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Abstract. This study examines how authorial stance is expressed in academic writing by native
English speakers (L1) and non-native English speakers (L2), with a focus on the use of discourse
markers such as hedges (markers of mitigation), boosters (markers of epistemic strengthening),
attitude markers, and self-mentions. The aim of the study is to identify cross-linguistic and cross-
disciplinary differences and evaluate how rhetorical and institutional conventions influence L2
authors’ stance strategies. A comparative corpus-based methodology was employed. The analysis
drew on two corpora: the British Academic Written English and the Michigan Corpus of Upper-Level
Student Papers, supplemented by original academic texts written by students at the Azerbaijan Medical
University. Using Hyland’s metadiscourse model, stance markers were extracted through lexicon-
based queries and manually verified in context. Data were compared across disciplines (engineering
vs business) and author status (L1 vs L2). The findings reveal that L2 authors, especially in technical
disciplines, tend to overuse hedging and avoid self-mentions, often due to rhetorical traditions that
discourage personal voice. In contrast, L1 authors exhibit greater lexical diversity and a balanced use
of stance markers. In business-related texts, L2 authors show more assertive and expressive stance,
though still limited in range compared to native speakers. Stance in academic writing is not only a
linguistic but also a culturally and institutionally mediated phenomenon. The study underscores the
need for targeted instruction in metadiscourse to enhance L2 authors’ rhetorical awareness and help
them align with academic norms of different disciplines.
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AHHOTamMA. B 1aHHOM MCCeN0BaHUM pacCMaTpUBAETCs, KaK BbIpaXkaeTcsl aBTOPCKas MO3UIIUS
(stance) B akaeMHUYeCKOM MUCbME HOCUTENISIMU aHIIMiicKoro si3bika (L1) u Temu, 1jisi KOro aHTIuii-
ckuit siBisieTcs HepoaHbiM (L2), ¢ aklleHTOM Ha MCIOJIb30BaHUE NMCKYPCUBHBIX MapKepoB, TaKWX
Kak XeIkepbl (MapKepbl CMSTYEHMS] BbICKa3bIBaHUS), OycTepbl (MapKepbl YCUJIEHUSI 3MUCTEMUYe-
CKOI YBEpPEHHOCTH), MapKepbl OLIEHKU U BbIPAXEHUSI aBTOPCKOTO «si». Llesbio sIBiisieTcsl BhIBICHUE
MEXBbSI3BIKOBBIX U MEXIMCUMITMHAPHBIX Pa3IMIMii, a TAKXKe OlleHKa TOTO, KaK pPUTOpUUYECKUE U
MHCTUTYLMOHATbHBIE HOPMbI BIMSIIOT Ha CTpAaTeTUU BbIpaXeHus mos3uiuu y L2-aBTopos. Mccie-
JIOBaHKWE OCHOBAHO Ha COMOCTAaBUTEJbHOM KOPIYCHOM aHaiu3e. B kauecTBe aMmupuyeckoii 6a3bl
HMCIOJb30BaIMCh ABa Kopnyca — British Academic Written English m Michigan Corpus of Upper-
Level Student Papers, nornojiHeHHbIE OPUTMHAIbHBIMU aKaJeMHUUYECKMMU TEKCTaMU CTYIEHTOB
A3epbaiiKaHCKOTO MeIMIIMHCKOro yHuBepcutera. C MCIONB30BaHMEM MOMACIM MeETaaucKypca
Xaitanga MapKepbl OLIEHKM U3BJIEKAIUCh IO JIGKCUYSCKUM MPU3HAKaM M MMPOBEPSINCH BPYUHYIO
B KOHTeKcTe. [laHHbIe CpaBHUBAJIUCH 110 AUCHUUILUIMHAM (MHXXeHepus VS. OM3HEeC) 1 MO CTaTyCy aB-
topoB (L1 vs. L2). Pe3yabratsl moKa3bIBaloT, 4TO L.2-aBTOphI, 0COOEHHO B TEXHUYECKMX AUCIIATLIM -
HaX, CKJIOHHBI K Ype3MEPHOMY MCIIOJIb30BAHUIO XEIKEPOB M M30EraHWI0 CaMOYITOMUHAHUIA, 4TO
4acTo OOYCJIOBJIEHO PUTOPUYECKUMU TPAIAULIUSIMU, HE TOOLIPSIONIMMU TTEPCOHAIM3UPOBAHHBII
ctuib. B ommmume ot Hux, L1-aBTOpHI T1eMOHCTPUPYIOT OONBIIYIO JIEKCUYECKYI0 BapUaTUBHOCTD U
0oJjiee cbOaaHCMPOBAHHOE MCIIOJIb30BaHME MapKepoB Imo3uiuu. B Tekcrax mo 6musHecy L2-aBTOphI
MPOSIBJISIIOT O0Jiee YBEPEHHYI0 U OKCIIPECCUBHYIO MO3UIIMIO, XOTS MX peueBas Jekcuueckas 0aza He-
JIOCTaTOYHO IIMPOKAsl MO CPAaBHEHHUIO C HOCUTENISIMU $sI3bIKa. ABTOpPCKAsl MO3UIIMSI B aKaJIeMUUECKOM
MUChME OTIPEACISIETCS HEe TOJBKO SI3bIKOBBIMU, HO M KYJIBTYPHBIMU U MHCTUTYLMOHAJIBHBIMU (pak-
Topamu. MccienoBaHue moauyepkuBaeT HEOOXOAUMOCTDH 1IeJieHAINpaBIeHHOro OOy4YeHUs MeTaauc-
KYPCY IS TIOBBIIIEHUsT PUTOPUIECKOM OCBEMOMICHHOCTH [.2-aBTOPOB M WX YCITENIHOM amarTain
K aKaJeMUYeCKMM HOPMaM Pa3HbIX TUCIIUTIINH.

KiroueBsle cioBa: mo3umus TOBOPALICTIO, aKaAEMHNYECKOC IMTNUCbMO, XCI2KEP, YCUIMBAIOLIICEC BbICKA-
3bIBAHUEC, MAPKEP OLICHKHU, BBIPAKCHUE aBTOPCKOTI'O «».

Jas uutupoBanua: Jamnamuposa H. luckypcuBHbBIE MapKepbl aBTOPCKON MO3ULIUU B aHIJIOSI3bIYHOM
aKaJIeMIecKoll KOMMYHUKAIIMM Ha POTHOM W HEPOTHOM SI3bIKe (Ha Marepuaie a3epOaiipKaHCKOU
npaktukn) // Terra Linguistica. 2026. T. 17. Ne 1. C. 79—100. DOI: 10.18721/JHSS.17105

Introduction

In academic writing, authors employ various linguistic resources to communicate effectively with
readers, one of the most important being the expression of authorial stance — the writer’s attitude, view-
point, or degree of commitment to the propositional content [1]. Stance is broadly defined as “the
feeling, attitude, perspective, or position of the speaker/writer as expressed in discourse” [2], or, as
Zheltova formulates, “the linguistic mechanisms used by speakers and writers to convey their personal
feelings and assessments” [3]. Through stance, authors signal their orientation to the topic, calibrate
the strength of their claims, and persuade readers of their arguments. Concordance analysis provides
micro-contexts in which stance is realized, showing how specific lexical items function syntactically
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and semantically, and helping verify whether hedges, boosters, and attitude markers are used in a nu-
anced and discipline-appropriate way [4].

In this study, stance-related terms follow established frameworks. According to Hyland [5, 6],
hedging expresses tentativeness or reduced commitment (e.g., might, possibly, it seems that...), while
boosting strengthens epistemic certainty (e.g., clearly, undoubtedly, it is evident that...). The broader
notion of epistemic stance is drawn from Biber et al.'! and Martin & White [7], referring to the writer’s
epistemic or attitudinal positioning. These definitions ensure consistency and clear differentiation
among stance phenomena.

Constructing an appropriate stance is essential in academic discourse. As Hyland notes, “it is im-
possible not to take a position in a text,” and writers inevitably present themselves as either confident
or cautious, shaping how readers perceive their work [6]. Effective academic writing relies on inter-
actional metadiscourse, including hedges, boosters, attitude markers, and self-mention, which help
modulate commitment, express evaluation, and signal authorial presence. Proper use of these devices
contributes to persuasive and coherent scientific argumentation [8].

The study of stance markers is justified because their mastery is widely viewed as a hallmark of ad-
vanced academic writing. For many students, especially non-native (L2) writers, articulating stance
is challenging, as these linguistic mechanisms often remain tacit knowledge that is difficult to acquire
without explicit instruction [9]. Research shows that novice writers, both native (L1) and L2, tend
to misbalance stance expression: they may overuse boosters or underuse hedges. L1 English students
usually achieve a more flexible balance between confidence and caution, whereas L2 writers often
struggle to convey calibrated commitment. Hyland & Milton [10] note that many learners have a
more limited range of mitigating devices compared to native speakers, resulting in texts that appear
either overly blunt or overly cautious.

Corpus-based studies offer valuable evidence on how stance markers are deployed by different
writer groups. The BAWE? corpus (6.5 million words) provides multidisciplinary samples of student
writing [11], while the MICUSP? corpus includes 2.6 million words of top-rated papers across 16
disciplines [12]. These corpora are widely used as representative benchmarks for comparing L1 and
L2 academic writing [13].

The aim of this article is to examine how stance markers function in academic writing by L1 and L2
users of English. The study compares hedging (attenuation) and boosting (intensification) strategies
in L1 and L2 student texts using data from BAWE and MICUSP, drawing on examples from several
disciplines — including engineering and the social sciences — to determine how signalling of certainty
and uncertainty varies depending on writers’ linguistic backgrounds.

The present research is of significant theoretical and practical value for applied and corpus lin-
guistics, as it advances understanding of how stance is expressed in academic writing across linguistic
and cultural contexts. Prior studies [5, 14, 15] highlight that stance and engagement markers play
a central role in constructing authorial identity and positioning within disciplinary discourse. The
topic is increasingly relevant in light of the internationalization of higher education and the active
involvement of L2 English speakers in global academic communication [16]. By comparing the use
of hedges, boosters, attitude markers, and self-mentions in L1 and L2 academic writing, this study
addresses a gap noted in earlier corpus-based research, which often lacked systematic comparison
linking linguistic form to rhetorical function [10, 17, 18].

The findings also contribute to pedagogy by offering empirical insight into the difficulties L2 writ-
ers face in calibrating certainty and tentativeness — a recurring theme in studies of academic discourse
competence [19, 20]. These results may inform targeted instructional practices aimed at improving

! Biber D., Johansson S., Leech G., Conrad S., Finegan E., Longman Grammar of Spoken and Written English, John Benjamins Publishing
Company, London, 2021. DOI: 10.1075/z.232

2 BAWE - British Academic Written English.

* MICUSP — Michigan Corpus of Upper-Level Student Papers.
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metadiscursive competence and rhetorical awareness. Moreover, the study supports the development
of cross-linguistic models of academic discourse [21, 22], crucial for fostering effective intercultural
communication in multilingual scholarly environments.

Despite extensive theoretical discussion of stance in academic discourse, less attention has been
paid to how stance markers are actually distributed and function across disciplines in student aca-
demic writing. Much of the existing research focuses either on published expert texts or on isolated
categories of stance, without systematically comparing L1 and L2 student writing across disciplinary
domains. As a result, it remains unclear how differences in linguistic background interact with dis-
ciplinary conventions in shaping patterns of hedging, boosting, evaluation, and authorial presence.
Addressing this gap requires an empirical, corpus-based approach that can reveal not only overall
frequencies but also discipline-specific tendencies in stance realization.

To succeed at the tertiary level, students must master not only disciplinary content and grammar
but also the nuanced skill of expressing certainty, uncertainty, evaluation, and authorial presence.
Mastery of stance marking is widely regarded as a key indicator of advanced academic literacy, as
metadiscourse plays a central role in constructing authorial voice, negotiating claims, and engaging
readers. Thus, focusing on stance markers is well-justified, as it targets a core dimension of academic
writing proficiency and contributes to broader metadiscourse scholarship.

While previous studies have extensively documented L1—L2 differences in stance expression, in-
cluding tendencies toward cautiousness in technical disciplines and limited repertoires of stance de-
vices (e.g., Hyland, Vassileva, Hinkel), the present study does not aim to replicate these findings at
a descriptive level. Its contribution lies in the integrated analytical design and interpretative focus.
Specifically, this research combines writer status (L1 vs. L2), disciplinary domain (engineering vs.
business/management), and corpus status (BAWE, MICUSP, and an original Azerbaijan Medical
University (AMU ) learner corpus) within a single comparative framework. Unlike earlier studies
focusing on a single corpus type or disciplinary domain, the present analysis includes L2 academ-
ic writing from medical and technical contexts that remain underrepresented in previous research.
Moreover, the study moves beyond frequency-based comparison to examine the functional diversity
and repertoire breadth of stance markers, interpreting excessive cautiousness not as a linguistic deficit
but as an institutionally and pedagogically conditioned rhetorical strategy. This multidimensional
perspective allows for a more nuanced understanding of stance as a context-sensitive and socially
mediated phenomenon.

This study addresses the following research questions:

(1) How do L1 and L2 student writers differ in their use of stance markers (hedges, boosters, atti-
tude markers, self-mentions) across disciplinary domains?

(2) To what extent do these differences reflect disciplinary conventions versus language-proficien-
cy factors?

Based on prior works [5, 9], the following hypotheses are proposed:

— L2 writers will use a narrower set of hedging and boosting devices, relying mainly on modal verbs
to express epistemic stance;

— L1 writers will exhibit greater lexical diversity and more balanced stance profiles across genres;

— disciplinary norms (e.g., engineering vs. business/management) will shape these contrasts, pro-
ducing more cautious tone in technical writing and greater assertiveness in social-science texts.

Literature Review

Corpus linguistics provides a crucial foundation for analyzing stance in academic writing, allowing
quantitative and qualitative investigation of linguistic behavior across genres and disciplines. Prior
research indicates that stance varies not only by proficiency level but also by rhetorical context. Aull
[23], for example, shows that even advanced undergraduates display strong genre-dependent variation:
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argumentative essays contain more attitude markers and self-mentions, while lab reports favor hedg-
ing and impersonal style. This demonstrates that stance is a rhetorical choice shaped by disciplinary
norms rather than a fixed linguistic feature. This view is further supported by corpus-based studies
of academic discourse, which show that increased explicitness in academic texts is often achieved
through discourse-level resources. As noted by Serova, “increased text explicitness is characterized by
a higher frequency of personal, possessive and demonstrative pronouns, as well as discourse markers
used for clarification and contrast” [24].

Although corpus-based studies such as Siu et al. [1] and Dalaf [25] offer valuable empirical evi-
dence, they often do not address the rhetorical or institutional motivations behind frequency pat-
terns. Siu et al. [1] found that Hong Kong engineering students underused approximative hedges and
self-mentions compared to U.S. peers, yet did not consider how local pedagogical traditions might
promote excessive caution. Dalaf’s work [25] highlights L2 reliance on formulaic stance expressions
but stops short of explaining how stance competence develops during academic socialization.

Other research provides complementary insights. Chen [26] shows that L2 business theses often
combine excessive boosting with frequent hedging, producing oscillatory stance profiles. However, the
study does not clarify whether this reflects uncertainty, L1 rhetorical transfer, or gaps in pedagogical
training. The present study advances this line of inquiry by interpreting stance behavior through the
interaction of linguistic, cultural, and institutional factors. This distinction is also confirmed by re-
cent studies of evaluative discourse in academic communication. As shown in research on open peer
review, “positive evaluations are mainly objectivized, explicit and non-graduated, whereas negative
evaluations tend to be subjectivized, implicit, and dialogic, allowing room for alternative viewpoints”
[27, p. 58].

However, Hyland’s studies [5, 6, 9, 10] primarily focus on expert and advanced student writing in
Anglophone contexts and do not systematically address stance variation in medical and technical L2
student writing across disciplinary domains. Yet his model has been critiqued for emphasizing textual
function while giving limited attention to the socio-institutional voices behind stance choices. Con-
versely, Biber’s multidimensional approach* provides detailed grammatical correlates but lacks rhe-
torical interpretation. Although later studies have extended both frameworks, few integrate functional
and sociocultural perspectives within a single empirical design [9, 14, 15].

Cross-cultural studies by Vassileva [17] and Dontcheva-Navratilova [18] demonstrate that writers
from different linguistic backgrounds show distinct tendencies in self-reference and epistemic cau-
tion. However, these works focus primarily on published research articles rather than student writing,
leaving open questions about how stance develops at earlier stages of academic literacy. More re-
cent reviews, such as Pearson & Abdollahzadeh [13], emphasize the need for replication and clearer
operationalization of stance categories, noting that many corpus-based studies lack methodological
consistency or reflection on model applicability across genres. However, these studies focus predom-
inantly on published research articles and do not examine how commitment and detachment are
realized in student academic writing within specific disciplinary and institutional contexts.

The present study addresses these limitations by adopting an integrated comparative design. It
combines quantitative corpus-based analysis with qualitative functional interpretation of stance
markers and examines L1 and L2 student writing within a unified analytical framework. By compar-
ing stance strategies across disciplines and institutional contexts, the study moves beyond descriptive
inventories of markers and offers a more comprehensive account of how authorial positioning is ne-
gotiated in academic discourse. It re-evaluates Hyland’s framework [9, 10] through the lens of Biber’s
grammatical insights and treats stance® not only as a linguistic feature but also as a culturally shaped
rhetorical practice. This view is supported by research on politeness and discourse markers in written

4 Biber D., Johansson S., Leech G., Conrad S., Finegan E., Longman Grammar of Spoken and Written English, John Benjamins Publishing
Company, London, 2021. DOI: 10.1075/z.232
5 Ibid.
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communication. As shown by Gurova, “the Danish written communication uses various politeness
markers depending on the type of discourse and the imperative” [28, p. 60], which confirms that the
choice of pragmatic markers is closely linked to genre- and discourse-specific conventions rather than
purely grammatical factors.

Unlike previous research that examines L1 and L2 writing separately, this study places both within
a unified comparative design, analyzing how hedging and boosting vary across disciplines and native-
ness. Furthermore, it moves beyond simple inventories of markers to investigate their rhetorical func-
tions in context, thereby linking quantitative patterns with qualitative insights. Through this integrat-
ed approach, the article offers a critical synthesis of prior work and provides empirical evidence that
advances the theoretical understanding of stance as both a linguistic and socio-cognitive construct.

Methods and Materials

The empirical material for the study was drawn from two established student corpora, BAWE and
MICUSP, complemented by a purpose-built learner subcorpus compiled by the author. The BAWE
corpus was used as the baseline reference for L1 academic writing, as it consists of assessed texts
produced by native speakers of English in UK higher education across multiple disciplines. From
BAWE, texts in engineering and business-related fields were selected to establish discipline-specific
stance norms characteristic of L1 student writing. The MICUSP corpus was employed as a bench-
mark corpus representing high-proficiency Anglophone academic writing. Given that MICUSP con-
tains top-graded papers written by advanced undergraduate and graduate students, it was used to
model target rhetorical and stance practices rather than to represent a separate L1 or L2 population
(see Table 1).

Table 1. Composition of the study corpus

Corpus/Subcorpus Writer status Disciplinary domain oﬁ::lz:i:l) Total words te)i\t/[l?:lr;th
BAWE L1 Engineering 15 27,600 1,840
BAWE L1 Management/business 15 28,200 1,880
MICUSP High-proficiency reference | Engineering 15 29,100 1,940
MICUSP High-proficiency reference | Management/business 15 30,000 2,000
The AMU learner corpus | L2 (Azerbaijan) Zﬁiﬁij‘:viz:gemed medical/ 15 26,700 1,780
The AMU learner corpus | L2 (Azerbaijan) Vhi?giiement—oriented medical 15 27 300 1,820
Total - — 90 168,900 —

All frequencies of stance markers were normalized per 1,000 words. Texts shorter than 1,500 words
or longer than 2,000 words were excluded to ensure comparability across subcorpora.

Stance was operationalized through Hyland’s metadiscourse model [5], which distinguishes four
categories: hedges (mitigation), boosters (assertive reinforcement), attitude markers, and self-men-
tion. Texts by L1 and L2 writers were compared across disciplinary domains (technical vs. social-hu-
manities). Candidate markers were extracted through targeted searches and validated using KWIC® to
confirm functional usage. The analysis is descriptive in distributional terms, with differences inter-
preted through pragmatic and pedagogical perspectives.

¢ KWIC — Key Word in Context.
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Although both Hyland [5] and Biber’ address stance-related features, Hyland’s taxonomy serves
as the primary analytical framework due to its functional coherence and direct relevance to rhetorical
and pedagogical aims. Biber’s multidimensional approach is used only for comparative reference. All
markers were coded according to Hyland’s four categories, following the definitional criteria in Hy-
land [6] and Hyland & F. Jiang [9], ensuring consistency and replicability.

The dataset consists of academic essays and reports taken from BAWE and MICUSP, balanced
by discipline (engineering/civil vs. business/management) and writer status (15 L1 UK-based students;
15 advanced L2 students from AMU enrolled in ESP courses). Each student produced 1,500—2,000-
word texts. Paratextual material (references, tables, appendices) was excluded to avoid skewing results.

Stance markers were counted only when they operated within clause-level propositional meaning
to express epistemic commitment, evaluation, or authorial presence:

— Hedges: lexical/grammatical devices signaling probability or reduced commitment (e.g., may,
might, possibly, it seems that...), excluding deontic uses;

— Boosters: expressions strengthening certainty or confidence (e.g., clearly, undoubtedly, it is evi-
dent that...);

— Attitude markers: items expressing evaluative or affective stance without increasing epistemic
certainty (e.g., importantly, notably, regrettably, we agree that...);

— Self-mention: first-person references (/, we, our) marking the author’s presence in relation to
the current research, not humanity in general.

Ambiguous tokens were resolved through contextual paraphrase tests and coder consensus. Each
stance marker was counted once per clause, and multiword units (e.g., it is likely that..., it is clear
that...) were treated as single instances. The annotation process combined automated keyword retriev-
al with manual KWIC validation to confirm functional use. Two independent coders cross-checked
a 20 % random sample, achieving an inter-rater reliability of k¥ = 0.85, which indicates strong agree-
ment. Discrepancies and borderline cases were documented in an audit log to ensure traceability. The
complete codebook and representative examples are provided in the appendices to facilitate replica-
tion by future researchers.

The identification and coding of stance markers followed a two-stage procedure. In the first stage,
all potential stance-related items were automatically retrieved from the corpora using a pre-defined
lexicon derived from Hyland’s taxonomies [5, 9]. This lexicon included representative items for four
functional categories — hedges, boosters, attitude markers, and self-mentions. In the second stage, each
candidate occurrence was manually checked in its immediate context using KWIC concordances to
verify its functional role and exclude false positives (e.g., modal verbs not used epistemically). Two
trained coders independently validated 20 % of the data; inter-coder agreement reached 0.89 (Cohen’s
K), indicating high reliability. Discrepancies were discussed and resolved through consensus. This mul-
ti-step coding ensured transparency, replicability, and functional accuracy of the stance classification.
All frequencies were normalized per 1,000 words to enable comparability across texts and disciplines.

Results

Quantitative corpus analysis demonstrates statistically grounded differences in the distribution of
stance markers between L1 and L2 academic writing. All frequencies were normalized per 1,000 words
to ensure cross-corpus comparability. The analysis targeted four stance categories — hedges, boosters,
attitude markers, and self-mention — identified via concordance-based procedures in the BAWE and
MICUSP subcorpora. The results indicate a higher relative frequency of hedging and self-mention in
L1 texts, contrasted with an increased use of boosters and attitude markers in L2 writing. The aggrega-
ted quantitative outcomes are reported in Table 2.

7 Biber D., Johansson S., Leech G., Conrad S., Finegan E., Longman Grammar of Spoken and Written English, John Benjamins Publishing
Company, London, 2021. DOI: 10.1075/z.232
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Table 2. Frequency of stance markers (per 1,000 words)

Type of marker L1 writers (BAWE/MICUSP) L2 writers Difference (L2—L1)
Hedges 6.2 3.9 -2.3
Boosters 2.1 4.7 +2.6
Attitude markers 1.8 34 +1.6
Self-mention 4.5 2.2 -2.3

Quantitative analysis demonstrates a systematic overuse of boosters and attitude markers by L2
writers, combined with a relative underuse of hedging devices. As shown in Table 2, the frequency of
attitude markers in L2 texts (3.4 per 1,000 words) almost doubles that observed in L1 academic writing
(1.8), suggesting a tendency toward evaluative over-explicitness.

Stance in Academic Genres: Calibrating Commitment through Hedges and Boosters. The notion of
stance is closely tied to metadiscourse and the authorial voice in academic texts. Within K. Hyland’s
model, markers of author positioning fall into four categories: hedges (devices that signal uncertainty
or soften commitment), boosters (devices that intensify commitment and assert confidence), attitude
markers (items that express the writer’s evaluative or affective orientation to the proposition), and
self-mention (explicit reference to the author through first-person forms such as I or we) [5]. These
resources allow the writer to calibrate the strength of claims, signal an evaluative orientation to the
proposition, and determine the degree of textual presence. “Modern concordancers can provide more
accurate analyses based on the large-scale data stored in corpora, which facilitates the examination of
various aspects of language.” [29, p. 201]. Leveraging such concordance-based evidence allows us to
operationalize stance categories empirically — identifying the inventories, frequencies, and co-texts
of hedging forms in BAWE/MICUSP — before turning to their functional definition.

As recent discourse-oriented research emphasizes, analytical attention should be directed to “dis-
coursal structures, lexical-semantic constellations, metaphorical models, and pragmatic strategies in
the chosen writings” [30, p. 129]. Hedging refers to the use of lexical and grammatical devices that
soften categorical force. Typical hedges include modal verbs and adverbs (e.g., might, may, likely,
perhaps) and clausal frames such as it is possible that..., which recast a proposition as tentative or
probabilistic rather than definitive [31]. By employing hedges, the author can disclaim full respon-
sibility for the truth of a proposition, presenting it as probable — grounded in plausible reasoning —
rather than as an established fact®. Thus, hedging preserves space for alternative viewpoints and sig-
nals politeness toward potential reader objections. In short, hedges indicate that the writer does not
foreclose the discussion, thereby legitimizing alternative interpretations [32]. Examples of hedging in
Russian academic prose include formulas such as moacro npeonosoxcums, umo..., 6epossmuo, 4mo...,
He uckaw4eHo, umo...; in Azerbaijani academic prose, comparable hedges are giiman etmak olar ki...,
vaqin ki..., ola bilsin ki..., ola bilor ki..., ehtimal olunur ki..., istisna edilmir ki...

Boosting (strengthening the claim), by contrast, has the opposite pragmatic effect: it asserts high
speaker commitment and narrows the space for alternative readings (e.g., definitely, certainly, clearly,
undoubtedly, it is clear that...), thereby inviting readers to accept the proposition as established rather
than tentative [6]. Boosters (e.g., definitely, certainly; in Russian 6esycioeno, necomnenno; in Azer-
baijani siibhasiz, miitloq, qati, aciq-aydin, heg¢ bir siibha yoxdur ki..., siibhasizdir ki..., malumdur ki...)
signal a high degree of authorial commitment to the truth of a proposition and thus narrow the space
for alternative interpretations. By employing boosters, the writer underscores the unequivocal validity
of their results or arguments and aligns with the reader in accepting these claims [33]. For example,
the sentence “Obviously, the data we obtained confirm the hypothesis” contains a certainty marker
(obviously) that amplifies the categorical force of the claim. As Hyland & Jiang [9] observe, the choice

8 Khanbutayeva L., Psycholinguistic Problems of Syntactic Units. Doctor of Sciences (Philology) dissertation thesis, Baku, 2022.

86



4 -

between hedges and boosters indexes the writer’s degree of commitment to a preferred interpretation
of the evidence and a strategic intent to shape readers’ perceptions. Polite academic interaction re-
quires balance: overusing boosters can read as dogmatic, whereas judicious hedges project scientific
caution and objectivity.

Attitude markers encode the writer’s affective/evaluative orientation to a proposition (not epis-
temic certainty). Typical English items include importantly, notably, fortunately/unfortunately, sur-
prisingly, we agree / we are concerned that..., it is noteworthy that..., significant, striking, trivial. Russian
parallels: sasxcno ommemumes, umo..., NPUMEUAMENbHO, YMO..., K CONCANCHUI..., YOUBUMENbHO, YMO...,
Mbl cuumaem / coeadacHsl / He coeaacHsl, umo... Azerbaijani parallels: vacibdir ki..., digqatolayiqdir ki...,
toassiif ki..., taacciibliidiir ki..., biz hesab edirik ki... / raziyiq / razi deyilik ki... Used sparingly and in
discipline-appropriate registers, these markers flag importance or (dis)agreement without inflating
epistemic commitment [34]. They include, for example, verbs of opinion (agree, prefer), sentence
adverbials (unfortunately, surprisingly), and composite constructions such as we hope that... In aca-
demic prose, the range of permissible emotions and evaluations is deliberately constrained — overt
displays of strong feeling are generally avoided — yet it remains acceptable to signal the importance of
a result (it is important to note that...), surprise (it is noteworthy that...), or agreement/disagreement.
Phrases like it should be noted with regret... or it is noteworthy that... function as attitude markers in-
dicating the writer’s stance toward the reported facts. Studies show that student writers sometimes
overuse highly affect-laden expressions where experienced authors would opt for a more neutral reg-
ister; thus, student essays often feature words such as incredible, astonishing, or stunning, whereas
faculty-authored articles are markedly more restrained. “Beginning students overused boosters and
underused hedges as opposed to more advanced student writers and professional writers who prefer-
red expressing stance with caution and tentativeness rather than assertiveness.” [34, p. 120]. At the
same time, judicious attitude markers allow authors to foreground the salience or unexpectedness of
findings while remaining within disciplinary decorum.

Based on the conducted analysis of the two participant groups, several consistent patterns emerged.
For example, in the L1 corpus, attitude markers were used strategically and moderately, serving pri-
marily to highlight significance (it is important to note that...) or indicate evaluative distance (it is
interesting to observe that...). The L1 writers demonstrated a strong sense of disciplinary decorum,
avoiding excessive emotional colouring and preferring neutral or hedged expressions. Their stance
was typically encoded through adverbial constructions (notably, significantly) and metadiscursive
comments that aligned with genre conventions of academic prose.

In contrast, L2 writers tended to overuse overtly affective or subjective expressions, often trans-
ferring discourse habits from their first language (Azerbaijani) into English. Frequent items included
unfortunately, very important, and intensifiers such as really or very interesting. In several cases, L2
writers combined epistemic and affective stance in single clauses, resulting in redundant or stylistical-
ly inflated statements (e.g., it is very important and we strongly believe that this result is true).

Quantitative comparison showed that the mean frequency of attitude markers per 1,000 words
was 1.8 for L1 and 3.4 for L2 participants. However, qualitative analysis revealed that L1 writers used
a wider range of nuanced lexical items, whereas L2 writers relied on a limited set of high-salience
adverbs. These findings confirm that the mastery of attitudinal stance involves not only lexical know-
ledge but also pragmatic awareness of academic tone and disciplinary conventions.

Self-mention denotes the writer’s explicit presence in the text, typically realized through first-per-
son forms (/, we) and other self-referential expressions [35]. The use of the first person in scholarly
writing varies across disciplines and traditions: authors in the humanities employ first-person forms
far more frequently, whereas an impersonal style predominates in the natural sciences. By insert-
ing themselves into the text (e.g., in this study, we propose...), writers assume responsibility for the
exposition, construct an authorial voice, and project a particular scholarly identity. An impersonal
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presentation can create an aura of objectivity, but at the same time distances the author from their
claims. Thus, the choice between first-person reference and impersonal constructions is a deliberate
rhetorical move for managing authorial persona: a more “personal” style is characteristic of the so-
cial sciences and humanities, while a more “objectivized” style tends to characterize technical and
hard-science prose [6]. It has been observed that many L2 writers avoid the first-person pronoun / as
allegedly inappropriate for scientific prose, although in Anglophone practice the moderate use of I/
we is acceptable, and at that time necessary for clarity (e.g., when describing research procedures).

Accordingly, stance markers furnish authors with tools for signalling degrees of certainty/uncer-
tainty, expressing evaluative orientation, and marking authorial presence. A balanced deployment of
these resources is a core component of academic literacy and shapes both the persuasiveness and the
decorum of scholarly communication. As Mammadli & Habibova have noted, “persuasion is a normal
part of scholarly rhetoric — researchers use evidence, logical argument, and appeals to shared values
of inquiry to convince colleagues of a claim... the line between acceptable persuasion and unethical
manipulation can be thin.” [36, p. 30].

To illustrate differences in the use of hedging and boosting by native and L2 writers, we consider
two cases drawn from the BAWE and MICUSP corpora across distinct disciplines. This approach
goes beyond general observation, grounding the analysis in concrete corpus examples. In this regard,
concordance analysis is particularly relevant, as it enables systematic examination of the semantic
and syntactic contexts in which hedging and boosting markers occur, thereby allowing more precise
identification of their semantic—functional roles [4, p. 90].

Case 1: Engineering (civil engineering). In the BAWE corpus (L1 engineering essays), stance is ty-
pically realized through concise and cautious phrasing:

(1) It appears that the data collected in the second phase may not fully support the initial hypothesis.

(2) This result seems to suggest a possible correlation rather than a definitive causal link.

In contrast, the MICUSP-based L2 corpus demonstrates a narrower range of hedging expressions:

(3) It can be said that the pressure was possibly affected by the external conditions.

(4) We can assume that the system might work in different environments.

These examples show that L2 writers rely heavily on modal verbs (may, might, can), while L1 writ-
ers employ a broader set of epistemic verbs (appear, suggest) and adverbials (/ikely, possibly), signaling
a more nuanced approach to uncertainty.

Siu et al. [1] compared final-year theses by engineering students in Hong Kong (English as L2,
civil engineering) with those of American students (L1, from MICUSP) in the same field. It was found
that in L2 students’ technical reports certain types of hedging occur markedly less frequently than in
papers by native speakers. In particular, the Hong Kong authors employed approximative hedges (e.g.,
generally, mostly) and evidential verbs (e.g., seem, appear, suggest) less often. Moreover, L2 students
virtually avoided pronominal hedging, i.e., cautious first-person statements (e.g., I believe that..., we
consider...), whereas such forms appeared occasionally in L1 texts. Instead of a diverse repertoire of
mitigating strategies, L2 writers relied primarily on modal verbs (may, might, etc.) as their chief means
of signalling uncertainty. Consequently, the overall number of hedge markers in L2 texts even exceed-
ed that in L1 (driven by frequent modals); however, the variety and subtlety of hedging in L2 were
lower [1]. With respect to boosters, L2 engineering texts are marked by underuse: L2 students include
expressions of confidence far less often than their American counterparts. In other words, L1 writers
in engineering papers more readily employ categorical formulations (definitely, beyond doubt, etc.),
whereas L2 authors tend to maintain a more cautious tone. This example indicates that in technical
domains L2 students are over-cautious — their texts abound in modal conjectures but lack the degree
of assertiveness typical of L1 work.

Case 2: Social sciences (economics/business). Typical L1 examples from BAWE business texts in-
clude:
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(5) It is important to note that consumer satisfaction largely depends on perceived service quality.

(6) The findings may be interpreted as indicative of a gradual market shift.

By contrast, in L2 theses (Chen, 2025 corpus ), expressions tend to be more assertive and affective:

(7) Undoubtedly, the results clearly prove the success of the implemented strategy.

(8) It is very important to emphasize that our approach is more effective.

These data illustrate the oscillatory stance noted in the quantitative findings — L2 writers combine
categorical boosters (clearly, undoubtedly) with strong evaluative adjectives (very important), creating
a more expressive rhetorical profile than their L1 counterparts.

A different picture emerges in Chen’s [26] corpus study of business-administration theses written
by Chinese L2 students, which were compared against the BAWE corpus. In contrast to the technical
domain, the L2 texts here were more categorical than those of L1 writers. The number of boosting de-
vices in the Chinese students’ theses substantially exceeded that found in comparable texts by British
students. Put simply, L2 business writers used assertive lexemes (e.g., definitely, undoubtedly) much
more frequently than L1 writers, who articulated conclusions more cautiously. At the same time,
hedging was also more frequent in the L2 texts. This ostensibly paradoxical pattern suggests that the
Chinese students simultaneously loaded their writing with both mitigating qualifiers and categorical
boosters, likely an attempt to deploy all familiar academic devices for scientific caution and per-
suasiveness, without always sensing the fine line between judicious hedging and over-assertion. The
resulting stance profile in L2 business theses is more expressive, with frequent oscillation between
strengthening and softening moves, whereas L1 texts are typically more even and balanced.

Taken together, these cases show that the impact of author status (L1 vs. L2) on stance varies by
disciplinary domain. In engineering writing, both L1 and L2 authors face strong norms of objectivity,
yet L2 writers tend to be overly cautious. In management/economics, by contrast, L2 students —
seeking persuasiveness — may even exceed L1 peers in directness while also hedging heavily. Analyses
should therefore consider not only nativeness but also disciplinary conventions: the social sciences/
humanities are generally more tolerant of overt authorial presence and evaluation, whereas technical
fields demand a more restrained tone [19]. This may partly explain why the differences between L1
and L2 authors manifest differently across the cases examined.

Case 3: Medical Sciences (the AMU learner corpus vs. the MICUSP corpus). 1.1 medical reports of-
ten present claims through cautious formulations:

(9) The obtained results indicate a potential link between exposure level and immune response.

(10) [Itis plausible that the discrepancy arises from measurement limitations.

In the AMU learner corpus, stance tends to be expressed more directly:

(11) It is clear that the experiment strongly supports the hypothesis.

(12) Unfortunately, the number of participants was limited.

The comparison shows that L2 writers compensate for restricted lexical variety with overt eval-
uative and emotional markers (it is clear, unfortunately), while L1 authors prefer implicit, eviden-
tial phrasing (indicate, plausible). This difference highlights how cultural and pedagogical traditions
shape rhetorical choices.

In our study, a similar pattern was observed in the medical domain, where academic essays written
by advanced Azerbaijani EFL’ students (L2) were compared to research reports authored by native
English-speaking medical students (L1) from the MICUSP corpus. The results demonstrated both
parallels and divergences from Siu et al.’s findings in engineering [1].

Like the Hong Kong group, Azerbaijani L2 writers displayed a restricted range of hedging and
attitude devices. The most frequent hedges were modal verbs (may, might, could), often appearing in
formulaic constructions such as this may indicate... or it could be suggested that... However, approxi-
mative adverbs (roughly, generally, relatively) and lexical hedges (seems, fends to, suggests that) were

° EFL — English as a Foreign Language.
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rare. As in Siu et al. [1], pronominal hedging (e.g., we believe that..., we assume that...) was almost
absent, reflecting the influence of local academic conventions, where impersonality and deference to
authority are highly valued.

Interestingly, L2 writers in the medical group overcompensated through attitude markers, using
overt evaluative expressions like it is very important to note that..., unfortunately, the data are lim-
ited..., or it is clear that... In contrast, L1 writers preferred structurally embedded evaluations, e.g.,
the data reveal a consistent pattern..., which convey stance indirectly. Quantitative data revealed that
L2 writers used 2.7 attitude markers per 1,000 words, compared to 1.5 in L1 texts, but only half the
lexical diversity.

This finding supports Hyland & F. Jiang’s [9] observation that disciplinary and cultural factors in-
teract in stance expression: while native writers calibrate confidence through balanced use of hedges
and boosters, L2 writers tend toward either over-hedging or explicit evaluation. In the AMU learner
corpus, this tendency likely stems from interference of L1 rhetorical habits and limited exposure to
discipline-specific English discourse models.

Discussion

Pedagogical practices contribute to L1—L2 differences in stance use, as metadiscourse is often
insufficiently addressed in academic writing instruction. Numerous studies confirm that L2 writers
experience persistent difficulties in expressing stance, as “stance expressions are difficult to master
for learners in academic writing” [22, p. 250]. A key dimension, often overlooked, is the institutional
and disciplinary context in which academic writing occurs. Stance is shaped not only by linguistic
competence but also by the rhetorical norms of specific discourse communities. As Hyland [37] and
Swales [38] note, disciplines cultivate distinct expectations regarding acceptable authorial presence,
the framing of claims, and appropriate degrees of certainty. Technical and medical fields tend to
promote impersonal, objectivity-oriented styles, whereas the social sciences encourage more dialog-
ic and self-reflexive voices. Understanding these institutionalized conventions helps explain L1—L2
contrasts: L2 writers’ choices reflect not only linguistic limitations but also the academic cultures in
which they were trained. This perspective is reinforced by work in social and educational linguistics,
which emphasizes the institutional grounding of communicative practices. As Kulikova argues, “lan-
guage use should be viewed not only as a structural system but primarily as a socio-pragmatic resource
shaped by institutional, educational and cultural practices” [39, p. 24].

Pragmatic competence plays a major role. Calibrating assertiveness and caution are a skill LI
writers acquire gradually through participation in academic discourse. L2 writers, by contrast, often
struggle to express polite doubt and either avoid hedging or use it formulaically. Hyland & Milton
[9] report that Chinese students frequently fail to mitigate categorical claims appropriately, despite
having analogous means in their L1. This difficulty is reinforced by prior writing instruction where
hedging and stance-taking were neither emphasized nor explicitly taught, leading L2 writers to sound
either overly blunt or excessively cautious.

Cultural-rhetorical norms further shape stance. Academic traditions differ in how they construe
the author’s role and acceptable degrees of explicitness. In the Anglo-American context, independent
authorial voice and acknowledgment of alternative views are both valued, motivating frequent use of
hedges, caveats, and modals'’. In other educational cultures, students are taught to write “objectively,”
avoiding first-person reference and overt expressions of uncertainty. Consequently, many L2 writers
avoid 7 in academic texts, having internalized an impersonal style. This tendency appears, for exam-
ple, in engineering writing: Hong Kong students rarely used self-mention, whereas American students
did so occasionally [1]. Attitudes toward expressing doubt also vary — in some contexts, it is perceived
as weakness, while in international academic discourse, it signals intellectual rigor. These cultural and

10 Khanbutayeva L., Psycholinguistic Problems of Syntactic Units, Doctor of Sciences (Philology) dissertation thesis, Baku, 2022.
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institutional factors jointly influence how actively students employ hedges, boosters, and other stance
markers.

An important factor that must be taken into account is the pedagogy of academic writing itself.
When instructors devote insufficient or only superficial attention to metadiscourse, L2 students may
fail to develop even a basic awareness of what stance markers are, how they function rhetorically, and
why they matter for the reception of a text by the academic community [40]. In such cases, students
approach writing primarily as a matter of grammar and vocabulary, without grasping that a large part
of persuasiveness, credibility, and disciplinary positioning depends on the ability to signal attitude,
commitment, or caution.

Another complication lies in the inconsistent or even contradictory guidance students receive.
For instance, some style manuals or instructors explicitly discourage the use of “tentative” language.
A familiar dictum is: “If you do not have compelling evidence, do not hedge with formulations such
as it may be possible that...” [4, p. 91]. Taken literally, such advice risks pushing novice writers into
avoiding hedging altogether, even in contexts where it is pragmatically necessary, thereby producing
a rigid, overly categorical, and sometimes confrontational prose style. Instead of nuance and careful
qualification, the text ends up projecting “black-and-white” claims that may be rhetorically ineffec-
tive and academically inappropriate.

At the opposite end of stance-taking challenges, an overemphasis on objectivity in academic writ-
ing instruction can discourage students from expressing an explicit authorial voice. Research shows
that in many educational context students associate the use of / or other overt stance markers with a
lack of academic rigor [41—43]. Consequently, they avoid self-mention and compensate through pas-
sive constructions, nominalizations, and impersonal phrasing. Although these strategies may project
objectivity, they often reduce clarity, obscure agency, and weaken argumentative precision. The pres-
ent data reflect this tendency: several L2 writers in the corpus avoid self-reference even in interpretive
sections, aligning with institutional norms that privilege impersonality over authorial visibility. This
confirms that stance-taking is not purely linguistic but also socially and pedagogically conditioned.
Such interpretation is consistent with a broader socio-pragmatic view of academic discourse. As not-
ed in social and discourse linguistics, “critical discourse analysis is oriented not toward language as a
structure, but toward the socio-cultural processes underlying language use” [44, p. 47], underscoring
that stance choices are shaped by institutional norms and pedagogical traditions rather than grammar
alone.

A further issue arising from this tension is the lack of clear instructional models for L2 writers.
Without systematic guidance on how hedges, boosters, and other stance markers function rhetorically,
students rely on guesswork or formulaic patterns. The corpus evidence demonstrates this: some texts
display mechanical overuse of a few markers, while others avoid stance devices entirely, resulting in
weakened academic communication. Targeted pedagogy is therefore essential, and not only for cor-
recting errors but for cultivating the rhetorical awareness needed to balance caution and commitment
in line with disciplinary norms.

Finally, overall linguistic and academic proficiency must be taken into account. Many apparent
L1-L2 differences are in fact contrasts between experienced and novice writers. Native-speaker con-
tributors to MICUSP are typically high-performing upper-level students already familiar with genre
expectations, whereas many L2 writers are newcomers to Anglophone academic contexts. Unsurpris-
ingly, novice writers (L1 and L2 alike) tend to simplify discourse: prior studies show that weaker pa-
pers contain more unjustifiably strong or overly broad claims, while high-rated texts exhibit nuance,
qualification, and strategic hedging [45]. This affects not only argumentative content but also rhetor-
ical organization, with less experienced writers demonstrating fewer hedges and more unbalanced,
categorical statements, leading to reduced subtlety and diminished dialogic engagement in their aca-
demic prose.
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As noted in previous work, “L2 learners’ essays overused some markers, such as temporal and in-
ferential discourse markers, which affected the coherence of their essays” [45]. This shows that the
difficulty lies not only in the absence of markers but also in their uneven and uncalibrated use, which
disrupts cohesion and weakens rhetorical effectiveness. A similar pattern appears in stance-taking:
L2 writers often omit attitude markers or use overly emotional ones. Instead of neutral academic
formulations such as it is important to note that..., novice essays may contain affect-laden items like
astonishing, incredible, stunning. Comparable tendencies are found cross-linguistically — e.g., Russian
yousumenvHo, nopasumenvHo or Azerbaijani toacciibliidiir ki, inaniimazdir ki. While these expressions
technically function as attitude markers, their emotional intensity disrupts disciplinary register and
reduces academic persuasiveness.

Such tendencies should be understood as part of a developmental trajectory rather than permanent
L2 deficits. Novice writers initially rely on everyday evaluative lexicon instead of discipline-specific
metadiscourse. With increased academic socialization, writers learn to calibrate evaluation more ap-
propriately, favoring markers of importance (importantly, notably, vacibdir ki) or cautious evaluation
(it is regrettable that..., toassiif ki...) and adopting a more conventionalized rhetorical style. This sug-
gests that differences often attributed to L1/L2 status may be overstated: experience and disciplinary
enculturation play a larger role than nativeness.

Beyond linguistic proficiency, stance is also shaped by institutional and cultural ideologies. Anglo-
phone academic traditions value explicit authorial presence as a sign of critical thinking, expecting
writers to assert claims confidently while hedging uncertainty. In contrast, many non-Anglophone
traditions, including post-Soviet and Azerbaijani contexts, prioritize impersonality, collective knowl-
edge, and deference to authority. In such environments, overt self-reference can be perceived as inap-
propriate self-promotion. These norms help explain why L2 writers rely on impersonal constructions
and display a narrower set of stance devices. Additionally, EFL programs often emphasize grammat-
ical accuracy over rhetorical and pragmatic training, leaving learners unaware of stance as a socially
patterned practice.

Thus, overuse or misuse of discourse markers should be viewed as evidence of developmental stages
rather than permanent shortcomings. As one study concludes, “L2 speakers tended to use limited rep-
ertories that caused the overuse of particular DMs... although the participants were Master’s degree
students, their academic writings were not advanced yet” [45]. This finding underscores that mastery
of stance and metadiscourse is a gradual process requiring sustained exposure, practice, and explicit
instruction.

This observation underscores the importance of differentiating between linguistic competence and
academic literacy. Even highly educated L2 learners may struggle if they have not yet internalized the
rhetorical and discourse conventions of academic communities. Thus, the issue lies less in inherent
L1—L2 contrasts and more in the degree of exposure to disciplinary norms and feedback. Crucially,
these conventions are not automatically acquired with general language proficiency but must be ex-
plicitly taught, modeled, and reinforced in academic contexts. Over time, systematic training and
immersion allow L2 writers to diversify their repertoire of discourse markers and align more closely
with native-like academic standards.

Yet, empirical evidence confirms that this process is far from automatic: the evidence that Iraqi
EFL students struggle with the use of discourse markers clearly points to the necessity of targeted
pedagogical interventions, as learners left without explicit guidance risk stagnating in formulaic and
mechanical patterns of writing [48]. This problem is not unique to Iraqi learners: in Azerbaijani ac-
ademic prose, for instance, students often rely on clichés such as notico etibarilo demaok olar ki... or
yuxarida geyd olundugu kimi, which, although functional, remain formulaic and do not demonstrate
nuanced authorial stance. Similar tendencies are visible in Russian student essays, where fixed expres-
sions like credyem ommemums, umo... or moxcrHo ckazams, umo... are overused, reducing variability and
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rhetorical subtlety. By contrast, proficient English academic writing, as seen in BAWE or MICUSP,
features a much broader repertoire of stance devices — hedges such as it is possible that..., boosters like
undoubtedly, and attitude markers (importantly, notably) — which balance caution with confidence
and prevent discourse from sounding monotonous.

At the same time, broader developments in language education introduce additional complexity:
“The integration of the Internet into language learning has brought both opportunities and challeng-
es to the teaching process... teachers must balance modern linguistic trends with the need to uphold
traditional grammar and writing standards.” [48, p. 300]. Online environments, while offering access
to corpora, concordancers, and digital writing tools, also foster the spread of colloquial markers and
conversational shortcuts (e.g., kind of, sort of, like in English; muna in Russian; sanki in colloquial
Azerbaijani), which may seep into student writing if not properly filtered.

Put differently, while learners’ weaknesses in metadiscourse call for systematic training, instruc-
tors themselves face the dual challenge of innovating with digital resources and safeguarding the core
conventions of academic literacy. This means not only introducing students to hedges, boosters, and
attitude markers across languages but also showing how these devices differ cross-culturally and why
academic writing norms privilege restraint, clarity, and precision over colloquial immediacy or emo-
tional emphasis.

Without systematic instruction, even upper-level students risk stagnating at a stage characterized
by limited repertoire and mechanical use of markers. Therefore, fostering metadiscursive competence
must be seen as an integral part of academic writing pedagogy, ensuring that learners progress from
formulaic usage toward a nuanced and disciplinary-appropriate command of stance and coherence.
Yet, this requirement cannot be addressed in isolation from broader linguistic dynamics: “The study
of linguistic change is a crucial aspect of the process of adapting educational programs and teaching
methods.” [48, p. 301]. In other words, while one part of the problem lies in students’ restricted
awareness of discourse markers, the other lies in curricula that are slow to integrate new insights from
linguistic change and corpus-based evidence. If pedagogy does not evolve in line with shifting lin-
guistic realities, then even well-designed instruction risks reproducing outdated practices instead of
cultivating the rhetorical flexibility needed in contemporary academic communication.

From this perspective, targeted instruction in rhetorical conventions can accelerate the process
of aligning novice writers with the expectations of academic discourse. For example, it has been ob-
served that top-graded essays — by both native-English and Chinese students — contain notably more
hedging than mid-graded essays [46]. Accordingly, some differences often ascribed to L1 influence
may in fact stem from limited experience with academic writing. With continued instruction and
practice, advanced L2 writers typically broaden and fine-tune their repertoire of stance markers,
gradually converging on the profile characteristic of L1 authors [11]. This is also borne out by the
engineering case: despite an overall tendency toward caution, L2 students exceeded L1 writers in the
overall frequency of hedging constructions [23], which can be interpreted as evidence of developing
command of academic style — albeit somewhat one-sided, primarily via modal verbs.

Taken together, the factors outlined — pragmatic challenges, cultural orientations, and gaps in in-
struction and experience — account for the observed differences. Thus, Chinese L2 writers in business,
aiming for persuasiveness, draw on familiar routines of assertiveness while also observing the requisite
scientific caution, yielding high levels of both boosting and hedging. Engineers, trained in the hard
sciences, have likely internalized that data accuracy is paramount and therefore avoid categorical
statements in the absence of near-certainty. Crucially, the use of stance markers is tied to a writer’s
socio-cognitive adaptation to the academic community: as students — L1 and L2 alike — integrate
into this community through reading and instructor feedback, they acquire a disciplinary “voice,”
including norms for expressing commitment and evaluation. Consequently, L1—L2 differences tend
to attenuate at higher levels of proficiency, even though they are quite salient at earlier stages.
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The findings of this study both confirm and refine existing models of stance. Hyland’s functional
taxonomy [5] — hedges, boosters, attitude markers, and self-mention — proved empirically robust for
cross-corpus comparison; however, our data suggest that in L2 academic writing, these categories
often overlap in function rather than remain distinct. For instance, L2 writers frequently employ hy-
brid constructions (e.g., we strongly believe that...) that simultaneously convey attitude and epistemic
commitment. This observation implies that stance functions should be treated not as discrete boxes
but as points along a pragmatic continuum of authorial commitment. Moreover, while Biber’s multi-
dimensional model highlights grammatical correlates of stance, the present study demonstrates that
rhetorical context — disciplinary norms and institutional expectations — exerts equal, if not greater,
influence on stance realization. Thus, the research extends prior models by integrating corpus-based
linguistic evidence with rhetorical-situational analysis, offering a more dynamic understanding of
how stance operates across L1 and L2 writing. In this sense, the study not only supports but also
nuances the frameworks of Hyland and Biber, positioning them within a broader socio-cognitive ac-
count of academic discourse.

Although earlier studies by Hyland, Vassileva, and Hinkel have documented L2 writers’ cautious
stance-taking and limited use of evaluative resources, the present study advances this line of research
in several ways. Unlike previous work, it integrates .1 and L2 academic writing within a unified com-
parative design across multiple disciplinary domains, including medical and technical contexts that
remain underrepresented in prior research. Moreover, the findings demonstrate that L2 over-cau-
tiousness is not a uniform phenomenon but varies systematically across disciplines. By combining
quantitative corpus evidence with functional interpretation, the study reframes limited stance reper-
toires not as a simple linguistic deficit but as the outcome of pedagogical, cultural, and institutional
constraints shaping academic writing practices.

Conclusion

This article examined discourse markers of authorial stance in academic writing using the BAWE
and MICUSP corpora, with a focus on comparing native (L1) and non-native (L2) writers of English.
The analysis shows that, although stance markers occur across academic texts, their distribution and
selection depend strongly on writer status and disciplinary context. Overall, L2 students display a dif-
ferent pragmatics of commitment: in technical disciplines, they are more cautious and use boosters
less frequently, whereas in the social sciences and humanities, they tend to be more categorical than
L1 writers while also hedging more. These contrasts can be explained by a combination of linguistic
competence, cultural orientations, and instructional practices discussed above.

From a linguistic standpoint, the findings confirm that stance markers serve as a crucial interface
between propositional content and interpersonal meaning. The ability to express both epistemic mod-
esty and justified confidence emerges as a central component of academic literacy, one which does not
automatically develop in L2 writers. Hedging and boosting are not simply stylistic ornaments but core
pragmatic strategies through which writers negotiate credibility, mitigate categorical claims, and align
themselves with disciplinary expectations. Overuse of modals in L2 engineering texts or excessive
categorical boosters in L2 business writing reveals that students often rely on limited repertoires, thus
producing “oscillatory” stance profiles. Such tendencies illustrate that the developmental trajectory
of L2 writers is marked by both underuse and overuse, reflecting partial awareness of rhetorical norms.

Pedagogically, the study highlights that explicit instruction in hedging, boosting, and stance more
generally is indispensable. Without clear guidance, L2 writers tend to proceed by guesswork, which
results in either categorical, “black-and-white” prose or overly cautious, impersonal writing. Incor-
porating authentic materials from BAWE and MICUSP into instruction can provide students with
concrete benchmarks: by comparing their own texts against high-rated L1 student writing, they can
internalize how balance, nuance, and evaluative caution are realized in practice. Explicit modeling of
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self-mention and attitude markers, in addition to hedges and boosters, can further equip students with
a fuller range of discursive resources.

The findings have important implications for the pedagogy of academic writing, particularly in L2
contexts. The contrastive corpus evidence suggests that explicit teaching of stance should be integrat-
ed into EAP and ESP curricula through data-driven learning approaches. By examining concordance
lines from authentic corpora such as BAWE and MICUSP, students can observe how expert and pro-
ficient L1 writers balance hedging and boosting across genres and disciplines. This corpus-informed
exposure enables learners to internalize pragmatic norms of academic communication — when to
sound cautious, when to express confidence, and how to signal evaluation appropriately. Further-
more, instructional practice should go beyond teaching lists of hedging or boosting expressions to
include activities in which students analyze the rhetorical function of stance markers within authen-
tic texts. Such pedagogy cultivates awareness of disciplinary variation, helping learners adapt their
stance to the conventions of engineering, medicine, or social sciences. Finally, teacher training pro-
grams should emphasize metadiscourse awareness, ensuring that instructors themselves can model
stance-taking and provide constructive feedback on its use. Embedding these principles into writing
courses will help L2 students move from formulaic usage toward rhetorically sophisticated control of
stance — a key marker of advanced academic literacy.

The findings underscore that stance is both a linguistic and a socio-cognitive phenomenon. Help-
ing students understand what their disciplinary readership expects is key to producing persuasive,
academically sound writing. Sustained attention to stance markers in academic-writing curricula can
gradually narrow L1—L2 gaps, enhance rhetorical competence, and contribute to raising the overall
quality of academic discourse.
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