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1. Introduction 

WritingintheEnglishlanguageisplayinganincreasinglyimportantrolein

academicinstitutionsaroundtheworld.Despiteitsessentialroleinacademic

andprofessionaldevelopment,however,writingintheacademyisconsideredto

bethemostdemandingtaskforL1students,andevenmorechallengingforL2

writers(Brown&Hood,1989;Grabe&Kaplan,1996;Hyland,2003b).Moreover,

researchonwritinghasnotbeenapproachedviaasingleprinciple,butrather

throughvariousapproaches(Bloor&Bloor,1991;Hyland,2009;Park,2006).In

thefieldofcompositionstudies,itisreportedthatsuccessfulacademicwriting

requiresnotonlyhigh-levelproficiencyinEnglishgrammarandvocabularybut

alsoeffectivepersuasionskillssuchaslogicalargumentation,clearexposition,

andrapportwiththereader.Specifically,inordertocommunicateeffectively,

writersattempttoemployinteractiveandinteractionallinguisticresources“to

help to guidethereaderthrough thetext”and “to involvethereader

collaborativelyinthedevelopmentofthetext”(Thompson,2001,p.58).

Inparticular,thewriter’sabilitytoexpressdoubtandcertaintyiscrucialin

academicwriting:writersappealtoreadersby“balancingconvictionwith

caution,eitherinvestingstatementswiththeconfidenceofreliableknowledge,

orwithtentativenesstoreflectuncertaintyorappropriatesocialinteraction”

(Hyland,1998(a),p.349).AsmentionedinCoates(1987),theepistemiccomment

enableswriterstoconveytheirstatementswith an appropriatedegreeof

certaintyinwhattheywrite.Inotherwords,theappropriateuseofhedgingand

boostingdevicesisexpectedtoplayacrucialpartinsuccessfulacademic

writing.EventhoughthemasteryofhedgesandboostersissignificanttoL2

writers,thisaspectoflanguageuseisknowntobeproblematicforthem.A

numberofstudieshaveprovedthatL2writershavenotgainedasatisfactory

understandingoftheconceptandpracticeoftheepistemicexpressions.For

example,previousstudieshaveobservedthatL2writersnotonlyhavedifficulty

in expressing statementswith adegreeofcertainty orqualification (e.g.,

non-nativespeakersrevealastrongtendencytowardsboostingmarkers,whereas

hedgedexpressionsaretypicalinL1users’writings)butalsoareonlyableto

employalimitedrangeofmarkersthatareattheirdisposal(Allison,1995;

Hyland&Milton,1997;Intaraprawat&Steffensen,1995).
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Whiletheseepistemicmetadiscoursalmarkers(i.e.,hedgesandboosters)may

haveconsiderableimpactonL2writers,however,littleattentionhasbeenpaid

tothem sofar.Specifically,notmuchisknownabouthow Koreanlearners

conceptualizeandconveyhedgesandboostersintheiracademicwriting,andin

whatsenseKoreanlearners’employmentofthesedevicesissimilarordifferent

tothoseofnativespeakers.Moreimportantly,noresearchhasbeenfoundto

determine differences among Korean learners with regard to language

proficiencylevelsbasedonthelargeandbalancedlearnercorpus.

Thispaperaimstoexaminehow Koreanstudentsmakeuseofepistemic

metadiscoursalmarkersbyinvestigatingrangesandfrequenciesoflexicalitems

basedonalargecorpusofKoreanstudents’Englishessays,incomparisonwith

thatofBritishnativespeakers.Inaddition,thisresearchattemptstodetermine

whethertheexpressionsofcertainty and doubtareinterrelated with the

languageproficiencylevelsofL2studentsbasedonthewrittenplacementtest.

2. Literature Review

2.1. Epistemic Expression: Hedges and Boosters

Inthefieldofmetadiscourseresearch,therearetwomajorinteractional

metadiscoursefeaturesthathelpwriterstoexpressdoubtorcertaintyaboutthe

informationandstatementstheyprovide,andthesearereferredtoashedging

andboostingexpressions:“theyenablewriterstoexpresstheirassessmentof

possibilitiesandindicatethedegreeofconfidenceinwhattheysay”(Coates,

1987,p.112).Aconsiderableamountofliteraturehasprovedthetheoreticaland

practicalimportanceoftheepistemicmodalitymarkersasapartofdiscourse

resourcesformanaginginformationandrevealingaposturetowardsone’s

propositionsandreaders(Huddleston&Pullum,2002;Hyland&Milton,1997;

Quirketal.,1985;Yule,1998).Accordingly,theabilitytomanageone’scertainty

andqualificationundoubtedlyplaysakeyroleinthefieldofacademicwriting,

whichexpectswriterstodeliverpropositionalinformationandpersonalviews

withabalanceddegreeofdoubtandcertainty.Balancingthesehedgingand

boostingdevices,however,isreportedtobeadifficulttasknotonlyforL2
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writers(orspeakers)butalsoL1writers(orspeakers),and both groups

particularlyhavedifficultiesinmodifyingtheirassertionswithhedgingdevices

(Allison,1995;Hyland&Milton,1997).

Asmentionedabove,anumberofstudieshavereported thatutilizing

epistemicmodalexpressionsappropriatelyinacademicwritingisacomplexand

demandingtaskfornovicewriters,formodalityistypicallydividedintotwo

types(epistemicmodalityandrootmodality),andmodalitycansimultaneously

expressvariousmeanings(Halliday,1973;Holmes,1984;Huddleston&Pullum,

2002;Quarketal.,1985;Yule,1998).

Epistemicmodalityisprimarilyassociatedwith“thespeaker’s[writer’s]

assumptionsorassessmentofpossibilities”and“indicatesconfidence(orlackof

confidence)inthetruthofthepropositionexpressed”(Coates,1983,p.13).Root

modality,ontheotherhand,hastodowithinteractionalmeaningsinsteadof

logicalpossibilities(Huddleston& Pullum,2002;Yule,1998).Examplesof

epistemicandrootmodalityarepresentedbelow(1).

(1)a.MikemustbeinNewYork.

b.MikemaybeinNewYork.

c.Youmustleavetheclassroom now.

d.Youmayleavetheclassroom now.

Inthecaseofexample(1a),thespeakerorwriterisconveyinghisorher

confidenceinthepropositionalinformationthatMikeiscurrentlyinNew

York,whilethereplacementofthemodalverbmustwithmayreducesthe

levelofassertionconsiderablyascanbeseenfrom theexamplesentence(1b).

Inotherwords,hedgedexpressions“allow writersorspeakerstotakea

rhetoricalstance,to downplay theirstatementsand anticipate audience

responsebyadjustingthedegreeofcertaintytheygivetotheirclaims”

(Hyland,1994,p.241).Ontheotherhand,asshowninexample(1c)and(1d),

rootmodalityenableswriterstoconveythemeaningofobligationexpressed

bythemodalverbmustorpermissionsignaledbymay.Modalexpressionsare,

therefore,potentially complex for second language learners,and the

complexitymayleadstudentwriterstothemisuseofepistemicmodalityin

theirEnglishwriting.
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In addition to thecomplexcharacteristicsofmodality,making one’s

argumenteffectivelywithanappropriatetoneofhedgingandboostingdevices

isanotheranticipateddifficultyforL2users,fortheepistemicmeaningcanbe

signaledinmanydifferentwaysinvariousgenres.Eventhoughmodalverbs

suchasmust,may,might,etc.haveattractedmanyresearchersasthemain

source forepistemicexpressions,othergrammaticalclassesalso can be

signaledtoexpressepistemicmeaning(Holmes,1984;Hyland&Milton,1997;

McEnery&Kifle,2002;Oh,2007).AccordingtoHolmes(1988),theepistemic

meaningcanberealized byabout350lexicaldevicesand thesecanbe

classifiedaslexicalverbs(e.g.,think,believe,appear),adverbials(e.g.,probably,

indeed,definitely),nouns(e.g.,possibility,doubt,belief),andadjectives(e.g.,clear,

certain,possible).

Theseepistemicdevicescanberecognizednotonlybytheirgrammatical

classes,butalsobytheirsemanticcategories.AsHylandandMilton(1997)

havesuggested,supportedbyotherresearchers(McEnery&Kifle,2002;Oh,

2007),epistemicmeaningscanbedeliveredalongacontinuum ofsemantic

category:certainty(e.g.,certainly,must,argue,infact,etc.),probability(e.g.,

would,seem,probable,believe,etc.),possibility(e.g.,may,might,possible,perhaps,

etc.),usuality(e.g.,always,often,usually,etc.),andapproximation(e.g.,about,

approximately,almost,etc.).Althoughafewresearchershaveconcededthatthis

categorizationmaybearbitrarytosomeextent,severalotherresearchershave

foundthemusefulinanalyzingstudents’useofepistemicexpressionsinterms

ofthesemanticnotion.Giventhefactthatepistemicexpressionsareachieved

throughvariousways,studentsmayfinditdifficulttopickuptheappropriate

toneforbuildingtheirargumentwithdoubtandcertaintywithproperdevices.

Intherealm ofmetadiscoursestudy,theseepistemicsignalsaremostly

practicedbyhedgesandboostersinthewrittencommunication.Asmentioned

earlier,theexpressionofdoubtandcertainty(i.e.,hedgesandboosters)is

consideredtobecentraltotherhetoricalandinterpersonalcharacterofany

modeofwrittencommunication(Hyland,1998a).Asoneoftheeffective

communicativestrategies,toputitanotherway,hedgesandboostersare

primarily concerned with increasing orreducing the voice ofwriter’s

arguments.Tobespecific,experiencedacademicwritersattempttoobtain

readers’acceptance fortheirstatementsby harmonizing assertionswith
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caution,eitherpositioning statementswith the certainty oftrustworthy

information,orwith tentativenessto expressuncertainty in thewriting

(Hyland,2005a).In otherwords,numerousstudieshave observed that

successfulwritersarerequiredtogainmasteryuseofhedgesandboostersto

expresshisorherdoubtandcertaintyinthewrittendiscourse(Hyland&

Milton,1997;Hyland,1998a;Park,2006;Uhm etal.,2009).

Asoneofthemostdistinguishingmetadiscoursemarkers,hedges(e.g,

perhaps,might,possible,etc.)embodyaweakeningofastatementthrough

modificationandqualification.Hedgesareacknowledgedasthemoststudied

metadiscoursefeature,and they also function asindicatorsshowing the

writer’s commitment or decision to accept the alternative tones and

viewpoints.Indoingso,writerssucceedinwithholdingcompletecommitment

toaproposition,andthisiscentraltotherhetoricalcharacteristicofthe

successfulacademicwriting (Hyland,2005a).Thehedged expressions,in

general,indicatethattheinformationorknowledgeisrepresentedasopinion

ratherthanapprovedfact.Inaddition,from thelinguisticperspectives,these

hedgingexpressionscanalsobefoundinclustersorchunks,reinforcingthe

uncertaintyofthewriter’sknowledgeorinformationintheprocessofwriting.

Insum,hedgesindicatethatastatementisbuiltonthewriter’sconceivable

reasoningratherthanconvincedinformation,andtheyareusuallyrealizedin

theclusteringconstruction.

Boosters,ontheotherhand,aredevicessuchasclearly,obviously,and

indeed,andtheyhelpwriterstoconveytheirconvictionsandassertionsof

propositionwithconfidence.Indoingso,writerssucceed inrepresenting

ratherastrongclaim aboutaproposition.Inaddition,theboostingmarkers

help writersto promoteinvolvementand solidarity with theaudiences,

emphasizing common knowledge,and finally directing engagementwith

readers.Inotherwords,theproperuseofboostingexpressionshelpswriters

tostrengthenanargumentbystressingthemutualorsharedexpressionsor

knowledgewiththeirreaderstoshareacommonground.

Toconclude,theseepistemicmetadiscoursalmarkers,i.e.,hedgesand

boosters,areoneofthesignificantaspectsintheacademicconventionwhere

writershandlelanguageeffectivelytoadoptpositions,show viewpoints,and

signalallegianceswithaudiences(Hyland,2005a).Inaddition,hedgesand
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boostersarealsooneofthemostimportantdiscoursemarkersinthewritten

textnotjustbecausetheyareoneofthemostfrequentlyshownmetadiscourse

markersintheacademicwriting,butthebalancedmanipulationofhedgesand

boosterssignalsthewriters’willingnesstocommunicatewithreadersmore

effectivelybyacknowledgingalternativesandconveyingcommitmenttothe

contentsofthetextsandtheirreaders.AsHylandputsit,“theyworkto

balance objective information, subjective evaluation and interpersonal

negotiation,andthiscanbeapowerfulpersuasivefactoringainingacceptance

forclaims”(Hyland,1998a,p.353).Thecharacteristicwaythatwritersemploy

thehedgesandboosterstoconveyepistemicstanceisexpectedtobedifferent

accordingtoitstextandlanguageusers,andtheseissueswillbeaddressedin

thefollowingsection.

2.2. Hedges and Boosters in L1 and L2 English Writing

A numberofstudieshaveprovedthatL2writershavedifficultiesin

manipulatingepistemicfeaturesintheirwritings(Allison,1995;Cheng&

Steffensen,1996;Hu,etal.,1982;Hyland& Milton,1997;Intaraprawat&

Steffensen,1995).ResearchershaveindicatedthattheL2writers’statements

tendedtohaveadirectandunqualifiedvoice,comparedtothoseofL1users.

Forexample,Hu,Brown,andBrown(1982)provedthatChineseL2writers

took a moredirectand convincing stance in theirEnglish writing by

employingstrongmodalsthanthenativespeakersdid.Allison(1995)also

pointedoutthatHongKongESL undergraduatewritersfrequentlymade

strongassertionsandcommitmentsthatlackreliableknowledge.McEneryand

Kifle(2002)whohadexaminedEritreanlearnersreportedthatwhilethese

learnersalsomadeuseofalimitedarrayofepistemicdevices,theyweremore

indirectthannativespeakers.WithregardtotheproficiencylevelofESL

writings,Intaraprawatand Steffensen (1995)observed the metadiscourse

featuresinESLstudents’essays,andtheyfoundthattheuseofhedgesand

emphatics (i.e.,boosters) were quite remarkably shown with various

expressionsingoodESLstudents’writingincomparisonwiththelowerlevel

students’Englishessays.

AfewstudieshaveobservedtheseepistemicmetadiscoursalmarkersinL2
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academicwritingin comparison with thoseofL1writers(Allison,1995;

Hyland&Milton,1997;Kim,1999;Oh,2007).Allison(1995)observedEnglish

essayswrittenbyfreshmanstudentsofhumanitiesattheUniversityofHong

Kong.Asetof27Englishessayswereassessedandanalyzedbytheresearcher

withthecriteriaoflexicalchoicesexpressingassertiveandalternativevoicesin

theacademicwriting.Theexamplesrepresentedinthepapermarkedsimilar

tendencyamongL2students:theytendedtowriteone’sstatementwitha

strongvoiceratherthananalternativevoice,choosinglexicaldevicesinorder

toconvincetheiropinionwithboostingdevices.

HylandandMilton(1997)investigatedtwosetsofcorporatoinvestigate

theepistemicexpressionsintheexaminationscriptsofHongKongstudents’

EnglishwritingandtheEnglishessayswrittenbyBritishstudents(L1).Inthis

study,HylandandMiltonattemptedtoanalyzetherangeandfrequencyof

lexicaldevicesexpressingdoubtandcertaintyinthesecorpora.Theresults

indicatedthatL2writersusedanarrowerrangeofepistemicmetadiscoursal

markersandseemedtohavesignificantdifficultiesinconveyingtheproper

useofhedgingandboostingdevices.Tobespecific,theHongKongstudents

(L2)showedsyntacticallysimplerstructuresandlimitedrangeoffeatures.

Moreimportantly,theanalysisconfirmedthattheacademicessaysofL2

studentsweregenerallycharacterizedbyfirmerassertionsthanL1writers,

whichresultedincontributingtothestrongercommitmentsintheirEnglish

writing.

Ontheotherhand,theL1writersemployedmoredevicesoftentativeand

cautiousexpressions,withabouttwothirdsofthelexicaldevicesfunctioning

ashedges(onlyathirdintheL2writings).Forinstance,epistemicmodalverb

willoccurredtwiceasoftenintheHongKongstudents’writingwhilewould,

moretentativeversionofwill,appearedtwiceasfrequentlyintheL1students’

writing.Withregardtogrammaticalclasses,L2writersshowedthetendency

todependheavilyonmodalverbsthanothergrammaticalclassessuchas

epistemicnoun,adjectives,adverbials,and lexicalverbswhileL1writers

displayed a wider range and frequency ofother grammaticalclasses,

specifically,epistemicadverbialsshowedabout55% ofoccurrences.Hyland

andMilton(1997)alsoanalyzedhedgingandbootingdevicesintermsofa

semantic classification: probability, possibility, certainty, usuality, and
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approximation.TheanalysisshowedthatL2writersusedmorethan50% of

certaintymarkerswhileL1writersemployedaround30%ofcertaintydevices.

Withprobabilitymarkers,L2studentsemployedabout20% ofthosemarkers

whilemorethan30% ofthoserevealedintheL1students’writing.Insum,

HylandandMilton(1997)arguedtherewereconsiderabledifferencesinthe

useofthecertaintyandqualificationmarkersbetweenL1andL2groups,

exhibitingthattheacademicwritingofL2appearedtobefirmer,authoritative,

andstrongerwhencomparedwithL1writing,andtheirfindingwasconsistent

withthoseofHu,Brown,andBrown(1982)andAllison(1995).

Chinesestudents’strugglestopresenttheirdoubtandcertaintyappearto

becorrespondingtoKoreanstudents’useofhedgingandboostingdevicesin

theiracademicwritingtosomeextent.Thereareafew studiesthathave

investigatedhow Koreanstudentsinthecollegeleveldelivertheepistemic

meaningin theirEnglish writings.Kim (1999)investigated therhetorical

functionsofwholemetadiscoursemarkersbetweenNS,EFLadvancedlearners,

andEFLbasiclearners,andhisstudydisplayedthatKoreanstudentswere

reportedtoemployfewerepistemicmarkers(i.e.,hedgesandemphatics)in

comparisonwithNSwriters.

Oh (2007)also investigated thehedging and boosting metadiscoursal

markersinKoreancollegestudents’Englishwritingsincomparisonwiththose

ofnativespeakersofEnglish.Inthisstudy,acollectionofacademicessays

writtenbycollegestudentsfromseveraluniversitiesinKoreawasexaminedin

comparisonwiththeL1corpusbyinvestigatingtherangesandfrequenciesof

epistemiclexicalitems.Theresultsshowed thattheKorean L2learners

dependedonalimitedrangeofhedgesandboosters.ComparedwiththeL1

students,forexample,Koreanstudentsexhibitedthestrongtendencytouse

limitedepistemicmarkers(e.g.,think,always,opinion)whiletheysignificantly

lessemployedotherdevices(e.g.,would,seem,argue).Inadditiontovery

narrowerrange ofmarkers,L2 learnersrevealed undistributed usesof

epistemicmarkersintermsofthegrammaticalandsemanticcategory.In

general,Korean writerswereinclined to exhibitstrongervoiceto their

statementsthanthenativespeakersofEnglish.

LeeandPark(2008)examinedthetypesandquantityoftheepistemic

devices,particularlyfocusingonthedistributionwithgrammaticalclasses.For
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LeeandPark’sstudy,theacademicwritingsof52sophomorestudentsinthe

fieldofmedicineenrolledinEnglishReading&Writingclasswereanalyzed

toobservehowtheepistemicexpressionsareaddressedappropriatelyintheir

English writings.Theresultsshowed thatL2studentsin medicalfield

employed very limited frequency of epistemic metadiscoursalmarkers

specificallywithmodalverbsandsentenceadverbials.Intheirstudy,students’

usesofhedgesandboosterswereheavilydependentonmodalverbssuchas

can,will,may,would,andmust.AsmentionedinHylandandMilton(1997),L2

studentsinthisstudyalsotendedtomakehis/herargumentwiththestrong

confirmationusingboostingexpressionssuchasneverandalways.Theyalso

suggestedthatL2learnersneededtobeexposedtotheappropriateuseof

epistemic metadiscoursaldevices explicitly to modify and qualify their

statementsintheacademicwritinginEnglish.

Tosummarize,numerousstudieshaveattemptedtoprovethesignificance

ofwriter’sepistemicrhetoricalstanceonthepropositionalinformationand

theirstatementsinthefieldofacademicwriting.Importantly,ithasbeen

suggestedthattheacademicwritingofL1andL2userspresentedstrikingly

significantdifferencesin employing thesehedgingand boostingmarkers:

comparingwithL1writers,L2writers’voicesaregenerallymoreassertive

ratherthanmodified,showinginappropriateuseofhedgesandboostersinthe

conventionoftheacademicwriting,andtheyalsohavedifficultyinpresenting

doubtandcertaintywithmuchlimiteduseofhedgingandboostingdevices.

Althoughtheseextensivestudieshaveanalyzedthemetadiscoursalmarkersin

thewritingofESLorChinesestudents,weknow littleabouthow hedging

and boosting markersarepresented in theacademicwriting ofKorean

students.Moreimportantly,itwouldappearthatnosinglestudyexistswhich

sufficientlyobservesthedifferencesintheiruseofthesemarkersamong

Koreanstudentswiththefocusontheproficiencylevels,anditmaybe

necessarytoinvestigatethedifferentuseofepistemicmarkersbetweenthe

Koreanlearnerstoimprovestudents’writingability(Oh,2007).



Epistemic Rhetorical Stance: Hedges and Boosters in L1 and L2 Students’ English Writing∣ 71

3. Methods

3.1. Data

Thedataforthispaperconsistoftwosetsofcorpora– i.e.,YonseiEnglish

LearnersCorpus(YELC)1)foranon-nativespeakerandLouvainCorpusof

NativeEnglish Essays(LOCNESS)foranativespeaker.TheNNScorpus

compiledforthisstudyisarandom selectionofYELC,whichconsistsof

Englishessayswrittenbyincomingfreshmanstudentsatamajoruniversityin

Korea.Theessaysareofargumentativemode,andtheeachofsixtopics

concernedwithsocialissues(theprosandconsofsmokinginpublicplaces,

anonymityoftheinternet,mandatorymilitaryservice,corporalpunishmentin

school,animaltesting,andusingamobilephonewhiledriving)wasrandomly

giventoastudent.Tobespecific,therandomizedYELCcorpusthatwasused

forthepresentstudyconsistsofabout80,000wordscomprising351essays.The

essaysinYELC hadbeenalreadyassessedandclassifiedbynativeEnglish

facultyinstructorsattheCollegeEnglishDepartment,andtheproficiencybands

intheplacementtestrangefromA1toC2level(A1,A1+,B1,B1+,B2,B2+,C1,

andC2)2).

Table 1. Corpus Size for YELC and LOCNESS

StudyCorpus YELC LOCNESS

Tokens 79,207 79,201

Types 5,309 7,298

Participants 351 142

1)YELCisalargelearnerscorpus,whichisacollectionofEnglishessayswrittenbyKorean

students,admittedtoYonseiUniversity(Seoul,Korea),fortheYonseiEnglishPlacement

Test(YEPT),andforthepresentstudy2011versionofYELCwasused.Theparticipantsof

theYEPTin2011were3,564students,andstudentsmostlyformedahomogenousgroupin

theirage(from18to20yearsold)andoverallacademicabilityastheywereacceptedtothe

sameuniversity.InthewritingsectionoftheYEPT,studentsarerequiredtowritea

300-wordargumentative/persuasiveessayin30minutes.

2)TheassessmentcriteriaofYEPTweremostlybasedontheassessmentframeworkforthe

writingsectionfromCommonEuropeanFrameworkofReference(CEFR).
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Secondcorpus,compiledasareferencenative-speakercorpus,wasalso

randomlyselectedfrom theLOCNESScorpus.ItisacorpusofnativeEnglish

essayswrittenbyBritishandAmericanuniversitystudents,andtheBritish

sub-corpuswasusedforthepresentstudy.TherandomizedLOCNESS(BSC)for

thisstudyconsistsofaround80,000wordscomprisingAlevel142Englishessays.

Themodeofessaysisargumentativeandexpository,andtopicsincludethe

parliamentarysystem,transportation,foxhunting,thenationallottery,boxing,

FrenchIntellectualtradition,andasingleEurope.Thebasicstatisticswiththe

tokensandtypesofeachNSandNNScorpusareprovidedinTable1.3)

InadditiontothecomparisonofhedgesandboostersbetweenL1andL2

group,theYELCwasanalyzedaccordingtoeachproficiencyband.Forthis

analysis,thewrittenscriptsfrom levelA1andC2wereexcluded.Thewriting

samplesfortheA1band,thelowestabilityband,werenotappropriateforthis

studyastheycontainanumberoferrorsthatcannotberecognizedandasmall

numberofwords.ThewrittentextsofC2band,thehighestabilityband,were

notincludedinthisstudyasthereareonlytwoessays.Eachcorpusfrom the

differentbandgroupconsistsofsimilarsizeoftokens,i.e.,about11,000words,

whichallowsustoobservethedirectcomparisonoftherangeandfrequencyof

epistemicmakersbetweenthesegroups(SeeTable2).

Table 2. Corpus Size for Each Proficiency Band of YELC

YELC A1+ A2 B1 B1+ B2 B2+ C1 Total

Tokens 11,292 11,359 11,253 11,290 11,297 11,303 11,413 79,207

Types 1,543 1,624 1,635 1,731 1,813 1,744 1,979 5,309

Partici-

pants
91 56 50 40 39 38 37 351

3.2. Data Analysis Procedure

TheoverallfrequencyanddensitylevelswereassessedusingWordSmith

Tools5.0.Inordertosearchthehedgingandboostingmarkers,thisstudymade

useoftwomajorfunctions(ConcordandWordList).Thesearchingwordsonthe

3)Allwordsineachcorpushavebeenlemmatizedforanaccuratecomparisonbetweentwo

groups.



Epistemic Rhetorical Stance: Hedges and Boosters in L1 and L2 Students’ English Writing∣ 73

epistemicmetadiscoursalmarkersweremostlybasedonalistof157itemsfrom

Hyland’s(2005a)classificationofhedgesandboosters(SeeAppendix).Then,all

casesshownintheconcordancelistwereexaminedbytheresearcherstoensure

thattheselecteditemsexpressdoubtorcertaintyinthecontext,sincethenature

ofepistemicmetadiscoursemarkersishighlydependentonitscontext.Inthe

caseofmarkersconsistingofmorethantwowords(e.g.,inmyopinion),text

converterfunctionwasutilized.Indoingso,itwaspossibletosearchthephrase

and calculatethesephasesasonesingledevice(e.g.,in-my-opinion).The

resultingdatawaspresentedwiththecomparisonbetweentheLOCNESSand

theYELCcorpus,andthencomparisonbetweentheproficiencybandsamong

YELCwasfollowedintermsof(a)thefrequencyanddensitylevelsofepistemic

devices,(b)thedistributionofthelexicaldevicesaccordingtothegrammatical

and(c)semanticcategories,andfinallystudents’usesofhedgesandboosters

werealsoinvestigatedqualitativelyinordertoobservethedifferentpatterns

thattheL1andL2usersexhibitedintheacademicwriting.

4. Results and Discussion

4.1. Frequency and Range of Epistemic Metadiscourse

Theuseofepistemicdevicesselected from therandomized YELC and

LOCNESSispresentedthroughquantitativeanalysis:theraw frequencyof

overallepistemicmetadiscoursemarkersfollowedbydensitylevel,realizationof

thesemarkersthroughthegrammaticalandsemanticcategories,andhedgesand

boostersinLOCNESSandYELC(proficiencylevels).

4.1.1.OverallFrequencyandDensityofEpistemicDevices

Thetotalnumberoflexicaldevicesusedtoconveydoubtandcertaintyin

thetwocorporaisshowninTable3.Theanalysisrevealsobviousdifferencesin

theoverallfrequencies:TheL2writersemployed epistemicmetadiscoursal

markerslessfrequentlythantheL1writers.Thisresultisconsistentwiththe

findingofKim (1999),whichillustratedthedifferentleveloffrequencyand

densityofhedgesandemphaticsbetweenL1andL2writers(Koreanstudents),
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indicatingthatKoreanundergraduatestudentsmadesignificantlylessuseof

lexicaldevicestoconveytheirdoubtandcertainty.

Table 3. Total Number of Lexical Devices Used to Convey Epistemic Meaning

YELC LOCNESS

Totaldevices 2,095 2,776

Density per100words

Density per300words

2.64

7.93

3.50

10.51

A comparison ofthenormalized frequenciesoftheepistemicdevices

showninthetwocorporaalsorevealsdifferencesbetweentwogroups:while

L1studentsnormallyuse3.50epistemicdevicesperhundredwords,Korean

studentsuse2.64epistemicdevicesperhundredwords.Despitethedifferent

levelsoffrequencyanddensity,therearenotablesimilaritiesintheuseof

lexicaldevicesbetweenYELCandLOCNESS:sixcommonlexicaldevices(i.e.,

will,would,could,may,think,feel)revealamongthetop10mostfrequently

used devicestoconveyepistemicmeaningin both L1and L2students’

academicwritings(seeTable4).

Table 4. Most Frequent Items of Epistemic Devices in Rank Order

YELC LOCNESS

Rank Item Frequency Rank Item Frequency

1 think 404 1 would 596

2 will 274 2 will 386

3 could 136 3 could 211

4 would 126 4 may 167

5 may 89 5 possible 62

6 know 74 6 believe 60

7 of-course 73 7 think 54

8 always 55 8 feel 52

9 might 55 9 argue 49

10 feel 54 10 seem 47
Top10 1,340 1,684
Top20 1,659 2,044
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Acloserlookattheoccurrencesoftheepistemicstancefeatures(topten

mostfrequentlyuseddevices)intheYELC andLOCNESSindicatessome

considerabledifferencesbetweentwogroups.Despitethefactthatsixcommon

items(would,will,could,may,think,feel)occurredamongthetop10devices,

thefrequencyofthesecommondevicesbetweenthetwogroupsshowsquite

afewdifferences.Forexample,ascanbeseenfrom Table4,epistemicwould

occursnearlyfivetimesmorefrequentlyintheLOCNESSthanYELC,andL1

writers’frequentuseofwouldratherthanwillimpliesNSstudents’preference

for more tentative expressions.Interestingly,on the other hand,the

employmentoflexicalverbthinkdisplayingone’scertaintyisexclusively

showninYELC,occurringalmosteighttimesmorefrequentlythanthoseof

Britishstudents.L2students’overuseofthinkisinlinewiththefindingsof

Hyland&Milton(1997)andRingbom (1998).Inaddition,theepistemicverbs

argueand seem areshownasoneofthemostfrequentlexicalverbsin

LOCNESSwhilenoneoftheseareshowninthetop10mostfrequentmarkers

inYELC.Itisreportedthatargueandseem areoneofthemostfrequently

employedlexicalitemsconveyingdoubtandcertaintyintheacademicwriting

(Holmes,1988;Serholt,2012),andtheseverbsarenotshowninthetop10

epistemicdevicesinYELC.

Table 5 Most Frequent Items of Epistemic Devices (YELC Proficiency Bands)

A1+ A2 B1 B1+ B2 B2+ C1

Items Freq. Items Freq. Items Freq. Items Freq. Items Freq. Items Freq.Items Freq.

1 think 97 think 90 think 66 think 50 think 45 will 33 think 30

2 will 44 will 49 will 43 will 48 will 30 think 26 will 27

3 know 19 could 25 could 15 would 29 could 24 could 25 could 26

4 of-course 17 always 12 know 13 of-cou
rse 17 may 20 would 24 would 25

5 maybe 15 would 11 of-cour
se 13 may 16 would 19 might 10 may 20

6 sometimes 13 know 11 would 12 might 13 know 14 really 10 believ
e 14

7 always 12
of-cour
se 11 may 10 could 11 usually 11 believe 10 might 10

8 may 11 may 9 really 9 know 11 feel 10 true 7 actual
ly 10

9 could 10 might 7 might 7 alway
s 9 find 10 feel 6 argue 8

10 find 10 feel 7 always 7 really 9 of-course 8 argue 6 rather 8

Totals 76.3% 72.7% 68.8% 67.40% 65.4% 60.8% 59.5%
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Overall,YELCcontainsamorerestrictedrangeofepistemicmetadiscoursal

markers,withthetwentymostfrequentlyemployedmarkersaccountingfor

nearly80% ofthetotal.Interestingly,thelimiteduseofepistemicmarkersin

YELC maybeduetotheEnglishwritingsofthelowerproficiencybands

amongL2students(SeeTable5).

AsshowninTable5,thedataofYELC indicatesL2students’strong

preferenceforlexicalverbthink(onedeviceoccurredevery200words),and

thismayresultfrom thelowerproficiency levelstudents’writings.The

epistemicverbthinkisexclusivelyusedinthewritingsofthetwolowest

groups(A1+andA2)occurringalmostthreetimesasoftenthanthetoptwo

proficiencylevelgroups(B2+andC1)intheYELCdata.Inadditiontothe

epistemicverbthink,thecommonepistemicdevicesalways,know,andofcourse

(top10epistemicmarkersinYELC)areemployedmorefrequentlyinthefour

lowerabilitygroups(A1+,A2,B1,B1+)toexpresstheircertainty.While

always,know,andofcoursearecommonlyuseddevicesinthefourlower

proficiencybands,theepistemicverbargueisuniquetobothtwohighest

proficiencylevels,whereargueisrepresentedasoneofthetenmostfrequently

useditemsinbothB2+andC1levels.

Asnotedabove,theL2writerstendtodependheavilyonanarrower

rangeofepistemicdevices,comparedwiththeL1writers(e.g.,top20items

accountforaround80% ofthetotal),andthisfindingmaybeduetothe

lowerabilitygroups’heavydependencyonthelimitedlexicalitems.For

instance,tenmostfrequentlyuseditemsaccountformorethan70% ofthe

totalepistemicdevicesinboththelowestproficiencybands.Interestingly,the

analysisinYELCrevealsthatthelevelofrangeofepistemicmodifierssteadily

increasesastheproficiencylevelofstudents’writingsgoesup.Whiletopten

itemsconstitutemorethan75% oftheepistemicdevicesinthetwolowest

groupsingeneral,onlyaround60%oftheepistemicdeviceswerecoveredby

thetoptenitemsinboththetoptwoabilitygroups.

4.1.2.GrammaticalDistribution

Inthefieldofmetadiscoursestudies,epistemicdeviceshavebeenextensively

studiedintermsofgrammaticalclasses(Back,2011;Coates,1983;Hyland&

Milton,1997;Oh,2007).InordertoexaminehowKoreanstudentsemploythe
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lexicalitemsintermsofthegrammaticalclassification,ananalysisonthe

frequency ofepistemicdeviceswasconducted regarding thegrammatical

distribution.(SeeFigure1).

AscanbeseeninFigure1,therearestrikingdifferencesbetweenYELCand

LOCNESSinthedistributionofepistemicdevicesacrossgrammaticalclasses.

TheL2writersrevealmuchstrongerpreferenceforlexicalverbs(36%)in

comparisonwiththeL1writers(16.7%),whileL1writersshow astronger

preferenceformodalverbs(51.3%)comparedwiththeL2writers(35%).The

nextfrequentgrammaticalcategoryintheYELCdataismodalverbs(35%),

followed by adverbials(25%),adjectives(3.7%),and noun (0.3%).In the

LOCNESScorpus,thenextgrammaticalclassisadverbials(24.6%),followedby

lexicalverbs(16.7%),adjectives(6.8%),andnoun(0.6%).

Figure 1 Distributions of Epistemic Devices by Grammatical Category in YELC and LOCNESS

The‘non-nativeness’oftheacademicwritinginYELC,however,needstobe

observedwithcaution.Asdiscussedabove,theanalysisoftheYELCdatawith

theproficiencylevelsuggeststhereareseveraldifferencesinstudents’usageon

theepistemicdevices:lowerabilitygroupsshow theirrestricteduseoflexical

items,compared withthehigherlevelabilitygroups.Withregard tothe

grammaticalclassification,thethreelowestabilitybands(A1+,A2,andB1)

showthedisproportionateattentioninusingtheepistemicmarkers,particularly

withlexicalverbs,whiletheproportionofgrammaticalcategorytendstobe

evenlydistributedwiththeincreaseofproficiencylevels(SeeFigure2).

Inparticular,asfigure2shows,over38% ofthelexicalverbsoccurinthe

lowestthreegroups(A1+:46.4%,A2:38.2%,B1:39.9%),andtheuseoflexical
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verbsdecreaseswiththeproficiencylevelexceptfortheB2band.Thetoptwo

bandsaretheonlygroupsthatemploylessthan30%ofthelexicalverbs(C1:

29.8,B2+:28.7%).Moreover,thelimiteduseofmodalverbsasepistemicdevices

inYELCappearstoberelatedwiththerestricteduseofmodalverbsinthe

lowerbands.Specifically,A1+level,thelowestband,containsonly25%ofthe

modalverbstoexpresstheepistemicmeaning,andthisfigureseemstolargely

contributetothelowerproportionsofmodalverbsintheYELCdata,which

revealssignificantlylowerlevelofmodalverbs.Toconclude,Englishwritingsin

YELCexhibittherestricteduseofepistemicmetadiscoursalmarkerswithregard

tothegrammaticalclass,anditshouldbeemphasizedthatthisnarrower

employmentoflexicalitemsseem toberelatedwiththeproficiencylevelof

students’writing.

Figure 2 Distributions of Epistemic Devices by Grammatical Category in LOCNESS and YELC 

(Proficiency Bands)

4.1.3.SemanticCategory

A number of metadiscourse studies have identified the epistemic

metadiscoursalmarkersinrelationwiththesemanticcategory,asepistemic

devicesareto expressvariousdegreesofcertainty.In thissection,the

distributionofepistemicfeaturesinYELCiscomparedwithLOCNESSinterms

ofsemanticcategories(i.e.,certainty,probability,possibility,usuality,and

approximation).Then,thedifferentuseofepistemicdevicesacrosssemantic

classificationsbetweentheproficiencylevelsinYELC willbefollowed.As
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shown in Figure3,YELC and LOCNESSexhibitthedifferentdegreesof

certaintyandtentativenesswhenL2andL1writersattempttoconveyepistemic

meanings:there are considerable differences between the two groups

particularlywiththecertaintyandprobability(SeeFigure3).

IntheYELCdata,L2writersmakeuseofabouthalfdevices(49.2%)from

thecertaintycategorywhileL1writersemploylessthan24% from thesame

category.Inadditiontothecertaintycategory,L2writersemployepistemic

devicesfrom theusualitycategorymorethanthreetimes(11.6%)thantheL1

writers(3.9%).Whenitcomestotheprobability,ontheotherhand,L2writers

employabout30% lessdevices(17.3%)thantheL1writers(49.4%)toexpress

probablecomments.Thisfindingconfirmstheresultsofthepreviousstudies

suggestingthatL2writerstendtoexpresstheirstatementinamoreassertive

voicewithcertaintymarkersincomparisonwithL1group.

Figure 3 Distributions of Epistemic Devices by Semantic Category in YELC and LOCNESS

Specifically,ascanbeseenfrom theFigure4,therearecleardifferencesin

theuseofcertaintymarkersbetweenthethreelowestproficiencybands(A1+,

A2,B1)andthefourhigherbands(B1+,B2,B2+,C1).Thecertaintymarkers

constitutemorethan50%ofthetotalinthelowestabilitygroups(A1+:66%,A2:

64%,B1:51%),whereasthesemarkersaccountforaround40% intheother

groups(B1+:51%,B2:44%,B2+:33%,C1:30%).Inthecertaintyscale,the

proportionaluseofcertaintymarkerstendstoincreaseastheproficiencylevels

decrease.Interestingly,theproficiencylevelB1+appearstobethethreshold

whichbroadlydistinguishesthehigherlevelsfromthelowerlevelsintermsof
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grammaticalandsemanticcategories.Inadditiontothecertaintymarkers,there

aremarkeddifferencesintheuseofprobabilitymarkers,particularlywiththe

toptwohighestlevelgroupsrepresentingmorequalifiedexpressionsthanthe

othergroups.InthetoptwoabilitygroupsB2+andC1,morethan30% of

probabilitymarkerswereemployed(B2+:33%andC1:35%).

Figure 4 Distributions of Epistemic Devices by Semantic Category in LOCNESS and YELC (Proficiency 

Bands)

4.1.4.HedgesandBoostersinYELCandLOCNESS

Theexpressionofdoubtandcertaintyiscommonlyrealizedbyhedgesand

boosters,which are“centraltotherhetoricaland interactivecharacterof

academicwriting”(Hyland,1998(a),p.349).Bothrhetoricalstancemarkersin

theacademicwriting,hedgesand boosters,areemployed to balancethe

objectiveinformationwithsubjectivestanceinacademicwriting,andthese

epistemicexpressionsareevaluatedasacomprehensivestrategyinattaining

acceptancefrom thereaders.Thehedgedexpressionisgenerallyemployedto

softenone’sstatements,andthisstrategyisonetypicalfeatureoftheacademic

writing.Stressedexpressionsrealizedbyboosters,ontheotherhand,areusually

employedtodeliverwriter’scertainty,andtheyfunctiontostrengthenhisorher

opinionsinthewriting.

Figure5exhibitstheleveloffrequenciesand densitiesofhedgesand

boostersemployedineachcorpus.Ascanbeseen,thereareanumberof

frequencyanddensitydifferences,specificallyintheuseofhedgesbetweenthe
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YELCandLOCNESSdata.Acomparisonofnormalizedfrequenciesofthetotal

hedgesandboostersinthetwocorporarevealsseveraldifferences:L2writers

employ2.64epistemicdevicesperhundredwordsand3.50devicesforL1

writers.

Figure 5 Density of Hedges and Boosters in YELC and LOCNESS (per 1,000 words)

Itshouldbepointedout,however,thatL2writers’highfrequenciesofthe

amplifiersintheYELCdatamaybeduetothelowerproficiencylevels.Figure

6displaysthefrequenciesofthehedgesand boostersaccording to the

proficiencylevelintheYELCdata.Figure6below clearlydemonstratesthe

differencesontheuseofhedgesandboostersbetweentheabilitybands,and

alsoindicatesthatthedistributionsgrowclosertotheusageofLOCNESSasthe

proficiency levelincreases.The three lowestbands revealvery uneven

distributionofhedgesandboosters,implyingthatthesegroupsappeartohave

significantdifficultiesinexpressingtheirstatementswithdoubtandcertainty

markers.Inconveyingepistemicexpression,boostersconstitutemorethan65%

ofthetotalexpressioninthethreelowestbands(A1+:71%,A2:66%,B1:65%),

althoughhedgesareconsiderablyunderusedthantheotherbandsaccordingly

(A1+:29%,A2:34%,B1:35%).Theotherbands(B1+,B2,B2+,C1),ontheother

hand,display moreevenly distributed percentagein expressing epistemic

meaning,comparedtothelowerlevelbands.Specifically,theL2writersinthe

toptwobandsB2+andC1seem tovaluemorehedgedexpressions(e.g.,B2+:

51%,C1:52%)thancertainty(e.g.,B2+:49%,C1:48%),whichisfoundouttobe

thetypicalityoftheL1writingfrom LOCNESS.Interestingly,theborderline
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distinguishingthelowerlevelfromabovelevelappearstoexistbetweenB1and

B1+intermsoftheepistemicusageintheYELCdata.

Figure 6 Distributions of Hedges and Boosters in LOCNESS and YELC (Proficiency Bands)

4.2. Different Patterns of Epistemic Metadiscourse Markers

4.2.1.LexicalChoicesbetweenYELCandLOCNESS

Ithasbeensuggestedthatthedifferentusageofepistemicexpressions

betweenL1andL2writersisinterrelatedwiththedifferentpatternsofthese

markerstocertainextent(Hyland & Milton,1997;Oh,2007;Park,2006).

AccordingtoOh(2007),NNSwritersmaynotbeconfidentinpresentingthefull

rangeofpatternstodelivertheepistemicmeanings,failingtoproducesome

patternsthatarefavoredbyNSwriters.

However,eventhoughL2writerstendtoexpresstheirdoubtandcertainty

withheavyrelianceonthelexicalverbintheirwriting,theconstructionof

epistemiclexicalverbsisexpectedtobesimplerthantheL1writings.For

example,lexicalverbsargueand expectcan beconstructed with several

differentpatterns,andtheseverbsareknowntobecomplexforL2studentsto

usewith an appropriateconstruction in academicwriting.In particular,

KoreanlearnersofEnglisharereportedtohavesomedifficultiesinusing

them withvariouspatterns(Choi& Ko,2005;Oh2007).Examplesentences

below(2),(3),(4),and(5)showthedifferentconstructionsofepistemicverbs

argueandexpectbetweenYELCandLOCNESS.
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(2)YELC(arguenoun/that:27casesoutof27)

a.Forthesereasons,IstronglyarguethatallKoreanmendonot

havetobeforcedtocompletemilitaryservice.(B1+)

b.Ofcourse,itisbadtobephysicallypunished,butIarguethat

punishment should not be compared with any physical

engagement.(B1)

(3)YELC(expectnoun/that:4casesoutof4)

a.However,accidentisnotwhatyoucanexpectandwhatyoucan

foresee.(B2+)

b.Throughphysicalpunishment,wecanexpecttroublechildrento

calm beingschoolactivity.(B1)

(4)LOCNESS(bearguedthat,argueagainst:20casesoutof49)

a.Itisdifficulttoargueagainstthesecriticisms.

b.Itissometimesarguedthattheycanmountthefoxbackathome,

butmosttimesthefoxissondamagedbythegunshotwound

thatonlyitsheadismountable.

(5)LOCNESS(beexpectedto/that:6casesoutof9)

a.January1993isexpectedtowitnessthecreationofthesingle

EuropeanMarket.

b.TheMinistryofAgriculturewouldbeexpectedtoclarifyonceand

forallwhetheritwassafeornotandthenproveittotryandget

peopletoeatbeefagainbeforeitbecametoolate.

Asoneofthemostsignificantprobabilitymarkers,epistemicadverbprobably

wasexclusivelyshown in thewritingsamplesinLOCNESS.Ithasbeen

suggestedthatsometimesepistemicdevicesareshowntogetherwithother

devices,particularlywithhedgedexpressions,andtheepistemicadverbprobably

tendstobeprecededbyepistemicmodalverbswouldintheL1academic

writings(Hyland & Milton,1997;Oh,2007).Byaligninghedgingadverb

probablywithepistemicmodalwould,oneattemptstoweakentheforceof

claimsintheclusteringconstruction.

(6)YELC(would+probably:1case)

a.Ifweeliminatethemilitaryserviceboundformen,thesizeofthe
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armywouldprobablyshrinkandtherewillbebiggerchancesthat

wemightagainfailtoprotectunprotectedcivilians.(C1)

(7)LOCNESS(would+probably:17cases)

a.Bybanningfoxhuntingthelaw wouldprobablydrivethesport

'underground'asitwereandtheparticipantswouldfindsome

wayaroundit.

b.ThiswouldaffecteveryoneinBritain,soitwouldprobablybethe

mostwidelyopposedmove.

4.2.2.SyntacticChoicesbetweenYELCandLOCNESS

Thereisaconsensusamong metadiscourseresearchersthatsignificant

differencesarefoundinpresentingtheepistemicexpressionsatthesyntactic

levelbetweentheNSandNNSgroups(Choi&Ko,2005;Hyland&Milton,

1997;Oh,2007;Park,2006).L2students’simplerconstructionsofepistemic

expressionsatthesententiallevelcanalsobefoundinregardtotheplacement

ofepistemicadverbials.AccordingtoSwalesandFeak(2012),itisuncommon

toplacesententialadverbsatthebeginningofthesentenceintheexpert’s

academicwritings,anditisrecommendedtoplacethesemarkersatthemiddle

orendofthesentenceforbetterunderstanding.Inthepresentstudy,ithas

beenusefultocomparetheplacementoftheepistemicadverbialsbetweenthe

NSandNNSgroups.Forexample,sentenceadverbialssuchasinfact,inmy

opinion,andofcoursearemostlyplacedattheinitialpositionofthesentence

examplesin YELC,whereasL1writersrevealmorebalanced useofthe

epistemicadverbialsintermsofpositioningattheinitialormedialpositionas

showninexamples(8)and(9).

(8)YELC(infact:,inmyopinion,ofcourse)

a.Infact,thereisnostudentwhom neednowaybutpunchinghim

tofixhisbehavior.(C1)

b.Inmyopinion,usingcellularphoneswhiledrivingmustbestopped

assoonaspossible.(B1+)

c.Ofcourse,parentskeepwatchingtheirchildrenandkeepacting

likeschoolteachers.(B1)
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(9)LOCNESS(infact,inmyopinion,ofcourse)

a.CasesbeforeBritishcourtsandtheEuropeanCourtofJusticehave

clearlyshownthatCommunitylaw doesinfactprevailoverUK

law.

b.A “super”perfectbabywillsoonbeintroducedwhich,inmy

opinion,isn'tmorallycorrect.

c.Besides,tokeeptheairinpublicareasclean,thematterofcourse,

ittakesmoney,moreprecisely,thetaxfrom citizens.

A finalaspectofepistemicmetadiscoursaldevicesisthetendencyofthe

clusteringpatternsthatexpertwritersshowinacademicwriting.AsLyonsputs

it,“thereisakindofconcordrunningthroughtheclause,whichresultsinthe

doublerealisationofasinglemodality”(Lyons,1977,p.808).TheLOCNESS

corpusindicatesthatmorethanabout20%ofthemodalizedsentencescomprise

atleasttwoepistemicdevices,generallyfunctioningtodowngradetheforceof

thestatementsinthewriting.Ascanbeseenfrom theexamplesbelow,the

LOCNESSdatashow thetendencyofL1writerstoemploymorethantwo

hedgingdevices:

(10)LOCNESS

a.WhilsttoacertainextentImaybeguiltyofhavinganisland

mentality,Iwouldn'tgoasfarastosayBritainisindangerof

handingallcontrolovertofacelessbeaurocratsinBrusselsor

Strasbourg.

b.ItwouldbeunlikelytosellinEuropeandtoocostlytosellfurther

afield,andotherthanhumanconsumptionbeefhasfew major

uses.

SimilarconcordrunningswithintheclauseintheYELC data,however,

revealfewerepistemicclusters(13%),andtheseexpressionsaregenerallyused

tostrengthentheirclaim ratherthansofteningwhichisthetypicalityofL1

expertwritings:
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(11)YELC

a.Thepeopleagreewiththestatemustnothaveknowntheusersof

theInternet.(A1)

b.Hemustbequiteupsetifshemissesthecall.(B2)

5. Conclusion

Thisstudyhasexamined theepistemicmetadiscoursalmarkersasthe

rhetoricalstanceto comparehow certainty and qualification markersare

employedbetweenthetwogroups(i.e.,L1andL2)basedontwolearners

corpora(i.e.,YELCandLOCNESS).Thequantitativeandqualitativeanalyses

onhedgesandboostersrevealconsiderabledifferencesintheuseofepistemic

featuresbetweentheL1writersandL2writers.Inordertoachievethepurpose

ofthepaper,thefrequency,density,andrangeofepistemicmetadiscoursal

markerswere examined quantitatively,and severalpatternsofepistemic

expressionswereanalyzed qualitatively.Inaddition,theseanalysesonthe

writingineachproficiencylevelinYELCwereconducted.

IncomparisonwithL1writers,KoreanlearnersofEnglishdependona

relativelynarrow rangeofepistemicfeatures.Thelearnergroupoverusesvery

limitedlexicalitems(e.g.,think,know,ofcourse,etc.),althoughwithmuchless

employmentonotherepistemicdevices(e.g.,would,could,may,probably,etc.)

comparedtoL1writers.TheKoreanlearnersoveruseepistemiclexicalverbsin

termsofgrammaticalcategory,showingunbalanceduseofepistemicdevices.

Theytendtoshowstrongvoiceontheirstatementsbyrevealingmorecertainty

markers.Oneofthesignificantfindingstoemergefrom thisstudyisthatthe

problematicconceptand practice ofhedgesand boostersare linked to

proficiencylevelsamongKoreanlearners.Whilethelowerabilitybandsexhibit

heavyrelianceonalimitedrangeofhedgesandboosters,simplerconstruction,

andstrongconviction,higherabilitybands,particularlythetoptwobands,

displaybalanceduseofhedgesandboosters,variouspatternsandforms,and

qualifiedstatements.Thisimpliesthatthiscentralaspectoflanguageusecan

bedevelopedbyexplicitinstructions,ashigherlevelL2learnersappeartohave

acquiredthebetterunderstandingoftheacademicconvention.
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With regard to the pedagogicalperspective,some researchersin the

metadiscourse study have argued thatitmay be necessary forwriting

instructorstoraiseawarenessofthepragmaticimportanceofepistemicdevices

inacademicwriting.ExplicitinstructionsforL2writersarealsoneededtoraise

L2student’sawarenessinpresentingtheirargumentwithappropriatedegrees

ofprobability (Hyland & Milton,1997).Forexample,as Salager-Meyer

suggested,paraphrasingexercisesmayassistL2writerstoacquirethemastery

useofepistemicdevicesbyreplacingboosterswithhedgesorviceversainthe

writingexercise(Salager-Meyer,1994).

Still,the pragmatic importance ofmetadiscourse markers is largely

overlookedintheL2writingpedagogy(Allison,1995).Inordertoimprove

student’swriting,particularlyinexpressingthedoubtandcertaintyinthe

academicwriting,itisrecommendedthatfurtherresearchbeundertakeninthe

followingareas:Firstly,giventhefactthatKoreanstudentsappeartohave

difficultyinstatingtheirargumentwithunbalanceduseofhedgesandboosters

ingeneral,teachingmaterialssuchasEnglishschooltextbooksneedtobe

investigatedtodeterminewhetherornottheconventionaluseofepistemic

featuresisproperlyrepresentedthesamewaythatexpertEnglishusersmake

useof.Secondly,themetadiscoursestudy,particularlyhedgesandboosters,

alsoneedstobefurtherstudiedintermsofthewritingassessment.Asthis

papersuggests,theuseofhedgesandboostersappearstoberelatedwiththe

proficiencylevelofEnglishwriting.Asshowninthepresentstudy,itwould

beinteresting to investigatethepossibleconnection between theuseof

metadiscoursemarkersandtheproficiencylevelsofstudentwritingsasthe

hedgesandboosterswouldprobablybeanotherwaytojudgethelevelsof

students’performancesonthewritingexamination.Eventhoughnostudyhas

proved the relationship between the assessment criteria and use of

metadiscoursalmarkers,theymaycontributetotheassessmentfieldinthe

academicwritingtoevaluatetheproficiencylevelsofstudent’swriting.These

studieswould benecessarytohelpstudentwriterstoacquirethecentral

rhetoricalconventioninacademicwriting,particularlyatthecollegelevel.
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Appendix: List of Hedges and Boosters Examined in This Study

Thesearethesearchitemsused in thisstudyaspotentiallyrealizing

metadiscoursefunctions.Itmustberemembered,ofcourse,thatallitemscan

realizeeitherpropositionalormetadiscoursalmeaningsandthatmanycan

expresseitherinteractiveorinterpersonalmeanings.Everyinstanceshould

thereforebestudiedititssententialcontext(Hyland,2005a,p.218).Someitems

werealsoselectedfrom Hyland&Milton(1997)’sstudy.

Boosters
actually
always
believe
believed
believes
beyond-doubt
certain
certainly
clear
clearly
conclusively
decidedly
definite
definitely
demonstrate
demonstrated
demonstrates
doubtless
establish
established
evident
evidently
find
finds
found
in-fact
incontestable
incontestably
incontrovertible
incontrovertibly
indeed
indisputable
indisputably
know
known
must
never
no-doubt
obvious
obviously

of-course
prove
proved
proves
realize
realized
realizes
really
show
showed
shown
shows
sure
surely
think
thinks
thought
truly
true
undeniable
undeniably
undisputedly
undoubtedly
will
without-doubt
won-t
Hedges
about
almost
apparent
apparently
appear
appeared
appears
approximately
argue
argued
argues
around
assume
assumed

broadly
certain-amount
certain-extent
certain-level
claim
claimed
claims
could
couldn-t
doubt
doubtful
essentially
estimate
estimated
fairly
feel
feels
felt
frequently
from-my-perspective
from-our-perspective
from-this-perspective
generally
guess
indicate
indicated
indicates
in-general
in-most-cases
in-most-instances
in-my-opinion
in-my-view
in-this-view
in-our-opinion
in-our-view
largely
likely
mainly
may
maybe
might

mostly
often
on-the-whole
ought
perhaps
plausible
plausibly
possible
possibly
postulate
postulated
postulates
presumable
probable
probably
quite
rather
relatively
roughly
seems
should
sometimes
somewhat
suggest
suggested
suggests
suppose
supposed
supposes
suspect
suspects
tend-to
tended-to
tends-to
would
wouldn-t
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