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INTRODUCTION

ROSALORESSANZ, PILAR MUR-DUENAS

AND ENRIQUE LAFUENTE-MILLAN ,
UNIVERSIDAD DE ZARAGOZA, SPAIN

The view that academic discourse is, by definitionpersonal has
long been superseded. It seems unquestionable haivthie interpersonal
component of texts (i.e. the ways in which the evdtproject themselves
and their audience in the discourse) is an essdatr determining the
success of scholarly communication and has becofoadamental issue
in the field of English for Academic Purposes (EAR) line with the
growing awareness of the critical importance oéfipersonal aspects in
academic communication, over the last few yeardrite¥LAE resesearch
group at theUniversidad de ZaragozgSpain) has explored the way
interpersonal rhetorical features are used in rebearticles and abstracts
from different fields of knowledge and has adoptkfferent contrastive
perspectives of analysis: interdisciplinary, intdngral and intergeneric.

The research interests of the InterLAE researclhigmirror those of
many research groups and individual scholars arotved world. In
keeping with this global concern with the role oferpersonal aspects in
academic communication, a decision was made taset forum which
would provide other researchers with an opportuttityeflect, debate and
share their research on this area of academicngritiVith that objective
in mind, the three-day International Conferehterpersonality in Written
Academic Discourse: Perspectives across Languages Gultureswas
held in Jacalniversidad de Zaragozapain) in December 2008yhich
had this concept as the central theme around wthizlpapers and keynote
lectures revolved.

! The editors are indebted for their financial hédpthe Spanish Ministry of
Innovation and Scienc&CINN) (Ref. FF12008-00297-E), to the local authorities
(Diputacién General de Aragyn(Ref. 245-156), and to the Vicerrectorate for
Research of theniversidad de Zaragozpain) (Ref. 245-138).



2 Introduction

A number of the contributions presented at thisfem@nce were
selected after a blind peer-review process andapesh into research
articles then compiled into the present volume.tiddl contributions to this
volume have interpersonality as their common thrdad the articles
differ in the type of genre they analyse and in dhalytical perspectives
and methodological approaches adopted. The stindbsde the cross-
cultural, the cross-disciplinary, the cross-genarid even the diachronic
perspective, and both corpus linguistics and/onaghaphic approaches
have been taken.

The main objective of this edited volume is to pdeva wide
exploratory view of the many academic genres inctviimterpersonality is
a rhetorical feature and the various analyticalreaghes from which the
textual manifestation of that interpersonality danstudied. Each article
constitutes a distinctive piece of research in Whidferent generic and
analytical perspectives are offered. As a resuathepaper stands in its
own right, but acquires an added value when seennmbination with the
rest of the contributions to the volume. In additithe varied origin of the
contributors matches the global interest that #seié of interpersonality
arouses in the field of academic discourse analgsian international
level.

The articles in this volume are arranged into feections. The first
section provides an overview of the multifacetesesrch carried out on
written academic discourse at three European refsesites and is
intended to function as an introduction to the aesle presented in the
volume. In the second section there are four adickporting research on
two genres, academic abstracts and book reviewspsavhmain
communicative goal is to summarise, evaluate andligre research,
often performing a promotional function and therefbelping to market
other related research genres such as articleb@uit. The next section
includes research on the key genre in academic eoncation, the
research article, which has become the fundamergahs for the creation
and exchange of scientific knowledge. The reseaegorted here deals
with studies of research of research articles frarwide spectrum of
academic fields. Finally, the last section in thidume presents studies on
a variety of rather under-researched, and consdlguerore peripheral,
academic genres such as referee reports, (elegtrgoipularizations,
academic weblogs, student essays and conferendeiitan

The book opens with the section entitféaterpersonality at work” . The
three articles under it give an account of theipalar research in the field
of English for Academic Purposes being carried loytthree different
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research groups (i.e. InterLAE, CERLIS and KIAP)timee European
countries (i.e. Spain, Italy and Norway, respedyiveThe first chapter
provides an overview of the research undertakehimnvthe InterLAE team

(Interpersonalidad en el Lenguaje Académico Esgrito the last few

years. The research has focused on $RAC the Spanish English
Research Article Corpus, compiled with the aim oflgsing possible
cross-disciplinary, cross-cultural and cross-gendifferences in academic
writing. Thus, a corpus-based analysis complementéd qualitative

methods has enabled them to unveil significantedéffices in the use of
interpersonal devices and hence in the writer-neeglationship built in (1)
research articles from different academic field8) (esearch articles
written in English by scholars based at Anglophanstitutions and

Spanish institutions and also in Spanish by Spasidtolars and (3)
research articles as compared with lectures, pdpatens and abstracts.
A number of epistemological and social factors wwhidefine each
particular discipline and culture are proposed mslamations of these
differences.

In the second chapteMaurizio Gotti, coordinator of the CERLIS
Group Centro di Ricerca sui Linguaggi Specialistiait theUniversita di
Bergamo(ltaly), presents the research accomplished bynteenbers of
this team on the analysis of features of stanceaarhorial presence in
several academic genres from several perspeciiVesr research is also
based on a self-compiled corpus, CADIS (Corpus edd®mic Discourse),
of research articles, books, book reviews and gdifin law, economics,
linguistics and medicine. Several lines of resedrtb the analysis of
interpersonal traits have been pursued and arertezbin this article.
Analyses across cultures and languages have foausbdok reviews and
medical editorials. Book acknowledgements and rebearticles in hard
and soft disciplines have been the basis of thdystuf interpersonal
features across disciplines. The particular analyfi academic texts
dealing with legal subjects has revealed interaefipeculiarities within a
particular disciplinary community. The study of eotial gender
differences in academic writing has been based ioguiktics book
reviews written by male and female authors. Finatlye contrastive
analysis of research letters and research ariiclegedicine illustrate their
interest in the exploration of interpersonality @ss genres. The author
concludes that the textual differences found arbeween as part of the
strategic and creative choices made by authordtédnaheir rhetorical
objectives.

Trine Dahl, a member of the KIAP projecKqlturell Identitet i
Akademisk Progabased at thé&niversitetet i BergerfNorway), presents
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in the third chapter the scope and main objectofethis team. Its main
research aim has been to explore whether cultlealities can be discerned
in academic discourse, and if so, whether theselraren by the discipline
or by the national language. Such exploration basded on the analysis of
particular interpersonal features (i.e. first pargoronouns, indefinite
pronouns, metatextual expressions, negation, aatwegsconcessive
constructions and bibliographical references) iseeagch articles in
English, French and Norwegian in the fields of lirsgics, economics and
medicine. In her article Dahl further contributesthe project’'s aims by
examining how new knowledge claims are construeted promoted in
the introduction and conclusion of research article linguistics and
economics. She reveals the highly interpersonaliraabf knowledge
construction in these sections of the articles iothb disciplines.
Nevertheless, she finds new knowledge claims andadiseursive
pointers (which directly signal the relevance oé ttlaim) to be more
commonly included in the economics texts than ia lihguistics ones.
The author concludes that this may be a refleatibthe higher level of
competitiveness in the economics field and of tmsueg need to
highlight personal contributions more actively lieir research articles.

Part I, “Summarising and evaluating new research’centres on the
academic genres of abstracts and book reviewsppeds with the article
by Begofia Bellés-Fortufioand Mercedes Querol-Julian The authors
analyse explicit evaluative language from a cragiial perspective in a
corpus of English and Spanish medical abstractsisiag on the study of
evaluative collocates, mainly 2 and 3-word combaret, rather than on
the analysis of isolated items. The authors confirat a higher number of
combinations of evaluative items are used in thgliEm than in the
Spanish texts. Moreover, their constrastive stulpws that explicit
evaluation is more frequent in the English medadadtracts in the form of
verbal and adjectival evaluative collocates wheraaSpanish abstracts it
is usually expressed by means of adjectival anderdid evaluative
collocates. The authors conclude that pedagogipplications of this
study could be implemented in EAP courses in otdehelp students
improve their understanding of the writer’'s strégsgfor interacting with
the reader and producing judgements.

The abstract is also the focus of studySaflly Burgessand Pedro
Martin-Martin 's paper, where a diachronic perspective is adopted
investigate interpersonal features in English &slusy Spanish scholars in
journal abstracts from two disciplines, i.e. lingfigs and psychology.
Their starting point is the reported tendency o&r8gh-speaking scholars
to use a more impersonal style, as compared tawthing of English-
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speaking background writers. Their study demoretrathat Spanish
psychology authors show, to a greater extent thanSpanish linguistics
authors, an increasing awareness of an adhererice thiscourse practices
of abstract writing in international publicationg tmaking more extensive
use of overt personal attribution in the texts,eeggly in the last two
decades. The authors suggest that English discommens are
encroaching on those of Spanish at different rateess the disciplines.
Thus, whereas in psychology the abstract in Endleshrapidly become a
crucial means of publicising one’s research for Bnglish-using
readership, in linguistics there is a much slowed Eess pronounced shift
towards seeing an English-using audience as a majget, with the
consequence that their research may remain rdiativeknown and
uncited outside the Spanish-speaking world.

In the third paper in Part Il the discussion swéeio another academic
genre of increasing interest for EAP analysts: ek review.Maria
Lluisa Gea-Valor examines author’s voice markers cross-generigally
academic and non-academic book reviews. The astlstarting point is
the assumption that each subgenre presents a ediffecontextual
configuration in terms of prospective audience padicipant relationship,
which influences the rhetoric of the text. The freqcy and discourse
function of features such as first person pronoamsl possessives,
parenthetical forms, and attitudinal and opiniorrkaes, which reflect the
reviewer’'s stance towards propositions, are andlysess-generically in
the field of literary studies. Her results indic#itat first person pronouns
are the most frequent author’s voice markers it lsotrpora. As for their
discourse function, the author concludes that adewyarof rhetorical
functions fulfilled by author’s voice markers arsmlayed, including an
evaluative comment, either praising or criticaldasn indication of a
particular preference of the reviewer when appmgisthe book. In
conclusion, Gea-Valor's study provides further evide that author’s
voice markers are an important interpersonal gyatas they help
reviewers reveal their own persona in the text stmolv engagement with
the audience.

Academic book reviews is also the focus of analg$iéna Moreno
and Lorena Suarezs article, this time approached from an English-
Spanish cross-cultural perspective. The understgndof critical
comments on the book under review as potentiatflaesatening acts lead
the authors to investigate the redress mechanibatscommonly serve
reviewers to mitigate the force of the face-threaitg act potentially
caused, i.e. giving reasons for evaluative comn@aparable corpora of
English and Spanish academic journal book revieWwditerature are
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explored yielding interesting cross-cultural resulamong which the
authors highlight the more frequent presence ofustifijed critical
comments in the Spanish texts and the tendency nofidh-speaking
reviewers to justify negative critical comments afdSpanish reviewers
to justify the positive ones. In the light of thassults, the authors suggest
that the constituents of “good face” may be cultyrdetermined insofar
as scholars give reasons for critical commentsatdamic book reviews.

Part 1l of the book,“Presenting results: Research articles”,
encompasses articles whose focus of study is thdeagic genre par
excellence. The purpose and perspective are, howdifierent in each of
them. Ruth Breeze presents an analysis of the writer presence as
manifested by the use of personal pronouns, anesefrch, discourse and
cognition reporting verbs in a corpus of reseandftla introductions in
political communication, a discipline whose discalr and generic
conventions have not received much scholarly attergo far. Based on
her corpus-based results, the author shows thatoutise verbs are
proportionally more commonly chosen to describe dlstons of other
authors, whereas research verbs tend to be useel coommonly when
describing the authors’ own activities. This implithat the RA writers
adopt an agentive role, whereas previous autherassigned a discursive
role, which can help the former stress their actiostribution to the body
of accepted knowledge. Drawing on these findingeeBe proposes a
heuristic for writing introductions, which could lé great relevance to
teachers of academic writing for providing guidaroescholars in this
discipline.

In Turo Hiltunen’s article, existentialthere as a potentially
interpersonal feature, is analysed in researchlestirom four disciplines
(i.e. medicine, physics, law, and literary critio)s His analysis focuses
both on the use of this syntactic feature in eastigline as well as on its
phraseology, paying special attention to the choiceerb, tense, use of
modals, polarity. Although the structure is presenthe four disciplines,
it is more commonly used in the research articlesédicine and law. The
author argues that the reasons for its higher &equ in these two
disciplines are different; whereas its high raténafusion in the law texts
may be due to its role as a “signpost” throughbatlong and structurally
complex texts to make them more coherent and réadalihe audience,
its high rate of inclusion in the medicine texts ymeather be the
consequence of a clear, structured presentationspafcific results.
Hiltunen’s findings further show that the phrasgyloof the existential
there construction is also driven by the discourse fiamctthat the
construction performs in each of the disciplinedamstudy.
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The third chapter in Part Ill, biildegard Resinger, offers a cross-
cultural exploration of positioning expressions—ersiood as the
discoursal encoding of the degree of certaintybgahility or assumption
expressed by the authors of the texts—in the disonssection of
scientific research articles from ecology in ErgliSerman and Spanish.
The author presents her own taxonomy of positiorémgressions and
applies it to her own multilingual corpus. Resirigeresults reveal
different lengths of the discussion sections actbssthree comparable
corpora, the longest being in the English texts #rel shortest in the
Spanish ones. Her results further show that Spastdbblars do not only
assign less space to discussing results but alab ttiey include
remarkably fewer positioning expressions than tigiglish or German
peers. While the three sub-corpora show that theatgst number of
positioning expressions belong to the probabiligpet a difference is
found in the extent to which compulsion positioniegpressions (i.e.
certainty) are used, a significantly higher frequeeing found in the
texts in German. The difference in the frequency uske of these
expressions clearly influences the presentatiocoatlusions and the way
these are perceived by readers, which seems tartieytar to each of the
three linguistic contexts in this discipline.

Agnés Tutin authors the last chapter in this section devotedhé
analysis of research articles. Her focus of ansalyaie evaluative
adjectives as clear exponents of the argumentatidepersuasive forces in
academic writing. Her study takes a cross-discipiirapproach based on
a corpus of French research articles in economics liaguistics. Tutin
finds that axiological (i.e. subjective) adjectiae less frequent than non-
axiological evaluative adjectives in the two didicips. They are,
nevertheless, more common in research articlesconamics, which
points to the greater importance of authorial petfmotion in this
discipline. She further analyses adjective and ngofiocations and
reports that certain recurrent associations arenoftross-disciplinary,
exhibiting strong selectional restriction.

Part IV, “Writing around research: Genres in the periphery”,
comprises articles dealing with academic genreshyltéompared to the
ones discussed in the previous sections, havevestéitle attention in the
literature. These include referee reports, popsddinns, academic
weblogs, case reports, student essays and conéereacdouts. The
authors of the first chapter in this sectibmmnaculada Fortanet-Gémez
and Miguel Ruiz-Garrido, study the use of three key interpersonal
devices which can help authors project their stancthe text, namely
boosters, hedges, and attitude markers, adoptimgsa-disciplinary and a
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cross-generic perspective. In their analysis, théhas focus on the

incidence and use of these metadiscourse devicéwansubcorpora of

referee reports from the fields of linguistics dntiness organisation, and
then go on to contrast their results with a simiarpus of research

articles. Their results indicate that while authiorghe two disciplines tend

to use the same lexical realizations to expressnieepersonal strategies
under analysis, there are significant differencesthie incidence and

distribution of boosters and hedges across dis@pli In addition, they

found that the incidence of attitudinal languagenisch higher in referee

reports than in research articles, a differenceckvinnay be accounted for
by the more subjective and evaluative nature cfehext types.

Isabel Herrando-Rodrigo offers an inter-generic study of the use of
two interpersonal features, self-mentions and eagamt markers, which
enable authors to project themselves and theireaadi in the text. Her
contrastive analysis focuses on a corpus of releaticles in urology and
a comparable corpus of what she terms “electroopufarizations” in that
discipline, all of them dealing with the same tofiie. hypospadias). The
author uses informal interviews with specialistoimmfiants in order to
complement and interpret the quantitative datainbthby corpus analysis.
The results obtained suggest that RA writers seaaim authorship and
become visible and therefore tend to project thvaiice by means of
exclusive first person plural nouns. In contrasthew writing
popularisations authors adapt to the different psepand audience of
these texts and resort more often to engagemeitesdein order to draw
the audience into the text. In brief, the resuitgpkasize the determining
function of context in the use of engagement artdaxial devices.

In the third chapter in this sectigklon Lischinsky addresses titling
practices in popular management books. The authapta a constructivist
perspective for an analysis of the semantic andrpadic strategies which
writers use when writing their titles. In line withis view of the text as
embedded in its pragmatic context, Lischinsky clatimat titles cannot be
assumed to mirror the semantic content of thettegt precede, inasmuch
as content reported by a title can be interpretagt differently depending
on the audience’s background and interests. Ty gitesented here tries
to demonstrate that writers are able to stratdgitake into account these
contextual aspects in different ways when writirgeit titles. More
specifically, titling practices in popular manageréooks allow the
writers to echo the ideology and power relationsictvhexist in the
particular contexts in which these texts exist.

Maria José Luzonoffers an innovative analysis of social presence i
recent and rapidly developing genre: academic vgghl®he research she
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presents examines the purposes for which the bdogised and the
participants’ relational behaviour towards one heot as well as the
extent to which these two aspects are linked tosthtus of the blogger.
For this purpose, Luzén analyses a corpus of 18leani blogs from

authors with different relative status (tenured f@ssors, assistant and
associate professors and PhD students) using g@tealdeersion of Rourke
et al's (2001) taxonomy of indicators of socialg@ece. Her study clearly
illustrates that language contributes to estabighimaintaining and

strengthening relationships in academic commurdoatin addition, her

results confirm that academics of different stateed to engage in

blogging for different purposes and to establidfedént types of relations
with disciplinary colleagues.

In the next chapterMagdalena Murawska analyses impersonality
with respect to agency and patient presentatica éorpus of 50 medical
case reports. Essentially, the author seeks tdafyclathether the more
objective and impersonal biomedical model for restea-reasoning and
presentation of knowledge—still underlies writingagtices in the medical
discipline, or less objective and more patient-@xhimodels of medicine
are adopted in the text. To do this, she examirgient visibility in the
fragments of the text where diseases, processeyptegns or treatments
are presented as well as the author's degree diclaieient when
describing research procedures and results. Hely stuggests that the
biomedical model for research prioritising impermsiity and objectivity
over personal involvement (both of researcher amadiept) is still
dominant in this discipline.

The article byBojana Petri¢ offers an exploration of the conceptions
of voice held by student writers. As the authompmiout, students often
find it difficult to comply with their teachers’ deands to insert clearly
their own authorial voice in their essays and ttagly receive instruction
or specific guidelines as to how to project voitethe research reported
in this chapter, Petriused semi-structured interviews with 30 Master
students to investigate the way they conceptualig&er's voice. The
results presented indicate that even though studeiters generally
viewed voice as a very relevant concept, their eptions were
inconsistent. The diversity of conceptions of vofzaong students found
in this study may be accounted for by the existaul of consensus about
voice in the literature and by extension, amongtimgi teachers and
supervisors.

The last chapter in the book presents research Thyyana
Yakhontova and Svitlana Markelova on a marginal genre which has
received little attention in the literature: thenference handout. Textual
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and interpersonal features are analysed in a coopu00 conference
handouts in applied linguistics, and ethnographatadare drawn from
guestionnaires targeting the users of these teiglifig a number of textual
aspects such as content, use of visuals or leagtbng others, the authors
are able to identify three types of conference batdinformative,
indicative and illustrative. Moreover, the use mtrpersonal features such
as self-mention markers and hedges is shown telbéed to the type of
conference handout at stake and to its dominantaaritative purpose.

In sum, all the contributions approach a commonmthethat of
interpersonality in academic written discourse, fbutn a variety of angles
and perspectives, which provides a rich view oniedd fof growing
research interest.
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CHAPTERONE

INTERPERSONALITY INWRITTEN
ACADEMIC DISCOURSE
THREEANALYTICAL PERSPECTIVES

ENRIQUE LAFUENTE-MILLAN ,
PILAR MUR-DUENAS, ROSALORESSANZ

AND IGNACIO VAZQUEZ-ORTA,
UNIVERSIDAD DE ZARAGOZA, SPAIN

Abstract

Academic writing is now generally viewed as a sb@&adeavour
where readers play an active role in the validatibthe knowledge claims
put forward by academic authors. A lot of reseamhEnglish for
Academic Purposes has focused on the ways auttap their discourse
to their audience in an attempt to influence theactions to the text. A
great deal of research has been devoted to anglyki interpersonal
interactions present in academic texts, as welb dow this interpersonal
component is exploited across different contextspablication. The
InterLAE research group has contributed to thisybofiresearch through
the study of interpersonal features in written acaid texts adopting a

1 We are indebted to the local educational autlewiiputacién General de
Aragon Ref. 245-122) for funding the research group rlA&, and to the
Ministerio de Ciencia e Innovaci&or funding the projects “El inglés y la ciencia:
la voz del autor en la expresion y difusion delammiento cientifico. Andlisis
contrastivo de los recursos lingiisticos de la rnegion en un corpus de textos
académicos (HUM2005-03646)" and “La integridad g&@éen la comunicacién
académica y profesional: los géneros y su cordatacon las practicas discursivas
y con la cultura de distintas comunidades profedem(FFI12009-09792)".
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cross-cultural and cross-disciplinary perspectivaralysis and, also more
recently, a cross-generic orientation.

A comparable corpus was created to allow a muliipective analysis
of academic texts: the Spanish English Researdhl&€orpus (SERAC),
which currently consists of 576 RAs from a widegamf disciplines. The
corpus is divided into three comparable subcorp@yaRAs published in
English by native speakers in prestigious inteomati publications, (ii)
RAs published in English in the same internatiopablications by
Spanish writers, and (iii) RAs published in SparighSpanish authors in
national publications.

The corpus analysis of the texts was performed leddletronically
(Wordsmith Tools 4.0) and manually, yielding sigraiht quantitative data
and hypotheses regarding the use of interpers@salurces in research
articles. Our corpus-based results were interprétethe light of the
ethnographic data obtained from interviews with cglest informants
from each of the fields of study. In this paper,present some of the most
significant results and conclusions drawn from study.

Remarkable differences were found in the ways astpooject their
voice in academic texts and how this voice is stiapethe interaction
between the authors and their audience acrossdifedéhent disciplines as
well as socio-cultural and pragmatic contexts. Ehaiéferences could be
interpreted in the light of a number of epistematagand social factors
which define each particular discipline and cultuech as the peculiarities
of their process of knowledge construction, theigrde of competitiveness
and consensus, or the relationship among schdargtkh as between these
and the external community of practitioners. Momm¥actors such as the
context of publication and the relative size of sglience have also been
shown to influence the incidence of interpersomources, as well as
their preferred uses in academic texts.

1. Interpersonality in academic discourse

With the emergence of English as the internatiolalguage of
academia, in the last few decades a great amowmfhas been devoted
to the development of courses and materials thattlamater for the needs
of non-native speakers using English to study, hteac do research.
Studies within the field of English for Academicrposes (EAP) have
been designed to produce instructional materialsyell as investigate the
particular needs and practices of groups of learméthin the academic
world.
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Over the years, EAP research has focused on anwigdeer of issues and
subjects related to the different genres preseat@&memic communication,
such as the particular rhetorical structure of aede articles (RAS)
(Swales 1981, 1990; Hopkins and Dudley-Evans 19B&tt 1994;
Holmes 1997; Williams 1999; inter alia) and of absts (Salager-Meyer
1992; Lorés-Sanz 2004); on the role and structigrammatical subjects
and the thematic structure of RAs (Gosden 1992); tlm use of
nominalizations and nominal groups (Guillén 1998]liday 1998); on the
functions of long subject noun phrases (Vande Ked894) and other
collocational structures involving the subject (M®s1991; Luzon 2000);
or on the use of the passive voice in scientificsRA&arone et al. 1981;
Wilkinson 1992; Espinoza 1997, inter alia).

Yet, in addition to these rhetorical and functioaahlyses of linguistic
features, EAP literature has taken a great inténeiie research of other
features of academic writing illustrating its irgetive and interpersonal
nature. A case in point is the extensive researblthwin the last two
decades has been carried out on interpersonal taspkeacademic texts
such as hedging (see for example Butler 1990; Selsigyer 1994;
Hyland 1996, 1998; Crompton 1997; Lewin 1998, 200@&assileva 2001
or Lafuente Millan 2008), writer presence (VasslelQ98; Kuo 1999;
Hyland 2001a, 2002a, 2002c; Breivega et al. 200Zrtidez 2005;
Harwood 2005a, 2005b, Lorés-Sanz 2006a; Mur-Due@97a),
engagement markers (Thompson 2001; Hyland 200182(202002d;
Giltrow 2005; Mur-Duefias 2008) and evaluative meskéwales and
Burke 2003; Stotesbury 2003).

The huge attention devoted to the study of thepetesonal dimension
in academic discourse can be related to the impheat social
constructionist theories have had on the way wegdeg scientific texts.
Traditionally, scientific writing has been regardasl the objective report
of scientific facts derived from the correct apption of research
procedures. However, following social constructibeories, there is more
to writing an RA than merely using words to reprgsan external
objective piece of data. Reality is consideredeabnstructed socially, as
nature has no language of her own in which shespaak to us (Toulmin
1972, 5), and therefore there is no secure meadstiriguishing between
objective observation and subjective inference.

These views have significant implications for resbawriting because,
if research results are open to subjective intéaiom, it can be assumed
that readers play an active role in accepting {ecting the claims and
conclusions put forward by academic authors, amticodarly by authors
of an RA (Hyland 1999). Accordingly, rather thamply transmitting
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objective information, academic writers have toetakto account their
readers and try to influence their reactions tottw. More particularly,

scholars hoping to publish their research need htacte certain

interpersonal rhetorical resources in their textoider to persuade the
readers of the validity of the writers’ interprétaits and to facilitate its
publication.

1.1.Previous theoretical frameworks

As discussed above, a large amount of researcthéms devoted to
investigating the use of interpersonal strategiesacademic writing.
Nevertheless, many of these studies have limitedt gtope to specific
rhetorical features, like, for example, hedges, lasfsers, evaluative
markers, engagement markers or personal pronch@shy providing a
fractional account of the use of these interpensdeaices. In addition,
several attempts have been made to provide arulatéd descriptive
model that could account for the expression ofuaté and evaluation in
discourse. Biber and Finegan (1989) proposed dradwork ofstanceto
describe the lexical expression of attitudes, femj judgements or
commitment concerning the propositional contenthef message. Later
reformulations of the model of stance have trietoaden its scope to
include other interpersonal phenomena, such astdidelress to the reader,
writers’ self-mentions (Hyland 1999), andtyle stance language
indicating how something is said or written (Conragd Biber 2001).
Similar models of attitudinal and evaluative megsinn discourse have
been developed by Hunston (1993, 1994) and ThompswohHunston
(2001) around the concept efaluation Thompson and Hunston (2001)
use this concept as a “superordinate term” commi$wo components:
attitude and modality, and therefore conceptuatiss a close equivalent
of stanceas originally defined by Biber and Finegan (op.)cln contrast
to the stance and evaluation frameworks discusbetlea some scholars
have dealt with epistemic meaning as separate &ttimde meaning. This
approach is taken by Martin (2001) and Martin armbdr(2003), whose
model ofappraisalidentifiesgraduation of attitudeandengagemen(also
called sourc§ as spheres of interpersonal activity which sumglet the
attitudinal component described in previous models.

All these frameworks share a focus on the exprassidifferent types
of attitude as the key feature of interpersonal mirea Yet, the adoption
of attitude and evaluation as their core notionsstmins the scope and
coherence of these models, as these concepts telatavide variety of
overlapping and blurred areas like the expressibrerotion, value,
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modality, amplification, focus, engagement with deg manipulation,
politeness, etc. Nevertheless, they are very usegalfar as they identify
and describe a range of expressions of interpersoeaning that can be
incorporated to a more comprehensive framework ithable to provide
an integrated account of the use of these and att@personal rhetorical
resources.

1.2 Metadiscourse and the InterLAE research group

The concept ofmetadiscoursds the central notion around which a
number of integrated frames of interpersonal meahisve been grouped
(see for example Vande Kopple 1985; Crismore etl@83; Mauranen
1993; Hyland 1998, 1999, 2000, 2005a, 2005b; Adele6). Although
there have been many different attempts to defieetérm, the InterLAE
research group have typically adopted Hyland’'s §20037) view of
metadiscourse as “the cover term for the self-ctifte expressions used to
negotiate interactional meanings in a text, asgjsthe writer (or speaker)
to express a viewpoint and engage with readersemsbmrs of a particular
community”. According to Hyland’s model (2005a) aletadiscourse can
contribute to the interpersonal dimension of a .téMevertheless, he
identifies two classes of metadiscourse categoigsractive resources,
which help the writer or speaker organize the imfation presented in
ways that the audience may find coherent and coingn and
interactionalresources, which helps involve the readers and #iem to
the author’s perspective on propositional informator on the readers
themselves. Hyland (2005a) establishes five broal-categories of
interactive metadiscourse: transition markers, &amarkers, endophoric
markers, evidentials and code glosses, as welvagsyfpes of interactional
metadiscourse resources: hedges, boosters, attitadeers, self-mention
and engagement markers.

The frame of metadiscourse provides us with a cehgmsive tool to
investigate and account for a wide number of rieabstrategies designed
to shape the interpersonal relationship betweenvtfier and his audience.
Nevertheless, this model is not without limitatiodsist as was the case
with other models outlined above, using metadiss®ws the framework
for the study and interpretation of interpersomgtorical strategies entails
restricting the scope of analysis to explicit lexgrammatical features,
even though it is acknowledged that authors can omare
interpersonally by means of clausal elements, disasdoy using stretches
of discourse longer than the sentence. In additionpur view, the
complex array of interweaving pragmatic functioasmot be mapped out
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nor fully covered by any set of discrete categoriss a result, it is our
argument that a more encompassing framework neebls tleveloped in
future studies for the exploration of the way wmsteexploit the
interpersonal dimension in academic texts.

2. Contrastive approaches to the study of academiexts
2.1. Interpersonality across small and big cultures

As it is generally acknowledged, academics beloagdifferent
discourse communities which shape their discowsdlrhetorical choices
when communicating their research. Their memberdbipparticular
disciplinary or cultural academic communities iefices their writing
choices, which should aim to meet their peers’ digli values and
expectations. The notion of discourse communitysthenables the
understanding of genres as social actions rathemn fbst as language
(Berkenkotter and Huckin 1995). Texts produced bgdamics within
their communities are envisioned as exponentseofitbcoursal and social
practices of the group members, who interact andreshcommon
understandings and values. As members of the sammuanity or “tribe”
(Becher and Trowler 2001) academics share reséapats, understandings,
values and goals; thus, being part of a given conityjudetermines
academics’ ways of enquiry, methodologies and epistogies.

The influence of disciplinary communities on acadergenres in
general, and on the use of interpersonality featwi¢hin these genres in
particular, has been extensively documented witB&P. Numerous
analyses have shown how disciplinary values, kxlighowledge and
expectations shared by their members constrain Wréing practices (e.g.
Varttala 1999, 2001; Hyland 2000, 2005a; VVold 2aDa&hl 2008; Lafuente-
Millan 2008; Afros and Schryer 2009). In additidine broader context of
production, influenced by the language of publmatichosen and the
consequent readership addressed (local vs. intenag)t has similarly
been shown to determine academics’ strategic writhoices (Breivega et
al. 2002; Burgess 2002; Yakhontova 2002, 2006; 2a@3, 2004, this
volume; Martin Martin and Burgess 2004; Martin Nta2005; Flgttum,
Dahl and Kinn 2006; Flgttum, Kinn and Dahl 2006;résSanz 20064,
2008; Koutsantoni 2007; Mur-Duefias 2007a, 2007i0820oreno and
Suarez 2008; Moreno, this volume; Bellés-Fortufid @uerol-Julian, this
volume; Gotti, this volume; Resinger, this volume).

The distinction between these two perspectivesnalysis has been
problematised by Atkinson (2004), who refers tonthas “small” and
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“big” cultures. Following Holliday (1999), he offera more complex
conceptualization of culture(s), according to whichindividual can be a
member of several small cultures in one or sevbigl cultures. The
important point is that small (e.g. professionalademic, student, etc.)
cultures (partly) overlap with big (e.g. nationalliltures. That is, the
norms, values and conventions of one of the smailies will overlap
(though not necessarily entirely) with those of lbiig culture. Accordingly,
only in the light of the interaction between snaaid large cultures can we
get more precise insights into writers’ rhetoriclbices with a view to
exploring and understanding educational, academic pmfessional
settings.

A few studies have combined both the cross-distgsyf and the
cross-cultural perspectives. This is especially ¢hse of the research
carried out by the KIAP (http://kiap.uib.no/indexagm) and CERLIS
(http://dinamico.unibg.it/cerlis/) research groups well as by the
InterLAE group (http://www.interlae.com). These & perspectives of
analysis can provide a more comprehensive pictéitheo linguistic and
disciplinary cultures concerning academics’ writing fact, combining
both analytical perspectives offers a fuller actooh the contextual
factors shaping the writing of academic genres.

2.2. Interpersonality across genres

The influence of small and big cultures upon rhietdr choices in
academic writing is crucial, as outlined in the yoes section.
Nevertheless, there is a further determining fastiuencing the use of
interpersonality features in academic texts, arat fB genre. Genres
respond to particular communicative purposes; tasy shaped by the
participants taking part in a particular situateomd by the goals they hope
to achieve, and thus become instances of sociate{8wales 1990, 2004;
Bhatia 1993, 2004). As such, they trascend dis@pli and national
cultures. The different communicative purposes tictv genres are put
clearly impinge on the writer’s relationship withet text and with the
readers.

In their need to respond to different communicaingposes in their
academic contexts, scholars engage in the produofiaifferent genres.
Some of these have in common an overarching gahttars may be seen
as part of a chain (Swales 2004), or as a contitell§Bhatia 2004) of
genres to be necessarily mastered by academickein professional
activity. Genres are seen as dynamic constructghvwadvolve in response
to new communicative needs and events (BerkenkattérHuckin 1995).
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This dynamism can result in processes of genre idigation or
colonization, which entail the appropriation of ceristic features from
other genres. Awareness of these interdiscursigetipes is essential for
academics to successfully negotiate meaning wéh treers.

It is a fact that the cross-generic perspectivar@lysis in EAP has not
received as much scholarly attention as the crisssptinary or the cross-
cultural, which may be due to the widely acknowkedgcharacter of
genres as not “fixed, monolithic and unchangingylé#hd 2005a, 88).
They respond to changing sociocognitive needs widel with time and
contexts, thus problematizing any attempt at caftitra exploration:
genres would need to be defined and described éefioy comparisons
were made. Perhaps the most consistently explored bas been the
comparison between RAs (mainly medical texts) aodufarizations in
the same field, initiated by Nwogu (1990). Nwoguwalgred the rhetorical
structure and the cohesive devices in three gememtexts of medical
knowledge production: the RA abstract, the RA praga its popularized
version, showing that subject matter is not they aldtermining factor for
generic rhetorical differences, but that other afalés, such as purpose,
audience, or medium of discourse play a role indharacterization of
genres. Some subsequent research has been caitried the intergeneric
contrast between RAs and popularizations in théd fief medicine,
focusing for instance on the exploration of theatitnal grammatical
metaphor (Guillén 1996), and on self-mentions angagement markers
(Herrando-Rodrigo, this volume).

From a broader disciplinary perspective, Hyland0@02010) has
contributed to the cross-generic approach by cetiiga the professional
and popular dissemination of science from the negleaof “proximity”, a
core notion which stresses the interpersonal cleraof scientific
exchange. Other cross-generic analyses include, ifigtance, the
exploration of the contrast between the confereradsstract, the
corresponding conference presentation and the guesepublished paper
(Vassileva 2006), which involve both the writterdatihe spoken mode.
These and other studies might certainly contriiatg@roviding a wider
and more comprehensive account of the sociocognitbalities which,
under the shape of genres, cut across disciplimdirzguistic cultures.



