’ plural pronouns
Possessive Haw ‘our’ Possessive Haw ‘our’
pronouns Hawu ‘our’ pronouns

The corpus-based analysis revealed several instances of first-person plural
pronouns even in the single-authored articles (0.19 per 1,000 words in SC1 and
0.11 per 1,000 words in SC2). I can assume that this trend reflects culture-specific
writing preferences or inexperience of some Russian authors with international
academic writing conventions. Even in our globalized world, some scholars tend to
adhere to well-established writing standards of their national academic
communities. This view was also supported by Shchemeleva (2019), who explains
writing preferences by national traditions, which give no room to make pronominal
choices. In the literature, the heavy use of first-person plural pronouns, which is
seen as inappropriate in English academic prose, is also explained by the author’s
desire to enhance the significance of the work presenting his/her claims as the
opinion of a scientific school. In addition, as Krapivkina (2014) put it, the use of
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first-person plural pronouns instead of “I” by Russian scholars is rooted in
collectivism typical of Russian culture and unconscious fear of manifesting
individual contributions to the field. Collectivism makes scholars write on behalf
of a larger academic community and hide their authorial ego. One more explanation
of using first-person plural pronouns instead of the first-person “I”” was provided by
Kozhina (1977), who believes that authorial “we” is used to show modesty. In the
same vein, Larina et al. (2017: 123) claim that “I”’ is hardly used in Russian
academic discourse, as it is associated with arrogance and “it is considered
stylistically inappropriate to make the authorial voice so visible”.

5. Concluding remarks

This article explored hedging in Russian-medium RA abstracts from a
diachronic perspective, which previously did not attract much attention of linguists.
Although recently many studies on hedging in academic discourse have emerged,
they have focused on a synchronic perspective only. This article adopted a
diachronic approach dealing with variation in the use of hedging devices in Russian
academic prose in the two different periods. At the beginning of this research the
assumption was that the distribution of functional categories of hedges in Russian-
medium RA abstracts had evolved over time. The study confirmed this assumption.
In 2008-2014, Russian authors showed a tendency to underuse hedges and
regularly employed only three functional categories of lexical items. The study
revealed that in the first period of research (2004—2008) hedging was most
frequently realized through modals, reporting verbs and quantifiers. In the second
time span (2015-2021), reporting verbs, epistemic verbs and adjectives of
probability were among the most frequent functional categories. Overall, the
distribution of functional categories of hedging changed in the second period when
hedging was realized through a variety of lexical means belonging to different
functional categories.

In terms of the functions of hedging employed, the difference was also striking.
In 2008-2014 the Russian authors used hedges to diminish their presence in the
text, while in 2015-2021 they hedged to point toward possible methodological
limitations and to signal inaccuracies of research results. In other words, in 2008—
2014 the authors preferred writer-oriented hedges to shield themselves from the
consequences of opposition, whereas in 2015-2021 accuracy-oriented hedges were
frequently employed to negotiate the precision of claims and convey an attitude
towards them. The reasons for these differences are complex, but I can attribute
them to the weakening intrusion of national Russian criteria of good writing in
2015-2021 when Russian academic writers gained greater awareness of the
international academic writing norms due to the need to publish internationally.
Russian writers have been learning to present their claims cautiously and accurately
both in Russian- and English-medium texts. However, some trends in the abstracts
selected to build the corpus seem to contradict international academic writing
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requirements. These include the employment of passive voice instead of active
voice or first-person plural pronouns in single-authored academic texts. These
trends were explained in cultural terms as an accepted Russian academic writing
practice. Russian scholars are instructed to avoid authorial s (‘I’) and use passive
voice or first-person plural pronouns instead. What is promising however, is that
the number of these metadiscourse elements has slightly decreased in SC2, which
also indicates that Russian writers have become more aware of international
academic writing style.

It should be admitted here that the research results presented in the article are
limited due to a small size of the corpus. Further research involving longer periods
would be required to verify findings on diachronic variation in the metadiscourse
patterns. Hedges could be also investigated from other perspectives. It would be
interesting to compare the distribution of hedges in English-and Russia-medium
RA abstracts by Russian scholars. In this way, we will be able to reveal differences
in the employment of hedges in the international and national academic contexts
and provide novice writers with guiding principles regarding hedging in academic
prose. Cross-cultural and cross-disciplinary variation in the use of hedges in RA
abstracts could be also of interest. This study focused on only one type of
interactional metadiscourse. Further research into other metadiscourse markers,
such as boosters, self-mentions, or attitude markers, would broaden the scope. Last
but not least, future research could involve interviews of academic writers to
analyze considerations they take into account when using metadiscourse in their
English-or Russian-medium research articles. Thus, despite the above-mentioned
limitations, this study could be seen as a starting point for future studies of
metadiscourse in academic prose from cross-disciplinary, cross-cultural or
diachronic perspectives.
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