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Abstract of thesis presented to the Senate of Universiti Putra Malaysia in fulfillment
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NATIVE AND NON-NATIVE AUTHORS

By

MUNA ABDULHUSSEIN

December 2016

Chairman  : Chan Meit Yuit, PhD
Faculty : Modern Language and Communication

Authorial stance, or stance-taking, in written texts expresses the interpersonal meaning
of language, where authors position themselves with regard to the message being
written about as well as to the readers. It has also been defined as how the author
projects his or her own voice and engages with other voices brought into the text.
Authorial stance has been identified as an important skill in effective writing, not only
in clearly argumentative texts often associated with the arts and social sciences, but is
equally important in scientific writing making for “objective” claims. Two issues
provide the basis for this study. First, while authorial stance has been studied widely
in a variety of texts, including scientific research texts, little is known about how
authorial stance is manifested in medical genres as medical research articles and
medical case reports, which are the two most published written genres in the
discipline. Second, within the area of medical research writing, the patterns of
authorial stance may be influenced by genre in which the writing is done, as well as
by the author’s familiarity with the language represented by the author’s native or non-
native speaker status. This thesis examined the patterns of authorial stance in two
genres of written medical discourse, medical research articles and medical case reports
published in three medical journals within the branch of “Family Medicine.” The texts
in English were authored by two groups of medical researchers, native and non-native
speakers of English, with Malaysian medical researchers as the non-native group
selected for the study. The analysis sought to describe how medical researchers
negotiate dialogically with other voices in the texts, argue for specific positions as well
as highlight and critique others” work in the course of advancing their claims. The
study adopted the discourse semantic framework of Appraisal (Martin & White,
2005), particularly the Engagement and Graduation subsystems, to identify and
describe the stance patterns used by authors in the two genres analysed. Apart from a
qualitative analysis of a small portion of the data, a quantitative orientation to the
analysis was also adopted utilizing corpus-based methodology in comparing authorial
stance patterns found across the individual rhetorical sections of the texts, across
genres, and across the native and non-native groups. The overall findings suggest that



native speaker authors use relatively more contractive stance in their writing than non-
native speaker authors in their writing. However, the two groups of authors
demonstrated different preferences in their use of stance resources in the medical
research articles and medical case reports, indicating that genre plays an important
role in the author’s interpretation of what and how stance strategies should be
deployed to successfully meet the communication purposes and rationale of the genre.
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PENDIRIAN PENGARANG DALAM ARTIKEL PENYELIDIKAN DAN
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OLEH PENGARANG NATIF DAN BUKAN NATIF
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Fakulti : Bahasa Moden dan Komunikasi

Pendirian pengarang atau pengambilan pendirian dalam teks bertulis memperlihatkan
makna interpersonal sesuatu bahasa, iaitu pengarang menempatkan diri mereka
dengan mesej yang ditulis, dan juga dengan pembaca. Pendirian pengarang juga
didefinisikan sebagai bagaimana pengarang memprojek suara mereka dan keterlibatan
mereka dengan suara lain yang dibawa ke dalam sesuatu teks. la juga telah dikenal
pasti sebagai kemahiran yang penting dalam penulisan efektif, bukan hanya dalam
teks argumentatif yang jelas yang biasanya dikaitkan dengan sains sosial dan sastera,
tetapi sebagai sesuatu yang sama pentingnya dalam penulisan saintifik bagi tuntutan
“objektif”. Dua isu memberikan asas bagi kajian ini. Pertama, walaupun pendirian
pengarang telah dikaji secara meluas dalam pelbagai teks, termasuk teks penyelidikan
saintifik, sedikit maklumat diketahui mengenai bagaimana pendirian pengarang
dimanisfestasikan dalam genre perubatan sebagai artikel penyelidikan perubatan dan
laporan kes perubatan, yang merupakan dua genre bertulis yang kurang diketahui
mengenai bagaimana pendirian pengarang dimanifestasikan sebagai artikel perubatan
dan laporan kes perubatan yang merupakan dua buah genre penulisan yang paling
banyak diterbitkan dalam disiplin tersebut. Kedua, dalam lingkungan bidang
penulisan penyelidikan perubatan, pola pendirian pengarang mungkin dipengaruhi
oleh genre penulisan yang dibuat, di samping familiariti pengarang dengan bahasa
yang diwakili oleh status penutur natif atau bukan natif pengarang. Kajian ini meneliti
pola pendirian pengarang dalam dua genre wacana perubatan bertulis, artikel
penyelidikan perubatan dan laporan kes perubatan yang diterbitkan dalam tiga jurnal
perubatan dalam cabang Perubatan Famili. Teks dalam bahasa Inggeris yang dikarang
oleh dua kumpulan penyelidik perubatan, penutur natif dan bukan natif Inggeris,
dengan penyelidik perubatan Malaysia sebagai kumpulan bukan natif dipilih bagi
kajian ini. Analisis bertujuan untuk menerangkan bagaimana penyelidik perubatan
berunding secara berdialog dengan suara lain dalam teks, berbincang bagi kedudukan
yang spesifik di samping menegaskan dan mengkritik kerja pengarang lain di
sepanjang tempoh memajukan tuntutan mereka. Kajian ini menerima pakai Kerangka



Penilaian Semantik Wacana (Martin & White, 2005), terutamanya subsistem Graduasi
dan Engagemen, bagi mengenal pasti dan menerangkan pola pendirian yang
digunakan oleh pengarang dalam dua genre yang dianalisis. Di samping analisis
kualitatif sebahagian kecil data, orientasi kuantitatif pada analisis tersebut juga
menerima pakai metodologi berasaskan korpus yang dimanfaatkan  dalam
membandingkan pola pendirian pengarang yang ditemui merentasi seksyen retorikal
individual teks, merentasi genre dan merentasi kumpulan natif dan bukan natif .
Dapatan keseluruhan memperlihatkan bahawa pengarang penutur natif menggunakan
pendirian kontraktif yang secara relatifnya lebih dalam penulisan mereka berbanding
dengan  pengarang penutur bukan natif dalam penulisan mereka. Walau
bagaimanapun, kedua-dua kumpulan pengarang memperlihatkan keutamaan yang
berbeza dalam penggunaan sumber pendirian mereka dalam artikel penyelidikan
perubatan dan laporan kes perubatan,yang menandakan bahawa genre memainkan
peranan yang penting dalam interpretasi pengarang mengenai apa dan bagaimana
strategi pendirian seharusnya digunakan bagi memenuhi tujuan komunikasi dengan
jayanya dan rasional genre tersebut.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background of the Study

Academic writing mainly deals with ways of conveying intellectual information and
knowledge. Through writing, writers provide a plethora of expertise, and negotiate
space for their contributions. In doing so, they tend to position themselves in pertinent
and persuasive research. In other words, writers tend to interact and engage
dialogically, construct solidarity, and align with external voices in the text. Authors
are expected to demonstrate a voice and position in the text. This characteristic of
authors has been extensively researched in different contexts, and scholars have
deployed different terms to define and explain phenomena such as evaluation
(Hunston & Thompson, 2000), authorial stance (Biber & Finegan, 1989; Hyland,
1999), metadiscourse (Crismore, 1989; Hyland, 2005), attitude (Halliday, 1994), and
appraisal (Martin, 2000).

Demonstrating a voice and position in the text means taking an authorial stance, which
in this context, implies the author’s viewpoint or expressed beliefs with respect to
external voices communicated to putative readers. Biber (1988) defines authorial
stance as the ways in which authors or speakers overtly express attitudes, feelings, and
judgments towards thoughts or opinions (Biber, 1988, p. 204). This suggests that
authorial stance involves the use of linguistic patterns by writers to consciously or
unconsciously encode and convey attitude, and adopt a position in the text.

It is pertinent to state that authors and public speakers in various fields have unique
rhetorical approaches to express their thoughts and communicate their stance to others.
Rhetoric denotes the entire field of discursive structures and strategies used to set
arguments. For instance, scientists have to adhere to certain accepted structures and
styles, such as logic and clarity, among others, in order to give rhetorical shape to their
writing. Holton (1993) stated that to persuade themselves, authors begin by weighing
the persuasiveness of their ideas and then convince their readers. Holton called this “a
proactive rhetoric of assertion” (Holton, 1993, p. 77). This implies that when scientists
agree or are convinced about something, they aim to bridge the gap between their work
and community knowledge in order to persuade other community members about the
idea or phenomenon through their publications (Allen, 2004, p. 96).

In a similar way, authors in the field of medicine use various rhetorical approaches,
referred to as emphasising styles, to express their opinions in published medical
genres. Medical genres, as referred to above, mean medical research articles, medical
case reports, medical research reviews, editorials, and so on. Authorial stance, then
refers to a style of writing which indicates how medical writers engage dialogically
and interact with their readers, and negotiate their positions in what they typically
focus on.



It is important to state that very few studies have been conducted to explore the ways
that native speaking (NS) and Malaysian non-native speaking (NNS) medical writers
construct authorial stance in medical research articles (MRA) and medical case reports
(MCR) in English. To this end, the present study employed the Appraisal Theory,
which is a recent development of the principles of Systemic Functional Linguistics
(SFL), and also employed Corpus Linguistics methods. The Appraisal system (Martin
& White, 2005) encompasses all the linguistic resources employed by medical authors
in the two medical genres in adopting stance. The Engagement and Graduation
subsystems of the Appraisal Theory are the focal points of the current study. This is
because Engagement categories and subcategories offer a comprehensive conceptual
basis for analysing how a wide variety of linguistic resources cooperate in the
construction of the authorial stance. The Engagement category focuses on the
heteroglossic or multi-voiced patterns. Then by using the Graduation subsystem, the
analysis shows the degree of the writers’ commitment to the proposition in terms of
the preciseness and intensity of these linguistic resources. The third subsystem of
Appraisal, the Attitude subsystem, did not include in this study since its categories and
subcategories focus on meaning related to emotions and effective responses in terms
of Affect, judging human behaviour in terms of Judgement, and the appreciation of
things and processes in terms of Appreciation. Consequently, the main concern of the
present study is to examine how medical writers dialogically negotiate their voices in
text by seeking a specific position to demonstrate, discuss, and critique other works.
More specifically, the aim is to discover how skilful medical writers enter the dialogue
with respect to previous texts as represented by the evidence, arguments, and
suggestions made by pioneers, previous writers, or even colleagues in the world of
research.

1.2 Definition of Authorial Stance

Authorial stance involves the interaction between the authorial voice and other voices
in the text, including the putative reader. The process of interaction is accomplished
when the writer carefully chooses certain linguistic patterns during the writing process.
This enables him/her to meet the expectations of the discourse community in
exchanging information, while at the same time, demonstrating the skills in expressing
his/her thoughts in discussing, affirming, inviting other voices in the text, and creating
solidarity with readers. In addition, authorial stance expresses the author’s viewpoint
on the material they are referring to with different lexical items (Hyland, 2008).

Gaining reader acceptance about an argument which is deemed reasonable depends on
the type of claims recognized by the disciplinary community. Reasonable claims
contribute to adopting the most certain and general position that readers are likely to
accept (Hyland, 1997, p. 23). Consequently, professional writers such as medical
writers mainly need to consider specific norms and conventions in their discipline,
including certain constraints, to ensure that readers, as well as specialists of their
discourse community accept their work. Hyland and Tse (2004) stated that academic
writing implies an engagement between the writer and the reader, and that writers need
to project themselves into discourse to show their commitment to the content as well
as to the reader in the text (Hyland & Tse, 2004, p. 157).



Consequently, skilled writers do not only adopt a variety of sentence structures and
vocabulary with respect to specific readers but also modify their style and procedures
in accordance with particular requirements of the discourse. That is, to show their
ability or skill to explain complex issues, they tend to provide and support their
opinions via developing discussions and hypotheses (ACTFL, 2012, p. 11). The
American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) views skilful
authors as not merely those who communicate information regarding a proposition,
but who also employ their writing skills to build a relationship with their readers, and
evaluate and assess each other’s contributions. In other words, authors are expected to
employ language to position authority in their own propositions and respond to other
voices through engaging dialogically (i.e., positioning an authorial voice with respect
to other voices which exist in the text as well as the propositional content, which is
discussed constantly, and known as stance).

It is likely that the patterns of authorial stance could be influenced by many factors,
such as writing experience, or the purpose of the writing, among others. It is important
to state that for writers who are non-native speakers, their language backgrounds and
writing genres might also serve as important factors. In fact, the definition of native is
difficult, specifically regarding English native speakers, because the English language
has become increasingly accessible to knowledge seekers and is mainly used by
scholars in all areas of knowledge. However, despite the universal appeal of the
English language among professional writers, many studies have been carried out to
compare the use of authorial stance markers in the academic contexts of native and
non-native writers.

In this vein, Schleppegrel (2004) found that non-native writers express monotonous,
implicit, subjective authorial stance by overusing the personal pronoun ‘I’ in
combination with modal verbs (e.g., could, may). In contrast, native writers tend to
implicitly express an objective authorial stance by using multiple resources. Hyland
(1997) affirmed that native writers show a full commitment to their writing by using
modifiers (Chang, 2010, p. 11). Additionally, non-natives were less likely to express
meanings by representing a wide range of possibilities. They appeared to be unwilling
to mobilize “endorsement” resources and the incorporation of citations as a way of
producing convincing authorship (Mei, 2007, p. 268).

The above arguments imply that there are challenges and complexities in the area of
advanced academic writing, particularly in interpreting the interpersonal meaning
associated with claims and authorial stance to establish credible authorship. It is
important to acknowledge that there has been great interest in literature on authorial
stance in different social areas as well as ESL and EFL contexts. Many models have
been proposed, and scholars have used various terms to express stance. However, the
number of studies which have focused on authorial stance in scientific areas,
particularly in medicine, is quite limited. For instance, Herrando (2014) used Hyland’s
(2005) model of interaction to analyse online English-language urology research
articles. Pérez-Llantada Auria (2011) used White’s (2003) model of Engagement to
examine how native English-speaking authors and Spanish authors, who write in
English or Spanish medical research articles, express inter-subjective stance. Finally,
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Fryer (2013) annotated Engagement patterns in medical research articles written by
native medical writers. The scarcity of research on authorial stance in medical writing,
therefore, motivated the researcher to focus on the medical writers’ abilities to deploy
authorial stance in their writing. In this study, data were collected from the archives
of three native and non-native medical journals which postulate certain instructions on
medical publications, including high levels of English language proficiency for
medical writers.

1.3 Theoretical Construct of Stance

It has been mentioned earlier that the concept of “stance” has been discussed by many
theorists and writers under different terms and definitions, each of which is mobilized
by different levels of linguistic resources (i.e., lexical, grammatical, lexico-
grammatical). These concepts represent different notions when they correlate with
other concepts, such as identity and grammatical functions as in the use of first-person
pronouns. When the voice is aligned with another stance, it is concerned with the
construction of a convincing argument, and this is the focus of the current study.

In recent years, a significant body of research has focused on the notion of stance,
showing the sequential implications of its indicators as mobilized in different genres.
Stance features express the interpersonal meanings of language that have been
considered as a focus of scholarly investigations in various disciplines, such as
Linguistics, Sociology, and Anthropology. Additionally, the focus on stance in
research has increased rapidly over the past decades in “multiple book publications,
conference panels, and special journal issues devoted to the topic” (Englebretson,
2007, p. 1).

Biber and his colleagues (Biber & Finegan, 1988; 1989; Biber, Johansson, Leech,
Conrad, and Finegan, 1999; Conrad & Biber, 2000) adopted the term “Stance” to
denote the conveyance of evaluation around the propositions in a clause and offered a
very important theoretical contribution and model for the analysis of stance in
discourse. The model was developed through obtaining robust quantitative evidence,
supported by corpus studies. It introduces six major types of tasks: ideational, textual,
personal, interpersonal, contextual, and aesthetic. These tasks are performed by
linguistic features in different communicative events, rather than occurring
simultaneously in any interaction. The stance features fall under the category of
“personal tasks,” which show the speaker’s attitudes, thoughts, and feelings. They
only deal with overt lexico-grammatical patterns of stance “by means of grammatical
devices, word choice and paralinguistic devices” without communicating reference of
the mechanisms used to adopt the stance (Jullain, 2008, p. 63).

Du Bios (2007) assembled an analytical toolkit for a stance triangle. A stance triangle
posits that stance has three acts in one, rather than in three different types of stance as
suggested in other studies. For Du Bois, evaluation, positioning, and alignment
represent different aspects of the same stance act. Hence, taking a stance means that
the stance taker: 1) evaluates an object, 2) positions a subject (usually the self), and 3)
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aligns with other subjects. In assembling the stance triangle, Du Bois expressed the
process of stance taking as follows: “I evaluate something, and thereby position
myself, and in that way align with you” (Englebreston, 2007, p. 163).

Hyland (2005) defined stance as the way academics interpret their texts to comment
on the possible accuracy or creditability of a claim. This could be expressed through
any of the following statements: 1) “The extent they want to commit themselves to it,”
2) “The attitude they want to convey to an entity,” and 3) “a proposition or the reader.”
(Hyland, 2008, p. 6). Hyland clearly outlined stance and its various features, as well
as functions, in the “Model of Interaction in Academic Discourse.” This model of
stance includes four elements: Hedges, Boosters, Attitudinal Markers, and Self-
Mentions. He further refers to stance as textual voice, which is represented by the ways
writers select and deploy community-sensitive linguistic resources to present
themselves, their positions, and their readers.

Finally, stance in the Appraisal Theory (Martin, 2000; Martin & Rose, 2003; Martin
& White, 2005), which is based on Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL), identifies
the elements that people use while negotiating stance processes, classifies them, and
provides a description of how these elements function in real life situations. The
current study employs Martin and White’s model of Appraisal (2005), which is shown
in Figure (1.1).

— AFFECT+/-
‘emotional reactions’
SIURE ; JUDGEMENT+/-
‘ways of feeling’ ‘assessing behaviour”
A APPRECIATION +/-
P — ‘assessing the value
P of things’
R
—— MONOGLOSS DISCLANM
A ENGAGEMENT non-dialogic T
I — — CONTRACT negate, counter
S DI HETEROGLOSS ___ — PROCLAIM
commitment E— dialogic agree, affirm
A — ENTERTAIN
EXPAND S
|. mitigate
— ATTRIBUTE
FORCE reported speech
GRADUATION intensify/tone down
‘grading evaluations’
FOCUS
strengthen/weaken

Figure 1.1 : Appraisal system proposed by Martin & White (2005).



Three elements, or subsystems, are introduced in the Appraisal model. Attitude
encompasses altered options to express positive or negative evaluation. Engagement
addresses options to Expand and Contract the dialogic space in relation to other voices.
Graduation is the adjustment of Attitude and Engagement in terms of intensity and
preciseness. The main focus of this thesis as mentioned earlier in (section 1.1) is on
the evaluative strategies used by writers to adopt authorial stance. This includes
determining the strategies used by the authors to show commitment to propositions
being advanced, and the ways they are used to engage with their readers. Engagement,
in fact, offers a comprehensive analysis tool which to deal with how a wide variety of
linguistic resources cooperate in the construction of dialogic stance. Its resources in
the traditional discourse analysis literature fall under the constructs of evidentiality,
hedging, negation, concession, attribution, and modality (Lancaster, 2011, p.16).
Another reason for employing Engagement and Graduation in this study is drawn from
previous Appraisal analyses at the level of academic argumentative writing
(Derewianka, 2009; Mei, 2007; Swain, 2009). Such analyses show that the
Engagement subsystem offers means for tracking in detail, the ways in which writers
use language to position their assertions vis-a-vis their anticipated readers. Martin and
White (2005) explained that writers’ usage of these resources is meant to provide:

the means to characterize a speaker/writer’s interpersonal style and their
rhetorical strategies according to what sort of heteroglossic backdrop of other
voices and alternative viewpoints they construct for their text and according to
the way in which they engage with that backdrop. (Martin & White, 2005, p.
93)

Consequently, the specific set of procedures used to analyze the linguistic resources
and their function in the text are based largely on the Engagement subsystem of
Appraisal but the analysis also allows authors to intensify the degree of commitment
to the proposition being advanced, by using the Graduation subsystem linguistic
resources in terms of their preciseness and intensity.

14 Statement of the Problem

Recently, scholars have developed keen interest in studying the methods used by
writers to adopt authorial stance in their writing. Authorial stance in text is a central
feature of language that paves the way for writers to position themselves in the area of
research and plays a noticeable role in negotiating the relationship between the writer
and the discourse community (Hyland, 2001). It allows writers to exhibit authority as
they evaluate others’ contributions, show commitment to their ideas in order to gain
the acceptance of their community, and present themselves as experienced
contributors in the area of research.

Despite the fact that the writer’s self-representation and engagement with external
voices in the text have become an essential area of research, studies that examined the
authorial stance in professional academic writing have been significantly rare,
specifically in medical discourse (Herrando-Rodrigo, 2014; Fryer 2013; Pérez-
Llantada Auria, 2011). It is fair to say that medical discourse has become an area of
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research interest among scholars, who have focused on a variety features of language
for example; Biber & Finegan (1994) focus on various linguistic cues that allow the
addresser to present his/ her purpose at a given point, Thomas & Hawes, (1994)
examined reporting verbs in medical research articles, Salager-Meyer (1994) focused
on hedging in medical written discourse, Varttala (1999) examined the communicative
purposes of hedging in popular and specialist medical research articles, Breivega, Dahl
& Flottum (2002) focused on the authorial presence and stance in three different
genres including Medicine, and Pahta (2006) examined the amplifiers/intensifiers in
medical writing. These studies have shown the function of variety of linguistic
resources used by authors in deploying their voices in relation to other voices brought
into or alluded to in the text. For example, hedging not only indicates degrees of
certainty but may also offers “room for disagreement” (Salager-Meyer, 1994, p. 163),
and syntactic negation may be used to indicate that “several voices or points of view
are signalled in [the] discourse” (Breivega, Dahl, & Flottum, 2002, p. 223). Apart
from the researchers’ interest in professional writing, two issues provide the basis of
this study and contribute to the gap in the literature regarding authorial stance in
professional medical writing:

First, very little is known about how authorial stance is deployed and managed by
medical researchers who are non-native speakers of English when writing research
articles. Since the effective use of authorial stance requires familiarity with the written
language, it is conceivable that there would be differences in the ways authorial stance
is expressed between native and non-native authors. These differences particularly
those that relate to the use of authorial stance linguistic resources, have been rarely
studied, much less systematically examined. A comprehensive description of these
differences would be an important resource for understanding not only the native
speaker models that have received much attention but also the patterns of authorial
stance exhibited by non-native authors.

Second, with regard to medical discourse, while authorial stance in medical research
articles has been examined, stance in the case report genre has been less well-
researched. Currently, not much is known about how authorial stance taken by authors
differ between these two genres, especially when the authors are native speakers of
English or otherwise. As genres in medical written discourse, the medical research
article and the case report have been shown to have their own communicative
purposes, structures, and language. Hence, it is expected that authors would deploy
different stance strategies to achieve their goals when writing for these different
genres. By focusing on authorial stance in these two genres, this study seeks to
examine how medical researchers go about presenting their authorial voices and
manage other voices in the process of promoting and convincing their readers of their
claims in these genres.

Additionally, this study uses published articles and case reports written by Malaysian
authors as the non-native speakers of English. With regard to studies in the Malaysian
context, and as far as the researcher’s knowledge goes, no study has been conducted
to investigate authorial stance in written medical discourse. This study represents a



pioneer study on Malaysian medical authors’ use of authorial stance in their published
works.

1.5 Purpose and Scope of the Study

The main purpose of this study is to investigate how medical writers use language to
position themselves in relation to external voices in texts. Given the focus on linguistic
choice, this study uses the Appraisal Theory, which offers a systematic and
comprehensive approach to the description of language use from a social perspective
and allows for a close analysis of linguistic choice patterns in selected texts (Martin &
Rose, 2003; Martin & White, 2005). The analytical framework of this study, Appraisal
Theory, focuses on the means by which the authorial voice shapes a stance,
specifically through the ways that the writer engages, aligns/disaligns, evaluates,
and/or comments on other external voices in the context.

In particular, this study is underpinned by Martin and White’s (2005) model of
Appraisal by focusing on the system of Engagement, which covers the aspects of
interpersonal meaning as dialogic exchange. The Attitude subsystem, however, is not
covered in this study, since it is concerned with the linguistic expression of positive
and negative evaluations. In other words, it deals mostly with emotional responses,
judgement of human behaviour, and evaluations of products and processes.

In Appraisal Theory, the Engagement subsystem is drawn from Bakhtin’s (1981,
1986) notions of dialogism and heteroglossia (the presence of two or more voices in a
text or other artistic work). The Engagement subsystem comprises networks of options
for opening up or closing down the heteroglossic space for voices in a text.
Engagement resources cover a wide range of devices that construe a heteroglossic
communicative setting for a text, including alternative viewpoints and anticipatory
responses from the audience. The Engagement network covers both monoglossic and
heteroglossic aspects. According to Martin and White (2005), the Engagement
network covers “all those locutions which provide the means for the authorial voice
to position itself with respect to, and hence to engage with, the other voices and
alternative positions construed as being in play in the current communicative context”

(p. 94).

In general, the Engagement and Graduation subsystems are seen as resources for
dialogue. They enable the writer to map the negotiation of prior texts in a forthcoming
text in order to show his/her negotiation and engagement in the chain of written texts.
They also help to explain the balance and exchange in medical discourse, as the
writer’s negotiation of heteroglossically-varied positions is presented by the chain of
texts and is introduced in the text, in addition to the putative readers. Dialogues can
be opened up and closed down to varying degrees. Attributing alternative positions to
other texts and including others into the writer’s own text provide the arguments
needed to adopt self-representation and authority in the discourse community.



The current study, in its essence, tries to enrich the literature on research in applied
linguistics, discourse analysis, and corpus linguistics in the Malaysian context. It aims
to investigate the authorial stance in written medical discourse as an important
linguistic phenomenon that has rarely been targeted. More specifically, it highlights
how medical writers hold an effective authorial stance by manipulating specific
linguistic patterns in the context to contract or close down the dialogic space of
utterance and to expand or open up the dialogic space of utterance. In the current study,
authorial stance is associated with the ability through which medical writers engage
dialogically with alternative voices in the text which also include the putative readers,
to share information among members of the same community. The medical context
being investigated in this study involves a corpus of two published genres of written
medical discourse - medical research articles (MRA) and medical case reports (MCR),
which are deemed a genre of “highly conventionalized nature with respect to syntax
and lexis” (Helan, 2012, p. 2). The corpus of this study, consisting of 538,472 words,
represents the rhetorical sections of the 400 medical texts written by NS and NNS
(Malaysian) medical authors, who used English as a means of communication. Corpus
analysis was used to perform the functions of quantifying the occurrences of
Engagement and Graduation patterns, providing the basis for the comparisons in the
employment of these patterns between the two groups of researchers.

A review of the literature related to studies on discourse and linguistics revealed that
less attention has been paid to discussing the authorial stance in professional academic
writing, especially in the field of medicine. To fill this gap, this study attempts to shed
more light on written medical discourse by focusing on the ability of NS and NNS
medical writers to use interpersonal linguistic patterns in adopting authorial stance.
The study further aims to generate a comprehensive list comprising the key resources
of Engagement and Graduation, which would be of great help in future teaching and
instruction.

1.6 Research Questions

For purposes of the present study, and in order to examine the use of authorial stance
by English native (NS) and Malaysian non-native (NNS) authors in written medical
discourse, the following research questions were raised:

Q1: In what ways, and by what means is authorial stance encoded through Engagement
and Graduation linguistic resources in medical research articles (MRA) and
medical case reports (MCR) written in English by native (NS) and Malaysian
non-native (NNS) authors?

a) What are the linguistic expressions used to realise Engagement and
Graduation in medical research articles and medical case reports?

b) What patterns or sequences of Engagement and Graduation strategies can be
discerned in the claims or arguments presented in medical research articles
and medical case reports? How are these strategies used to serve the authors’
goals in writing the research article and case report genres?



Q2: What are the frequencies of Engagement and Graduation linguistic resources used
to adopt authorial stance in the different rhetorical sections of medical research
articles (MRA) and medical case reports (MCR)?

Q3: Are there any significant differences between the MRA and the MCR genres in
the authors’ deployment of authorial stance?

Q4: Are there any significant differences between NS and Malaysian NNS authors in
deploying authorial stance in the different rhetorical sections of medical research
articles and medical case reports?

1.7 Significance of the Study

Language is considered as the most important means of daily communication. By
using language, people not only describe the world they are living in but also interact
with each other dialogically in order to establish and maintain appropriate
relationships. In fact, this is the function of the interpersonal meaning of language. In
medical language, producing a full understanding and an appropriate correlation
between the writer and readers has proved to be not only essential in achieving
awareness in science, but also crucial for creating self-representation, identity, and
attachment, which can be expressed by evaluation, Engagement, appreciation, and so
forth.

The current study endeavours to contribute to two distinct and comprehensive fields
of study: Linguistics and Education. The findings of the study might help to improve
medical writing for Malaysian medical students by familiarizing them with writing of
native and non-native authors. This would then enable them to have their manuscripts
accepted and published in national and/or international journals. In the case of
Linguistics, there is another implication, which is to provide empirical evidence in
support of Appraisal Theory and corpus linguistic studies, specifically in the area of
medical discourse.

In spite of its novelty, Appraisal Theory has proved to be a very effective social theory.
A large body of research in different disciplines, although rarely in medical discourse,
has been informed by this theory. The generality of this theory encourages writers to
apply it in outstanding studies in Media, Academic Writing, Politics, Juridical
threatening and violence, Narratives, and Psychology. Some of these studies have
utilized the whole Appraisal system or only a part of it as their analytical framework,
according to the objective of their studies. The main aim of these studies was to
analyse and/or compare texts to explore the language use of different disciplines
and/or cultures. However, a review of the literature reveals that there are a limited
number of studies which focused on the role of authorial stance in medical discourse,
especially in the Malaysian context. In this sense, this study adds new contributions,
especially to the study of linguistics and literature in Malaysia since it focuses on the
ways that Malaysian medical writers adopt authorial stance in comparison to their NS
counterparts.
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Finally, this study could provide valuable insight into the knowledge of interpersonal
meaning in the written medical discourse of Malaysian medical writers, based on their
ability to appropriately employ or not employ Engagement and Graduation patterns
compared to their NS counterparts. Primarily, this study may raise the awareness of
novice writers, medical students and others to implement authorial stance as an
interpersonal device in their writing because many of them benefit from Malaysian
professional medical research. Additionally, this study offers insights into the
characteristic features of medical writing by analysing the distinctive aspects of these
patterns in the language of medicine, represented by two important genres of medical
research articles: MRAs and MCRs.

1.8 Limitations of the Study

Two essential limitations of this study address the corpus of the study and the
methodology. First, the corpus includes 400 medical research articles and medical case
reports written in English by native and non-native medical authors. Much effort was
made by the researcher to contact authors through emails to inquire about their English
status as NS. However, only a few authors responded. Thus, the researcher had to
adopt Salager-Meyer’s (2001) criterion to determine the NS authors’ status of English.
Although the criterion is not the best, it is the only practical method for this in the
absense of verification from the authors. The basic description of this criterion is as
follows:

for the corpus under study to be representative of native English scientific
writing, articles were included only if the authors (at least the first author) had
an English surname and was affiliated to a British, Canadian, Australian or
North American hospital, university or institution. (Salager-Meyer, 2001, p.
67)

Additionally, NNS authors were chosen according to their non-English or European
names and according to their affliation to one of the Malaysian hospitals, universities
or institutions, regardless of their ethnicity.

Second, this study used a systematic and detailed approach towards the analysis of
stance in two genres of written medical discourse, which addresses the investigated
issues of how those writers have used language in their writing to construct authorial
stance. The main argument advanced by this methodological approach is that close
linguistic analyses of professional writing can reveal key resources of stance that are
considerably valuable and may confirm writers’ genre knowledge. Despite the
methodological strength that includes both qualitative and quantitative analyses in
addition to the long process of the data collection procedure, this study did not
incorporate methods and data that would allow for investigation of various questions
that arose during the analysis. For one, it did not incorporate interviews with the
writers to ask about how they modelled their writing; how, in their opinions, they could
express authority and commitment to a proposition; to what extent they could benefit
from others research in the field of medicine and perhaps other fields; and how, in
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their opinions, a relation can be built with readers through writing to gain acceptance
by the discourse community.

Even though there were limitations, the analysis was strong in its combination of both
quantitative and qualitative analyses which included hand-coding of authorial stance
resources indicated by the Engagement and Graduation subsystems of appraisal,
besides inductive scans of output from concordance software. Hence, the study
successfully demonstrated some authorial stance key resources in two genres of
medical written discourse that can compensate for gaps in the research literature on
stance in appraisal studies. It also shows how medical authors utilize these resources
to cover genre expectations and engage with external sources and putative readers.

1.9 Definitions of Key Terms

The following are the most important key term definitions used in the current study:

Authorial Stance

This is the textual instantiation of personal attitudes, feelings, or positions that a
speaker or writer has towards a proposition. It is a linguistic phenomenon that marks
the degree of commitment to the proposition deployed through certain strategies to
build solidarity with the external sources in the text, including putative readers. To
Hyland (2004a), an effective authorial stance enables an author to claim solidarity with
readers, evaluate and critique the work of others, acknowledge alternative views, and
argue for a position. Consequently, failure to present such an effective authorial stance
often results in poor evaluation, which compromises a writer’s research potential
(Barton, 1993; Hyland, 1998a; Schleppegrell, 2004; Wu, 2007).

Medical Research Articles (MRAs)

The most important genre in medicine is the original medical research article. MRAs
provide new information based on original research. This medical genre is typically
supported by in-depth statistical analysis. A medical research paper is a highly
technical, information giving standard format. This format is either categorised into
the following sections: “introduction, methods, results and discussion” or the
traditional IMRD sections of the research paper. Most research article writers are
familiar with the IMRD format and the internal ordering of the information existing
in different sections of a research article (Nwogu, 1997).

Medical Case Reports (MCRs)

Published medical case reports are written reports of single and unusual medical cases
with unique features. The unique features may consist of previously unreported
observations of a recognized disease, unique use of diagnostic tests to reveal diseases,
previously unreported clinical conditions, previously unreported treatments of

12



recognized diseases, and previously unreported complications of procedures. Case
Reports are normally short with no abstract, have brief introductions, reports, and
discussions (Peh & Ng, 2010).

Native Speaker (NS)

Native authors can be defined as people whose first language is English. A native
speaker is defined as someone whose nationality belongs to England, the United
States, Canada, and Australia. Being a native speaker does not necessarily mean being
always proficient in the English language.. Cook (1999, p. 186) asserts that “many
native speakers are unaware how their speech differs from the status form, as shown,
for example, in the growing use of the nonstandard “between you and I”” for “between
you and me,” even in professional speakers such as news readers.” In the current study,
NS medical writers’ texts are chosen according to Salager-Meyer’s criterion
(mentioned in section 1.8), which is based on the author’s English surname and
affiliation to one of the American, English, Canadian, or Australian medical hospitals,
universities, or institutes.

Non-Native Speaker (NNS)

Non-native authors are defined as people who acquire English as a foreign language
in their country. A NNS is a person who learns other than his/her language after
gaining a native command of his/her mother tongue. NNS medical authors in the
current study are Malaysian academics, practitioners, and physicians who are affiliated
with Malaysian hospitals, universities, and medical institutes and use English for
academic and research purposes.

1.10 Outline of the Thesis

This thesis is structured into five chapters, including their sections and related
subsections. The first chapter involves a description of the main concepts and theories
used in the study. It also presents the main problem investigated along with
introducing the purposes and significance of the study. In addition, it raises the
research questions and provides some definitions for the key terms used in the study.
The literature review in Chapter 2 offers some theoretical background about the stance
with an overview of the development of this linguistic phenomenon that different
traditions have made in this area (Biber et al, 1999; Hunston & Thompson 2000; Du
Bois, 2007, Hyland, 2005 Appraisal Theory e.g. Martin & White 2005). The chapter
also provides an account of the two genres MRA and MCR. It is argued that they
constitute features of interest as authorial stance features that are important in pertinent
research. Finally, corpus- based studies presented in terms of how it relates to medical
discourse and Appraisal. In Chapter Three within an overall description of the research
design, a comprehensive description to the data collection and compilation of the two
medical genres, a corpus of 400 medical research articles and medical case reports that
total over 538,472 words, on which the analyses for this dissertation research were
performed. In Chapter Four, the application of the two subsystems of Appraisal theory
to an investigation of how professional authors construe evaluative stance by

13



employing a qualitative comprehensive interpretation to the evaluative resources of
the authorial stance and their functions in reference to genre expectation and the
authors’ roles, and a corpus- based analysis to show the frequency and differences
between the two genres and the two groups. The final Chapter Five concludes a
summary of the major findings of the study and discusses the contribution of the study
to both the linguistic study of evaluation in the two medical genres, and to pedagogy
of academic writing in English.

14



REFERENCES

ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines© ACTFL, INC,, (2012).
http://www.languagetesting.com/actfl guidelines writing.html. Retrieved 8§-
9-2013.

Allen, M. C. (2004). The rhetorical situation of the scientific paper and the
“appearance of objectivity. Young Scholars in Writing: Undergraduate
Research in Writing and Rhetoric, 2, 94-102.

Anthony, L. (2014). AntConc, Version 3.4.1. Retrieved 1-9-2014 from [computer
software]

Ariza, M. A. A. (2011). Evaluation in English-Medium Medical Book Reviews. 1JES,
International Journal of English Studies, 11(1), 137-154.

Bakhtin, M. M. (1981). The dialogic imagination: Four essays. Austin, TX: The
University of Texas Press.

Bashanova, E. Y. (2012). Hedging in Online News Writing (Master thesis. Taiwan
University of Science & Technology).

Bawarshi, A. S., & Reiff, M. J. (2010). Genre: An introduction to history, theory,
research, and pedagogy. Parlor Press:West Lafayette.

Bazerman, C. (1988). Shaping written knowledge: The genre and activity of the
experimental article in science (Vol. 356).University of Wisconsin Press:
Madison.

Bednarek, M. (2006). Evaluation in media discourse: Analysis of a newspaper corpus.
London/New York: Continuum.

Behnam, B., Naeimi, A., & Darvishzade, A. (2012). A Comparative Genre Analysis
of Hedging Expressions in Research Articles: Is Fuzziness Forever
Wicked?. English Language and Literature Studies, 2(2), p20-38.

Biber, D. & Finegan, E. (1988). Adverbial stance types in English. Discourse
Processes, 11, 1-34.

Biber, D. (1991). Variation across speech and writing. Cambridge University Press.

Biber, D., & Finegan, E. (1994). Intra-textual variation within medical research
articles. Corpus-based research into language, 12, 201-222.

Biber, D., Conrad, S. and Reppen, R. (1998) Corpus Linguistics Investigating
Language Structure and Use. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Biber, D., Johansson, S., Leech, G., Conrad, S., & Finegan, E. (1999). Longman
grammar of spoken and written English. London: Longman.

170



Bloor, T. & Bloor, M. (2004). The functional analysis of English: A Hallidayan
approach. (2nd edition). London: Arnold.

Bock, Z. (2007). A discourse analysis of selected Truth and Reconciliation
Commission testimonies: Appraisal and genre (Doctoral dissertation,
University of Western Cape).

Briones, R. R. Y. (2012). Move analysis of philosophy research article introductions
published in the University of Santo Tomas. Philippine ESL Journal, 9, 56-75.

Brooke, M. (2014). Attribution and authorial (Dis) endorsement in high-and low-rated
undergraduate ESL students’ English academic persuasive essays. English
Linguistics Research, 3(1), 1.

Caldas-Coulthard, C. R. (1994). On reporting: the representation of speech in factual
and factional narratives. Advances in written text analysis, 295-308.

Caldwell, D. (2009). O “WORKING YOUR WORDS'. Appraisal in the AFL Post-
Match Interview. Australian Review of Applied Linguistics, 32(2), 13-1.

Chang, P. (2010). Taking an effective authorial stance in academic writing: Inductive
learning for second language writers using a stance corpus (Doctoral
dissertation, The University of Michigan).

Chang, P., & Schleppegrell, M. (2011). Taking an effective authorial stance in
academic writing: Making the linguistic resources explicit for L2 writers in the
social sciences. Journal of English for academic purposes, 10(3), 140-151.

Chapman, S., & Routledge, C. (2005). Key Thinkers in Linguistics and the Philosophy
of Language. Oxford University Press.

Chatterjee-Padmanabhan, M. (2011). Identity and textual engagement: experiences of
three international students writing a doctoral thesis in EAL (Doctoral
dissertation, University of Wollongong).

China Papers,(2010) A Study of Interpersonal Meaning in English Advertising
Discourse. http://mt.china-papers.com, China's Outstanding Master's Theses.
Retrieved 8-8-2014.

Cianflone, E.(2011). Academic genres in EFL medical educational contexts: the
medical case-report . Journal of the Slovene Association of LSP Teachers. 6(1-
2), 2-8.

Coffin, C. (2002). The voices of history: Theorizing the interpersonal semantics of
historical discourses. 22(4), 503—528. oro.open.ac.uk. Retrieved 5-7-2014.

Coffin, C. J. (2009). Incorporating and evaluating voices in a film studies
thesis. Writing and Pedagogy, 1(2), 163-193.

171



Conrad, S., Leech, G. N., Biber, D., & Leech, G. N. (2003). Longman student
grammar of spoken and written English: Workbook. Longman.

Cook, V. (1999). Going beyond the native speaker in language teaching. TESOL
Quarterly, 185-209.

Conrad, S., & Biber, D. (2000). Adverbial marking of stance in speech and
writing. Evaluation in text: Authorial stance and the construction of discourse,
56-73.

Creswell, J. W. (2013). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods
approaches. Sage publications.

Crismore, A., & Hill, K. T. (1988). The interaction of metadiscourse and anxiety in
determining children's learning of social studies textbook materials. Journal of
Literacy Research, 20(3), 249-268.

Dan, Wang.(2011). Study on Interpersonal Meaning of MECST (Medical English for
Common Science and Technology Discourse. China's Outstanding Master's
Theses, http://mt.china-papers.com. Retrieved 5-5-2014.

Derewianka, B. (2007). Using appraisal theory to track interpersonal development in
adolescent academic writing. Advances in language and education, 142-165.

Dong, A. (2006). How am i Doing? The Language of Appraisal in Design. In Design
Computing and Cognition’06 (pp. 385-404). Springer Netherlands.

Du Bois, J. W. (2007). The stance triangle. Stancetaking in discourse: Subjectivity,
evaluation, interaction, 164, 139-182.

Dunning, T. (1993). Accurate Methods for the Statistics of Surprise and Coincidence.
Computational Linguistics, pp. 61-74.

Ebrahimi, S. F. & Chan, S. H. (2013). Manifestation of Theme as a Point of Departure
in the Result and Discussion Section of Academic Research
Articles. Pertanika Journal of Social Sciences & Humanities, 21 (S): 29 — 40.

Eggins, S., & Slade, D. (2005). Analyzing casual conversation. Equinox Publishing
Ltd.

Eggins, S. (2004). An Introduction to Systemic Functional Linguistics. London:
Continuum.

Englebretson, R. (2007). Stancetaking in Discourse: Subjectivity, Evaluation,
Interaction (Vol. 164). John Benjamins Publishing. Amsterdam-Philadelphia.

Ethelston, G. (2009). Appraisal in evangelical sermons: the projection and functions

of misguided voices. Text & Talk-An Interdisciplinary Journal of Language,
Discourse & Communication Studies, 29(6), 683-704.

172



Ferguson, G. (2001). If you pop over there: a corpus-based study of conditionals in
medical discourse. English forSpecific Purposes, 20(1), 61-82.

Fletcher, J., & Patrick, J. (2005). Evaluating the utility of appraisal hierarchies as a
method for sentiment classification. In Proceedings of the Australasian
Language Technology Workshop, 134-142.

Flowerdew, L. (2004). The argument for using English specialized corpora to
understand academic and professional language. Discourse in the professions:
Perspectives from corpus linguistics, 11-33.

Fryer, D. L. (2007). Multidimensional genre-based discourse analysis of a corpus of
English-language medical research articles (Doctoral dissertation, University
of Oslo, Norway).

Fryer, D. L. (2013). Exploring the dialogism of academic discourse: Heteroglossic
Engagement in medical research articles. Language and Computers, 77(1),
183-207.

Gales, T. (2010) Ideologies of Violence: A Corpus and Discourse Analytic Approach
to Stance in Threatening Communications (Doctoral dissertation, University
of California).

Glaser, B. G., & Strauss, A. L. (1998). Grounded theory. Strategien qualitativer
Forschung. Bern: Huber.

Gledhill, C. (2000). The discourse function of collocation in research article
introductions. English for Specific Purposes, 19(2), 115-135.

Gotti, M., & Salager-Meyer, F. (2006). Advances in medical discourse analysis: oral
and written contexts (Vol. 45). Peter Lang: Frankfurt.

Gross, A. G., & Chesley, P. (2012). Hedging, stance and voice in medical research
articles. In Stance and voice in written academic genres (pp. 85-100). Palgrave
Macmillan UK.

Haddington, P.(2005). The Intersubjectivty of Stance Taking in Talk — in- Interaction
(Doctorial dissertation, University of Oulu, Finland).

Halliday, M.A.K. (1973) Explorations in the Functions of Language. Edward: London
Arnold.

Halliday, M.A.K. (1994). An Introduction to Functional Grammar (2nd Ed.). Edward
Arnold: London.

Halliday, M. A. K., & Webster, J. J. (Eds.). (2009). Bloomsbury Companion to

Systemic Functional Linguistics. Continuum International Publishing Group:
New York.

173



Hanks, W. F. (2000). Intertexts: Writings on language, utterance, and context.
Rowman & Littlefield Publishers: USA.

Helan, R. (2012). Analysis of Published Medical Case Reports: Genre-Based Study.
( Doctoral Dissertation, Masaryk University).

Henrike, Korner.(2000). Negotiating Researcherity: The Logogenesis of Dialogue in
Common Law Judgments.( Doctoral dissertation, University of Sydney).

Herman, D. (2011). Basic elements of narrative. John Wiley & Sons: UK.
Herrando, M. (2014) Self-representation: Visible Researchers, Invisible Writers, or
How to Make Medical Electronic Popularizations Trustworthy. (Doctoral

dissertation, Zaragoza University).

Hodges,D. Kuper , A. & Reeves, S.(2008). Qualitative Research , Discourse Analysis.
BMJ .337, 570-572.

Hood, S. (2010). Appraising Research: Evaluation in Academic Writing. Basingstoke:
Palgrave Macmillan.

Hood, S. (2004). Appraising research: Taking a stance in academic writing. (Doctoral
dissertation. University of Technology, Sydney).

Holton, G. J. (1993). Science and anti-science. Harvard University Press: London.
Holtz, Monica,(2011). Lexico-grammatical properties of abstracts and research

articles, a corpus-based study of scientific discourse from multiple disciplines.
URL: http://tuprints.ulb.tu-darmstadt.de/2638 M.A . Retrieved 25 -2-2013.

Hung, H., Chen, P. C., & Tsai, J. J. (2010). Genre analysis of medical case
presentations: a comparison between case presentations written by native and
Taiwanese physicians. The International Journal of the Humanities, 8(2), 167-
178.

Hunston, S. (2007). Using a corpus to investigate stance quantitatively and
qualitatively. In R. Englebretson (Ed.) Stancetaking in Discourse: Subjectivity,
Evaluation, Interaction (pp. 27-48). John Benjamins: Philadelphia.

Hunston, S. (2000). Evaluation and the planes of discourse: Status and value in
persuasive texts. Evaluation in text: Authorial stance and the construction of
discourse, 176-207.

Huth, E. J. (1986). Guidelines on authorship of medical papers. Annals of Internal
Medicine, 104(2), 269-274.

Hyland, K. (1994). Hedging in academic writing and EAP textbooks. English for
specific purposes, 13(3), 239-256.

174



Hyland, K. (1997). Scientific claims and community values: Articulating an academic
culture. Language & Communication, 17(1), 19-31.

Hyland, K. (1998). Hedging in Scientific research articles. Amsterdam/Philadelphia:
John Benjamins Publishing Company.

Hyland, K. (1999). Disciplinary discourses: Writer stance in research articles. Writing:
Texts, processes and practices, 99121. London: Taylor & Francis group.

Hyland, K., & Tse, P. (2004). Metadiscourse in academic writing: A
reappraisal. Applied linguistics, 25(2), 156-177.

Hyland, Ken. (2002). Genre: Language, Context, and Literacy. Annual Review of
Applied Linguistics 22,113-135.

Hyland, K. (2005). Stance and Engagement: A model of Interaction in Academic
Discourse. Discourse studies, 7(2), 173-192.

Hyland, K. (2008). Persuasion, interaction and the construction of knowledge:
representing self and others in research writing. 1JES, 8(2), 110-128.

Hyland, K. (2009). Corpus informed discourse analysis: The case of academic
engagement. Academic writing. At the interface of corpus and discourse, 110-
128.

Hyon, S. (1996). Genre in three traditions: Implications for ESL. TESOL
Quarterly, 30(4), 693-722.

Jaffe, A. (2009). Introduction: the sociolinguistics of stance. In A. Jaffe (ed.) Stance:
Sociolinguistic perspectives (pp. 3-28). Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Jamar, S. D. (2001). Aristotle Teaches Persuasion: The Psychic Connection. Scribes
J. Leg. Writing, 8, 61.

Jensen, J. D. (2008). Scientific uncertainty in news coverage of cancer research:
Effects of hedging on scientists’ and journalists’ credibility. Human
Communication Research, 34(3), 347-369.

Johns, A. M. (1997). Text, role and context: Developing academic literacies.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Jullian, P. (2008). An exploration of strategies to convey evaluation in the "Notebook"
text. (Unpublished doctoral dissertation. University of Birmingham).

Kafes, H. (2012). Cultural traces on the rhetorical organization of research article

abstracts. International Journal on New Trends in Education and Their
Implications, 3( 3): 207-220.

175



Karkkéinen, E. (2003). Epistemic stance in English conversation: A description of its
interactional functions, with a focus on | think (Vol. 115).
Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins Publishing.

Kiparsky, P. & C. Kiparsky, 1970. ‘Fact’, in M. Bierwisch & K. Heidolph (eds),
Progress in Linguistics, The Hague: Mouton, 143-73.

Labov, W. (1972). Language in the inner city: Studies in the Black English
vernacular (Vol. 3). University of Pennsylvania Press.

Labov, W., & Waletzky, J. (1997). Narrative analysis: Oral versions of personal
experience.

Lancaster, Z. (2011). Interpersonal stance in L1 and L2 students’ argumentative
writing in economics: Implications for faculty development in WAC/WID
programs. Across the Disciplines, 8(4).
http://wac.colostate.edu/atd/ell/lancaster.cfm. Retrieved19-3-2013.

Lancaster, Z. (2012). Stance and reader positioning in upper-level student writing in
political theory and economics (Doctoral dissertation, The University of
Michigan).

Lee, S. H. (2006). The use of interpersonal resources in argumentative/persuasive
essays by East-Asian ESL and Australian tertiary students (Doctoral
dissertation, University of Sydney).

Loan, N. & Pramool, I. (2015). Move Analysis of Results-Discussion Chapters in
TESOL Master’s Theses Written by Vietnamese Students. 3L: Southeast Asian
Journal of English Language Studies, 21(2).

Lock, G. (1996). Functional English Grammar: An Introduction for Second Language
Teachers. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Lowe. 1. (2009). Science as a Universal Language. www.scientificlanguage.com/esp.
Retrived 1-8-2014.

Macdonald, M., (2002). Pedagogy, Pathology and Ideology: The Production,
Transmission and Reproduction of Medical Discourse. Discourse & Society,
13(4), 447-467.

Martin, J. R., Matthiessen, C. M. I. M., and Painter, C. (1997). Working with
Functional Grammar. London: Arnold.

Martin, J. R. (2000). Beyond exchange: Appraisal systems in English. Evaluation in
text: Authorial stance and the construction of discourse, 175. Oxford: Oxford

University Press.

Martin J.R., (2003) Introduction. Walter de Gruyter. Text 23 (2), 171-181.

176



Martin, J. R. & Rose, D. (2003). Working with discourse: Meaning Beyond the Clause.
New York, NY: Continuum.

Martin, J. R. (2004). Mourning: How We Get Aligned. Discourse & Society, 15(2-3),
321-344.

Martin,J.R.& White,P.R.R (2005). The language of evaluation appraisal in English:
London and New York : Palgrave/Macmillan.

Martin.J,R,R.(2012). The Language of Attitude, Arguability and Interpersonal
Positioning. Appraisal Website: Homepage.  http://www.prrwhite.info.
Retrived 1-2-2013.

Mason, M. (2010). Sample Size and Saturation in PhD Studies Using Qualitative
Interviews. In Forum qualitative Sozialforschung/Forum: qualitative social
research, 11, 3.

Mei, W. & Allison, D. (2003). Exploring appraisal in claims of student researchers in
argumentative essays: National University of Singapore, Prospect, 18 (3), 71-
91.

Mei, W. S. (2007). The use of engagement resources in high-and low-rated
undergraduate geography essays. Journal of English for Academic
Purposes, 6(3), 254-271.

Melles, G. (2004) Scope and Limits of Corpus-Based Studies of the Medical Research
Article for Teaching ESL Student Researchers:Discussion and Example.
Faculty International Unit, Medicine. International Conference on Computers
in Education, 1349-1359.

Menard-Warwick, J. (2005). Transgression narratives, dialogic voicing, and cultural
changel. Journal of Sociolinguistics, 9(4), 533-556.

Miller, D. R. (2002). Multiple judicial opinions as specialized sites of engagement:
conflicting paradigms of valuation and legitimation in Bush v. Gore
2000. Conflict and Negotiation in Specialized Texts, Bern: Peter Lang,
Linguistic Insights Series, 119-41.

Mirzapour, F., & Mahand, M., (2012). Hedges and boosters in native and non-native
library and information and computer science research articles.The Southeast
Asian Journal of English Language Studies, 18(2), 119-128.

Mora, N. (2011).Annotating patterns of engagements in online book reviews: A
contrastive (English — Spanish) corpus study computational processing:
(Master dissertation UCM, Spain).

Morse, J. M. (1994). Designing funded qualitative research. In Norman K. Denzin, &
Yvonna S. Lincoln (Eds.), Handbook of qualitative research (2nd ed).
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

177



Moyano, E. 1. (2009). 22 Negotiating Genre: Lecturer’s Awareness in Genre across
the Curriculum Project at the University Level. Genre in a changing world.
442- Colorado/Indiana.

Murawska, M. (2010). Figures, grounds and containers. Patient presentation in
medical case reports. Miscelanea: a journal of English and American
studies, 41, 77-92.

Myers, G. (2001). In my opinion’: The place of personal views in undergraduate
essays. Academic Writing in Context: Implications and Applications. Papers
in Honor of T. Dudley-Evans, 63-78. UK: University of Birmingham Press.

Nakamura, A.(2009). Construction of evaluative meanings in the IELTS writing: An
intersubjective and intertextual perspective. (Doctoral dissertation: University
of Wollongong).

Neely, J. G., Karni, R. J., Nussenbaum, B., Paniello, R. C., Fraley, P. L., Wang, E. W.,
& Rich, J. T. (2008). Practical guide to understanding the value of case
reports. Otolaryngology--Head and Neck Surgery, 138(3), 261-264.

Njweipi-Kongor, D. B. (2012). Discursive features of health worker-patient
discourses in four Western Cape HIV/AIDS clinics where English is the lingua
franca (Doctoral dissertation, Stellenbosch University).

Nwogu, K. N. (1997). The medical research paper: Structure and functions. English
for specific purposes, 16(2), 119-138.

Ochs, E. & Schieffelin, B. (1989) Language has a heart. Text 9 (1), 7-25

O’Donnel, M. (2011). Introduction to Systemic Functional Linguistics for Discourse
Analysis. Downloaded on April, 19, 2013.

Page, R. E. (2003). An analysis of APPRAISAL in childbirth narratives with special
consideration of gender and storytelling style. Text 23(2), 211-238.

Pahta, P. (2006). This is very important: a corpus study of amplifiers in medical
writing. Advances in medical discourse analysis: oral and written contexts.
Bern: Peter Lang, 357-381.

Partington, A. (2003). The linguistics of political argument: The spin-doctor and the
wolf-pack at the White House. Routledge, London.

Pascual, M. & Unger, L. (2010). Appraisal in the research genres: An analysis of
grant proposals by Argentinean researchers. Revista Signos, 43(73), 261-280.

Pattison, S., Dickenson, D., Parker, M., & Heller, T. (1999). Do case studies mislead
about the nature of reality? Journal of Medical Ethics, 25(1), 42-46.

Pedro , M. ( 2008). The Mitigation of Scientific Claims in Research Papers: A
Comparative Study. International Journal of English Studies. 8(2) , 133-152.

178



Peggy Hoinka,(2007). An Empirical Study of Hedge Patterns in Specialist vs. Non-
Specialist Academic Writing. (Master thesis, Chemnitz University, Germany)

Peh, W. C., & Ng, K. H. (2010). Effective medical writing. Singapore Med J, 51(1),
10-14.

Pekarova, R. (2011) Evaluative Language in Journalistic Discourse. (Master’s
Diploma Thesis. Masaryk University)

Ritchie, J. S. (1998). Beginning writers: Diverse voices and individual
identity. Landmark essays on Bakhtin, rhetoric, and writing, 127-147.

Porter, J. E. (1986). Intertextuality and the discourse community. Rhetoric
Review, 5(1), 34-47.

Piqué-Angordans, J., Posteguillo, S., & Andreu-Beso, J. V. (2002). Epistemic and
deontic modality: a linguistic indicator of disciplinary variation in academic
English. LSP and professional communication (2001-2008), 2(2), 49-65.

Pérez-Llantada Auria, C. (2011). Heteroglossic (dis) engagement and the construal of
the ideal readership: dialogic spaces in academic texts. Researching
specialized languages. Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 25-45.

Pettinari, C. (1982). The functions of grammatical alternation in fourteen surgical
reports. Applied Linguistics, 4, 55-76.

Rayson, P. (2003). Matrix: A statistical method and software tool for linguistic
analysis through corpus comparison (Doctoral dissertation, Lancaster
University).

Ren, G. (2010). An Overall Review of Linguistic Research on Genre. Review of
European Studies, 2(2), 232.

Reza, Falahati . (2004). A contrastive study of hedging in english and Farsi academic
discourse (Doctoral dissertation, University of Victoria).

Breivega, K., Dahl, T., & Flottum, K. (2002). Traces of self and others in research
articles. A comparative pilot study of English, French and Norwegian research

articles in medicine, economics and linguistics. International journal of
applied linguistics, 12(2), 218-239.

Rowley-Jolivet, E., & Carter-Thomas, S. (2008). When practice belies ‘theory’: Form,
function and frequency of if-conditionals in specialized discourse. ASp. la
revue du GERAS, (53-54), 39-61.

Sano, M. and E. Thomson. (2007) Japanese Folk Tales: text structure and evaluative
expressions. In Proceedings of ASFLA Annual Conference 2007.

Salager-Meyer, F. (1994). Hedges and textual communicative function in medical
English written discourse. English for Specific Purposes 13(2), 149-171.

179



Salager-Meyer, F. (2001). From Self- highlightedness to Self-effacement: A genre-
based study of the socio-pragmatic function of criticism in medical discourse,
LSP& Professional Communication 1(2), 63-84.

Sayfouri, N. (2010). SFL and ESP genre analysis of English research articles in
Iranian and English-American medical journals: A contrastive study (Doctoral
dissertation, University of Tehran).

Schleppegrell, M. J. (2004). The language of schooling: A functional linguistics
perspective. Routledge: London.

Sina, N.(2012). Hedging devices by native and non-native psychology researchers:
International Journal on New Trends in Education and Their Implications, 3,
151-154.

Sinclair, J.M. (1994) Trust the text. Advances in written text analysis. London:
Routledge. 12-25.

Skelton, J. (1994). Analysis of the structure of original research papers: an aid to
writing original papers for publication. British Journal of General
Practice, 44(387), 455-459.

Smith, D. E. A. (1984). Medical discourse: Aspects of author's comment. The ESP
Journal, 3(1), 25-36.

Strevens, P. (1977). Special-purpose language learning: A perspective. Language
Teaching, 10(03), 145-163

Sukhanindr, M. (2008).Hedging in Research Articles about English Language
teaching Written by Thai and Native Speakers of English. (Graduate School,
Kasetsart University).

Swain, E. (2007). Constructing an effective ‘voice’ in academic discussion writing: an
appraisal theory perspective. Advances in language and education, 166-184.

Swales, J. M. (1990). Genre analysis: English in academic and research settings.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Taboada, M & Grieve, J. (2004, March). Analyzing appraisal automatically.
In Proceedings of AAAI Spring Symposium on Exploring Attitude and Affect,
Stanford University, CA, pp. 158-161. AAAI Press.

Tan, S. (2010). Modelling engagement in a web-based advertising campaign. Visual
Communication, 9(1), 91-115.

Tan, H. (2011). Metadiscourse Features in the Persuasive Essays of Undergraduate
Writers (Doctoral dissertation, Universiti Putra Malaysia).

Taavitsainen, 1. (2012). Discourse Forms and Vernacularisation Processes in Genres
of Medical Writing 1375-1550. Collegium for Advanced Studies (11), 91-112.

180



Tiainen, K. (2012) A Genre Analysis of Academic Research Blogs. (Master Thesis.
University of Helsinki).

Thomas, S., & Hawes, T. P. (1994). Reporting verbs in medical journal
articles. English for specific purposes, 13(2), 129-148.

Thompson, G and Zhou, J. (2002). Evaluation and organization in texts: The
structuring role of evaluative disjuncts. Evaluation in text: Authorial stance
and the construction of discourse. Oxford University Press: London, 121-141.

Thompson, G., (2001). Interaction in academic writing: Learning to argue with the
reader. Applied Linguistics Journal. 22 (1), 58-75.

Thompson, G & Hunston, S. (2000) Evaluation: An Introduction. In S. Hunston & G.
Thompson (eds.) Text: Autorial Stance and the Construction of Discourse.
Oxford University Press. 1-27.

Thompson, G. and S. Hunston (2006), ‘System and corpus: exploring connections’,
in: G. Thompson and S. Hunston (eds.) System and corpus: two systems with
a common ground. London: Equinox. 1-14.

Vandenbroucke, J.P. (1999). Case Reports in an Evidence-based World. Journal of
the Royal Society of Medicine. 92(4): 159-163.

Varttala, T. (1999). Remarks on the Communicative Functions of Hedging in Popular
Scientific and Specialist Research Articles in Medicine. English for Specific
Purposes, 18(2), 177-200.

West, G. (1980). That-nominal constructions in traditional rhetorical divisions of
scientific research papers. TESOL Quarterly, 483-488.

White, P.R.R. (2003). Beyond modality and hedging: A dialogic view of the language
of intersubjective stance: Interdisciplinary Journal for the Study of Discourse,
23,259-284.

White,P.R.R. (2009) Media power and the rhetorical potential of the “hard news”
report — attitudinal mechanisms in journalistic discourse. Vaasa, Finland, pp.
30 - 49, presented at University of Vaasa, Finland, 13 - 15 February 2009.

Wilce, J. M. (2009). Medical discourse. Annual Review of Anthropology, 38, 199-215.

Wu C (2009) Corpus-based research. In: Halliday MAK and Webster J (eds)
Continuum Companion to Systemic Functional Linguistics. London:
Continuum, 128-142.

Xu, J. (2009). Log-likelihood ratio calculator [Computer Software]. Beijing: National

Research Center for Foreign Language Education, Beijing Foreign Studies
University

181



Yu, S. (2009).The pragmatic development of hedging in EFL learners. (Doctoral
dissertation. City University of Hong Kong).

182



	1. Muna Abdulhussein -120417
	2. All chapters -120417
	Blank Page
	Blank Page
	Blank Page
	Blank Page
	Blank Page
	Blank Page

