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Abstract

This paper attempted to define authorial identity innter of the use of
referential and discourse markers used by authdr€entral Mindanao University
Journal of Science. A total of 73 articles weresidared with 135 minimum T-units
which were analyzed using Ivanic’s (1998) conceptathorial identity, Hyland’s
(2002) functions of referential markers, and Frasgll999) concept on discourse
markers and functions. From the analysis, we wdik&lto convey that the writers of
this academic journal are largely leaning towardwisibility as manifested by the
limited, if not repetitive referential markers sues “it”, “this”, “these”, and
“there” which were used either to state a purposkborate an argument, or state
the results or claims. Moreover, the writers ofstracademic journal manifest
abundance of discourse markers that either showrasting, collateral, inferential
relationship, and elaborated linguistic, semantiand pragmatic concepts in
academic writing that function either to relateegsent or argument, to introduce a
clause or a separate message, or to show cohexdrideas and concepts. However,
these discourse markers somehow failed to markoatghof claims or strength in
the arguments, which could be generalized as leptawards writers’ invisibility.

Keywords:Authorial identity, referential and discourse manke

I: Introduction
A. Rationale

In academic writing, the issue on ideational cohis not only confined to “content’
alone. Rather, it also projects how the academitessrposition themselves in their claims and
justifications, displaying their confidence in teealuation and commitment to their ideas. Thus,
the writer’s authorial identity is therefore conedyand embedded in each clause or word they
used so that the readers are either drawn in, paesl) or influenced by the writer's ideas.
Writer’'s identity is constructed in the possibési of self-hood (Ivanic, 1998; Ivanic & Weldon,
1999), and how they position and express judgmemtexplicitly affirm their role in the
discourse through personal pronouns (Hyland, 20BQ@1b). Moreover, the way writers begin a
clause, not only foregrounds important informatesa source of the associated statement but
also help themselves control the social interaction
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Academic writing is manifested in academic joushathich according to Murray (2009),
is aterm applied to a scholarly publication relgtito a particular academic disciplindurray
added that academic journals serve as forums éointhoduction and presentation for scrutiny of
new idea or thesis, and the critiquiethe same. Content of academic journals typidalkes the
form of articles presenting original resegratview articlesand book reviews

In the Philippines, a good number of universiteexl colleges nurture the value of
research and publication of academic journals, contyntermed as a research journal. The
University of the Philippines in Diliman, for exatep hasUniversity of the Philippines (U.P.)
Diliman Journals Online (UPDJOL) while Ateneo de Manila University (ADMU) publisthe
quarterly thePhilippine Studieswhereas, the University of Santo Tomas, has afloesearch
journals. To mention a few, they ha¥eta Manilana a journal for the natural and applied
sciences;Res Socialis a journal of the Social Research CentAd Veritatem a multi-
disciplinary research journal of the UST Graduatkd®l; Unitas, and many others in every field
of discipline.

Whether big or small, universities and collegesssrthe country have been trying to
provide a forum for scholarly discoveries throughbiication of research journals. Even the
remote universities such as Central Mindanao Usityef(CMU), an academic institution for
higher learning in Southern Mindanao, has alsoiphetl aJournal of Sciencewhich serves as
repository of noteworthy contributions of the unsigy scholars in the field of research.
Relative to these, it is indeed interesting to krwaww these journals contribute either to society
reform, policy-making, decision-making, knowledgeilting, and addressing key points and
issues within and among society. To date, verytgdamuistic investigations have been done in
the Philippine setting, relative to authorial idgnamong academic writers. This is the gap that
thus study hopes to address.

B. The Research Questions

With this, the study attempted to examine how geearch writers of Central Mindanao
University Journal of Science position themselvegheir claims in their research abstracts.
Specifically, the study hoped to answer the follogvguestions:

1. What referential and discourse markers do writenpley in their research abstracts

across fields of discipline; and

2. How do these referential and discourse markerstifum the academic texts?

C. The Theoretical Framework

This paper is largely patterned after the framewarkvanic (1998) on his concept on
authorial identity, Hyland’'s (2002) concept on astél identity in academic writing, and
Fraser's (1999) concept of classes and functiorsaburse markers. Ivanic (1998) stressed that
writers represent themselves, and find themselepsesented by their rhetorical choices are
constructed in the possibilities of self-hood. Timthere are three aspects of identity interacting
in writing, namely: a) theautobiographical selfas influenced by the writer's history; 2)
discoursal selfreflecting the image or voice the writer projeicis text; and 3xuthorial self as
manifested in the extent to what a writer intrudes a text and claims responsibility for its
content. As to how these referential markers famcin the text, Hyland’s (2009) concept on
functions of the referential markers are adoptdadtirgy a goal or purpose, explaining a
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procedure, stating results or claims, expressingefits, and elaborating an argument. On the
other hand, the second framework used in the stfidige discourse markers is that of Fraser
(1999) who mentioned that there are four classedismfourse markers: contrastive, collateral,
inferential, and elaborative. These markers mayeeitelate a segment to another, introduce an
independent clause, or share coherence determirzioveen independent clauses.

This study also considers various views on soc@itmning mentioned by Hyland
(2002) that research writers have to develop tlal@e ways of knowing, selecting, evaluating,
reporting, concluding, and expressing their claamd arguments that define the discourse of the
community. Research writers must speak with autyyoaind to do this, they must use another’s
voice and another's code, weakening their rootexiestheir home culture and established
writing styles to adopt the values and languagtheir accustomed ones. He added that student
research writers must position themselves in @hatd the material they discuss, finding a way
to express their own contentions and arguments.aRathan and Atkinson (1999) stressed that
research writers are required to establish a steowards their propositions, to get behind their
words and stake out a position, representing antiadal factor in acquiring appropriate
academic identity. Related to positioning, ideasaie scholars were also considered in the
study. For instance, Spencer and Arbon (1996) meedi that traditional formal writing does not
use the pronoun “I” or “we” in the body of the raseh paper; and that academic writing should
eliminate the first person pronouns, as far asiplessSome contemporary scholars encourage
research-writers to make their own voice through tise of the first person pronouns. Day
(1994), for example, encouraged young scientisteetmunce the false modesty of previous
generations of scientists by mentioning the agétieaction through the first personal pronoun
“I” or "we”. In addition, Swales and Feak (1994)estsed that the use of “I' or “we” does not
make a piece of writing informal. With these themmad underpinnings at hand, we then put
forward this conceptual framework in Figure 1.

Authority Referential & HIENE
Discourse
Markers

Invisibility

Authorial Identity in the
Abstracts of Central

Mindanao University
Journal of Science

Figure 1 A diagram showing the concepts underlying thestu
II. Methodology
The data were taken from Central Mindanao Uniwgrdournal of Science (CMUJS),
which is a repository of outstanding researchethef CMU scholars of the University. The
CMUJS, with ISSN 0116-7847, is a peer-reviewed ndificiplinary journal published annually
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by the University. This journal is accredited by tBommission on Higher Education (CHED)
under category B. It publishes quality researchpuaist in the field of natural sciences,
mathematics, engineering, and social sciences focal, national and international contributors
To date, it has published nineteen issues, of wthehnine are accessible online. This study
randomly chooses issues published online and it ps these are seen by the readers and other
scholars worldwide.

Minimum terminable unit or the T-unit were usedths unit of analysis. Overall, we
counted a total of 1,260 T-units, with 135 minimdRunits present in the research abstracts.
These were then analyzed and answered the objesttdor the study.

Finally, descriptive statistics, particularly theequency counts and percentages, were
also used in determining frequency and percentiloligion of the referential, discoursal, and
authorial markers across field of discipline in tesearch abstracts.

Il. Results and Discussion

Frequency and Percentage Distribution of AuthorafdRential and Discourse Markers across
Fields of Discipline

Of the 73 research articles across nine discigliagotal of 1,260 minimum T-units were
noted to have used the different referential arsd¢alirse markers indicating authorial identity.
Table 1 contains these quantitative data.

Table 1

Minimum T-units and percentage distribution of refegial and discourse markers across fields
of discipline

OVERALL MINIMUM

FIELD OF DISCIPLINE MINIMUM T-UNITS IN DISIDTERFTSS'IFII-{)N
T-UNITS ABSTRACTS
Social Sciences 405 51 37.78 %
Applied and Basic Sciences 855 85 62.22 %
100.00 %
TOTAL 1260 135 (10.71 %)

The combination of the applied and basic sciemessarch articles dominated, followed
by the social sciences research articles. As shtwane are 37.78 % occurrences of authorial
discourse markers used in the study are in the &iekocial sciences. Authors of these abstracts
are predominantly professors in the humanities,cation, and the arts. As such, they are
expected to possess good leadership skills which in@dude the ability on using the English
language; hence, their ability to use discoursekararare evident in their piece of writing.
Percent use of authorial discourse markers withendiscipline though, would indicate that these
research writers are undeniably at hand in usiegeheferential markers in writing, although
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quite overruled by the biology education researdiitevs whose percent use of authorial
discourse markers is relatively higher than thataofjuage educators. It could be surmised that
the readings of the research writers from biologyoation field have somehow influenced them
the way they write as research articles from tiaklfare most often dynamically enriched with
authorial referential markers.

On the other hand, the most number of occurref@2 %) of authorial discourse
markers are manifested in the field of applied basic sciences, which is a combination of the
various major fields such as biology, forestry, ieBmvmental science, entomology, animal
science, plant pathology, agronomy, horticulttaed veterinary medicine. Writers of these
research articles are wusually practicing biologisteresters, veterinarians, engineers,
agriculturists of various agriculture-related agescwithin the province and some are even
working at the department of agriculture to whessearch is part of their major tasks. Hence,
research writing may prove handy with them as nestéfd by the number of occurrences where
discourse authorial markers are noted.

It is worthwhile to note that on the whole, theientminimum T-unit only gave an
average of 10.71 % or only 135 out of 1,260 totahber of t-units, which could be translated as
a ‘scanty use’ of referential and discourse markansl which could be further generalized as
leaning towards ‘invisibility’ of the writers in tms of using referential and discourse markers.
Considering Ivanic’s (1998) notion of authorial mti¢y, that there is an autobiographical self,
discoursal self, and authorial self, which arerimtgned within the writer as he or she writes the
text. Thus, the autobiographical self of the wsatare seemingly not strongly grounded on
certain degree of authority. This is conveyed l®/whay the writers stipulated their claims, as in
the following:

(1) “Results show thatthe treated oil with 10 % lime sludge and curiegiqed of
28 days demonstrated a higher CBR and UCS” (Dad@ain_orenzo, 2017)

(2) “This study revealed thatthe Filipino elderly are confronted with poverty
and other pressing issues.” (Dadang and Mendo7#)20

(3) “Results revealed thatower levels of yam flour and margarine but witgt
levels is preferred by most panelists pertainindasie, aroma, texture, and
general acceptability except he color of the loadald.” (Lodevico, Arroyo,
and Nasol, 2016)

(4) “The comparison of posttest results revealed thathere is a significant
difference in the comprehension level of the resigots between groups”
(Nueva and Fabricante, 2015)

(5) “The results showed thathe compressive strength of concrete, usng bagasse
ash and lime sludge as the partial replacement RC,Cailed to meet the
minimum requirement of 21 MPa which is set by tregidhal Strucral Code
of the Philippines (NSCP, 2010)"(Opiso, Supremal Silabay, 2014)
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From these excerpts, it is evident that the wiieds to be invisible by simply allowing
the data speak of itself as conveyed by the phnesailts that that...UCS”, or ‘this study
revealed that... issugsor “the comparison of posttest results revealed thatougs”. The
author seemed to be covering themselves, castunlgr the shadow of the data, perhaps afraid
of being questioned in terms of the validity andhaaticity of the data. From the concept of
authorial identity in Ivanic (1998), the autobioghical self of these writers seem to have
influenced them the way they write. This is quitmikar to what Hyland noted in 2002 that
neophyte researchers often see academic writiag afien form of literacy designed to disguise
the author and deal directly with facts.

In addition, the academic training gained by sone®phyte researchers indicate a
particular style guide in writing theses, disséotad, and journal articles, to which all graduate
students must apply. This is another considerattbyg authors in the journal seemed to be
detached and impersonal in their tone as signatdatieoreferential markers they used. However,
according to Hyland (2002), style guides and teakisocommonly portray scholarly writing as a
kind of impersonal, faceless discourse and EAPheacdirect students to remove themselves
from their texts. Further, Spencer and Arbon ()99@éntioned that traditional formal writing
does not use the pronoun “I” or “we” in the bodytloé research paper; thus, | would rather say
that CMU Journal of Science writers, especially thedding researchers are leaning on
traditional academic writing tones. However, Hglg2002) also stressed that research writers,
although novice, have to develop the peculiar waysnowing, selecting, evaluating, reporting,
concluding, and expressing their claims and argusnehat define the discourse of the
community. Therefore, it is indeed a challenge ttoe authors, especially in this academic
journals, to come up with their own identity, ahobdy fade away from authorial invisibility.

Referential and Discourse Markers Used by the Astho

Table 2 contains the different referential and olisse markers used by the authors of
Central Mindanao University Journal of Science asrfields of discipline. With reference to the
same table, it is very evident that there are adtroaly five (5) referential markers used by the
authors. These are the following pronominadss it, this, theseand there. We is a plural
referential used only by authors from the field mhthematics education. The remaining
referential pronound, this, and thesare commonly used by authors across the nine figllds
discipline. The third person singular and the demonstratiis are both singular referentials
indicating or pointing out either a subject or drect of interest; whereas the demonstrative
pronominalthese and thosare referentials used by the authors to pointpéueal thing or idea
or a claim, withthesereferring to proximal references atbsereferring to distal references. On
the other hand, Table 2 also showcases a robusoflidiscourse markers which are either,
conjunctions, adverbs, adjectival phrases and efawljectival phrases and clauses.

For conjunctions, the authors use some coordigatamjunctions such a#r, and, yet,
and sg the authors also use some subordinating conpumtiike although, though, however,
but, so, rather, in order that, in addition, in atidn to, when, if, further, furthermore, moreso,
moreover, likewise, nevertheless, hence, in faetpide, afterall, indeed, thereforand while.
Adverbs were also explored by the authors such césarly, essentially, economically,
numerically, finally, unmistakably, generally, dianly, more importantly, consequently,
obviously, equally, accordingly, lastly, initiallycertainly, and apparently. Adjectival and
adverbial phrases were also used by the auth@siladdition, in addition to, in order that, in
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contrast with, on the other hand, in this view,hwiit a doubt, in general, in total, in sum, and

summing up.

Table 2

Referential and discourse markers used by authomssa fields of discipline

FIELD OF REFERENTIAL
DISCIPLIN MARKERS DISCOURSE MARKERS
E

thus, however, moreover, in addition to, yet,
essentially, likewise, in contrast, further,
furthermore, on the other hand, similarly,
consequently, although, on the average, but,
generally, apparently, while, in addition, therefor
economically, otherwise, although, on the other
hand, finally, in addition, and, further,
furthermore, similarly, consequently, on the
average, afterall, nonetheless, in fact, cleany, b
this, but, as expected, as false starters, thusyrto
up, generally, in this view, without a doubt, hence
rather, also, obviously, equally, for example,
because of its importance, summing up,
accordingly, in general

Applied and
basic
Sciences

We, it, this,
these, and there

however, although, recently, thus, further, moreso,
with, more importantly, also, generally, hence,
Social It, this, these,  and, with this, similarly,, but, while, therefore,
Sciences and there numerically, in totality, initially, in general, tfzer,
perhaps, so, on the bases of, by this token, @gspit
also, probably

The question is, how do these referential and diseomarkers function in the academic
text? From the five referential markethis, we, theseandthere,we largely based the analysis
from Hyland (2002) that there are five (5) disceufgnctions of referential markers. These are:
stating a goal or purpose, explaining a procedsteging results or claims, expressing benefits,
and elaborating an argument. We dealt with theviddal function one by one with the
excerpted data marked accordingly.

(6) “This paper presents the production of quality hydreatde (HAp)
powders from tilapia bones using thermal treatmdi@ttanas, 2017)
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(7) “1t is important to give utmost attention to thesenpléaxa considered
threatened, endemic and economically important’nflista, et al., 2016)

(8) “Thus,there is a need for a language intervention program”ginNy 2016)

(9) “In This paper, we derived the exact formula of a ceratain class of
polynomials on the unit disc” (Detalla, et al., 201

(10) “These are essential for cost-effective and profitable opcr
production...Thosein 2,500 pph with 100 % nutrient had widest stemns a
flowering stage” (Valleser, 2016)

From the excerpts above, the prondhis in excerpt (6) is used in stating a purpose, i.e.
“this paper presents ... treatmen#ind the pronouit from excerpt (7) is also used in stating a
purpose, i.e.lt is important ... important’in that these pronouns were used to guide treersa
on what the studies have intended to do. This &fnglirpose is commonly found in the abstracts
across fields of discipline and which is very agparin this genre as abstracts are meant to guide
the readers. Excerpt (9), on the other hand, iembelaborating an argument, i. ‘&\Ve derived
the exact formula.unit discs”, whereby the writer seems to argue and justifynied. Finally,
the last discourse function noted in the studyatirgy results or claims, as shown by excerpts (8)
and (10), i. e "there is a need for ... programand “These are essentia... production.”
Apparently then, there are only three discoursetfans of the referential pronouns used by the
authors in the abstracts of the CMU Journal of i8me Again, this might be accounted to the
style guide that some of the novice writers mighténbeen trained to write in their postgraduate
trainings that could have set for the novice awghorfollow which deters them to use referential
pronouns, particularly the use of first person. Bughors seemed to be very cautious in using
referential markers that conform to the instituibrstandards such that they are limiting
themselves to use first person referential prondunsy,and we”, rather, they opted to use the
third person‘it” , and the demonstrative pronouthi$ and thesé as well as the evidential
“there” . These pronouns being used by the authors incimagl are rather weak in asserting
authority, and are thus, again leaning towardssibility among authors in pointing out their
claims. As Johns (1997), pointed out, writers, Wbemnovice or not, must speak with authority,
and to do this, they must use another’s voice amdhar's code, weakening their affiliations to
their home culture and discourses to adopt theegand language of their disciplinary ones.
Furthermore, Hyland (2002) added that student rekeariters must position themselves in
relation to the material they discuss, finding aywa express their own contentions and
arguments. Ramanathan and Atkinson (1999) in Hy(2002) stressed that research writers are
required to establish a stance towards their pitpns, to get behind their words and stake out a
position, representing an additional factor in aggg appropriate academic identity.

As regards to the discourse markers used in theaabs of the CMU Journal of Science,
and considering the discourse functions adopte@irbger (1999) who mentioned that there are
four classes of discourse markers: contrastivelateoal, inferential, and elaborative. These
markers may function either relate a segment taha&mpintroduce an independent clause, or
share coherence determination between indepeni@erses (Fraser, 1999).
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Contrastive markers are those words that show a&stimg idea, collateral markers are
those that show quasi-parallel constructions, erfeal markers are those that show inferences
and synthesis, and finally elaborative markersthose that show further discussion and point
out further explanation and justification. Commo@amples of contrastive markers &@wever,
but, although;for collaborative markers amilarly, equally, likewisefor inferential markers
are generally, thus, therefore, hencend elaborative markers aradditionally, further,
furthermore,andmoreover(Fraser, 1999).

Table 2 further shows that the authors of Centraldginao University Journal of Science
used these classes of discourse markers, meahieyg,eihibited use of contrastive markers.
Fraser (1999) further enumerated three (3) funstmindiscourse markers in an academic texts.
These are: relate a segment to another, introdncedependent clause, or share coherence
determination between independent clauses. Aswodwauthors use these discourse markers in
the Central Mindanao University Journal of Sciercamsider the following excerpts:

(11) “On the other handtreated soils with lime sludge contents above and
below 10% regardless of curing periods have indidabbwer CBR and UCS
values;thus, yielding enferior engineering qualitieEherefore,the expansive
clay in Bukidnon can be stabilized using the locaNailable sugar mill lime
sludge at optimumlime sludge content of 10% cutedrainimum of 28 days”
(Daleon and Lorenzo, 2017)

(12) “Determination of these seed plants was based maimh existing
literature Likewise, field observations were done in selected mountans
Mindanao to validate the occurrence and conservastatus of these plants
listed in the Philippine database” (Lumista, et.,&016)

(13) “Results of the evaluation of goat farm performarste®wed that the
major problems in goat raising n the region are p&a performance, poor
dam performance, and high mortalitfowever a lot of technological options
which are products of researches are already awddaand can be delivered
to goat raisers ” (Intong, Pepito, and Callejo, )1

(14) “Moreover, the blending ratio of 40% bagasse ash to 60% bindge as
partial replacement of OPC shoed promising resuli®piso, Supremo, and
Silabay, 2014)

(15) “Overall, GeoWEPP performed satisfactorily implying appliddpiin
catchment with intensive cultivation and steepéslbpes” (Puno, 2014)

(16) “Consequently,two community service models have been formulated”
(David, et al., 2013)

From these excerpts, it can be inferred that tmeethiunctions of discourse markers
elaborated by Fraser (1999) are used by the autiidZentral Mindanao University Journal of
Science. All of the excerpts relate to a previcegnsent, as marked by the wormsequently,
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on the other handandlikewise Meanwhile, excerpts (14), (15), and (16), (1 Dibit the second
function, that of introducing an independent claos@ separate message with its propositional
content as marked by the word®oreover, overalland consequentlyFinally, excerpts (11),
(12), and (13) exhibit the third function, thatstfowing coherence determination as marked by
the wordson the other hand, likewisendhowever

With this data, we would like to say that discouns@kers used in this study have a core
meaning which is procedural, not conceptual, aed thore specific interpretation is 'negotiated’
by the context, both linguistic and conceptual.sTias also mentioned by Fraser (1999) in his
study about discourse markers. The writer is thatsnmuch concerned of his own identity but
more for the desire for protection from the pos#ibof error is, as in attributed by the use of
these markers, generally to hedge, and to be atstioe is perhaps of less importance for
students’ academic writing under the conditionhs# setting of the study. Hyland (1996) said
that oftentimes, the line between hedging confideincthe accuracy of statements and hedging
commitment to them is often blurred and in coreesasvhere protection on the identity of the
writer is given more emphasis. Contextual and fére@nsiderations can only identify the
predominant function, rather than offer a defirgtnategorization.

Referential and discourse markers are abundantadesic writing and they play a
critical role more generally as they constituteeggential element of argumentation in presenting
new claims for ratification, and are among the @mnynfeatures which shape the research article
as the principal vehicle for new knowledge, andauél identity.

IV. Conclusions

On the basis of the foregoing, the study subsuthat the limited use of referential
pronouns from the academic texts somehow signifiese of invisibility rather than authority
among these group of academic writers. In additioese academic writers portray at least three
functions of referential markers, namely: statinguapose, elaborating an argument, and stating
results or claims, which fall short from the fivlagsification of functions by Hyland (2002),
implying that these group of writers are indeedhieg towards invisibility rather than authority.
Finally, although there is abundance of discoursekers used by these academic writers
although such abundance does not signify strorfgpatyt or claim in their scientific discovery.

V. Recommendations

Given the limited time and data for the analysig, tesearchers would take it a challenge
to conduct a more in-depth study on academic vgritiom various university refereed journals
in the country, with a reliable corpus and a mayphssticated data analytical tools, for a more
generalized results, and for possible formulatibarofied style guide among research-oriented
universities.
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