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Abstract: As far as academic writing is concerned, hedgingdgsd as an important linguistic
feature which is concerned with the connotatiortesftativeness, possibility and uncertainty.
Hedging is used to minimize the potential risk alam or prevent embarrassing situations in
case one might be found to be wrong. The purpogsheoturrent study was to compare and
contrast the frequency and types of hedges in doizbon sections of medicine Research
Articles (RAs) written by English Research WritéERWs) and Iranian Research Writers
(IRWs) who write in English. In so doing, fifty Bie RAs (twenty-five written by ERWs and
twenty-five by IRWSs) in the field of medicine fra® leading journals were selected and
analyzed. The used criterion for analysis was Satddeyer (1994) taxonomy. Concerning the
hedging categories proposed by Salager-Meyer (1994) data analysis indicated that there
was no significance difference between the useedfjihng categories, namely, compounds,
approximators, and emotionally-charged expressioms,Introductions of RAs written by
Iranians and English native scholars in medicinewver, the findings suggested that there is a
significant difference between the use of hedgiegardless of the distribution and percentages
of the categories, in medical article Introductionstten by Iranians and English scholars. The
results of the study have implications for ESP imgitpedagogy as far as instructional practice
and material development are concerned. The instmof specific rhetorical structures and
particular features of the texts in a particularnge can be of great value for the development of
ESP students’' ability to communicate their reseafitidings more effectively within the
discourse community.

1. Introduction

Genre analysis is concerned with the investigatibhow language is used within a particular
context by a specific community, or the study ofé@plist areas of language. Research in genre
analysis has attracted different scholars and relsees by a specific speech community which
has coincided with many studies on academic geexés tsuch as research articles (RAS).
Among such research engagements, a number of stuave focused on “hedging”, one element
included in the interpersonal, interactional metadurse that has received great attention.
(Davoodifard, 2006; Falahati, 2004; Hyland, 199998; Myers, 1989; Salager-Meyer, 1994;
Skelton, 1988).
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Hedging is a fundamental feature in acadenscodirse (Rounds, 1982) that enables the
writers to show their certainty and doubt towarteirt statements, to show the amount of
confidence they put on their claim, and to havdaadod with their readers. Through hedging,
writers leave some room for their readers to jutlge truth value of the assertion. Hedging
expressions can be used in describing methods emsdts, discussing findings, and drawing
conclusions from the evidence. Some examples ofjingdare the use of words suchraay,
assumeunclear,andprobably

Varttala (1999) has emphasized the functioheafging in research articles as the indicator of
textual precision and interpersonal relationshignil&/the literature emphasizes the importance
of hedging, Hyland (1998) has stressed that we kfitile about its use, frequency, and
distribution in different disciplines or genres.éeltack of research on hedging in the past years is
reported by Crystal (1995) who attempted to shgik lon the areas in English language studies
which have not received enough attention. Deststengjor role in academic discourse, hedging
has received most attention in the context of dasuod oral discourse (Coates, 1987, Horman,
1989, Nittono, 2003, Stubbs, 1986). There havebeein many studies across research articles
(RA) sections. The limited numbers of studies whach conducted in this area have shown that
there are some variations in the use of hedgesad@ sections (Salager-Meyer 1994, Yang
2003).

It can be argued that probably when a writaoes self-confident, he or she is open to attack
and criticism. Thus, writers may need to preseet$elves as "the humble servants of the
discipline" (Myers, 1989, p. 5) and hedging canuksed to indicate "either a lack of complete
commitment to the truth of an accompanying propmsjtor a desire not to express that
commitment categorically" (Hyland, 1998, p. 1). Hmwer, the hedging reflects, "not the
probability of the claim, and not the personal dooftthe writer, but the appropriate attitude for
offering a claim to the community” (Myers, 1989,12-13). It also can be taken as a rhetorical
device to express scientific possibility or tentatiess, not as "a cover-up tactic" (Salager-
Meyer, 1994, p. 151).

Given the significant role of hedging in academsxdurse, the purpose of the current study is to
examine and compare the forms and functions of ingdacross the Introduction section of the
RAs in medicine. In so doing, Iranian and nativatevs' use of hedging strategies will be
comparedthrough analyzing English medical RAs written by \ER and IRWs. This study
sought todetermine the similarities and differences in tise of hedging and its categories as
proposed by Salager-Meyer (1994) in the Introductection of the articles. Therefore, the
following research questions are formulated:

1) What are the similarities and differences in the o$ hedging in the Introduction of
English medical articles written by ERWs and IRWs?
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2) Is there any significant difference in the use eflting categories in the Introduction of
English medical articles written by ERWs and IRWs?

2. Review of the Literature
2.1. Definition of Hedging

The notion of hedging was first introduced by LdKdPB72) who, in contrary to the prevalent
idea among logicians at that time who believed thatsentences of natural languages are
either true or false or lacking a truth value, adjthat:

natural language concepts have vague boundarieduamg edges... and natural
language sentences are very often neither trualse,fnor nonsensical, but rather
true to a certain extent and false to a certairrgxtrue in certain respects and false
in other respects. (p. 183)
Lakoff was not interested in the pragmatic appisrabf hedges but was mainly concerned
with the logical properties of words and phrasks flather, largely, in a manner of speaking,
very, and their ability “to make things fuzzier or Idagzy” (p. 195). Some examples given by
Lakoff (1972) are as follows (p. 195):

a) Arobinis a bird. (True)

b) A chicken is a bird. (Close to false)

c) A chicken issort ofa bird. (True, or very close to true)

d) A cow issort ofa bird. (False)
As an example of what he means, sentence (a)es $antence (b) may not be true, rather
close to false. However, when we hedge sentenday(biiding the predicate modifiesort of
this can make the sentence more or less vague se@audegree of category membership
between robins and chickens depends on a speakdgeslying distinction.

Since then, the concept has been expandeel tised in other disciplines such as Speech
Acts Theory (Brown and Levinson, 1987), and oratdurse (Holmes, 1982, Horman, 1989),
and has been adopt by language pragmatists anémcadiscourse analysts (Butler, 1990,
Markkanen and Schroder, 1997).

This concept of fuzziness and vagueness wasigsisd in more detail by Prince, Frader, and
Bosk (1982) on the basis of a study of physiciapsphan discourse in a large children intensive
care unit. Following Lakoff's definition, they arenlithat all hedges can make things fuzzy in two
different ways: the first class of hedges (i@pproximatojy introduced "fuzziness within the
propositional content proper”, while the secondsglaf hedges (i.eshield correlated with
"fuzziness in the relationship between the propmsd content and the speakers, that is, in the
speaker's commitment to the truth of the propasitamnveyed”(p. 85). Below are some
examples given by Princet al. (1982, p.85):
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a) His feet were blue. (No hedge)
b) His feet weresort ofblue. (Approximator)
c) | think his feet were blue. (Shield)

Sentence (a) has no hedge. Without hedging, thekep@émplicates full personal commitment to
the truth of the proposition by simply asserting timtention. Princeet al suggested that
sentences (b) and (c) are hedged in two differeayswThe modifiesort ofin sentence (b) can
affect the propositional content, not the speakenmoitment. That is, the statement implies that
the patient's feet could be bluish green. The heldgenk, in sentence (c) does not affect the
propositional content but implies that the speagéess than fully committed to the truth of the
proposition. Regarding these distinctions, Ske(t#88) took a critical stance, arguing that "the
distinction betweershieldandapproximatorseems to be sustainable only in the abstract and it
looks more like a description of a property of tegntences than of language use" (p.38). A
sentence with aapproximatorsuch assort of suggested Skelton, can also beheld with the
phrase] think.

The definition presented by Hyland (1998) seembe more interesting. He defined hedges
as “the means by which writers can present a pibposs an opinion rather than a fact: items
are only hedges in their epistemic sense, and whign they mark uncertainty” (p. 5). He
believed that the authors, through using hedgingcde and showing uncertainty, try to show
the amount of accuracy of their statements. Atstirae time, they attempted to save face in case
of any possible falsification of their judgmentfirdugh using hedges and attributing the ideas to
oneself, writers also invite readers to evaluate ttuth value of the proposition as an
independent and intelligent individual.

2.2. Categories of Hedging

Hedging can be done in various ways. In generalging can be categorized into two sorts:
lexical items (e.g.would, probably, suggesdr | think) and non-lexical items (e.g., limitation to
the study).

Following Lakoff's definition, Prince, Fragdeand Bosk (1982) attempted to address the
function of hedges in an empirical study of spokedical discourse. They counted the number
of words or phrases in their corpus which madegitiuzzier”, and argued that all hedges can
make things fuzzy differently and categorized hedginto two types gpproximatorsand
shield9 and then made further subdivisions. Accordin@timceet al. 'approximator'can affect
the propositional content, not the writer's comneitinand it introduces "fuzziness within the
propositional content proper”(p. 86)Adaptor'as a subclass dipproximators'’can be used to
convey the writer's consideration of the differenth conditions of the propositions by adopting
quite, entirely, reallyor a little, while rounder'is to convey a range of items suchoa®r or
about On the other handsHield' does not affect the truth conditions of the proposs and
rather implicates that the writer is not fully apeérsonally committed to the truth of the
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proposition conveyed. Withishieldsthey identified two further subclassgdausibility shields
"which involve something related to doubt" (e.gl don't see that you have anything to lose
by..."): andattribution shields which "attribute the belief in questionstameone other than the
speaker” (e.g. "according to her estimates") (p.BOpther words plausibility’ involves various
levels of lack of certainty andttribution’ indicates the writer's own degree of commitmene Th
taxonomy is shown in figure 1.

Figure 1. Types of Hedges by Prince et al. (1982, p.96)

Hedges

Approximator Shield

Adaptor  Rounder Plausibility Attribution

They designatedpproximatorsas asemantic phenomenon astieldsas a pragmatic one and
judged the two classes of hedges to have littleammon. The function o&pproximatorsis
either to adapt a term to non-prototypical situat{e.g. "sort of vertical”) or to indicate that a
term of it is rounded-off representation of somgufe (e.g. "about ten fifty over five fifty").
Shields by contrast, serve as a "linguistic reflex of arked commitment on the part of the
speaker to the truth of the proposition that séheonveying" (p.94).

On the basis of Brown and Levinson's (198ulywof conversational discourse, Myers (1989)
suggested that statements in scientific reseaxth ¢an be hedged by lexical items, introductory
phrase, or personal attributions. First, hedging loa done with lexical items such as a modal
verb (e.g.would or could), or a modifier (e.g.probably), or any device suggesting alternatives
(e.g., indefinite article). Another way of hedgiiggan introductory phrase to make the writer's
commitment to or rejection of a statement whilevieg open the possibility that the writer's
claim may be wrong. This suggests degrees of daloduit an alternative interpretation of results
or theoretical possibility as shown in the follogriexamples (Myers, 1989, p.14):

a) Thus, it seems highly likely thaRNA-RNA splicing is truly the mechanism for
bringing "mosaic" RNAs together... (Darnell, 1978)

b) It seems totally implausible th#te number of radically different genes needed in a

salamander is 20 times that in a man. (Orgel amkCr980)

While lexical items and introductory phrasefiect the degree of probability of the statement,
hedging by personal attributions reflects a refati@tween the writer and the reader, not the
degree of probability of the statement, implyingttthe writer may make the reader choose the
more persuasive interpretation. As a hedge on omels claims and denials of claims, a
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statement with personal attributions could varyrfreertain (e.g.we believgto the speculative
(e.g.,we shall assumes follows (Myers, 1989, p. 15):

a) We believethat functioning gene in the myeloma will consisttloe precursor region
followed first by... (Tonegawa, et al. 1978)

b) We shall assumégr the rest of this article, that this hypotheasisue....
We can make one prediction the basis of energy costs. (Orgel 1980)

As Myers (1989) put it, linguistic items sudms modals, epistemic verbs, or
approximators are commonly used to hedge statemidetiges can be employed by using
single or combined lexical items (i.e. modal verhdjectives or adverbs, if-clauses and
contrastive markers). In addition to lexical iteresientific statements can be weakened by
drawing attention to the limitations of results dryydcommenting on difficulties encountered,
shortcomings of findings or the possibility of altative interpretations (Hyland, 1996c¢).

Salager-Meyer (1994) proposed five typeseanfges shown in Table 1 (p.154). Based on
the taxonomyshe analyzed a set of 15 articles drawn from feagling medical journals. In
her study on hedges in medical English writtenalisse, she has worked on the distribution
of five hedging categories (i.e., shields, appratons, authors’ personal doubt, emotionally-
charged intensifiers, and compound hedges) iferdifit rhetorical sections of two
fundamental medical English genres - case repd®) @d research paper (RP). Her study
was revealing in showing the different distributioh hedging categories across rhetorical
sections of the two genres. The results of thidysghowed that the three most frequently
used hedging devices in both genres (shields, appators, and compound hedges)
accounted for 90 % of the total number of hedgesl iis the medical texts. Her study also
showed that the discussion and introduction sestioh research papers and comment
sections in case reports were marked by a heavyfusedging and modality whereas the
methods and results sections showed the lowestpage of hedges. In the two sections, as
she pointed out, a writer may need to justify tason for investigation, to discuss statement
of rationale, or to make claims about statememtis fother research.

Table 1.Types of Hedges by Salager-Meyers (1994)

Category Description

1. Shields all nmbgerbs expressing possibility; semi-
auxiles (e.g.appear, seen probability
adve(bgy.,probably, likely; epistemic

verbg(e.g.,suggest, speculgte

2. Approximators word(s) orabes expressing quantity,
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degrrequency and time (e.qg.,

approximately, roughly, somewhat.;.)

3. Authors' insufficiency combination of several hedges (e.qg.,
and doubt may suggest, would seem likely that, it seems

reasorabd assume

4. Emotionally-charged comment words used to project
expressions authors' reactions (e.gxtremely
ffabult/interesting, dishearteningly

ale of particular important, surprising)y

5. Compound hedges word (S) or plerasgressing author's personal
doubt and direct involvement (e.ghelieve, to
darowledge, it is our view that

Among the five types of hedges , 'Shields’ wereffed as a convention in the introduction

sections of case reports and research papers (33n8%44.5% respectively) and epistemic
verbs such a%o speculate," "to suggest,” "to indicate," "tante" were mostly used, while
modal verbs were used less frequently. 'Approximsaton the introduction sections of
research papers mostly took the form of negativeuasi-negative quantifiers (e.dittle,
quite possible, very few studies, little informatiexisty. '‘Compound hedges' of several
hedges were common, whereas hedges showing 'Authmufficiency and doubt' and
'Emotionally-charged expressions' were rare bothcase reports and research papers.
Linguistic items, as Salagar-Meyers put it, do al@tays indicate hedges. Such an ambiguity
leads to the difficulty of identifying which of tBe linguistic items are hedges and which are
not. Salagar-Meyers' taxonomy is adopted in thidyst

In conclusion, hedging is a rhetorical dewvizggrotect one's own reputation as a scientist,
to avoid absolute statements which might put thigever in a risky situation, to express the
extent to which the writers commit themselves t® tluth value of their statements, which
can allow them to be more open to other possigdlitf interpretation (Salager-Meyer, 1994).

3. Methodology

3.1. Corpus

The corpus to accomplish the purpose of the cursady was a set of 50 Englishsearch
articles (RA) (twenty-five written by ERWs and tweiiive by IRWS) in the field of medicine.
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The RAs were taken from the leading journals in iziad such aghe British Medical Journal,
Annals of Internal Medicine, The Lancet, Archivésnternal Medicine and The New England
Journal of MedicineSuch journals were selected because they repeelseame of the best in
medical journalism. For the sake of more accuratiythe footnotes and long quotations which
appeared in the RAs were deleted from the data.eSoniteria were taken into account in
selecting the RAs. The first criterion was possesghe traditional IMRD (Introduction,
Method, Results, and Discussion) sections. The aetdrion was the date of publication. The
RAs were all limited to those published within tlast ten years, from 2000 to 2010. It was
assumed that time influences the style of the v&ridmd this factor was taken on the board. Upon
selecting the RAs, they were analyzed in term$&i@thiedging forms and functions.

Table 2. Total number of research articles (1999-2009)

Iranian Journal Articles English Journal Articles
1 Actamedicalranica 3 1 Scientific American 3
2 Iranian Journal of Public Health 4 2 TheLancet 3
3 Journal of Medical Education 3 3 Bio-med Central 3

4 Iranian Journal of Allergy, Asthma 3 4 The New England Journal of 4

and Immunology Medicine
5 Iranian Journal of Medical Sciences 3 5 BMJ 3
6 Iranian Journal of | nfectious Diseases 3 6 The British Medical Journal 3
7 Urology Journal 3 7 Annalsof Internal Medicine 3
8 International Journal of 3 8 Archivesof Internal Medicine 3

Copyright © International Journal of English and Education www.ijee.org



International Journal of English and Educationjjeas

ISSN: 2278-4012, Volume:4, Issue:3, July 2015

Endocriminology and Metabolism

Total no. 25 Total no. 25

3.2.Procedure

The main objective of the current study was to idgmnd classify the linguistic devices which
serve as hedges. Another aim was to investigatéutietions of hedges and to examine whether
the incidence of hedging forms and functions vadess the medical articles written by EWRs
and IRWs, in the Introduction section. In orderaichieve these goals, epistemic expressions
such as main verbs, adjectives, adverbs, nouns,yatthl auxiliaries that show uncertainty,
tentativeness and modesty were identified. Categ@nd the list of items expressing doubt and
uncertainty provided by Salagar-Meyer (1994) weseduas a guideline. Due to the different
interpretations that can be made from hedging @syidecisions were made on the epistemic
meanings of the devices. However, there were snstances in which such a decision was not
straightforward. Such indeterminate cases wereosidered as hedges in the study.

In order to realize how hedging conventions weastriduted in the two medical written text
types under investigation, the number of hedgescatagory was computed as a percentage of
the total number of hedges recorded in each tgd:t@ne difficulty with coding the data was
the level of knowledge required tomprehend the academic texts not related to Seareher’s
field of study. To remove this difficulty, expertoom the field were contacted to discuss the
content of these articleIhis procedure was undertaken to increase the rekss& general
understanding, as a non-specialist reader, of dhéent of these academic texts. Afterwards, to
analyze the data the researcher asked the assisibacspecialist informant in medical research
who was also a fluent reader of English.

In order to check the reliability of the datading, another rater coded some of the RAs in the
study. One native speaker of English coded 15 %heflata separately to calculate an inter-rater
reliability index. Since the coder, like the resdwar, was not a specialist in medicine, it could be
assumed that the two coders, including the maieareber, had a similar level of knowledge
regarding the RAs.
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3.3.Data Analysis

To analyze the data for the purpose of the stugynumber of hedging devices was recorded in
the Introduction section in each article separatahg the percentage of hedges (with respect to
the total number of running words making up eadttiee in each article) was computed. The
results were analyzed by means of Chi-square testsder to identify hedges as accurately and
precisely as possible, the researcher carried ocaraful contextual analysis (both from a
linguistic and medical point of view) of the lingtic expressions commonly considered as
hedges. This is why the taxonomy the researchgstadon this research considers both formal
and functional criteria.

The inter-rater reliability value as measuby Cohen’s Kappa for the frequency of hedging
was .87. which indicates a reasonable amount @ity in coding the data of this study. The
incidence of forms and functions of hedging werrded for Introduction section of RAs. The
frequency of hedging forms in this study is caltedaper “word.” Due to the difficulty and
impracticality of using T-unit, clause, etc. as thet of measurement, the majority of the studies
conducted in this area have applied “word” as th# of showing the distribution of hedging
devices in the study (Butler, 1990, Coates, 1983nds, 1988, Hyland, 1998, 1999, Varttala,
2001, Yang, 2003). Since these units, such aselanay have different sizes and accordingly
contain different number of words, they may notyite a consistent means for measurement. In
order to show the distribution of hedging formsoaer the two types of texts of medicine and
also between the two sections of the RAs, the rekem decided to consistently use a
standardized size of 2,000 words to show the frequ@f hedging devices. Since the size of
RAs in each type of articles varied, converting thes scores into meaningful numbers and
calculating the frequency of hedging per 2,000 wosés used as a basis for comparison. The
SPSS software has been utilized to compare theogrops of two samples and also to calculate
the correlation coefficient used for estimatingemtater reliability value. This software was
mainly used to see if there is statistical diffeietween the distribution of hedging forms or
functions in two different sections of medical elgs written by native and Iranian speakers.

4. Results

The analysis of the gathered data revealed thatntiheduction section of Iranian articles
consisted of 11,257 words of which 124 words caumstd hedging. Regarding the number of
Iranian articles, the mean was nearly 5. Out o thimber, 33 words were shields, 35
compounds, and 31 approximators. Just 7 words itatest emotionally-charged hedges and
18 words were author’s insufficiency.
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Gragh1
Number of Words in the Introduction of Iranian Articles

M Shields

B Compounds

= Approximators

M Emotionally-charged

m Author’s insufficiency

On the other hand, the Introduction sectibthe articles written by EWRs consisted of
13,537 words of which 352 words were hedging. Coring the number of the articles, the
mean was nearly 14. Out of this number, 143 wordsewshields, 103 compounds, 82
approximators, 14 emotionally-charged hedges analdk@s were authors’ insufficiency.

Gragh 2
Number of Words in the Introduction of Articles Written
by Native Speakers

B Shields

m Compounds

W Approximators

B Emotionally-charged

m Author’s insufficiency
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4.1. The First Research Questic

To investigate the first research question of thes@nt study, i.e., what are tsimilarities and

differences in the use of hedging in the introduttsections of English medical articles writ

by ERWSs and IRWsthe nonparametric test of -square was run to compare the numbe

hedging devices in the introduction sections of lish medical articles written bERWs and

IRWs. The chisquare observed value was 26.84 (Table 3). Thisuatmaf ch-square value is
higher than the critical value of 9.49 at 4 deg@eseedom

Table 3.Chi-squarefor the use of hedging in the introduction by native and nonnative writers

Value Df Sig. (2-sided)

Chi-Square 26.842° 4 .000

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 5.47.

Since the observed value of -square exceeds its critical valuecan beconcluded that there
are significant differences between the use of imgd@m the introductiorsections of English
medical articles written bgRWs and IRW. Therefore, the null hypotheswas rejected.

As figure 2. indicates, the percentage of tes recorded in thmtroductior sections of the
articles written by ERWsutnumbers that observed in the correspondingasedti the article:
written by IRWs(2.6% and 1.1 %, respectiv). Although Iranian writers tended to be asser
in theintroductbn, a total of 124 examples of hedging were folvhdst hedging occurred whe
the writers established a position by raising dsut

The use of hedges in introduction sections
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2.5
2

1.5

1 .
0.5

0

w
(]
[-T]
©
=
c
Q
o
e
[}
a.

Iranian English
Figure 2.
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4.2. The Fifth Research Question

The fifth research question examined the differebedween the distribution of hedging
categories in Introduction sections of medicalcset written by ERWs and IRWs. In order to
answer the question, a seriek chi-square analyses weren to compare the frequencies of
hedging categories in that section of the articledle 4. reports the results of the use of hedging
categories in Introduction of the articles

Table 4. Use of hedging in introduction section of articles by native and nonnative writers

Shields Observed N |Chi-square | df | P Conclusion
IRANIAN 33 Null-hypot hesis as no significant difference between the
use of shields in the introduction section of Engli sh
4.86 1 |.027 articles by Native and Non-native writers is reject  ed.
ENGLISH 143 Native writers made more use of shields.
Compounds |Observed N |Chi-square | df | P Conclusion
IRANIAN 35 Null-hypothesis as no significant difference between the
use of compounds in the introduction section of Eng lish
ENGLISH 103 .034 1 |.854 | articles by Native and Non-native writers is suppor  ted.
Approximators |Observed N |Chi-square| df | P Conclusion
IRANIAN 31 Null-hypothesis as no significant difference between the

use of Approximators in the introduction section of

ENGLISH a2 11 1 |.738 English articles by Native and Non-native writersi s
supported.
Emotionally- |Observed N |Chi-square | df | P Conclusion
Charged
IRANIAN 7 Null-hypothesis as no significant difference between the

use of emotionally charged in the introduction sect ion of

ENGLISH 14 578 1 |.447 English articles by Native and Non-native writersi s
supported.
Author's Observed N |Chi-square | df | P Conclusion
Insufficiency
and Doubt
IRANIAN 18 Null -hypothesis as no significant difference between the

use of author's insufficiency in the introduction s ection of
21.24 1 |.000 English articles by Native and Non-native writersi s
10 rejected. Non-Native writers made more use of autho  r's
insufficiency.

ENGLISH

5. Discussion
The results of the analysis of Iranians’ Introdois revealed that Iranian writers tended not to
hedge their statements, and were assertive, masihg different forms of verfto be’. As
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shown in the following example, the author has mad&ong assertion:
* Diabetes mellitus is the most prevalentocrine disease...

As can be seen in Figure 3, the most frequeidbed hedging device in introduction
sections of articles written by ERWs was the shadtegory (40.7%). It was followed by
compound hedges (29.3%) and approximators (23.R#)ertheless, although shields were
the most frequent hedging technique, they were gighificantly more frequent than
approximators or compound hedges. As the dataatetic these three hedging categories
(shields, approximators and compound hedges) ateddor over 93% of the total number
of hedges used in articles written by ERWSs.

Figure 3.
Percentual distribution of hedging categories in the introduction
sections of medical articles written by native speakers and Iranians
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It is interesting to note that the remaining tcategories of hedgesmotionally-charged
hedgesand hedges showinguthor’s insufficiency and doubgccurred with an extremely
low frequency (less than 7%). In contrast, theyehdeen found to be quite frequent in
editorials and review articles by Salager-Meyer9(1,91993). The frequent use of shields
(mostly verbal modality) encountered in the medeicles may support the findings that
modals are frequently used in scientific-technititdrature to tone down and enhance
guantitative and qualitative information as welltasadapt the degree of certainty on the
author's part to make it more suitable (Selinker919Adams-Smith 1984, Trimble 1985,
Kubui 1988, Tarantino 1991).
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On the other hand, as can be seen orrdSgBL, Introduction sections in articles
written by IRWs favor compound hedges as the most frequent hedipnge (28.22%),
followed by shields (26.61%) and by approximatd§%). Although compound hedges
outnumber shields and approximators in thgoduction sections, in neither case is the
difference statistically significant.  In thiatroduction sections of both Native-written
Articles (NA) and Nonnative-written Articles (NNA) shields mostly take the form of
epistemic verbs { speculatg "to suggest, "to indicaté, "to tend") and, although less
frequently, of modal verbs (see examples below).

. Surveys of physicians and other estimaseggestthere exists up to 22.600
alcoholic physicians in the US, or a prevalenc&2%o. (NA)

. Earlier studiesndicate a cell cycle dependent effect ... (NA)

. Survey suggestedthat sensitization took place during the first tsowafter
birth.(NNA)

. Previous estimates of the incidence of acute maurdecknesssuggestthat
...(NNA)

. Alternatively, w13 PUFAsmay modulate the vasoconstrictor response to pressor
hormones anthaydecrease BP viscosity.(NA)

. Small sample sizeamayhave hindered the interpretation of many studi$A)

. Several lines of evidencgiggesthat supplementation of diet with fish oisay
reduce BP.(NNA)

. Several authors havepeculatedhat abnormal aggregatianight result in ... In
addition, three clinical studiesuggested lower than expected prevalence of ...
(NA)

A difference was observed in the use of appmators in the Introductions of native
speakers’ articles and those of Iranians. Inded@reas approximators mostly take the form
of negative or quasi-negative quantifiers in natispeakers’ articles, they generally
correspond to rounders/adaptors in terms of frecyuém the Introductions written by the
nonnative writersThe following examples illustrate this:

* There idittle research that ... (NA)

» ltis thereforequite possiblethat ...(NA)

* Very few studiedhave been carried out on ... (NA)

» Little information exist®n the frequency and severity of the disorder. XNA

* More needs to be learnedbout the incidence of ...(NA)

» At present, the mechanism by which3 PUFAs reduce BRemains uncertain
(NA)

» Ciguatera poisoning issuallya clinical diagnosis. (NNA)

* Very rarely primary pneumonia is overwhelming and complicdigdespiratory
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failure. (NNA)

The examples presented above (the majoritywlo€h illustrate contrastive comments)
point to a controversial research area, an impborbart unresolved issue, and present
evidence which questions existing theory, or calt® question some problems with the
accepted knowledge. By citing numerous studieschvBtand on the same issue, scientists
hope to build an argument to support their own wdaitkis, as was said before, serves to
justify the publication of the study "by showingaththe author's contribution to the
discipline, whilst previously established as sig@iht and reference-worthy, is as yet
incomplete” (Swales 1990, P. 138). To use Gilead Mulkay's expression (1984, p. 87),
the examples provided above are part of a "subtiecaganized social analysis". The beliefs
expressed are presented in a way which enableauth®rs to contrast them unfavorably
with those of another group of scientists, to whilse authors themselves belong. What is
particularly noticeable about such examples is liogvbeliefs which they summarize are
prepared for immediate rejection. Instead of priésgnthe central idea as a reasonable,
though inconclusive, interpretation associated \aitteast some experimental evidence, it is
brought in the text as a mere assumption. Therfiget conveyed that, although the ideas
expressed in such sentences have been presentmhfertime, they have no firm scientific
foundation and are not to be taken seriously. Takire of such sentences prepares the
readers to expect and welcome the contrasting views presented by the researchers in the
remaining sentences of their Introduction.

It should be noted that the authors' desirentphasize a knowledge gap (which justifies
their own research), and to contrast other reseastliews with their own, was not as
intense in Iranian writersarticles as it was in the native articles becaasewe previously
stated, Iranian writers do not pretend as muchnigewsality and generalization as native
writers do.

To sum up, all the above examples (typicaloeemts of modulating signals in the
Introduction section of the two groups of writers) allow theearcher to establish what
Swales (1990, p. 155) calls an "early niche” far thsearch being reported (as if none of the
evidence the researchers are using is conclusheY@aexplain what the author's unknown
territory consists of.

6. Conclusion

The findings of the present study suggested thexetivas a significant difference between the
use of hedging in the Introduction section of thedmal article written by ERWs and IRWs.
Further analysis indicated that there was no smant difference between the use of hedging
categories, namely, compounds, approximators, amdtienally-charged expressions, in
Introductions of articles written by ERWs and IRWs.

It is argued that writers favor using writer-oriedthedges once they make a “higher level” claim
to guard themselves against any probable falsifinatf their proposition. Moreover, since the
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conventions for scientific writing and the styleafjumentation have been shown to vary from
culture to culture (Galtung, 1979, Markkanen andhr8der, 1988, Clyne, 1991), scientific
writers can differ on the way they construct titegcourse in different languages.

The vagueness used to present information is fretyueverlooked by nonnative speakers of
English (Lackstromn et al. 1972). One reason mioghtas Zuck and Zuck (1987) remarked, the
fact that little information is available in ESLxtbooks to help students familiarize themselves
with hedging. The authors add that the treatmeeoiging should at least be sufficient to raise
the issue. The same feeling is shared by Round@2}j1$kelton (1988), Kubui (1988) and Fand
(1989) who all agree that hedging in scientificcdigrse is a necessary and vitally important skill
which should be seen as a tool for making thougbtle rather than fudged, and taught to the
students in order to assist them in their studnes@ofessional careers.

Rounds (1982, p. 5) considers that hedgifignsimportant problem for non-native speakers
(NNSs) of English which is worthy of consideratiand instructional attention.” Fand (1989)
further agrees that consistent categories of "Istguitems linked to bias" might provide helpful
guidelines for learners. Non-native speakers ofliEhgvho want to function in the academic
world must be able to recognize hedging in writtexts and use them when necessary in the
presentation of their own research.

Students should be made aware of the neeudettiate their claims and of making the
difference between observed facts (which, as wel dmfore, are said strongly) and
interpretations (i.e., explanations which are imalaly subjected tomay bé) in order to be
effective readers and writers of scientific genf@se problem lies in the fact that NNSs tend to
give the same weight to observed facts and intefoes. Instructors should then teach their
students how to choose their reporting verbs; hovwnake the difference between the verbs
whose use asserts the authors' commitment to ténedaint propositiontg show, to demonstrate,
to establish) and those whose use carries no such commitrteestigges). As Swales (1990, p.
151) remarks, this distinction "is a powerful rhétal tool in authors' attempts to create research
spaces for themselves because it allows them twlsgprly whether claims are to be taken as
substantiated or not".

Salagar-Meyers (1994) suggests a few exeraibah ESP instructors can use in their classes
in order to make their students aware of the varieehniques (available in English) to mitigate
and modulate scientific discourse. He proposessitization and translation exercisasd
rewriting exerciseso be explained below:

a. Sensitization and translation exercises are thosghich students can work in groups and
underline all the hedges they can find in an atiglstify their use, and provide equivalents
(if possible) in their native language. Languags&rinctors can also delete the hedges from a
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section of a scholarly paper and ask their studémtsewrite it by hedging it when
convenient.

b. Rewriting exercises: Salagar-Meyers (1994) demateirthat in popularization articles and
in textbooks (Myers 1992), the uncertain noteseskarch articles are replaced by certified
fact and/or definite assertiondh{is suggests the possibilitys replaced bythey discovered
") that need no hedging, and that terms suggestipgssible association are reworded to
state a direct cause-effect relationship. Studerasld then be asked to "rewrite" a
popularization article according to the stylistieetiging guidelines” of present day scientific
prose.

As a matter of fact, since hedging is a commonrtiegle of communicating information in
scientific discourse, it should be explicitly stediand taught to the students in order to assist
them in their studies and professional career.
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