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demonstrate that popular science articles are characterized by affective language, future-time
orientation, and narrative devices to enhance accessibility and engagement for non-specialists. In
contrast, professional articles exhibit terminological density, formal punctuation, and structural
rigidity, reflecting their precision-oriented communication for experts. Statistically significant
differences between professional and popular science articles show that the popular science
functional style is being formed as an independent entity with its own linguistic system blending
journalistic engagement with scientific discourse, rather than existing merely as a simplified
derivative of professional science style.
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nuTepaTtypbl: CXOACTBA U pa3nnyuns
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AnHoTauus. Brepseie metogonorus JINBK (quHrBHCTHYECKUI aHANM3 U TIOJCYET CIIOB) MPUMeE-
HACTCS IJII KOJIMYECCTBCHHOI'O BBISIBJICHUS pa3n14q1/1ﬁ MECKIY SA3BIKOBBIMU l'IpOd)I/IJ'IHMI/I aKaaeMu4de-
CKHUX Y HAYYHO-TIONYJISIPHBIX CTATe! U X OTHECEHUsI K Pa3HbIM (DyHKIMOHABLHBIM CTHIISIM. Pe3yiib-
TaThl MOKA3bIBAIOT, YTO HAYYHO-MOIMYJISPHBIE CTaThU OTIMYAIOTCS YMOLMOHAIBHOW OKpalleHHO-
CTBI0, OpHEHTaIel Ha Oy Iyliee 1 HCTI0JIb30BaHUEM HapPaTHBHBIX CTPATEr i, 4TO JeIaeT uxX Ooee
MOHATHBIMU ¥ WHTEPECHBIMHU I IIMPOKOH ayJUTOpUU. B TO ke BpeMs akaJeMHUYECKHE CTaTbhH
JIEMOHCTPHUPYIOT BBICOKYIO TEPMHUHOJIOTMYECKYIO IIIOTHOCTH, (DOPMAaJIbHYIO IMMyHKTYAIHIO U CTPYK-
TYPHYIO )KECTKOCTb, YTO COOTBETCTBYET YCTAHOBKE HA TOYHOCTb U aIPECHOCTh B KOMMYHHKALIUU CO
cnenuanuctaMu. CTaTHCTHYECKU 3HAYMMBIE PACXOKACHUS MEXIY IByMs THIIAMHU CTATeH OITBEp-
JKIAI0T, YTO HAYYHO-TOMYJSPHBIA CTHJIb CIOXKWJICS KaK CaMOCTOSTEIBHBIN JIMHTBHCTHYCCKUI
(heHOMEH, CHHTE3UPYIOUINI IEMEHTH HAyYHOTO W MEIUHHOTO IUCKYPCOB, a HE SBISIETCS YIIPO-
IICHHBIM BapUAaHTOM aKaJIEMHYECKOTO HAYYHOTO CTHIISL.

KiroueBble cioBa: HaydIHBIH (QYHKIMOHANBHBIA CTUIIb, HAYYHBIA TUCKYPC, HAYIHO-OITY IS PHBIHA
TEKCT, TMHTBUCTUIECKUI aHanu3 U nojcyet ciioB (LIWC)

Bksiag aBTOpOB: paBHO3HAYEH Ha BCE ATAIaX MCCIIENOBAHMS U MOJrOTOBKY CTAaThU K Iy OJIMKALINH.
KoH}mKT nHTEpecoB: aBTOPHI 3aBUIN 00 OTCYTCTBUHM KOH(DIMKTOB HHTEPECOB.
Hcropus cratbn: nata nocrymienus: 20.01.2026; nata npuema B nevats: 10.02.2026.

s mutupoBanusi: Topping K., Egorova L.A., Nikashina N.V., Nagornova E.V. Professional
and Popular Science: Mapping Linguistic Overlap and Divergence // Bectauk Poccuiickoro
yHHBepcuTeTa ApyxO0bl HaponoB. Cepust: Teopus si3pika. CemuoTtuxa. Cemanrtuka. 2026. T. 17.
Ne 2. C. 690-711. https://doi.org/10.22363/2313-2299-2026-17-2-690-711 EDN MAVNTQ

Introduction

Globalization of science leads to the changes in the organization of science
communication, defined by Burns et al. [1. P. 183]. as “the use of appropriate skills,
media, activities and dialogue to produce one or more of the following personal
responses to science (the AEIOU vowel analogy): Awareness, Enjoyment, Interest,
Opinion-forming, and Understanding.” Thus, the main trends of professional
communication development noted by Gunnarsson [2] — multi-linguality,
multiculturality, flexibility, and diversity — become the main features of science
communication as well. The research community became aware that scientific
progress was impossible without the global involvement of many researchers in the
cycle of creating, exchanging, processing and evaluating large quantities of
information. These global processes led to the development of new ways of
disseminating knowledge, such as digital libraries, open access journals and social
networking sites [3]. As science discourse became more international, less
individualized, and more uniform and structured, it formed several subsystems
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within it, fulfilling different functions besides research development: for example,
informational, popularizing, educational, political, advertising, and social [4; 5].
On the periphery of science discourse, new subtypes were formed, e.g., popular,
didactic, technical, and so forth, distinguished mainly by the audience they were
aimed at and the functions they performed.

Online communication changes the processing of information. Publishing new
articles and research data becomes easier and faster. Researchers can connect their
new works with their previous ones, include references to preceding texts and data,
and spread new data among wider audiences. New media allow showing and hiding
essential and additional text components, to single out structural elements fulfilling
different functions. Means for supporting the communication between members of
the scientific community also acquire new features [7]. New tools appear that allow
making comments, connecting new publications with similar ones, and uniting all
publications on the same topic into clusters, ranging the publications according to
number of citations, readings, and comments, all indicating the interest of the
scientific community [8—11]. What is more, multimodal texts using various media
prevail over purely verbal ones, as their non-verbal elements attract the attention of
readers [11] and possibly increase the rating of the publication.

Therefore, the form of texts changes accordingly. New components fulfil
specific functions, and the inner structure of the text becomes more oriented to
dialogue and promotion by automatic tools. The discourse loses its homogeneous
character, and its marginal subtypes separate and develop into new types with their
various audiences, functions, genres and language peculiarities. Investigating
emerging types of discourse can be carried out in several ways, e.g., via language
means, genres, pragmatics and polymodality, depending on the aims of the research
[12; 13]. According to Chernyavskaya [14], the key issue arising when studying
popular science discourse is the role of the popularization type of narration in the
system of functional styles, as popular science texts are quite flexible and combine
features of different styles (academic, belles-lettres, and journalistic).

On the one hand, language is becoming more homogeneous and predictable,
but on the other, new text elements appear to transform the text into cyber text with
its complex nature. Text analysis is becoming impossible without a
multidimensional approach, taking into account the characteristics of the members
involved in the communication, and the aims and media used. What is more, large
amounts of data require the application of computerized processing tools, that could
help in revealing the text functions, define the genre of the text, and show stylistic
errors to academic language learners. Applying such tools may identify the textual
features relevant for distinguishing different genres and discourses.

Literature Review

The variety of language associated with a certain social setting, time, and
participants is the focus of attention of modern linguistic research. Different terms
are used depending on the approach to the study. For example, Biber and Conrad
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referred to the notion of a register as the combination of “an analysis of linguistic
characteristics that are common in a text variety with analysis of the situation of use
of the variety” [15. P. 2]. They noted that “some linguistic features are common in
aregister because they are functionally adapted to the communicative purposes and
situational contexts of texts from that register”. The linguistic features
distinguishing features of different registers are universal and found in different
languages, e.g., Haider and Palmer [16] showed that advertising, novels, academic
texts, and reports in German possess a set of linguistic features that were
statistically different for genres belonging to different registers.

The term ‘functional style’, specific for the Czech and Russian schools of
Functional Stylistics, denotes historically formed and socially organized speech
variety that possesses the quality of systematicity, characterized by specific
principles of selection and combination of language. This variety is correlated with
a particular sphere of communication and form of cognition'. Quite often
distinguishing the terms ‘style’, ‘functional style’ and ‘register’ arouses confusion
[17; 18]. The term ‘Functional Style’ is used in this paper to emphasise the
dependence of linguistic features on the functions of the chosen language variety
and its connection with spheres of communication. A detailed analysis of functional
styles in English was given by Galperin [19] and developed in subsequent research
connected with various languages (see [20—-24]), which prove a universal character
of functional styles features.

The scientific functional style appears as a result of science communication
and is characterized by objectivity, logical evidence and consistency, high
level of abstractness, preciseness, clarity, formality, and terminological uniformity
[20; 21; 25], thus opposing the belles-lettres style characterized by individuality,
heterogeneity, particular selection of words revealing new meanings in the
context helping to create imagery, interactions of meanings, variability, and
uniqueness [19; 22].

A field approach to the notion of functional style [26] allows regarding a
functional style not as a closed entity, but as a phenomenon with a nucleus and
periphery. Genres possessing all the specifics of a particular functional style belong
to its nucleus, while those which display new peculiarities due to new extra-
linguistic factors are attributed to the periphery. Popular science genres first
appeared on the periphery of the scientific functional style. Initially, the popular
science functional style was regarded as a substyle of the scientific functional style
[20; 25; 27], then as a separate functional style with its own aim, purposes,
participants, specific interaction between the author and the recipient of message,
and content of the message [28].

The last 40 years witnessed an unprecedented growth in mass communications
based on new technologies, and social and political changes. The following factors

! Kozhina, M.N. (2003). Functional style. In: M.N. Kozhina (Ed.), Stylistic Encyclopedic Dictionary
of the Russian language. Moscow: Flinta, Nauka. (In Russ.).
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enhancing the transformation of professional and popular science functional styles
can be singled out [1; 7; 10; 13; 29]:

— 1ideological crises in mass consciousness due to globalization on all levels
of social life;

— global character of topics interesting for the audience at a certain period of
time;

— a considerable increase in the number of publications due to electronic
versions;

— the necessity to address people of different ages, nationalities, educational
and social background to achieve the goals of changing the mass picture of the
world,

— a new characteristic of author/ reader interaction — a dialogue, in which
the readers have become active participants in communication, their activity
promoting the rating of the publication together with the topic and the quality of the
text.

These extra-linguistic factors caused changes in the structure of professional
and popular science texts. They are no longer linear, though according to Clyne
[30], the linear form is specific to low-contextual Anglo culture dominating natural
science communication [31]. All elements of discourse must be verbalized and
unambiguous, and formal aspects play a dominant role. There is a tendency for texts
in natural sciences to be more influenced by English discourse patterns, i.e., to be
more linear and more symmetrical, while in more content-oriented cultures “people
are freer to ‘digress’, and ‘digressions’ (excursions) are utilized to broaden the topic
of the text, narrowed by the Anglo confines of ‘relevance’. For instance, historical,
ideological and polemic academic issues can be more readily incorporated into a
text not specifically dealing with these” [30. P. 73].

Now science texts are represented as a system of nodes and links created in
virtual cyberspace. According to Egorova: The hypertext information model,
proposed back in the 80s and based on the hypothesis that the processing and
generation of ideas by the human brain is associative, is increasingly recognized as
a structure for the effective representation and transfer of knowledge. A hypertext
system containing a network of nodes (fragments, modules, frames) and the
associated links create a multidimensional information space adequate to the deep
structure of the ideas processing by the human brain [32. P. 82].

A hypertext goes through the stage of a hypermedia text to become a cybertext.
As Aarseth puts it, the concept of a cybertext focuses on the processing of the text,
the medium and ‘the user’ of the text. “During the cybertextual process, the user
will have effectuated a semiotic sequence, and this selective movement is a work
of physical construction that the various concepts of “reading” do not account for”
[33. P. 1]. The recipient is active, his/her interaction with the text may be successful
or not, and s/he is always at risk like a gambler. The role of the medium is changing
as well. New forms of electronic communication change the representation of
different structural elements according to their functions. Electronic means of
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publishing change the visibility of the whole structure; the recipient may include
various nodes in his/her individual path of the text processing. Perception is limited
by the size of the screen, on the one hand, but is unlimited in terms of penetrating
into distant nodes following the links from the text elements. The text becomes
creolized, i.e., verbal and non-verbal elements are united and influence the results
of the text evaluation [7; 34; 35].

Popular science texts tend to be more comprehensive, i.e., they include
elements bearing social, advertising, expressive, or emotional character reflecting
the functions they fulfil. They verbalize the values set by the addresser [36].
Therefore, their non-linear information structure requires an integral approach for
the analysis.

Several attempts were made to design a model of the popular science text
integrating segments fulfilling different functions. According to Petrushka, the
popular science content is “a multicomponent object in its purpose, with oriental
and auditorial typological features which organically combine the functions of the
scientific, educational, popular information source and, as far as possible, among
all other kinds and types of content mediums best represents the processes of
convergence” [37. P. 4].

The model based on four sectors (cognitive, linguistic, social and cultural)
suggested in Khomutova & Petrov [38] reflects the production, development,
perception and functioning of the text on different levels and allows focusing
attention on a particular aspect, without losing the integrity of a text as a complex
object. In the cognitive sector, the text is analysed as a fragment of knowledge of a
certain subject area. And in the social sector, as a fragment of social space. The
cultural sector reveals cultural nation-specific values expressed in a particular text.
The linguistic sector helps identify linguistic categories and language means
conveying knowledge, cultural values and social actions. Communicative activity
is a core that unites all four sectors into a single whole, in which all aspects are
interdependent and interrelated [39]. So, professional/popular science cybertexts
comprise components with different functions related to different sectors, obliging
the reader to follow a specific path in processing them.

In suggesting that science and popular science texts might show significant
differences in several sectors, it was necessary to find a tool that could help process
texts, analysing parameters connected with various fields. Linguistic Inquiry Word
Count (LIWC) originally was used in psychometric research and proved to be a
valuable instrument due to the following features. First of all, the procedure for
dictionary words selection is transparent and demonstrated reliable results in
estimating different variables of texts [40—43]. The default systemic LIWC2015
Dictionary consists of approximately 6.400 words, word stems, and emoticons that
tap basic emotional and cognitive dimensions often studied in social, health, and
personality psychology: numbers, punctuation, short phrases, “netspeak” language
from Roget’s Thesaurus, standard English dictionaries and brain-storming sessions
among judges. All items have undergone six stages of analysis and further selection:
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Judge Rating Phase, Base Rate Analyses, Candidate Word List Generation,
Psychometric Evaluation and Refinement Phase [41. P. 5-7] and have been
distributed into different categories. The tool allows the analysis of punctuation,
grammar, lexical, social, psychological, and emotive parameters (85 variables in
total), which have demonstrated their reliability in various aspects of text analysis
[44-46].

Summary variables were developed to investigate linguistic, social and
psychological processes. They were: “Analytical thinking — a high number reflects
formal, logical, and hierarchical thinking; lower numbers reflect more informal,
personal, here and now and narrative thinking. Clout — a high number suggests
that the author is speaking from the perspective of high expertise and is confident;
low Clout numbers suggest a more tentative, humble, even anxious style.
Authentic — higher numbers are associated with more honest, personal, and
disclosing text; lower numbers suggest a more guarded, distanced form of
discourse. Emotional tone — a high number is associated with a more positive,
upbeat style; a low number reveals greater anxiety, sadness, or hostility. A number
around 50 suggests either a lack of emotionality or different levels of ambivalence.”
[46. P. 21-22]. The summary variables facilitate textual analysis of different
sectors.

Methodology

The genre of articles was chosen for the research, as articles represent the most
frequent type of professional science and popular science texts, demonstrating the
core features of each style, covering recent scientific events addressed to wide
circles of scientists and general public interested in the subject.

First, 30 open access popular science articles written by science journalists and
published in Scientific American and The Scientist were selected. Those magazines
were selected for their interdisciplinary character, the quality of the presented
research, the address wide circles of scientists and the principles they pursued. For
example, Scientific American publishes work by journalists, scientists, scholars,
policy makers and people with lived experience of scientific or social issues”?. The
selected articles met the following criteria: 1) uniformity of the genre (feature
article); 2) field of study connected with life sciences (medicine, health, biology,
ecology); 3) topic interesting for broad audience.

Each popular science article was based on research, but we also chose open-
access evidence-based professional science articles based on similar themes. This
restriction on the choice of articles aimed at retaining the field of study and thematic
alignment between the professional science and popular science articles. The
factors in the selection of articles were as follows: 1) uniformity of the genre
(popular or professional science article); 2) coverage of the topic discussed in both

2 Scientific  American. (2023, January 15). About. Springer Nature. URL:
https://www.scientificamerican.com/page/about-scientific-american/ (accessed: 15.01.2023).
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articles, although in the popular science article in the most general way; 3) length
of the article (professional articles should be longer than popular articles).

Five popular science articles out of 30 did not have professional science
articles in their reference list which met the above-mentioned criterion of length.
So, we had to select two shorter professional science articles for each to keep the
length proportion between professional and popular science articles. This procedure
provided 30 popular science and 35 professional science articles, matched in the
same fields of study.

The number of articles and number of words collected in two corpuses —
popular science and professional science articles — allowed undertaking statistical
analysis of the data and at the same time considering their compositional and
thematic features individually (see Table 1).

Table 1. Characteristics of Popular Science and Professional Science Corpuses

Popular Professional Total
Science Corpus | Science Corpus
Number of articles 30 35 65
Number of words 86.003 222.559 308.562
Average number of words per one article 2.867 6.359
Years of Publication 20182020 20112019

Source: compiled by Keith Topping, Liudmila A. Egorova, Natalia V. Nikashina, & Ekaterina V.
Nagornova.

Compositional peculiarities of articles are usually studied in relation to their
connection to different discourses [47], functions of elements [5; 37; 48] and
perception [49]. We aimed to consider common structural elements of articles of
each corpus to define their functions. On the basis of a conceptual model of medium
of popular science content suggested by Petrushka [37], the following functions
were regarded as essential for popular science articles: 1) Popularization of
research; 2) Creating a network on the topic; 3) Navigating the article; 4) Informing
about publication details.

Professional science article components fulfilled a wider set of functions, most
of which were related to proving the validity and reliability of the research data and
forming a cluster of researchers [48; 50-55]: 1) Informing about the area,
background, methodology, results of the research; 2) Giving additional information
about the data of the research; 3) Creating the science net on the topic; 4) Informing
about the participants of the research; 5) Navigating the article; 6) Informing about
publication details; 7) Promoting the author/journal/institution/foundation.

The next stage was connected with the textual compositional analysis of
selected articles. The task was to single out the components of multi-modal texts
fulfilling different functions common for all analysed popular or professional
science articles, to identify the components possessing stylistic distinctive features
and suitable for a comparative analysis by means of LIWC2015, Version 1.6.0. The
hypothesis was that the principal functions that distinguished the professional and
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popular science discourses would be somewhat different, systemically influencing
textual features, i.e., in informing about the area, background, methodology, results
of the research and popularization of research respectively. Thereafter, statistical
analysis might reveal stylistic features specific for each corpus, reflecting the
differential formation of popular science and professional science functional styles.

Results

For popular science articles published in online editions, the common elements
were: 1) Route to the article from Home Page of the magazine; 2) Headline (with
the Hyperlink to the main body of the article); 3) Summary; 4) Author; 5) Date of
publication; 6) Information about the author with visuals; 7) Copyright information;
8) Icons of Social Networks; 9) Main Body; 10) Visuals with captions;
11) Hyperlinks to different parts of the article; 12) References (or hyperlinks in the
main body) to research data; 13) Keywords (optional); 14) List of references;
15) References to related popular science articles.

The structure of professional science articles was more complicated,
determined by the publication requirements of the specific journal though
somewhat similar across different journals. It comprised: 1) Route to the article
from Home Page of the journal; 2) Headline (with the Hyperlink to the main body
of the article); 3) Author(s); 4) Correspondence author; 5) Affiliations of the
authors; 6) Information about the author(s) (with hyperlinks to their profiles);
7) Access information; 8) Copyright information; 9) DOI (Digital Object
Identifier); 10) Abstract /In Brief /Highlights; 11) Publication history (Dates of
submission, reviewing, publication); 12) Keywords; 13) Icons of article tools (save,
share, print, figures, request permissions, citation tools etc.); 14) Icons of Social
Networks; 15) Main Body (Introduction, Methods, Procedures Results, Discussion,
Conclusion); 16) Visuals with captions; 17) Hyperlinks to different parts of the
article; 18) References (or hyperlinks) to research data, figures, tables, previous
research; 19) Advertisement; 20) Footnotes/Notes; 21) Supplementary material;
22) Acknowledgment; 23) Author Contributions; 24) Declaration of interest;
25) List of References; 26) Appendices.

If specific distinctive features appeared in the latter components as they were
specific for each article and fulfilled style-determining functions, we retained only
the components connected with the functions ‘popularization of research’ and
‘informing about the area, background, methodology, results of the research’ for
the next stage of analysis. Two corpuses of abridged professional science articles
and popular science articles were compiled. Each article contained the following
components: 1) Headline (with the Hyperlink to the main body of the article);
2) Summary; 3) Author; 4) Main Body; 5) Visuals with captions.

Tables 2 and 3 (below) show the functions of the major components of the
popular and professional science articles under analysis. Textual analysis showed
that some components contained standard textual or visual elements required by the
publisher, and built a frame for the article (Route to the article from Home Page of
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the magazine, Headline (with the hyperlink to the main body of the article), Date of
publication, Publication history (dates of submission, reviewing, publication);
Affiliations of the authors, Copyright information, References (or hyperlinks in the
main body) to research data, References, Digital Object Identifier, Access
information, Acknowledgment, Author contributions, Declaration of interest,
Icons). Others included information peculiar for each article (Author(s), Headline,
Summary, Main Body (Introduction, Methods, Procedures Results, Discussion,
Conclusion, Visuals with captions).

Table 2. The Basic Functions of Components of Popular Science Articles

Function
Creating a Informing
Component Popularisation Navigating about
of research network.on the article | publication
the topic .
details

Route to the article from Home Page of — - + +
the magazine

Headline (with the Hyperlink to the + + + +
main body of the article)

Summary + - - +
Author + + - +
Date of publication - - - +
Information about the author with - + - +
visuals

Copyright information — - - +
Icons of Social Networks — + - -
Main Body + - - -
Visuals with captions + - - -
Hyperlinks to different parts of the — - + -
article

References (or hyperlinks in the main - + - -
body) to research data

Keywords (optional) — + — —
List of references - + — —
References to related popular science - + - -
articles
+ = function present; — = function absent

Source: compiled by Keith Topping, Liudmila A. Egorova, Natalia V. Nikashina, & Ekaterina V.
Nagornova.

Each abridged article in the corpuses was analysed as independent. All
available variables (92 in total) were calculated. The Shapiro-Wilk test was used to
check each variable was normally distributed. Then the two corpuses were
compared using Levene’s test (to check that variances were equal for both samples).
Where equal variances and normal distribution were confirmed, an independent t-
test was applied. Where equal variances were not confirmed but the distribution
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was normal, Welch's t-test was applied. Where the distribution was not normal, the

non-parametric Mann-Whitney test was used.

Table 3. The Basic Functions of Components of Professional Science Articles

Function

Component

Informing about the

area, background,
methodology, results of

the research

Giving additional
information about the

data of the research

Creating the science net
on the topic
Informing about the
participants of the
research
Informing about
publication
details
Promoting the Authors
/ Journal/ Institution /
Foundation

1

(]

& | Navi-gating the article

|
=]

Route to the article from Home
Page of the journal

I
I
I
+
I

Headline (with the Hyperlink
to the main body of the article)

I
I
+
I
I

Author(s)

Correspondence author

Affiliations of the authors

Information about the author(s)
(with  hyperlinks to their
profiles)

Access information

Copyright information

DOI (Digital Object Identifier)

|
|
|
1+ |+
|

Abstract /In Brief /Highlights

Publication history (Dates of]
submission, reviewing,
publication)

|
I
|
+
|

Keywords

Icons of article tools (save,
share, print, figures, request
permissions, citation tools etc.)

Icons of Social Networks

Main Body (Introduction,
Methods, Procedures Results,
Discussion, Conclusion)

Visuals with captions

Hyperlinks to different parts of]
the article

References (or hyperlinks in
the main body) to research
data, figures, tables, previous
research

Advertisement
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Ending of the Table 3

1 2 3
Footnotes/Notes — +
Supplementary material — +
Acknowledgment — - -
Author Contributions — - -
Declaration of interest — —
List of References - — + - - - -
Appendices — + - - - - -

+ = function present; — = function absent

Source: compiled by Keith Topping, Liudmila A. Egorova, Natalia V. Nikashina, & Ekaterina V.
Nagornova.

9]
=)
|
=]

IS ENEN
|
|
|
|

|+
|
|
|

The means and medians for each variable are presented in Table 4 (below),
which lists statistically significant different variables in the two corpuses. A further
27 variables were not significantly different between popular science and
professional science. For each group, the total number of variables is also shown,
which indicates how many differences in variables were not significant.

Table 4. Significant Variables for Popular and Professional Science Corpuses

. Popular science corpus Science corpus

Category of Variable p(mean/median) b (mean/medilz)m)
Summary Language Variables (4)
Analytical thinking 94,39/95,23 97,07/97,34
Clout 59,88/59,90 54,90/54,86
Authentic 28,04/26,33 17,75/13,31
Language Metrics (3)
Words/sentence 26,86/27,03 23,48/24,03
Dictionary words 73,74/74,37 58,55/57,45
Linguistic Dimensions (15)
Total function words 42.59/42.18 33.29/33.19
Total pronouns 6.51/6.49 3.33/3.08
Personal pronouns 2.07/1.98 1.09/0.93
2nd person 0.20/0.17 0.03/0.01
3rd pers singular 0.53/0.44 0.17/0.00
3rd pers plural 0.81/0.72 0.24/0.18
Impersonal pronouns 4.44/4.40 2.23/2.16
Articles 8.19/7.85 6.76/6.47
Prepositions 15.25/15.07 13.62/13.45
Auxiliary verbs 5.67/5.32 4.15/4.11
Common Adverbs 3.27/3.31 1.58/1.45
Conjunctions 5.47/5.52 4.47/4.36
Negations 0.67/0.70 0.47/0.44
Other Grammar (6)
Common verbs 9.93/9.78 6.37/5.93
Common adjectives 4.94/4.85 3.97/3.76
Comparisons 2.97/3.07 2.17/1.97
Interrogatives 1.26/1.22 0.52/0.47
Numbers 2.11/2.01 7.73/6.79
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Continuation of the Table 4

. Popular science corpus Science corpus

Category of Variable p(mean/median) b (mean/medilz)m)
Quantifiers 2.28/2.37 1.59/1.47
Affective processes (6)
Affective processes 2.99/2.84 2.12/1.90
Positive emotion 1.56/1.62 1.18/1.01
Negative emotion 1.38/1.05 0.92/0.86
Anger 0,21/0,17 0,09/0,06
Social processes (5)
Social processes 5.47/5.53 3.06/2.68
Friends 0.23/0.20 0.12/0.03
Male references 0.40/0.31 0.13/0.03
Cognitive processes (7)
Cognitive processes 11.02/10.69 8.16/8.61
Discrepancy 0.92/0.90 0.38/0.28
Tentative 2.47/2.26 1.45/1.32
Differentiation 2.74/2 .81 1.77/1.64
Perceptual processes (4)
Perceptual processes 2.10/2.01 1.31/1.06
Hear 0.65/0.58 0.09/0.03
Feel 0.32/0.23 0.25/0.14
Biological processes (5)
Biological processes 4.10/3.96 2.54/2.40
Body 1.42/0.73 0.57/0.38
Drives (6)
Drives 5.34/5.01 4.42/4.11
Affiliation 1.29/1.25 1.11/0.93
Achievement 1.43/1.41 1.01/0.85
Reward 0.75/0.72 0.56/0.48
Risk 0.58/0.51 0.40/0.37
Time orientations (3)
Present focus 6.15/5.95 3.34/2.93
Future focus 0.90/0.75 0.53/0.46
Relativity (4)
Relativity 13.08/12.67 11.26/10.60
Motion 1.73/1.63 1.25/1.03
Space 7.58/7.56 6.78/6.78
Time 3.87/3.67 3.20/2.62
Personal concerns (6)
Work 3.86/3.75 2.63/2.39
Informal language (6)
Informal language 0.16/0.14 0.75/0.65
Netspeak 0.05/0.00 0.62/0.56
Nonfluencies 0.06/0.06 0.14/0.10
Punctuation (12)
Punctuation marks 15.74/15.53 23.58/22.83
Period 3.94/3.82 5.51/5.03
Colon 0.22/0.18 0.37/0.31
Semi-Colon 0.05/0.05 0.45/0.38
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Ending of the Table 4

. Popular science corpus Science corpus

Category of Variable p(mean/median) b (mean/mediI:m)
Question mark 0.07/0.04 0.06/0.00
Dash 1.32/1.16 2.95/3.00
Quotation marks 1.59/1.44 0.34/0.16
Apostrophe 1.28/1.28 0.24/0.14
Parentheses 0.63/0.56 5.17/5.17
Other punctuation marks 0.52/0.23 2.5712.07

Source: compiled by Keith Topping, Liudmila A. Egorova, Natalia V. Nikashina, & Ekaterina V.

Nagornova.

All groups contained variables distinguishing Professional Science and
Popular Science articles. Ranging the groups according to the percentage of these
variables, we can single out ‘Biological processes’ and ‘Personal concerns’ as
having less than 50% significant variables. Table 5 shows different groups
indicating the percentage of significant variables for each.

Table 5. Statistically Significantly Different Variables between Popular
and Professional Science

Name of group of variables

Total number
of variables in

Number of variables
showing statistically

Percentage of
variables showing
statistically significant

the group significant difference difference, %
Relativity 4 4 100
Other Grammar 6 6 100
Linguistic Dimensions 15 13 87
Punctuation 12 10 83
Drives 6 5 83
Perceptual processes 4 3 75
Summary Language Variables 4 3 75
Language Metrics 3 2 67
Time orientations 3 2 67
Affective processes 6 4 67
Social processes 5 3 60
Cognitive processes 7 4 57
Informal language 6 3 50
Biological processes 5 2 40
Personal concerns 6 1 17
Total 92 65 68

Source: compiled by Keith Topping, Liudmila A. Egorova, Natalia V. Nikashina, & Ekaterina V.

Nagornova.

On the whole, articles in the Popular Science Corpus are characterized by
longer sentences, lower analytical thinking parameters, higher parameters of
authenticity and clout, higher numbers of pronouns, articles, auxiliary verbs,
conjunctions and negations. Time orientation words also distinguish two corpuses.
Parameters connected with focus on the present/future are twice as high in popular
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science articles. Their authors use more words out of the systemic dictionary (see
the description in [41. P 5—7]), which belong to different categories and are
validated to reflect various psychological/social/cognitive/biological processes and
states, as well as words connected with the future. Professional science articles
contain more informal words, Internet abbreviations and fillers though they are very
rare. As for punctuation marks, the number of these is higher in professional science
articles, and colons, semi-colons, parentheses, and dashes are more typical for
professional science articles, while quotation marks and apostrophes are more
typical for popular science texts.

Discussion
Summary

The obtained results show that professional science and popular science
articles, being the core genres of professional science and popular science
functional styles, differ in many and indeed most variables reflecting Language
metrics, Linguistic dimensions, Perceptual processes, and Punctuation. The
articles’ structures reflect their multi-level communicative character — elements of
all sectors (cognitive, linguistic, social and cultural, according to Khomutova &
Petrov [38] are present and sustain the development of science communication
involving audiences of different background. Interdiscursivity and multimodality
enhance the properties of the text connected with putting the research into the
general context of science communication and facilitating the perception of
information. Distinctive features of professional science articles structure (such as
Correspondence author; Affiliations of the authors; Information about the author(s)
(with hyperlinks to their profiles); Access information; Copyright information; DOI
(Digital Object Identifier); Highlights; Publication history (Dates of submission,
reviewing, publication); Icons of article tools (save, share, print, figures, request
permissions, citation tools etc.); Advertisement; Footnotes/Notes; Supplementary
material; Acknowledgment; Author Contributions; Declaration of interest) confirm
the validity of results.

Limitations and Strengths

This study chose to focus on science articles rather than other kinds of written
science communication. It also chose a limited number of articles, and found
difficulty in sourcing the requisite amount in one category. By no means all
variables showed significant differences between the two corpuses, but this might
have been expected. The LIWC methodology gives a means of analysing texts
which might be useful for multiple purposes.

Relationship to Previous Literature

The articles are also built into the net of similar research creating a net of
publications, which supports the trends in the development of digital science
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communication (see [3; 9; 10]. Analysis of abridged versions of articles showed
that such structural elements, as ‘Headline (with the Hyperlink to the main body of
the article)’; ‘Summary’; ‘Author’; ‘Main Body’; ‘Visuals with captions’
distinguished professional and popular science articles, irrespective of the theme of
research.

A popular science article is supposed to be persuasive and emotional, oriented
on social processes, and focused on the present. Its addressee is a non-specialist, so
the text should be easy to understand, interesting for the reader, emotional and
coherent. The language used reflects this communicative intention. The LIWC
analysis allowed defining the specific percentage of dictionary (non-
terminological) words, time orientation and functional words, and different
punctuation marks for popular science articles. Variables associated with social and
psychological processes revealed the inner characteristics of popular science texts
as more affective, evaluative (positive or negative), and tentative in comparison
with science texts.

As for Linguistic dimensions, the corpuses differed in the proportion of
pronouns, articles, prepositions, auxiliary verbs, conjunctions and negations they
contained. Functional words played a significant role among interactive meta-
discourse markers that organized, signposted and facilitated processing the text in
general. Recent studies proved their significance for science articles (e.g., [56]).
Psychological studies (e.g., [40]) proved their correlation with the interest in objects
and things (indefinite articles), education, concern with precision (prepositions),
and inhibition (negations). Popular science articles demonstrated a more developed
system of connectors and substitutive words rather typical for journalistic and
newspaper texts in contrast with professional science texts, with their uniformity,
repetitions of nouns, rigid inner structure, and precise information presentation.

Popular science is addressed to non-specialists, so the texts are less
terminologically charged, they contain more paraphrases, explicatory
constructions, and comparisons. Quantifiers are preferred to numerals, and
comparisons and evaluations to neutral factual presentation of data. That accounts
for longer sentences, and a larger number of LIWC systemic dictionary words
(words of high frequency describing processes) in popular science articles in
contrast to professional science articles full of terms which are usually of lower
frequency and do not constitute part of the LIWC dictionary.

Time orientation words also distinguished the two corpuses. Parameters
connected with a focus on the future were almost twice as high in popular science
articles. Popular science articles tended to render scientific information as the
content of a story developing along a timeline, so they contained more references
to the past, present, and future in general. However, the main objective of a popular
science discourse was to attract the audience to urgent scientific news and events,
which were usually associated with the changes in the future of mankind. Therefore,
the number of verbs in future tenses and adverbial modifiers referring to the future
was higher in popular science articles.
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Professional science articles contain more punctuation marks, especially
colons and semi-colons. However, popular science articles are characterized by a
larger number of quotation marks and apostrophes. The usage of graphical means
to structure the text reveals their significance in making scientific text coherent,
with a more explicit hierarchy of principal and minor non-essential components.
Popular science articles also use other means of cohesion, and the results are close
to expressive writing [41].

Interpretation

If we compare the results of popular science and professional science articles
using LIWC analysis based on different types of texts (novels, expressive writing,
natural speech, newspaper articles, blogs, tweeter) [41], we see that science
communication texts represent a peculiar type of writing with specific parameters.
Popular science articles (Pop) are closer to the New York Times corpus than
professional science articles (Pro) in variables reflecting the pragmatic aspect of
communication, for example, total number of functional words (NY Times
4239 — Pop 42.59 — Pro 33.29), common verbs (NY Times 10.23 —
Pop 9.93 — Pro 6.37), affective processes (NY Times 3.82 — Pop2.99 — Pro 2.12),
social processes (NY Times 7.62 — Pop 5.47 — Pro 3.07), and time orientation
future focus (NY Times 0.80 — Pop 0.90 — Pro 0.53). These features reflect the
specifics of journalistic texts addressed at ordinary non-specialist people. These
facts are presented from the point of view of their importance for the everyday life
of the readers, and benefits they may derive from them. A certain information
redundancy is created to facilitate the perception of the journalistic text and
maintain the interest of the reader. However, the data obtained show significance
differences between them and popular science articles in terms of emotional tone
((NY Times 43.61 — Pop 32.47), and past focus (NY Times 4.09 — Pop 2.84). The
LIWC analysis shows popular science texts as a separate entity, with specific
language features reflecting the stage of developing a popular science functional
style on the periphery of science and journalistic styles.

So, LIWC analysis can be applied not only to individual corpuses to measure
textual specifics conditioned by individual or situational peculiarities, but also to
distinguish corpuses of texts belonging to different functional styles. LIWC
dimensions cover important aspects of textual features significant for the
differentiation of these styles. The differences between science and popular science
articles are relevant in terms of information structure, degree of formality and
evaluation, means of cohesion, and time orientation. The LIWC analysis reveals the
language features that reflect pragmatic components of the text meaning, such as
the relations between members of communication, their characteristics, their
attitude to the subject of communication, and their involvement in the process of
communication.

The fact that most LIWC variables show statistically significant differences
between science and popular science articles demonstrates their complex character,
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and proves the formation of a popular science functional style as an independent
entity with its own system of language means, selection and combination. The
model of science/popular science cybertext helped to distinguish the components
of electronic hypertexts fulfilling different functions and compare the compositions
of science and popular science articles as core genres of contemporary science and
popular science discourses.

Practical Implications & Future Research

Using LIWC can help attribute a text as a scientific or popular science text,
which could be important in big data analysis. Another useful application for
educational purposes would be to evaluate students’ essays as belonging or not to a
professional science style, and to show the students the features that are to be
changed. At the present stage the following procedure might be suggested to assess
the stylistic features of a science article: 1) Abridge the text, so that it includes
Headline, Summary, Author, Main Body, Visuals with captions; 2) Using LIWC
variables, check the number of words in a sentence, number of pronouns, articles,
auxiliary verbs, conjunctions, negations and punctuation marks. Attribute the text
to professional or popular science style on the basis of the results obtained.

This procedure could also be used to assess ease of comprehension, which is
supposed to be greater in popular science articles. However, further research based
on a bigger corpus of professional and popular science texts would be necessary to
determine the parameters influencing the perception of different elements. Also,
revealing genre specifics of articles in contrast with reviews/monographs/news
items/headlines/abstracts, as well as comparing the results for different languages,
might be beneficial both for educational purposes and discourse studies.

Conclusions

The development of mass communication led to the differentiation of a system
of functional styles. Substyles are transformed into separate entities with their own
peculiarities on all language levels, so the texts acquire specific features in terms of
cognitive, linguistic, social and cultural aspects, or ‘sectors’. This research
examined language features which were statistically significant to distinguish
professional and popular science articles as core genres of professional and popular
science functional styles, thereby adding weight to this tendency.

The numerical method of analysis facilitated identification of the features
statistically significant for distinguishing popular and professional science styles
and defining their role in text formation. Word counting methods were reliable in
identifying distinctive stylistic features, as they singled out different groups of
words (functional words, time orientation words, informal words, words connected
with psychological/biological/affective/cognitive processes), punctuation marks,
number of words in a sentence (which reflected a sentence structure), the level of
formality and means of cohesion typical for the chosen material. It has been shown
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that language features that appeared due to the functions of textual elements,
information structure, and audience characteristics formed a stable system of
language means specific for popular science texts in the field of life sciences.

The findings may contribute to educational practices related to teaching
English for Academic Purposes, as they showed the importance of identifying
structural elements, usage of functional elements and punctuation marks to build up
a coherent science text, which could properly fulfil its functions. Using computing
tools may be beneficial for the preliminary assessment of academic texts in terms
of their consistency with stylistic requirements.

References / Cnucok nutepartypbl

1.  Burns, T.W., O'Connor, D.J., & Stocklmayer, S.M. (2003). Science Communication: A
Contemporary Definition. Public Understanding of  Science, 12(2), 183—
202. https://doi.org/10.1177/09636625030122004 EDN: JTROXR

2. Cope, B., & Phillips, A. (eds.). (2014). The Future of the Academic Journal. Oxford: Chandos
Publishing.

3. Malyuga, E.N. (Ed.). (2020). Functional Approach to Professional Discourse Exploration in
Linguistics. Singapore: Springer Nature Singapore. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-32-9103-4

4.  Boyd, D. (2010). Social Network Sites as Networked Publics: Affordances, Dynamics, and
Implications. In: Z. Papacharissi (Ed.), 4 Networked Self (pp. 47-66). New York: Routledge.

5. Jewitt, C. (Ed.). (2011). The Routledge Handbook of Multimodal Analysis. New
York: Routledge.

6. Spicer, S. (2014). Exploring Video Abstracts in Science Journals: An Overview and Case
Study. Journal of Librarianship and Scholarly Communication, 2(2),
eP1110. https://doi.org/10.7710/2162-3309.1110

7.  Hyland, K. (2015). Academic Publishing: Issues and Challenges in the Construction of
Knowledge. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

8.  Kress, G., & Van Leeuwen, T. (2020). Reading Images: The Grammar of Visual Design.
London: Routledge.

9. Biber, D., & Conrad, S. (2019). Register, Genre, and Style. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

10. Haider, T., & Palmer, A. (2017). Modeling Communicative Purpose with Functional Style:
Corpus and Features for German Genre and Register Analysis. In: Proceedings of the
Workshop on Stylistic Variation (pp. 74-84). Copenhagen: Association for Computational
Linguistics. https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/W17-4910

11. Kozhina, M.N. (2003). Functional Style. In: Stylistic Encyclopedic Dictionary of the Russian
Language (pp. 116—-118). Moscow: Flinta, Nauka. (In Russ.).

Koowcuna M.H. ®yHkunoHansHbelid cTiiib // CTHIMCTHYECKUH SHIMKIIONEIMYECKUH CIIOBaph
pycckoro si3bika / mox pen. M.H. Koxxunoii. M. : ®nunTa, Hayka, 2003. C. 116-118.

12. Sampson, J. (1997). "Genre", "Style" and "Register": Sources of Confusion? Revue Belge de
Philologie et d'Histoire, 75(3), 699—708.

13. Moessner, L. (2001). Genre, Text Type, Style, Register: A Terminological Maze? European
Journal of English Studies, 5(2), 131-138.

14. Galperin, L.R. (1958). Essays on the Style of the English Language. Moscow: Literature in
Foreign Languages publ. (In Russ.).

T'anenepun M.P. O4epky 1O CTHJIMCTHKE aHTIMICKOTO s3bika. M. : M31-Bo mmTeparypsl Ha
WHOCTPAHHBIX s3bIKaxX, 1958.

15. Vinogradov, V.V. (1963). Stlistics. Theory of Poetic Speech, Poetics. Moscow: AN SSSR
Publ. (In Russ.). Bunoepaoos B.B. Ctumucruka. Teopus nostnueckot peun. Iloatuka. M. :
N3zn-Bo AH CCCP, 1963.

708 JVCKYPCHUBHBIE NCCJIEJOBAHUMA


https://doi.org/10.1177/09636625030122004
https://elibrary.ru/jtroxr
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-32-9103-4
https://doi.org/10.7710/2162-3309.1110
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/W17-4910

Topping K. et al. RUDN Journal of Language Studies, Semiotics and Semantics, 2026, 17(2), 690711

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.
24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

Kozhina, M.N. (1972). On the Speech System of the Scientific Style in Comparison with Some
Others. Perm: Permian University Publ. (In Russ.).

Koowcuna M.H. O pedeBOil CHCTEMHOCTH HAy4YHOTO CTWJIS CPaBHHUTEIBHO C HEKOTOPBIMHU
npyrumu. Ilepms : M3xa-Bo IlepMckoro yHuBepcurera, 1972.

Klimova, B.F. (2013). Scientific Prose Style and Its Specifics. Procedia — Social and
Behavioral Sciences, 83, 52-55.

Khomytska, I., & Teslyuk, V. (2017). The Method of Statistical Analysis of the Scientific,
Colloquial, Belles-Lettres and Newspaper Styles on the Phonological Level. In: N. Shakhovska
(Ed.) Advances Inintelligent Systems and Computing (Vol. 512, pp. 149-163). Cham: Springer
International Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-45991-2 10 EDN: XNREIT
Mandravickaité, J. (2020). Linguistic Characteristics of Functional Styles: A Quantitative
Analysis [PhD Thesis]. Vilnius: Vilnius University. URL: www.vu.lt/lt/naujienos/ivykiu-
kalendorius (accessed: 15.02.2025).

Kozhina, M.N. (1966). On the Specifics of Artistic and Scientific Speech in the Aspect of
Functional Stylistics. Perm: Permian University Publ. (In Russ.).

Koowcuna M H. O cniennduke Xy10)KeCTBEHHOW 1 HAy4YHOW peud B acrekTe (QyHKIHMOHAIBHON
ctunuctuk. Ilepms: U3n-Bo Ilepmckoro ynusepcurera, 1966.

Troyanskaya, E.S. (1984). Field Structure of the Scientific Style and Its Genre Varieties. In:
General and Specific Problems of Functional Styles (pp. 16-27). Moscow: Nauka. (In Russ.).
Tposnckasa E.C. TloneBast CTpyKTypa Hay49HOTO CTWJIS M €TO AaHPOBBIX Pa3HOBHAHOCTEH //
OO1mue u yacTHbIE TPOOIEMB! QYHKIMOHANBHBIX cTiiiei. M. : Hayka, 1984. C. 16-27.
Budagov, R.A. (1976). Man and His Language. Moscow: Moscow State University publ.
(In Russ.).

byoazoe P.A. Yenosek u ero s3pIk. M. : U3n-Bo MockoBckoro yHuBepcuTera, 1976.
Maevsky, N.N. (1979). Peculiarities of the Popular Science Style [PhD Thesis]. Rostov-na-
Don: Rostov State University publ. (In Russ.).

Maesckur H.H. OcoOEHHOCTH HAy4YHO-TIOMYJIAPHOTO CTHIISA: OUC. ... KaHI. (PHUI0I. HayK.
PoctoB-na-Jlony: PocToBCKHif rocyaapcTBEHHBIN YHUBEPCHUTET, 1979.

Perrault, S. (2013). Communicating Popular Science: From Deficit to Democracy. New York:
Palgrave Macmillan.

Maier, C.D., & Engberg, J. (2021). Harvard Business Review's Reframing of Digital
Communication: From Professional Expertise to Practical Guidance. Journal of
Pragmatics, 176, 186—197. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2021.02.005

Clyne, M. (2002). Contrastive Discourse Studies. Cahiers de Praxématique, 38, 59—84.
Egorova, L.A. (2018). Popular Science Discourse Development in the Cyberspace. Advances
in Language and Literary Studies, 9(5), 79-83.

Aarseth, E. (1997). Cybertext: Perspectives on Ergodic Literature. Baltimore and London:
Johns Hopkins University Press.

Herring, S.C. (2007). A Faceted Classification Scheme for Computer-Mediated
Discourse. Language@lInternet, 4(1). https://www.languageatinternet.org/articles/2007/761/
Vashunina, 1.V., Ryabova, M.E., & Egorova, L.A. (2018). Polycode Hypertext in
Polylingual Discourse of Intercultural Communications. XLinguae, 11(2), 218-231.
https://doi.org/10.18355/XL.2018.11.02.17 EDN: XXPGCD

Shiryaeva, T.A., Bagiyan, A.Y., & Arakelova, A.R. (2018). Linguistic Representation of
Professional Values in Popular Science Discourse off IT: Axiological and Pragmatic
Perspective. International Journal of Applied Linguistics and English Literature, 7, 52-57.
https://doi.org/10.7575/aiac.ijalel.v.7n.7p.52 EDN: XXPGCD

Petrushka, A. (2018). The Functional Model of Medium of Popular Science
Content. Informatio et Scientia. Information Science Research, 1(1), 1-16.

Khomutova, T.N., & Petrov, S.G. (2013). Popular Science Text: Integral Model. Bulletin of
the South Ural State University. Series: Linguistics, 10(2), 37—41. (In Russ.). EDN: RAITHD

DISCOURSE STUDIES 709


https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-45991-2_10
https://elibrary.ru/xnreit
http://www.vu.lt/lt/naujienos/ivykiu-kalendorius
http://www.vu.lt/lt/naujienos/ivykiu-kalendorius
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2021.02.005
https://www.languageatinternet.org/articles/2007/761/
https://doi.org/10.18355/XL.2018.11.02.17
https://elibrary.ru/xxpgcd
https://doi.org/10.7575/aiac.ijalel.v.7n.7p.52
https://elibrary.ru/xxpgcd
https://elibrary.ru/raithd

Tonnune K. u op. Becrank PYJTH. Cepust: Teopus si3bika. Cemuotuka. Cemantuka. 2026. T. 17. Ne 2. C. 690-711

Xomymosa T.H., [lempos C.I". HayuHo-nonyJsipHbIA TEKCT: HHTETPaIbHas MOZCIb // BecTHHK
HOxHO-Ypanbeckoro rocynapctseHHoro yHuBepcutera. Cepus: Jlunrsucruka. 2013. T. 10.
Ne 2. C. 37-41. EDN: RAITHD

35. Khomutova, T.N. (2015). Strategies of Research Discourse: An Integral Approach. Bulletin of
the South Ural State University. Series: Linguistics, 12(3), 15-22. (In Russ.). EDN: RAITHD
Xomymosa T.H. Ctparernu HayqdHOTO AUCKypca: MHTETrpaibHbIN noaxox // Becrauk FOsxHO-
VYpansckoro rocynapcrseHHoro yHusepcurera. Cepus: Jlunrsuctuka. 2015. T. 12. Ne 3.
15-22. EDN: RAITHD

36. Tausczik, Y.R., & Pennebaker, J.W. (2010). The Psychological Meaning of Words: LIWC and
Computerized Text Analysis Methods. Journal of Language and Social Psychology, 29(1),
24-54.

37. Pennebaker, J.W., Booth, R.J., Boyd, R.L., & Francis, M.E. (2015a). Linguistic Inquiry and
Word Count: LIWC2015. Austin, TX: Pennebaker Conglomerates.

38. Nurken, A. (2017). Distinctive Features of Popular Science Discourse. In: International
Scientific and Practical Conference World Science (Vol. 2, No. 11(27), pp. 32-35). ROST.
EDN: ZTPIT

39. Soodmand Afshar, H., Doosti, M., & Movassagh, H. (2018). A Comparative Study of Generic
Structure of Applied Linguistics and Chemistry Research Articles: The Case of Discussions.
Journal of Research in Applied Linguistics, 9(1), 28-56. https://doi.org/10.22055/rals.2018.13404

40. Macedo-Rouet, M., Rouet, J.-F., Epstein, 1., & Fayard, P. (2003). Effects of Online Reading
on Popular Science Comprehension. Science Communication, 25(2), 99-128. EDN: JTTAVB

41. Swales, J.M. (1981). Aspects of Article Introductions. Birmingham: The University of Aston,
Language Studies Unit.

42. Dudley-Evans, T. (1994). Genre Analysis: A Key to a Theory of ESP? Ibérica, 4, 3—-19.

43. Ruiying, Y., & Allison, D. (2003). Research Articles in Applied Linguistics: Moving from
Results to Conclusions. English for Specific Purposes, 22, 365-385. EDN: BJFVBH

44. Uzuner, S. (2008). Multilingual Scholars' Participation in Core/Global Academic
Communities: A Literature Review. English for Academic Purposes, 7, 250-263.

45. Stoller, F.L., & Robinson, M.S. (2013). Chemistry Journal Articles: An Interdisciplinary
Approach to Move Analysis with Pedagogical Aims. English for Specific Purposes, 32, 45-57.

46. Martin, P., Rey-Rocha, J., Burgess, S., & Moreno, A. 1. (2014). Publishing Research in
English-Language Journals: Attitudes, Strategies, and Difficulties of Multilingual Scholars of
Medicine. Journal of English for Academic Purposes, 16, 57-67.

47. Pennebaker, J.W., Boyd, R.L., Jordan, K., & Blackburn, K. (2015b). The Development and
Psychometric Properties of LIWC2015. Austin, TX: University of Texas at Austin.

Information about the authors:

Keith Topping, Professor of Educational and Social Research, Director of the Centre for Peer
Learning, Director of the Higher Education Effective Learning Project, Co-Director of the
national Read On project and of the national Problem-Solving, University of Dundee
(Nethergate, Dundee, Scotland, UK, DD1 4HN); Research interests: problematic behaviour in
schools; e-mail: k.j.topping@dundee.ac.uk

ORCID: 0000-0002-0589-6796.

Liudmila A. Egorova, PhD in Philology, Associate Professor of Linguistics, is the Head of the
Linguistics Department at the Institute of Foreign Languages, RUDN University (6 Miklukho-
Maklaya st., Moscow, Russian Federation, 117198); Research interests: L2 acquisition,
discourse studies and pragmatics in close connection with education, new educational
technologies, methodology of linguistics; e-mail: egorova-la@rudn.ru

ORCID: 0000-0002-5159-1512, SPIN-code: 3088-4697, AuthorID: 245980.

Natalia V. Nikashina, PhD in Philology, Associate Professor of Linguistics at the Department
of Foreign Languages in Theory and Practice at the Institute of Foreign Languages, RUDN
University (6 Miklukho-Maklaya st., Moscow, Russian Federation, 117198); Research

710 JVCKYPCHUBHBIE NCCJIEJOBAHUMA


https://elibrary.ru/raithd
https://elibrary.ru/ztpiit
https://doi.org/10.22055/rals.2018.13404
https://elibrary.ru/jttavb
https://elibrary.ru/bjfvbh
mailto:k.j.topping@dundee.ac.uk
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5159-1512

Topping K. et al. RUDN Journal of Language Studies, Semiotics and Semantics, 2026, 17(2), 690711

interests: discourse and translation studies, methodology of teaching foreign languages,
education and new educational technologies; e-mail: nikashina-nv@rudn.ru

ORCID: 0000-0002-7523-8318, SPIN- code: 7374-6068, AuthorID: 613790.

Ekaterina V. Nagornova, PhD in Philology, Associate Professor of Linguistics at the
Department of Foreign Languages in Theory and Practice at the Institute of Foreign Languages,
RUDN University (6 Miklukho-Maklaya st., Moscow, Russian Federation, 117198); Research
interests: pragmatics, linguodidactics, cognitive linguistics, linguistylistics, grammar,
educational technologies and development of new methods of teaching foreign languages; e-
mail: nagornova-ev(@rudn.ru

ORCID: 0000-0003-4371-6001, SPIN-code: 4371-2057, AuthorID: 391796.

Cgenenus 00 aBTopax:

Kum Tonnune, npodeccop Yuusepcureta Jaunu (DD1 4HN, BenukoOpuranus, lllotnanaus,
Hanmu, Hesepreiit), nupekrop llentpa mo m3ydenuto B3ammooOydenus (Centre for Peer
Learning), pykoBoguTenb MpoekTa 3G¢GeKTUBHOrO 0OyUeHHUS B BBICIIEM 0Opa3oBaHWH, CO-
PYKOBOJAMTENb  HAalMOHAJIBHOTO Tmpoekra Read On ©W  HalMOHANbHOTO  IpPOEKTa
Problem-Solving; cgpepa nayunvix unmepecog: BOIPOCH MEKKYIbTypHOH KOMMYHHKALUU U
aJlanTanuy, pa3paboTka KyJIbTYpPHO-PEIeBaHTHBIX peKOMEH AN B 001acTH 00pa3oBaTeIbHON
MOJINTUKY U TIEJaroruueckoi npakTuku; e-mail: k.j.topping@dundee.ac.uk

ORCID: 0000-0002-0589-6796.

Ezoposa Jlroomuna Anexceesna, Kanmunat GUIOIOTIIECKUX HAYK, TOICHT Ka(eapsl TEOPHU H
NPAaKTUKH HMHOCTPAHHBIX $3bIKOB, PYKOBOIUTENb OTHCNCHHs «JIMHIBHCTHKA» WHCTUTYTa
MHOCTPaHHBIX SI3BIKOB, Poccuiickmii yHuBepcurer apyxO0sl Haponos (117198, Poccuiickas
Oenepanus, r. MockBa, yia. Mukiyxo-Maxkias, a. 6); cgepa Hayunvlx uHmepecos:
IUCKYPCUBHBIC HCCICIOBAaHUS, MYJIbTUMOJANBHBIA JUCKYPC, IICHXOIUHIBUCTUYCCKHUEC
aCTeKTBl yCBOCHHUS BTOPOTO SI3bIKa, HOBBIE 0Opa3oBaTeNbHBIC TEXHOJIOTHH, e-mail:
egorova-la@rudn.ru

ORCID: 0000-0002-5159-1512, SPIN-kox: 3088-4697, AuthorID: 245980.

Huxawuna Hamanvsa Buxmopoena, KaHAWAAT (PUIONIOTHUECKUX HAyK, JIOLEHT Kadeapsl
TEOPHH M MPAKTHKH WHOCTPAHHBIX SI3BIKOB MHCTUTYTa WHOCTPAHHBIX SI3BIKOB, POCCHUACKHIA
yHHUBepcUTeT ApykObl HapoaoB (117198, Poccuiickas @enepanus, r. Mocksa, yi1. Mukiyxo-
Maknas, 1. 6); cpepa nayunvix unmepecos: TUCKYPCUBHBIE UCCIIEJOBAHMUS, IEPEBOIOBEICHNUE,
METOJIMKA MTPETIoIaBaHusl HTHOCTPAHHBIX S3BIKOB, TPOOJIEMBI 00pa30BaHHS ¥ BHEJAPEHHS HOBBIX
00pa30BaTebHBIX TEXHOJIOTHIA; e-mail: nikashina-nv@rudn.ru

RCID: 0000-0002-7523-8318, SPIN-kox: 7374-6068, AuthorID: 613790.

Hazcopnosa Examepuna Banepvesna, KaHIuaaT (QUIIONOTHMYECKUX HAayK, TOLCHT Kadeapsl
TEOPUU ¥ TPAKTHUKH WHOCTPAHHBIX S3HIKOB MHCTUTYTa MHOCTPAHHBIX SI3BIKOB, Poccuitckmii
yHHUBepcUTeT ApyxkO0bl HapoaoB (117198, Poccuiickas @enepanus, r. Mocksa, yi1. Mukiyxo-
Maxknast, x. 6); cghepa nayumvix unmepecog: mparMaTHKa, JTUHTBOIUIAKTHKA, KOTHUTHBHAS
JMHTBHUCTHKA, OOpa3oBaTeNbHBIC TEXHOJNOTHH H pa3paboTka HHHOBAIMOHHBIX METOIUK
MPeroJaBaHusl HHOCTPAHHBIX SI3BIKOB; e-mail: nagornova-ev@rudn.ru

ORCID: 0000-0003-4371-6001, SPIN-kox: 4371-2057, AuthorID: 391796.

DISCOURSE STUDIES 711


https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7523-8318
mailto:nagornova-ev@rudn.ru
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4371-6001
mailto:k.j.topping@dundee.ac.uk
mailto:egorova-la@rudn.ru
mailto:nikashina-nv@rudn.ru
mailto:nagornova-ev@rudn.ru

	690-711



