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ABSTRACT 

A growing body of evidence suggests that the rhetorical devices of hedging and boosting are 

crucial to the construction of an authorial stance in a world of academia, however, the 

implementation of such devices is subject to influence by several factors among which the 

type of the research design. With respect to English Foreign Language learners at Larbi Ben 

M‟hidi University, the present study is called for in a bid to discover if learners‟ use of hedges 

and boosters is dependent on the adopted research methodology. To achieve this end, a 

contextual analysis of these devices is carried out on a corpus comprised of 50 discussion 

sections (25 experimental and 25 non-experimental) drawn from master theses.  A robust 

computational toolkit, AntConc, is used to record the frequencies of the different types of 

hedges and boosters across the two corpora relying on Hinkel‟s (2005) pre-established 

taxonomy by means of “Key Words In Context” concordance. To determine the significance 

of the results obtained, a Chi-Square test is run by means of SPSS. The findings demonstrate a 

statistically significant difference between experimental and non-experimental discussion 

sections with respect to both frequency and form of the employed hedges and boosters, 

however, a notable discrepancy is marked in the application of the two devices at the level of 

each stratum. On the basis of these findings, a number of pedagogical implications are offered 

and suggestions for further research are proposed. 

Keywords: Hedges, Boosters, experimental research design, non-experimental research 

design, discussion sections, corpus analysis. 
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General Introduction 

1. Statement of the Problem 

Today, English has established itself as the lingua franca of the research world with 

perhaps two thirds of the world‟s scientific papers written and published in English 

(Khodorkovsky, 2013). Correspondingly, there can be little doubt that English is now a 

prerequisite for writers who want to produce influential, globally recognized works. However, 

non-native writers who wish to function properly and effectively in international academic 

research communities are often hindered from so doing because research writing entails, 

among other skills, the development of a good academic writing ability. This ability, though 

as important as speaking, is far needed, for learners will eventually write quite professional 

papers including theses and scientific articles for which they seek global scholarly circulation. 

Academic writing, apart from being objective and formal, is a complex ongoing 

process and it is the outcome of many considerations: audience, rational or purpose of the 

study, style, knowledge, and organization. The anticipated audience as a primary 

consideration plays an incredibly important role in deciding about the validity of the proposed 

ideas and results and hence accepting them. Seeking such acceptance from the discourse 

community stimulates authors to employ practical, interactional elements such as hedges and 

boosters that help in mitigating and managing the readers‟ reactions to academic prose.  

To put the point another way, Hedges and boosters are stance markers that are 

respectively used to fulfil the competing demands of caution and precision in academic 

writing, and are often regarded as basic requirements for smooth transmission of research 

output. These rhetorical manoeuvres were subject to research and scrutiny by old hand 

academics (Holmes 1982, Hyland 1994, Salager-Meyer 1994, and Hinkel 2005) particularly 

in the field of L2 learning. In fact, these scholars, among others, attributed hedges and 

boosters‟ inadequate use by non-native writers in terms of frequency and variation to generic, 
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disciplinary, and even cultural reasons and put little focus on the fact that this variation could 

be a possible result of applying different research methods. On this basis, the present paper 

seeks to address the variation of hedges and boosters in terms of their type and frequency in 

the discussion section as a possible result of applying different research methods. 

The discourse of the discussion section is regarded to be one of the most arduous types 

of writing in an academic research paper; for in this section, results are reported and 

interpreted in light of former research and the author‟s own argumentation. Logical 

argumentation is at the heart of persuasive writing, which is one of the most difficult patterns 

of writing encountered by EFL learners in which they need to show certainty at times through 

boosters, and at others, they need to withhold it through hedges. These rhetorical elements are 

currently undergoing a revolution in the field of first and second language acquisition alike, 

because they are clearly contributory to the construction of an academic authorial stance. The 

correct use of such elements requires from writers, particularly non-native ones, to have a rich 

background of lexical items and even a richer knowledge of how and when appropriate are to 

be used. Hence, many EFL research writers find it a very challenging task. 

Master students at of Larbi Ben M‟hidi University may struggle when writing their 

discussion sections where they communicate and interpret their research findings because 

they may find it difficult to appropriately use hedges and boosters in accordance with the 

chosen research methodology. Henceforth, they may end up using the same variety of these 

two lexical items extensively and repeatedly without giving much attention to the reason they 

are used for and the context they are used into. Accordingly, a study of hedges and boosters 

applied by this group of learners is called for to draw a conclusion about how these 

interactional devices are used in MA dissertations, in particular the discussion section. 
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2. Significance of the Study 

The present study is significant in that it replicates and extends previous research as 

well as it helps to: 

 Show how hedges and boosters (in terms of frequency and diversity) are used 

in the DSs of experimental and non-experimental MA theses. 

 Raise MA students‟ awareness towards the use of hedges and boosters in their 

dissertations. 

 Raise teachers‟ awareness of their students‟ use of hedges and boosters in order 

to shed light on this issue in future teaching processes. 

3. Research Aims 

On the basis of the above mentioned issue, this study primarily endeavours to 

investigate how hedges and boosters are used in the DSs written by MA two students at Larbi 

Ben M‟hidi University. Additionally, the specific aims below are highlighted: 

 To analyze the use of hedges and boosters in the DSs of MA dissertations 

(language sciences stream) and determine the most frequent ones depending on 

Hinkle‟s (2005) classification of hedges and boosters. 

 To compare how hedges and boosters are used in the DSs as regards the 

research methodology (experimental vs. non-experimental). 

4. Research Questions  

The present research attempts to answer the following questions: 

 What is (are) the most frequent type(s) of hedges and boosters, used in the DSs 

of MA dissertations with experimental design? 

 What is (are) the most frequent type(s) of hedges and boosters, used in the DSs 

of MA dissertations with non -experimental design? 
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 What are the similarities and the differences between the two research 

methodologies being compared with regard to the use of hedges and boosters 

in the discussion sections? 

5. Research Hypotheses 

The present study is grounded on the following hypotheses: 

H1: Hedges and boosters‟ use, in terms of their frequency and variation, are dependent on the 

research methodology. 

H0: Hedges and Boosters‟ use, in terms of their frequency and variation, are independent from 

the research methodology. 

6. Research Methodology  

       6.1. Corpus  

The text corpus of the present study is comprised of 50 DSs taken from MA theses 

submitted in the department of English-OEB University- in the timeframe 2012-2018 (the 

LMD system). The DSs are selected on the basis of the methodology used and are therefore 

categorized into two main sub corpora. The first corpus is comprised of 25 DSs drawn from 

MA research papers following EXP research design  namely ,quasi-experimental, for a total 

of 10672 words, copied and coded as L1/ L2/ L3/ L4…..L25. The second corpus, however, 

constitutes 25 DSs taken from MA thesis which adopted NON-EXP research methodology 

namely ,surveys, for a total of 8855 words, copied and coded as and L‟1/ L‟2/ L‟3/ 

L‟4…..L‟25. 

     6.2. Method 

The study in the course of fulfilling the above stated aims relied primarily on a corpus 

analysis method whereby hedges and boosters were analysed contextually. In order to get 

valid results and exact frequencies of hedging and boosting devices, an automatic analysis is 

carried out. The collected data are analysed using the latest version of AntConc (3.5.8) (dev) 
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2019; a corpus analysis toolkit. AntConc is a versatile software, which can be downloaded for 

free at www.antlab.waseda.ac.jp/antconc_index.html. It was designed by Laurence Anthony 

for carrying out corpus linguistics research and data-driven learning, its two most important 

analytical tools are, KWIC Concordance and Wordlist which generates lists of exact 

frequencies of different words and phrases. The collected data were only available in a PDF 

form, which called for their conversion into a TXT format, which is required for concordance 

analysis. The converted data are entered separately in the “file corpus” column and scanned to 

look for the used hedges and boosters. The analysis relies on Hinkle‟s (2005) taxonomy of 

hedges and boosters that helps in classifying the data into categories. 

The obtained results from the quantitative analysis of the two sub-corpora are 

compared in terms of frequency and variation by means of Chi-square test using the SPSS 

software to ensure the significance of the differences. Finally, the discussion of the results 

depends on both types of analysis, descriptive and statistical. 

7. Structure of the Study 

The present dissertation is comprised of two main chapters, a theory-based chapter and 

a practice-based one. The first chapter consists of two main sections: the first one goes 

through reviewing related literature on the different definitions, types, and functions given to 

hedges and boosters. The second section highlights the main issues in corpus linguistics and 

then spots light on previous research related to the two notions. The second chapter provides a 

detailed account of the methodology used for the collection and data analysis, results, 

discussion, implications, limitations of the study and suggestions for future research. 
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1.1. Section One: Hedging and Boosting 

Introduction 

A proficient second or foreign language learner is undoubtedly the one who 

successfully participates and communicates in a world dominated by the target language using 

both the spoken and the written mode. Apparently, both speaking and writing were richly 

targeted by experts as they were the substantial variables in their studies; however, composing 

effectively in the target language, particularly when the situation is more formal and 

academic, has received greater interest than expected and the related literature bears witness 

to this. Evidently, the literature reveals that the task of writing academically in a foreign 

language is quite challenging; for academic writing is governed by certain conventions and 

features, thus, it is more than just ink on paper. In fact, academic writing is multifaceted in the 

sense that it requires the implementation of numerous aspects such as formality, accuracy, 

cohesion, coherence and more importantly precision and caution. A skilful academic writer 

would surely take into account the use of such features as Precision and caution that are 

respectively expressed through boosters and hedges in an attempt to persuade his/her audience 

by the truthfulness of the offered claims and at same time avoid opposition from the 

anticipated discourse community. This section is set out to cover the different definitions and 

types given to hedges and boosters, and briefly reviews related research which will provide a 

helpful backdrop for the present study. 

1.1.1. What is Hedging? 

The concept of hedging is relatively new in the linguistic repertoire since academic 

writing analysts and linguists have just started to scratch the surface of such tremendous 

aspect of writing. Consequently, definitions are rare in the literature. In fact, it was the 

American cognitive linguist Lakoff (1973) who gave birth to this term when he defined it as 

“words whose job is to make things fuzzier or less fuzzy”(p.471). The underlying idea here is 
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that the hedged notions and concepts bear some vagueness and therefore they will very often 

be neither true, nor false, but rather true/false to a certain extent, or true in certain contexts 

and false in other contexts (Lakoff, 1973). In the line of this definition, it is also probably safe 

to assume that he used the word fuzzy to talk about words that can make a statement obscured 

and less absolute; consequently, avoiding criticism from counterparts. Lakoff's exploration of 

hedges in relation to the meaning criteria and the logic of fuzzy concepts is considered as the 

pioneering study in the field that paved the way for further new research concerning hedges. 

 In their seminal investigation on hedging, Zuck and Zuck (1986) perceived it as a 

process with which the author reduces the strength of a statement (as cited in Hyland 1998a), 

while Markkanen and Schroder (1997) considered it as a strategy by means of which one says 

less than he/she means . According to Hyland (1998a) hedging  is “any linguistic means used 

to indicate either (a) a lack of complete commitment to the truth of an accompanying 

proposition or (b) a desire not to express that commitment categorically” (p.1). To put it 

simply, hedging is a linguistic strategy that allows the writer researcher to make a claim 

without implying that he/she believes it to be the ultimate answer. An example that helps in 

clarifying the difference between a hedged and categorical statement would be: 

Categorical claim: All the results highlighted in this study are due to chance. 

Hedged claim: Some of the results highlighted in this study are likely due to chance. 

Another recent conceptualization of hedging can be sensed in Crompton‟s (1997) 

definition “an item of  language which a speaker uses to explicitly qualify his/her lack of 

commitment to the truth of a proposition he/she utters” (p.281). Clearly, this definition leaves 

no much blurry about what hedges really are as it reveals that they are means by which a 

writer can present a proposition as an opinion rather than as a fact, hence, putting a distance 

between himself and the absoluteness of the claim. Having provided some comprehensive 

definitions of hedging, one might put forwarded that the concept of hedging was termed 
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differently by experts in the field either as a process, or as a strategy, or even as an item of 

language. However, its main function in the aforementioned definitions seems to be the same 

that it helps the writer to achieve a sort of consistency with his/her discourse community 

through mitigating commitment to the truth of the offered propositions. 

1.1.2. Types of Hedges 

Systematic inquiry on hedging and hedges boomed in the early 1970‟s when the 

preliminary work on such enormous topic was introduced by Lakoff whose study presented 

some very interesting examples which any adequate study of hedging must account for. In a 

major advance of this study, particularly, when addressing the question of the various forms 

that hedges could possibly take, subsequent research namely the one of Brown and Levinson 

(1987) and Hyland (1994) elucidated that hedges could be represented by a remarkable 

number of lexical forms. Corresponding to the latter idea, a number of researchers such as 

Skelton (1988), Salager-Meyer (1994), and Hyland (1994) among others attempted to analyse, 

revise, and present different typologies of hedges. The linguistic forms that these scholars 

chose to regard as hedges were grouped under one umbrella called „taxonomy of hedges‟. 

1.1.2.1. Skelton's (1998) Taxonomy of Hedges 

After his cross-disciplinary study of “commentative” language in 40 leading academic 

journals relying mainly on a corpus-based approach, Skelton (1988) drew a conclusion that it 

is only what he called “Type 1 comments” on which he based his study and data analysis 

mostly turned out to be related to uncertainty. Skelton realized four major categories that can 

be a further subdivision of type one comments that were: Copulas other than “be”; they were 

meant for the expression of either uncertainty or possibility. Modal auxiliaries; they were also 

used to explicitly mark uncertainty as in the coming example: global warming may bring   

about serious changes in the earth climate. Adjectivals and adverbials introduced by: it is, 

this is, there is, or which are sentence or clause-initial and immediately followed by a comma. 
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This type of comments serve two main functions: first, commenting on the degree of 

possibility or certainty of a proposition using words like possible, certain and so forth. 

Second, commenting on the extent to which the proposition is perceived as significant or 

interesting. A fourth category, however, was defined as Lexical verbs such as believing, 

arguing, and doubting. The diagram bellow offers a comprehensive summary of Skelton‟s 

classification of hedges. 

 

Figure 1. Developed from Skelton's (1988) taxonomy of hedges 

1.1.2.2. Salager-Meyer’s (1994) Taxonomy of Hedges 

In an attempt to elaborate a listing of the various hedging devices typical of 

today's medical English written prose which could readily be used in English for medical 

purposes courses for pedagogical purposes, Salager-Meyer (1994) realized a highly adopted 

taxonomy including the possible forms and functions of hedges after an in-depth analysis of a 

corpus of 15 "high-brow level" articles. Her classification of hedges included five main 

categories digested as follows: 

A). Shields: all modal verbs expressing possibility; semi-auxiliaries like "to 

appear”, “to seem"; probability adverbs like "probably," "likely” and their derivative 

adjectives; epistemic verbs such as "to suggest", “to speculate”. 

Type one 
comments 

adjectivals and 
adverbials 

Introduced by it 
is, this is, there 

is 

sentence or 
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followed by a 
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lexical verbs modal 
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 B). Approximators: stereotyped "adaptors" as well as "rounders" of quantity, 

degree, frequency, and time such as “approximately”, “roughly”, “somewhat”, "quite", 

“often”, “occasionally"… 

C). expressions of the authors’ personal doubt and direct involvement such 

as “I believe”, “to our knowledge”, “it is our view that”… 

D). emotionally-charged intensifiers: such as “extremely difficult”, 

“dishearteningly weak”… 

E). Compound hedges which includes “strings of hedges” (i.e. several hedges 

placed together at one time). Such strings of hedges could be doubled, trebled, and even 

quadrupled. The  figure below illustrates  Salager-Meyer‟s classification of hedges.

 

Figure 2. Developed from Salager-Meyer 's (1994) categorization of hedging devices 
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1.1.2.3. Hyland’s (1994) Categorization of Hedges: 

In a similar vein, Hyland (1994) proposed a taxonomy for the identification of 

hedges, which consisted of three central word classes, namely “modal auxiliary verbs” (may, 

might…), “modal lexical verbs” (assume, believe…) and “adjectival, adverbial and nominal 

model expressions” (possible, perhaps…). In addition to these three categories, Hyland 

included other types of hedges “IF-clauses, question forms, passivisation, impersonal phrases, 

and time reference” for which he provided no examples, thus, they became a subject of severe 

criticism (as cited in Crompton 1997). The typology of the construct of hedging by Hyland 

(1994) is briefly captured in the following taxonomic figure. 

 

Figure 3. Developed from Hyland's (1994) framework for identifying hedging 

devices. 

 For further understanding of the similarities and differences between the 

aforementioned taxonomies of hedging, Crompton (1997) displayed a comprehensive 

summary of how the term has been used in the following table. 
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Table 1  

Categories of Hedging Devices Recognized by One or More Researcher (Crompton 1997) 

Hedging device Skelton (1988) Salager-Meyer (1994) Hyland (1994) 

Copulas other than 

be 

 

      

Lexical verbs 

 

 (comment)  (epistemic)  (epistemic) 

Modal verbs  (all)  (expressing 

possibility) 

 (epistemic) 

Probability adverbs _     

Probability 

adjectives 
_     

All clause initial 

adverbs 
✓ _ _ 

All adjectives in 

introductory 

phrases 

✓ _ _ 

Lexis expressing 

personal 

involvement 

_   _ 

Emotionally 

charged 

intensifiers 

_   _ 

Approximators _                      _ 

If clauses _       _   

Time adverbials _       _   

Impersonal 

expressions 

_ _   

Passives _ _   

Modal nouns, 

adjectives and 

adverbials(other 

than probability) 

_                   _   

Key:           ✓included -not included 
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Drawing from table 1, it seems clear that all the above taxonomies shared a little 

consensus on the forms that could possibly be recognized as hedges. For example the category 

of “copulas other than be”  was  included in all the taxonomies, however, “approximators” 

that Salager-Meyers (1994) identified as hedging devices was totally left out and ignored by 

Skelton (1988) and Hyland (1994). Crompton (1997) explained this issues properly “hedging 

cannot, unfortunately, be pinned down and labeled as a closed set of lexical items …the 

reason for this omission is that these researchers have each attempted to look beyond purely 

formal criteria and apply a single functional purpose to hedging” (p. 281); hence, no identical 

taxonomy has been formed yet. 

1.1.3. What is Boosting? 

Though, hedges and boosters are often regarded as two closely related metadiscourse 

markers of academia in linguistic literature, boosting has not received considerable attention 

in previous inquiry compared with hedging. Consequently, only few interpretations of the 

concept were attainable. Unlike hedges, which are applied  by writers to either soften or 

reduce commitment and show tentativeness or uncertainty towards the offered claims, 

boosters are applied by writers to communicate certainty and signal confidence in what it is 

proposed. Holmes (1982) defined a booster as a lexical item by which a writer expresses firm 

persuasion to his/her claims. Otherwise speaking, boosters are pragmatic devices for 

emphasizing and stressing certainty that writers use to show a strong point of view and to 

persuade the readers with the validity of the given information. The prior definition received 

remarkable support especially by Meyer (1997) who also viewed boosters as constructs by 

means of which the writer can show strong confidence for a claim. In the same line of 

thought, the authoritative Hyland (2010) added that boosters are interactional devices that” 

express certainty and emphasize the force of propositions.”(p. 129). For further understanding 

of the term, Hyland (2004) assorted the following words and phrases as examples of boosters: 
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certainly, definitely and due to the fact (as cited in Haufiku 2016), for instance: “Friendship is 

certainly the finest balm for the pangs of disappointed love.”(Austin, 1803,p. 20).  In simpler 

terms, boosters are no more than communicative strategies used to strengthen the degree of 

commitment to opinions and claims. Writers, most of the time, do resort to such strategies to 

show solidarity with the discourse community and gain acceptance for their academic works. 

However, to reach this end writers must balance precision with caution to create “an 

appropriate disciplinary persona of modesty and assertiveness” (Hyland, 2000 as cited in 

Dontcheva-navratilova, 2016, p.166) i.e. they need to creatively use boosters as well as 

hedges that respectively expresses dogmatism and modesty.  

1.1.4. Types of Boosters 

It is possible to arrange boosting markers into different categories. This gave rise to 

various taxonomies for the categorization of boosters. Instances of such taxonomies would be 

Hyland‟s (2004) and Yagiz and Demir‟s (2015) categorizations of boosters. 

1.1.4.1. Hyland’s (2004) Categorization of Boosters  

In his 2004‟taxonomy of hedges and boosters, Hyland assorted boosting devices into 

four categories: 1-Tentative verbs and modals e.g. should. 2- Tentative adverbs and adjectives 

e.g. certainly, definitely. 3- Solidarity features e.g. it is a fact that..., despite the fact that..., 

due to the fact that..., the fact that. 4- Self-mention reference e.g. writer, researcher.(as cited in 

Haufiku 2016) 
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Figure 4 Developed from Hyland's (2004) categorization of boosting markers 

 

1.1.4.2. Yagiz and Demir’s (2015) Categorization of Boosters: 

Along the same line, Yagiz and Demir (2015) categorized boosters into four categories 

through which they accomplished their comparative study of boosting in academic texts: 1- 

Modal auxiliaries: must, will... 2- Epistemic lexical verbs: demonstrate, show, and find... 3- 

Epistemic adjectives: rigorous, superior, undeniable... 4- Epistemic adverbs: actually, always, 

clearly...  

 

Figure 5 Developed from Yagiz and Demir‟s (2015) categorization of boosting markers 

1.1.5. Hinkel’s (2005) Taxonomy of Hedges and Boosters 

Eli Hinkel, one of the most prolific research writers in the field of learning ESL, 

realized a very comprehensive and espoused classification of hedges and boosters after her 

comparative corpus-based study of L1 and L2 academic prose. Her analysis of L2 Academic 

essays included even those written by Arabs and this is considered as an advantage; for the 

Boosters 

Tentative verbs 
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Self mention 
refrence 

• must , will Modal auxiliaries 

• demonstrate, show, find Epistemic lexical verbs 

• rigorous, undeniable, superior Epistemic adjectives 

• actually, always, clearly Epistemic adverbs 
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present study is to analyze hedges and boosters employed by EFL learners at the department 

of English, University of OEB (Arab learners of English). Hinkel‟s (2005) taxonomy included 

the possible forms and functions that can be attributed to hedges and boosters that are 

illustrated in the following table. 

Table 2.  

Classification of Hedges and Boosters (Hinkel, 2005, as cited in Bayyurt, 2010, p.167) 

 Categories Functions Examples 

 Epistemic hedges clarify the writer‟s 

stance 

Clearly, mostly, 

relatively, actually, 

claim, suggest, etc. 

 

 Lexical hedges soften the strength of 

statements 

kind of, maybe, etc. 

 Possibility hedges express probability perhaps, possibly, 

etc. 

Hedges Down-toners downplay the 

significance of 

propositions 

a bit, nearly, partly, 

etc. 

 Assertive pronouns highlight the 

significance of 

propositions 

, any, some- 

pronominals, etc. 

 Adverbs of 

frequency 

express prevalence of 

occurrence in 

statements 

Often, frequently, 

occasionally, etc. 

 Universal pronouns refer to a general 

authorship/audience 

  all, each , every- 

pronominals, etc. 

Boosters Emphatics emphasize force or 

writers' certainty in 

message 

exact(-ly), extreme, 

for sure, etc. 

 Amplifiers increase the size or 

effect of statements 

 absolutely, 

amazingly, awfully, 

badly, etc. 

 

The above stated taxonomy is to be used for the analysis of the discussion sections in 

MA‟ theses and not another section simply because most cross-sectional studies on hedges 
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and boosters ( Hyland, 1994; Skelton, 1998; Yagiz & Demir, 2014) revealed that it is the 

section where hedging and boosting are used the most. 

1.1.6. Hedges and Boosters in Academic Discourse: 

Genuinely, effective academic writing is like any other type of written discourse 

in the sense that it is interactive and communicative; it involves writers trying to persuade 

their audience by the validity and correctness of their assumptions. One way to achieve this 

interactivity with the target readers whose responses would be very critical to academic 

writing is through the use of hedges and boosters. The value of such key interactional devices 

in assisting writer researchers to convey different degrees of commitment to the truth-value of 

a statement is currently a subject of rich investigation, which elucidated various reasons that 

drives anyone in the field to think of them as context-significant subjects of study. 

1.1.6.1.  Importance of Hedges in Academic Discourse 

According to Hyland (1998a), it is through the study of hedging one can detect a 

crucial element of academic argument, since arguing for the ratification and confirmation of 

new claims  can be established by means of cautious language . In this regard,  Crismore and 

Farnsworth (1990) stated that “hedging is the mark of a professional scientist, one who 

acknowledges the caution with which he or she does science or writes on science” (as cited in 

Hyland,  1998a, p.6). This definition can be applicable not only in the field of hard science as 

it was borrowed by Hyland when discussing the importance of hedging in scientific research 

articles, but also in the field of soft sciences such as linguistics; isn‟t linguistics the scientific 

study of language?. In other words, the construct of hedging is strikingly important for 

research writers from different fields since it marks their awareness of the audience‟s 

knowledge and who could have possible differences in opinions. Thus, hedges play a 

significant role in shaping the nature of the interaction between the writer and the reader. 

Evidently, this view is supported by Hyland (1994) who posited that” hedges are an important 
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means of both supporting writers‟ positions and building the writer-reader relationship” (p. 

241). 

Hedging and hedges are also of vital importance when it comes to gaining 

acceptance in the academic community. In this regard, Swales (1990) endorsed that hedging is 

a strategy for “projecting honesty, modesty and proper caution in self-reports and for 

diplomatically creating space in areas heavily populated by other researchers” (p.175). The 

work of Hinkle (2003) extended this line of inquiry when she noted that hedges are crucially 

important simply because they help in displaying the writers‟ politeness. Hedges are therefore 

means by which a writer exhibits his humility and modesty when making new claims seeking 

acceptability form academia. 

Because of its rhetorical advantages, hedging proved to be one of the heavily 

demanded features in a world of academia, to this end Jordan (1997) insisted upon its 

inclusion in academic writings as a requisite. Though given much value by several scholars 

(Hyland, 1998a; Jordan, 1997; Hinkle, 2003), hedging proposition was not a marked 

consideration for many non-native writers compared to native ones, and related studies bear 

witness to this. The study of  Dontcheva-navratilova (2016) revealed that hedging is more 

prominent in research articles written by Anglophone linguists than in research articles 

written by Czech linguists  , as the rate of hedges in the AL ( applied linguistics journal) sub-

corpus was more than double compared to that in the DI (discourse and interaction journal) 

sub-corpus (11.49 per 1,000 words in the AL corpus, 5.00 per 1,000 words in the DI corpus). 

Another inquiry that proved that NNWs lag behind in hedge number compared to NWs was of 

Yagiz & Demir (2014) who clearly stated that “ NNWs used hedging devices over 100 while 

the number is over 200 for NWs, which means that NWs are more prone to hedging”(p.263). 

1.1.6.2. Importance of Boosters in Academic Discourse 

From a rhetorical point of view, Hyland (1998b) sees that persuasion in academic 
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discourse is of high significance since it helps scholars attain their communicative purposes. 

The main aim of using persuasion is to convince the readers with the truth-value of a given 

proposition that an author has proposed. Persuasion is expressed through the use of the 

boosting technique, this latter emphasizes the force of propositions and displays commitment 

to statements, by means of that, asserting the writer‟s conviction and restricting the 

negotiation space available to the reader. In simpler words, Brown and Levinson's (1987) said 

that boosters can be considered as forms expressing positive politeness. 

According to Hyland (1998c), boosters such as definitely, I am sure that, and we 

firmly believe produce an impression of certainty, conviction and assurance, and they can be 

used to instil trust and confidence in academic readers and “allow writers to project a credible 

image of authority, decisiveness, and conviction in their views” (Lopez, 2015, p.4). Hyland 

(1998b) also pointed out that boosters offer writers a medium to engage with their readers and 

create interpersonal solidarity even though such assertion of the writer‟s conviction can be 

seen as leaving little room for the reader‟s own interpretations. 

Boosters were also seen to play a significant role in producing conversational 

solidarity, despite,  they have gained no much attention in academic writing (Holmes, 1984 ; 

1990 as cited in Hyland 1998b), and  in producing an authoritative persona in counselling 

interviews (He, 1993). For instance, boosters such as of course, obviously, clearly, well-

known and so on function to indicate a mutual understanding between the writers and the 

readers based on shared community membership, and they assist the writers in leading the 

readers to the same reasonable inferences or conclusions (Hyland, 1998b). Hyland (2009) 

believed that “The interactive function of boosters lies in the fact that they are often used to 

stress shared information and group membership” (as cited in Snjaya, 2016, p.105). In a word, 

boosters ‟main functions are related to conviction and persuasion. 

Salager-Meyer (1994) argues that if research writers use rhetorical devices that 
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are too strong or too weak, readers in academic discourse would have doubt on the validity of 

their propositions. Hence, writers must present their propositions with some level of caution 

by using appropriate linguistic devices, including appropriate hedges and boosters (as cited in 

Haufiku, 2016) 

Unfortunately, to hedge or to boost a statement is more complicated than it 

appears to be and many of its intricate details cannot be captured by EFLLs. The correct use 

of such interactional strategies grammatically, pragmatically, and most importantly 

contextually places a heavy burden on the EFLWs that is why it is very advantageous to 

carefully scrutinize their use in relation to context. Such type of research would be 

interestingly worth conducting simply because it aids in adding to the existing literature how 

hedges and boosters are used by NNWs in specific contexts (in our case, the Algerian context) 

and how they apply such devices when presenting their propositions that contributes to the 

ongoing research. It can be said that analysing academic discourse written by EFL students 

may draw a conclusion on the reasons behind their unwillingness to contribute effectively in 

the English literature and therefore offering some helpful pedagogical implications to assist 

both teachers and students in the process of teaching/learning academic English. In this 

concern, Connor and Lauer (1988) observed that the achievement of good academic 

communication skills is troublesome for the NNWs of English, which might be responsible 

for their low level when contributing to the ongoing research in English (as cited in Hyland, 

1998a). Seemingly, Arab learners are no exception since they also appear to have problems in 

this area, qualification in expressing claims via academic writing, (Scarcella & Brunak, 1981). 

1.1.6.3. Importance of Hedging and Boosting in Discussion 

Sections 

The discussion section is often times regarded as the part of the research in which 

writers “highlight findings and situate them in a context of a wider body of knowledge by 
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relating the results to the work of others” (Hyland, 1998a, p. 33) and “a comment section 

placing the results in context with the published literature”(Graf, 2008, p. 3). Supposedly, 

both the former and the latter definitions agree on the point that the discussion‟s main 

function is to provide a summary of the key findings and to interpret those results in light of 

previous research. The basic convention in so doing is to write “a statement of result, 

followed by a comment which evaluates the result” (Hyland 1998a, p. 33). 

Interpreting and commenting on the study results requires the use of boosters and 

hedges that largely help in either strengthening or limiting the claim respectively. In 

accordance with Swales & Feak (1994) rhetorical structure ( cyclic moves) for writing the DS, 

boosting is in fact very advantageous in establishing the first move “consolidating a research 

space” where writers start by presenting their strongest claims i.e. the new statements that no 

one else in the field has so far been able to report. As a second step within the same move,  

researchers usually present gradually the rest of the claims that are not so sure of through the 

use of hedging techniques which  assist them in avoiding potential criticism from the 

discourse community and at the same time exhibit their qualification in communicating their 

research findings. 

1. Conclusion 

When reviewing related research and empirical studies about hedges and boosters, 

it becomes clear that both constructs constituted an area of interest within the field of 

academic writing, however, one cannot deny that the former has been targeted more 

extensively than the latter. So, linguists‟ focus on hedges over boosters is; to some extent, 

surprising as the two concepts seems to be of equal interest as topics of research. Although 

hedges and boosters are critical aspects of academic writing in both L1 and L2, only the last 

few years witnessed a remarkable increase in scholarly attention concerning its use and 

application in the evaluation of L2 writing proficiency. Accordingly, a number of hedging and 
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boosting taxonomies were realized by proficient authoritative scholars after an in depth data 

analysis following a corpus-based approach that mainly helped in giving exact instances of 

their frequency of occurrence. Most of the proposed taxonomies have been widely used by 

subsequent researchers to study the use of either hedges or boosters or both of them and their 

application in L1 and L2 based on their frequency of occurrence. 
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1.2. Section Tow: Corpus Linguistics-An Overview 

Introduction 

The notion of corpus along with linguistics, typically referred to as corpus linguistics, 

has long established itself as a paradigmatic framework for the analysis of written texts. 

Corpus analysis right from its beginning (1980s), proved to be quite useful in numerous areas 

such as lexicography and linguistic grammar where researchers are mainly interested in 

identifying, comparing, and contrasting the structures and organizational patterns of different 

languages. Notably, Academic  textual analysis was another area in which corpus linguistics 

contributed in a handsome manner especially when the core objective of  this analytical 

approach was to reveal the various deficiences faced by a group of  language learners, 

particularly, FL ones. It is apparent that corpus linguistics was gaining grounds in 

contemporary linguistics as it was used for carrying out linguistic analysis, however, corpus 

linguists provided a little account to what corpus and corpus linguistics actually are. For this 

very reason, this section endeavours to address the notions of corpus and corpus linguistics in 

greater depth: how experts in the field defined both, what terms corpus can be confused with 

and most importantly, what differences could the dichotomy of corpus-based linguistics vs. 

corpus-driven linguistics hold. 

1.2.1. What corpus Is  

The word corpus, which literally means “body”, has been derived from the Latin 

language in the late 14 c to be adapted to the field of linguistics to generate what is currently 

known as corpus-linguistics. In effect, when the term corpus was attached to linguistics, it no 

longer adhered to its traditional connotation but rather it went beyond to refer to “a collection 

of linguistic data, either compiled as written texts or as a transcription of recorded speeches” 

(Crystal, 1991, p. 85). In fact, the primary goal behind analyzing such textual data was to 

validate or refute a proposed hypothesis about language– for example, to determine how the 
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usage of certain utterances and words varies among a group of language users. However, it is 

noteworthy that the written text is easier to analyze compared to the transcribed speech in that 

it is more planned, more organized, and the conventions it follows are less compared with 

those adopted in speaking. In this respect, Sinclair (1991) emphasized the aspect of corpus 

authenticity when he referred to the latter as a “collection of naturally occurring language text, 

chosen to characterize a state or variety of a language” (P. 171). Corpus, then, if well sampled 

can be representative of particular language or language variety. A better conceptualization of 

corpus can be sensed in Payne‟s updated definition “corpus is a carefully laid out collection of 

real examples of spoken and written language stored on a computer”(Payne, 2010, p.22). 

Clearly, this definition adds a new feature to corpus that is it can be electronically stored.  

Having provided a comprehensive expert definitions of corpus, one now can in simple 

terms put  that corpus is a large collection of natural texts that can be used for linguistic 

analysis, or a body of authentic language instances taken from every day natural language use 

for the sake of testing and realizing a number of linguistic hypotheses. As a matter of fact the 

term corpus is currently used in a broader sense than conventional to refer to not only a 

collection of readable textual data or recorded spoken utterances, but also a collection of 

videos; audio recordings; and images which are usually termed as “multimodal corpus”. 

1.2.2. What Corpus Is not 

One cannot get a clear grasp of the framework of corpus unless it is differentiated from 

other close terms that it might be confused with. Wynne (2005) raised attention to a set of 

word-based documents that are nothing like corpora: 

 The World Wide Web is not a corpus; for it was envisioned and designed at first place on the 

basis of a mere computable scientific perspective and not a linguistic one, and because it is 

subject of  constant change and revision. 
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 A text archive is not a corpus. The main difference between a corpus and an archive lays in the 

fact that the reasons and priorities that led to the gathering of such textual data are indeed very 

much different. 

 A collection of citation is not a corpus. A citation is a short quotation that contains a word or 

phrase that is the reason for its selection. Hence, it is obviously the result of applying internal 

criteria. 

 A collection of quotations is not a corpus for much the same reasons as a collection of 

citations; a quotation is a short selection from a text, chosen on internal criteria by human 

beings (p.17, 18). 

In a nutshell, not any type of a written text can referred to as corpus or corpora; for 

corpora, in order to be reliable, need to be carefully selected with respect to the purpose of 

investigation a researcher has in mind. 

1.2.3. Importance of Corpora 

Corpora are gaining much prominence and attention in contemporary linguistics and 

are heavily utilized by linguists, teachers, and even students to study language broadly and 

narrowly. They proved to be advantageous when it comes to confirming or denying intuitions 

about the language, testing and verifying existing linguistic hypotheses, or generating new 

ones. In point of fact,(Payne, 2010) spelled out a number of reasons which made corpora look 

like a very prolific tool for carrying out textual analysis whether in the field of linguistic 

research or in the field of foreign language teaching. The first reason for using corpora is 

authenticity that is on the top of the list, in this account Sinclair (1991) stated that “One does 

not study all of botany by artificial flowers” (p.6). To put it another way, artificial language 

instances cannot provide a real view of the language being under study unlike corpora that 

show how people really use the language. Therefore, it provides original, veritable, and 

genuine instances of language use that are considered as valuable resources of authentic 
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language. The second reason, however, is mainly based on frequency counts or ratio; corpora 

allow researchers to get exact numbers and observe important variations in the frequency of 

words through accurate readily statistics i.e. it helps them have access into quantitative data 

which  reveals what occurs seldom and what occurs frequently. The third reason is centered on 

the importance of context; getting the correct meaning of the word used cannot be achieved 

unless it is presented in its real linguistic context of use which corpora can give us an insight 

into. The fourth reason is that the most common collocations and colligations of words are 

displayed through corpora. The fifth and the last reason to be mentioned here is 

communication that has to do more with the use of corpora in teaching a foreign language than 

in answering a linguistic question. In other words, Foreign language teachers cannot provide 

their students with examples of natural language use of vocabulary and grammar, corpus 

would therefore be a quite suitable tool to expose learners to and provide them with a vast 

number of instances of natural language use, thus, allowing them to use it communicatively. 

These reasons amongst others stimulate researchers to use corpora as their primary tools to 

find answers for the linguistic questions they ask. 

1.2.4. Definition of Corpus Linguistics 

In a variety of relevant sources, numerous definitions of what corpus linguistics” is” 

were offered by famous corpus analysts ,yet, no agreed-upon and definitive definition was 

formed since the overt discussion among linguists of what corpus linguistics is or should be 

still did not reach a point of agreement. 

1.2.4.1. Corpus Linguistics as a Discipline 

Aarts and Meijs (1984) are often identified as the first ones who described corpus 

linguistics as a discipline and their book Corpus linguistics: Recent developments in the use of 

computer corpora in English language researches overwhelmingly considered as the source 

of the term corpus linguistics. Aarts (1984) stated that corpus linguistics is “an odd discipline 
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that is called by the name of its major research tool and data source” (as cited in Taylor, 2008, 

p.179). This definition simply holds that corpus linguistics is a field of research and inquiry 

that relies on corpora to get authentic insights about language and language use. Stubbs 

(2001) underpinned Aarts (1984) in his conception of corpus linguistics when he used the 

term to refer to a discipline the aim of which is to „„describe what is usual and typical‟‟ 

(p.221). Corpus linguistics is then, a research field which possesses both theory and 

methodology and has as its core objective; the examination and analysis of real-life language 

as expressed in corpora. In the same line of thought, Tubert (2005) indicated that “linguistics 

is not a science like the natural sciences whose objective is the search for „truth‟. It belongs to 

the humanities, and as such it is a part of the endeavour to make sense of the human 

condition.”(p.7). 

1.2.4.2. Corpus Linguistics as an Approach 

In an attempt to define modern corpus linguistics, Leech(1992) argued that “computer 

corpus linguistics defines not just a newly emerging methodology for studying language, but a 

new research enterprise, and in fact a new philosophical approach to the subject” (p.106), and 

he did not stop at this point as he continued emphasizing the role of technology (computers) 

in expanding the dimensions of corpus linguistics. While Leech termed corpus linguistics as 

“a philosophical approach”,Teubert (2005)  described it as “a theoretical approach to the 

study of language”(p.2). It is probably safe to assume that both of them used such 

terminologies for the same reason; that is corpus linguistics‟ main quest was the construction 

of a new set of theories about language departing from the exclusive analysis of corpora. 

Similarly, Mahlberg (2005) situated corpus linguistics within the framework of an approach; 

“corpus linguistics is seen not merely as a methodology, but as an approach to the description 

of English with its own theoretical framework.”(p.2) 
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1.2.4.3. Corpus Linguistics as a Methodology 

Defining and characterizing corpus linguistics as a methodology rather than a 

discipline or an approach often caused heated debates among linguists, particularly, corpus 

ones. McEnery & Wilson(2001) posited that corpus linguistics is a methodology rather than a 

branch of linguistics (e.g. syntax or semantics) simply because unlike those branches “a 

corpus- based approach can be taken to many aspects of linguistic enquiry” (p.2). Likewise, 

Tognini-Bonelli (2001) noted that corpus linguistics can be seen as “a pre-application 

methodology” which has “a theoretical status” (p.1); she used the term pre-application 

presumably to imply that corpus linguistics does not take the given facts for granted rather, it 

goes beyond by defining and setting its own rules and pieces of knowledge before they are 

applied. Moreover, she used the term methodology to indicate that certain situations require 

the use of certain set of rules and pieces of knowledge. In this account, Tognini-Bonelli(2001) 

added that “the term corpus-based is used to refer to a methodology that avails itself of the 

corpus mainly to expound, test or exemplify theories and descriptions “(p.65) 

Apparently, there is no clear cut definition of what corpus linguistics is or should be 

perhaps because as Léon (2005) denoted, “what is called Corpus Linguistics covers various 

heterogeneous fields ranging from lexicography, descriptive linguistics, applied linguistics – 

language teaching or Natural Language Processing”(as cited in Taylor, 2008, p. 6). It is also 

essential to note that the term corpus linguistics itself is to some extent problematic since 

various alternative definitions were offered by different corpus linguists, nevertheless, only 

time will decide what definition will be the conclusive one. 

1.2.5. Limitations of Corpus Linguistics 

It is highly important to not only understand what corpus linguistics is, but also what 

corpus linguistics is not and what kind of information it cannot provide us with. 
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First of all, Corpus linguistics “is not a monolithic, consensually agreed set of methods 

and procedures for the exploration of language”(McEnery& Hardie, 2012, p.1).  It is rather, a 

heterogeneous field in which varied approaches to the study and analysis of corpus coexist, 

and different methods/tools appears occasionally especially with the up growth of technology 

since most of the tools are highly developed soft wares (Wmatrix, LancsBox, and Antconc). 

Second, “Corpus linguistics is not without limitations”(Pollach, 2012, p.15). The primary 

limitation lays in the fact that some corpus linguistics‟ tools can be only employed with 

English text corpora such as publicly available corpora. The secondary limitation is that 

corpora requires from the researcher or analyser to have an in-depth knowledge of the 

language being analyzed, predominantly a knowledge of words with multiple meaning which 

can falsely change the meaning if misinterpreted. Third and last, since corpus linguistics goes 

beyond quantitative results to propose and suggest interpretations explaining numeric 

findings, the researcher‟s subjectivity becomes unavoidable; therefore, continual reviewing is 

required in order to minimize subjectivity, and hence receiving less opposition. 

According to Bennett (2010), the type of  information that corpora cannot provide can 

be summarized in three main points. First, corpus linguistics cannot provide negative 

evidence; it can only tell us what words are present in the corpus and the number of their 

occurrence represented in the so-called frequency lists and what words are not present. 

However, the absence of a particular word in the corpus text does not mean that the latter can 

never occur in a language. Second, corpus linguistics can yield results but rarely provide 

explanation for what is found; the findings obtained through corpora analysis are mainly 

quantitative, thus, corpus studies usually adopt a qualitative approach for the explanation and 

interpretation of the results. Third, even though corpora are very large and principled 

collections of texts, they cannot provide all the instances of a language at once, thusly, they 

might not be that representative. 
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1.2.6. Corpus-Based Vs. Corpus-Driven Linguistics 

The dichotomy of corpus-based and corpus-driven language study was first introduced 

and defined by Tognini-Bonelli(2001) who referred to them respectively as “a methodology 

that avails itself of the corpus mainly to expound, test or exemplify theories and 

descriptions”(p.65), and “an empirical approach to the description of language use, assuming 

a contextual and functional theory of meaning” (p.87). The aforementioned definitions holds 

that corpus-based linguistics relies primarily on corpora which act as a catalyst for the testing 

of the truth or falsehood of a pre-existing theory or hypothesis in contrast, corpus-driven 

linguistics riles on a targeted corpora not to test a particular theory but rather to generate a 

new one. In other words, the former definition considers corpus linguistics as methodology 

for the rejection or confirmation of a given theory while the latter definition claims that 

corpus embraces its own theory of language. 

1.2.7. Corpus Linguistics and Foreign Language Research 

In an attempt to shed light on the contemporary trends in English language research, 

Widdowson (2004, p.375) acknowledged that ”the most striking development in linguistic 

description over the past twenty years has been the use of the computer to collect and analyze 

vast corpora of actually occurring language data”(as cited in Meunier 2011). Corpus analysis 

is then a corner stone in today‟s first/second/ language research simply because it serves as a 

window to the linguistic minds of learners. It is through the careful analysis of learners‟ 

productions one can address their basic needs and actual deficiencies in order to be able to put 

into evidence remedial procedures for the problems they encounter. Additionally, corpora are 

also able to give researchers access to frequency counts out of highly updated software when 

the objective is to extract occurrences of linguistic items from vast collections of texts which 

might help in determining the linguistic items that FL learners underestimates the most. 
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The rise of corpus linguistics as a research tool revolutionized the field of FL research, 

most commonly, in comparative studies. Comparative corpus-based research key objective is 

to analyze, identify, and explain similarities and differences across cultures, societies, 

disciplines, and even research methods as the present study intends to do as regards the use of 

a particular language feature. This research approach was taken up by most scholars interested 

in the study of hedges and boosters because of its practical advantages and related studies 

gives evidence to this (Hyland, 1998a;Crompton, 1997; Hinkel, 2005; Peacock, 2006).  

1.2.8. Previous studies on Hedging and Boosting Using Corpus 

Linguistics 

Different studies, with various approaches, were conducted to examine how different 

researchers used hedges and boosters in favour of showing their level of certainty and 

uncertainty in their theses. Some studies looked at the use of hedging and boosting techniques 

from a cross-cultural perspective and compared natives with  non-natives‟ use of them in their 

theses .Other studies looked at their use from a cross-disciplinary perspective throughout the 

comparison of the use of hedges and boosters across different disciplines,  different fields of 

studies, or specialities. Additionally, other studies examined their use from a cross-

methodological perspective for instance, quantitative vs. qualitative in order to determine 

whether there are methodological-related differences or not. Moreover, hedging and boosting 

techniques‟ use was further studied as regards gender to see whether being a male or a female 

affects one‟s use of these two techniques. 

1.2.8.1. Hedges and Boosters in Culture Linked Studies 

 From a cross-cultural perspective, Yagiz and Demir (2014)  sought to reveal the 

tendency and preferences of Turkish and native writers of English regarding the use of  

hedging strategies, to count the frequency of hedges, and to find out whether there were any 

differences that may exist in their published articles. One hundred articles published in 
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English that equally belong to non-native writers (Turkish) and native writers of English 

composed the corpus data. They analysed the three main parts of the articles, Introduction, 

Discussion, and Conclusion. Results showed that native writers used more hedges in an 

attempt to weaken their statements or for other rhetorical purposes when compared to non-

native writers. Bloor & Bloor (1991) argued that the difference in using hedging maybe due to 

some culture-specific or other pragmatic reasons, on account of, the use of hedging technique 

may not be desired by some cultures. 

Moreover, Yagiz and Demir (2015) conducted another study as regards the use of 

boosters. Their corpus was composed of total 60 articles written by 20 Anglophonic authors, 

20 Japanese authors, and 20 Turkish authors of English. They statistically analysed the 

inclusion of certainty markers in the research articles then they explained the results obtained 

through a statistical test (ANOVA test) in terms of linguistic and cultural factors. They 

concluded that Japanese and Anglophonic authors used boosting markers at similar scale, 

differences appeared only on the level of categories, while Turkish authors‟ discourse styles 

seemed to be more tentative and less assertive (Yagiz & Demir, 2015). The differences in the 

use of boosting markers may be due to cultural reasons or language competency.  

Likewise, Dontcheva-Navratilova (2016) investigated the variation in the rate, 

distribution, and choice of hedges and boosters across the rhetorical structure of research 

articles in order to show how Anglophone and Czech writers express different degrees of 

commitment in their assertions when endeavouring to persuade the readers to accept their 

views and claims. Twenty-four research articles published in the international journal Applied 

Linguistics (AL) and the national English-medium Czech journal Discourse and Interaction 

(DI) in the period 2001- 2015 composed the corpus of the study. Results revealed that there 

were both similarities and differences in the way they used these interactional metadiscourse 

devices to convince the reader to accept their views and claims. The similarities were in the 
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distribution of hedges and boosters across the rhetorical structure of research articles and to a 

large extent the choice of the most frequent realizations of hedges and boosters. However, the 

most significant difference between the AL and the DI sub-corpora was in the rate of 

occurrence of hedges and boosters, which is considerably lower in the research articles by 

Czech linguists. The reasons for this difference seem to be the result of culturally driven 

rhetorical preferences, the size of the two linguistics communities and the readers of the two 

journals, and the constraint of using English as an additional language (Dontcheva-

Navratilova, 2016).  

In a similar vein, Hyland and Milton (1997) compared the expression of doubt and 

certainty in L1 and L2 students‟ writing based on a corpus of one million words, they 

examined scripts of 900 Cantonese speaking school leavers writing in English with those of 

770 British learners of similar age and educational level. After a detailed analysis of the texts, 

it was found that L2 writers differ significantly from native speakers in relying on a more 

limited range of items, offering stronger commitments, and exhibiting greater problems in 

conveying a precise degree of certainty.  

1.2.8.2. Hedges and Boosters in Discipline Linked Studies 

 By the same token, studies were conducted in respect to the use of hedges and boosters 

from a cross-disciplinary perspective in addition to a cross-cultural perspective. Farrokhi and 

Emami (2008) explored the use of hedges and boosters in the research articles of two 

disciplines of Electrical Engineering (EE) and Applied Linguistics (AL). Their corpus was 

based on twenty research articles of native and non-native writers of English, the parts 

concerned with analysis were the abstract, the introduction, the discussion, and the conclusion 

sections. The results showed some similarities and differences in the overall, rhetorical, and 

categorical distribution of hedges and boosters between EE and AL articles and the articles of 

native and non-native writers in these disciplines. For instance, there were similarities 
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between EE and AL research articles in the use of boosters, in the distribution of boosters 

between EE articles of native and non-native writers, and in the use of hedges in AL articles 

written by native and non-native writers. However, differences appeared in the use of hedging 

and boosting by natives and non-natives, and in the occurrence of hedges were higher in AL 

articles than in EE articles. 

An extra example from a cross-disciplinary perspective is a study on the use of 

boosters where Peacock (2006) offered an interdisciplinary comparison of the extent, form, 

and function of boosters in research articles across six academic disciplines: Business, 

Language and Linguistics, Public and Social Administration, Law, Physics, and 

Environmental Science. The corpus was gathered from 216 articles published in leading 

journals. The results showed that boosters in the corpus played a significant role in displaying 

the authors‟ efforts to persuade readers of the truthfulness of their claims. The highest 

proportion of boosters was found in Language and Linguistics and the lowest in 

Environmental Science (Peacock, 2006). 

 Vasquez and Giner (2008) also carried out a cross-disciplinary study on the use of 

epistemic markers as hedging rhetorical strategies in research articles in English extracted 

from three different disciplines (Marketing, Biology, and Mechanical Engineering), twelve 

research articles of these different disciplines were selected . Hyland‟s taxonomy was adopted 

for the analysis. Results revealed that there were differences in the frequency of occurrence of 

hedges in the research articles selected and these differences depended on the nature of the 

data used for the research in each discipline. In this respect, Vasquez and Giner (2008) argued 

that each discipline attempts to achieve different social purposes in different areas and that the 

sociological aspects of each discipline may be moulding the discourse in their research 

articles differently. This appears in the diversified presence of these interactional elements in 

Marketing, Biology, and Mechanical Engineering. 
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1.2.8.3. Hedges and Boosters in Gender Linked Studies 

In terms of gender, Serholt (2012) investigated the overall frequency with which 

Swedish advanced learners of English use hedges and boosters in their academic writing and 

their relation to gender differences, and studied how these modifiers were structurally 

distributed in the essays according to the IMRAD (Introduction, Methods, Results, and 

Discussion) model. Twenty essays written by Swedish students of English at several 

universities were randomly selected. The researcher analysed each essay individually and the 

occurrences of each hedge and booster were counted manually. Then, the section in which the 

hedge or booster occurred was documented. After that, each modifier was contextually 

analysed by reading the surrounding text. Finally, only devices that qualified as hedges or 

boosters were included in the data presentation. Results indicated that females were more 

inclined than males to offer stronger commitments to the propositional information they 

provided with no additional gender differences. As a result, Serholt (2012) concluded that 

gender is not considered to be a determining factor for Swedish L2 students of English when 

it comes to mitigating or asserting a statement in academic writing. 

Another study regarding gender is done by Benjumea Porras (2014) who conducted a 

research aiming to determine whether men and women are different with respect to the use of 

intensifiers, hedges and tag questions in English and Persian. The data was a compilation of 6 

English and 8 Persian film-scripts with a family and social themes that were randomly 

selected and analysed through the use of frequency counts and Chi-square statistical 

procedures taking into account Lakoff‟s (1975) ideas concerning linguistic differences 

between males and females. Lakoff believed that gender differences in language usage reflect 

different and unequal roles and status and he suggested that women tend to use more hedges, 

intensifiers, super polite forms, question intonations etc... as compared to men on account of 
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the low status of women and the social pressure on them to talk like a lady (Benjumea Porras, 

2014) . The findings of the study did not confirm Lakoff‟s opinion it rather suggested that 

language is not gender-bound regarding the three inspected areas.  

1.2.8.4. Hedges and Boosters in a Methodology Linked Study 

Behnam, Naeimi, & Darvishzade (2012) conducted a study on the use of hedging from 

a cross-methodological perspective as well. They analysed the discussion sections of 100 

qualitative and quantitative research articles using Hyland‟s (1996) taxonomy to identify and 

classify the various hedging words, followed by an independent-samples t-test to compare the 

total number of hedging devices. Results showed a statistically considerable difference 

between qualitative and quantitative research articles regarding both the frequency and the 

form of the utilized hedges which were way more used in qualitative research articles than in 

quantitative research articles “discussion sections of qualitative articles are more heavily 

hedged than discussion sections of quantitative articles” (Behnam, Naeimi, & Darvishzade , 

2012, p. 27). 

In addition, hedging was studied from a cross-methodological perspective. Hashemi 

and Shirzadi (2016) explored the use of hedges in 150 applied linguistics articles (50 

qualitative, 50 quantitative, and 50 mixed methods studies) , they investigated forms and 

pragmatic functions of hedges in the discussion sections, using Varttala‟s (2001) and 

Hyland‟s (1998) models. The results of the study implied that hedging forms in the discussion 

sections of quantitative applied linguistics articles had the highest frequency, pursued by 

mixed methods studies and qualitative articles, respectively.  

In a nutshell, the use of these two fundamental techniques; hedging and boosting, for  

a professional academic writing; depends on many aspects ,like, the researcher‟s culture; the 

discipline of the study; the methodology followed in the study; and the gender of the 

researcher. All these factors may, to some extent, affect the use of hedging and boosting. 
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Results concerning the influence of culture on the use of hedging and boosting revealed that 

native writers of English tend to be more tentative and less assertive throughout the use of 

more hedges and less boosters as compared to non-natives, this may be attributed to some 

cultural implications (Yagiz and Demir, 2015). Moreover, the use of hedging and boosting 

was wavering depending on the discipline of the study being conducted. Results about this 

issue showed that learners of language and linguistics are more aware of the use of these two 

techniques unlike other disciplines such as biology, marketing, law, and physics. This may be 

due to the lack of familiarity with these techniques by other disciplines (Farrokhi and Emami, 

2008). In addition, the methodology followed in the study may, to a certain degree, have an 

impact on the employment of hedging. The formerly reviewed studies concerning the 

influence of the methodology on the use of hedging had two completely conflicting results. 

On the one hand, hedging forms were heavily used in the discussion sections of quantitative 

applied linguistics articles followed by mixed methods studies and qualitative articles 

respectively (Hashemi and Shirzadi, 2016). On the other hand, hedges were highly used in 

qualitative research articles than in quantitative research articles (Behnam, Naeimi, & 

Darvishzade, 2012). Finally, in the previously reviewed studies related to gender, results 

opposed the effect of gender on the use of hedging and boosting (Serholt, 2012; Benjumea 

Porras, 2014). 

Conclusion 

In short, corpus linguistics as a research tool has come to the forefront of inquiry in the 

field of first and second language learning where it proved to be very fruitful especially with 

the evolution of computer technology. To this end, this section attempted to stress the main 

definitions of corpus and corpus linguistics, to highlight their importance in relation to foreign 

language learning briefly, and to spotlight on previous studies on hedging and boosting using 

corpus linguistics. 
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2. Chapter Two: Practical Part 

Introduction 

The first part which can be referred to as a resource and theory-based chapter was an 

attempt to contextualize the present research by providing some significant background 

information on hedging and boosting (the variables under investigation), and corpus analysis; 

the contemporary approach of analyzing field-specific lexis. This chapter, however, goes 

beyond theory to deal with more practical and empirical procedures henceforth, it is a 

fieldwork-based chapter; it presents the specific methods by which the research and analysis 

were conducted, it describes the data collection procedures and instrumentation and presents 

the findings. 

2.1. Research Methodology 

2.1.1. Research Design 

As has been mentioned earlier in the general introduction, the primary goal of the 

current study is to compare the use of persuasive, interpersonal linguistic devices of hedges 

and boosters used in the DSs of 50 MA theses written by LSS at the department of English, 

L‟Arbi Ben M‟hidi University. More specifically, this research is geared at discovering 

whether the type of the research methodology (experimental vs. non-experimental) influences 

the use of these two linguistic markers in the MA theses‟ DSs. 

To achieve this very goal, quantitative corpus-based design is deemed necessary 

together with a qualitative one in order to analyze and interpret the frequency of forms and 

functions of hedges and boosters. “Corpus-based analysis must go beyond simple counts of 

linguistic features. That is essential to include qualitative, functional interpretations of 

quantitative patterns” (Biber et al., 1998, p. 5) 
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2.1.2. Sampling Method 

The used stratified random sampling method was given great importance to achieve 

representativeness, to reduce the population heterogeneity, and to increase the efficiency of 

the estimates. Stratified random sampling is a technique in which the population is divided 

into a number of subgroups or strata. The strata should be so formed that each stratum is 

homogeneous as far as possible. Then from each stratum, a simple random sample may be 

selected and these are combined together to form the required sample from the population. 

 In this light, the MA theses of the present research were divided as regards their 

research methodology into two homogeneous groups, experimental and non-experimental, 

then 25 theses were randomly chosen from each group. It was purposeful to choose an equal 

number of theses taken from the two groups (25 EXP research based methodology and 25 

NON-EXP research based methodology) to preclude the possibility of the negative influence 

on the results that would be caused by the difference in the groups‟ sizes. Finally, after 

categorizing the theses in two groups of EXP and NON-EXP, they were double-checked to 

ensure that each thesis was set in the right category. 

2.1.3. Corpus Compilation 

2.1.3.1. Corpus Data 

          The data used in this study is a subset of corpora which is comprised of 50 DSs 

of 50 MA theses written by EFL learners between 2012 and 2018 (the LMD system). 

The DS was deliberately chosen over the other sections like the introduction and the 

results sections, on account of the DS is “where appropriate expression of scientific 

claims is highly welcome” (Behnam, Naeimi, & Darvishzade, 2012). The target DSs 

were selected from the stream of didactics at the department of English (Oum El 

bouaghi University) and sectioned into two categories in accordance with the used 

research methodology (experimental and non-experimental). These sections were 
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copied and coded L1/ L2/ L3/…L25 for the DSs of experimental research papers and 

L‟1/ L‟2/ L‟3…L‟25 for the DSs taken from non-experimental research papers. This 

process of coding is set forth to maintain the anonymity of postgraduates, theses‟ 

authors. 

2.1.3.2. Corpus Size 

The size of a corpus is a crucial factor in determining whether the sample is 

representative in relation to the objectives of the intended analysis or not. Nonetheless, “There 

is no general agreement as to what the size of a corpus should ideally be” (Giouli & Piperidis 

2002 as cited in Pastor & Seghiri, 2006, p. 123). In fact, no consensus exists as to what 

exactly the number of texts or words a final collection of corpora should include. Haan (1989, 

1992) proved through his studies that corpora of no more than twenty thousand words is 

representative while Kock (1997) emphasized that “it is not necessary to have such large 

corpora if they are homogenous in terms of language register, geographical area and historical 

time” (as cited in Pastor & Seghiri, 2006, p.123) . On this account, the corpus size of the 

present study constitutes of 19.527 words (about twenty thousand words). Further information 

about corpus size and word types included within the corpus are displayed in the following 

table. 

Table 3  

Descriptive Details of the Two Corpra 

Corpus Number of 

Texts 

Total Number 

of Tokens 

Number of 

Word Types 

Genre of 

Text 

EXP 25 10672 1307 Discussion 

NON-EXP 25 8855 1222 Discussion 

Total 50 19527 2529 Discussion 
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2.1.4. Method  

The data collected were analyzed using the latest version of AntConc (3.5.8) (dev) 

2019. Antconc is an open-source corpus analysis toolkit used for analyzing and concording 

electronic texts, this toolkit was designed by Laurence Anthony of Waseda University. This 

software contains seven tools that help in finding and revealing different patterns of language. 

Amongst these tools is the „concordance tool‟ which was used in this study, and that shows 

search results in a „KWIC‟ (Key Words In Context) format. In order for this software to 

analyze electronic texts, they must be available in a „txt.‟ format which called for the 

conversion of the pdf files of the study corpus to text documents using “PDF Mate PDF 

Converter Professional” program downloaded from: https://www.pdfmate.com/download.html. 

Moreover, the data set were entered in the „Corpus Files‟ column one by one. Then, 

relying on Hinkel‟ (2005) taxonomy of hedges and boosters, they were scanned to search for 

hedging and boosting markers used in these texts. The frequencies of occurrence of the 

different types of hedges and boosters were determined in the text using KWIC concordance. 

This tool showed how hedges and boosters were used in context and therefore it was made 

clear whether the word or the phrase functioned as a hedge/booster or not. The words that did 

not function as a hedge or booster were excluded. Finally, via SPSS, a chi-square test was run 

to examine the significance of the observed differences in the frequency of the categories of 

hedging and boosting forms in the two different groups of theses. The results obtained were 

addressed in tables, compared and discussed in the discussion of the results sections. 
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2.2.  Data Analysis and Results 

2.2.1. Hedges and Boosters in the Experimental Sub-Corpus 

Table 4  

Categorical Distribution of Hedges and Boosters in the EXP Sub-Corpus 

    Hedges     Boosters   

 EHs LHs PHs DTs APs AF Total UNPs EMs AMs Total 

L1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 2 

L2 2 2 0 1 2 0 7 1 0 1 2 

L3 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 2 2 

L4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 5 6 

L5 1 1 0 0 2 0 4 0 0 0 0 

L6 2 3 1 3 2 0 11 2 2 1 5 

L7 4 6 0 3 7 0 20 1 2 4 7 

L8 1 1 0 1 0 0 3 1 1 3 5 

L9 0 1 0 2 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 

L10 3 15 0 4 4 3 29 2 2 1 5 

L11 2 5 3 3 3 0 16 3 0 0 3 

L12 0 4 0 3 3 0 10 1 2 4 7 

L13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 

L14 2 2 0 0 0 0 4 1 0 3 4 

L15 2 2 0 0 0 0 4 0 1 0 1 

L16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 

L17 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 3 3 

L18 1 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 

L19 0 2 0 1 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 

L20 4 9 1 3 2 0 19 1 2 2 5 

L21 0 1 0 0 2 0 3 1 0 0 1 

L22 1 2 0 0 1 0 4 0 0 0 0 

L23 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 

L24 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 

L25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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Total 25 56 4 25 31 3 144 14 17 32 63 

 

The above table displays, in details, how the authors of the twenty-five DSs applied 

hedges and boosters as regards their frequencies and types. Ostensibly, hedging was more 

prominent in the EXP sub-corpus, as its rate was more than double (144) that of boosters (63) 

within the same sub-corpus which presumably demonstrates that these writers wanted to keep 

themselves on safe grounds. As far as hedging is concerned, this group of writers had a 

tendency towards the use of some type of hedges over others, 56 tokens of LHs were recorded 

which reveals that they were the most prominent category in the DSs. Although APs are often 

times avoided in formal academic prose, it was the second common category with a frequency 

rate of 31, while EHs and DTs were the third used type of hedges with an equal frequency rate 

of 25. However, a closer look at the “Total” column shows that there was a marked difference 

in the use of hedging; for some authors used it with a greater tendency (L10, L7, L20…), 

while others totally left it out their DSs (L4, L13, L25….). As regards the use of boosting, 

writers of the EXP sub-corpus relied mainly on AMs (F=32) to convey their power of 

conviction. The second frequent forms of boosters were Ems (F=17), then comes UNPs on the 

third place with a frequency of 14. Similar to hedges, boosters were also used by some 

authors with a greater tendency (L7, L12…) while other writers ignored them completely (L5, 

L18, L25…).Overall, authors of the EXP sub-corpus preferred to use hedges over boosters, 

however, there was no marked balance in the use of these rhetorical devices. 
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2.2.1.1. Analysis of Hedges in the Experimental Discussion 

Sections 

Table 5 

Frequency of Epistemic Hedges in the EXP DSs 

 

EHs 
according 

to 
actually 

Appar-

ently 
apparent 

Approxi

-mately 
essential 

Most(

+adj) 
potential 

Probabl-

y 

 

Total 

 

% 

L1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 2 8 

L3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L5 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 4 

L6 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 8 

L7 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 4 16 

L8 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 4 

L9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L10 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 3 12 

L11 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 8 

L12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L14 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 8 

L15 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 8 

L16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L18 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 4 

L19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L20 1 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 4 16 

L21 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L22 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 4 

L23 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L24 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 2 1 2 2 7 2 4 1 4 25 100 
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The above table gives a clear vision of the frequency and percentage of epistemic 

hedges in each DS out of 25 experimental research papers written at 8-year intervals. It can be 

seen that the number of EHs relatively varies from one DS to another; the highest frequency 

was marked in L7 and L20 which used this type of hedges with a percentage of 16% followed 

by L10 with a percentage of 12%. Whereas, in L2, L5, L6, L8, L11, L14, L15, L18,and L22 

there is a notable downswing in the frequency for it did not go over a rate of 2 and a 

percentage of 8%. However, more than half of the remaining stratum witnessed no use of EHs 

(0%). A closer examination of the table  above reveals that the epistemic hedge 

approximately, used in 6 DSs out  of 25 with a rate of 7; was the most preferred one followed 

by probably and most(+ adj) which were used in 3 DSs out of 25 with a similar rate of 4. On 

the third place, however, and with a rate of 2 come essential, apparent and apparently, while 

the rest of EHs were used with a minimal frequency of 1. 

Table 6  

Frequency of Lexical Hedges in the EXP DSs 

LHs about A few maybe like many 
more 

or less 
more most much Total Percentage 

L1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 3.57 

L3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1.78 

L6 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 5.35 

L7 0 0 0 0 1 0 4 1 0 6 10.71 

L8 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1.78 

L9 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1.78 

L10 1 0 0 0 3 0 1 10 0 15 26.78 

L11 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 0 0 5 8.92 

L12 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 4 7.14 

L13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L14 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 3.57 
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L15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 3.57 

L16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L19 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 2 3.57 

L20 0 1 0 2 0 0 4 1 1 9 16.07 

L21 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1.78 

L22 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 2 3.57 

L23 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L24 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 1 2 1 2 6 1 24 17 2 56 100 

 

As shown in the table above, there is a dramatic increase in the total number of 

LHs if compared with the total number of EHs in table 4; EHs are approximately the half of 

LHs across the 25 DSs (30 and 56 respectively). L10 was for sure the most lexically hedged 

DS with a percentage of 26.78%, particularly, through the use of most with a rate of 10. LHs 

also appears with a frequency of 9 and a percentage of 19.07% in L20, thus, L20 can be 

hierarchically classified as the second lexically hedged DS. With a percentage of 10.71% and 

with more as the frequent LH (4 hits) comes L7 in the third place. Then, a percentage of 

8.92% and also with more as the frequent LH are associated with L11, while in L12 LHs 

appear with a percentage of 7.14% and with a percentage of 5.35% in L6. Seemingly, EHs 

equally appears with a percentage of about 4% in all of L2, L14, L15, L19 and L22; whereas 

L5, L8, L9 and L21 used them with a relatively low percentage that does not exceed 2%. 

Nevertheless, around half of the DSs totally left this type of hedges out (L1 L3 L4 …etc). It 

can be seen that there is a notable diversion in the use of such type of hedges in all the DSs; 

for it was used 15 times in one paper ( L10) and totally ignored in others (L1 L3 L4…etc).  
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Table 7  

Frequency of Possibility Hedges in the EXP DSs 

PHs possible in the case of Total Percentage 

L1 0 0 0 0 

L2 0 0 0 0 

L3 0 0 0 0 

L4 0 0 0 0 

L5 0 0 0 0 

L6 1 0 1 20% 

L7 0 0 0 0 

L8 0 0 0 0 

L9 0 0 0 0 

L10 0 0 0 0 

L11 0 3 3 60% 

L12 0 0 0 0 

L13 0 0 0 0 

L14 0 0 0 0 

L15 0 0 0 0 

L16 0 0 0 0 

L17 0 0 0 0 

L18 0 0 0 0 

L19 0 0 0 0 

L20 1 0 1 20% 

L21 0 0 0 0 

L22 0 0 0 0 

L23 0 0 0 0 

L24 0 0 0 0 

L25 0 0 0 0 

Total 2 3 5 100% 
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It is shown in table 7 that there is a sharp decline in the number of PHs if 

compared to the frequency of the previously mentioned types of hedges, which suggests that 

this type of hedges is not that popular in this corpus. Observably, out of 25 DSs, only three 

used possibility hedges and with a very low number of hits. L11 employed 3 PHs namely in 

the case of with a percentage of 60% while L6 and L20 used possibly with an equal 

percentage that is 20% which represents a frequency of only one occurrence of the latter 

stated PH. Though PHs are quite important when sharing the knowledge with the target 

readers, their frequency is not statistically significant in the present corpus probably because 

they are a bit lexically complex than other types of hedges (e.g. if you understand my drift) 

(see Appendix C). 

Table 8  

Frequency of Down Toners in the EXP DSs 

DTs almost as 

good 

as 

as 

well 

as 

enough a 

few 

just a 

little 

only partly relatively simply Total Per 

L1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0% 

L2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 4% 

L3       0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0% 

L4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0% 

L5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0% 

L6 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 3 12% 

L7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 3 12% 

L8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 4% 

L9 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 8% 

L10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 16% 

L11 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 3 12% 

L12 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 12% 

L13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0% 

L14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0% 
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L15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0% 

L16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0% 

L17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0% 

L18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 4% 

L19 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4% 

L20 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 3 12% 

L21 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0% 

L22 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0% 

L23 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0% 

L24 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0% 

L25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0% 

Total 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 13 1 1 1 25 100% 

 

From table 8, it can be seen that in 25 DSs only 25 hits of downtowners were found. 

Noticeably, the highest frequency is recorded in L1 with a percentage of 16% and this 

frequency is entirely attributed to only, then an equal percentage of 12% is spotted in 5 papers 

L6, L7, L11, L12 and L20. This group did not focus on the use of only one DT type; rather 

they applied a variety of this type of hedges. The DSs that appear to have scored the lowest 

frequencies gradually are; L9 with a percentage of 8% and 4% in all of L2, L8, L18, and L19, 

however, the remaining texts and apparently more than half the strata signalled no 

implementation of DTs. Even though a considerable mass of the analyzed scripts witnessed 

no inclusion of such type of hedges, numerical differences among those which had are not 

that significant. 
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Table 9  

Frequency of Assertive Pronouns in the EXP DSs 

APs anyone any something some Total Per 

L1 0 1 0 0 1 3.22 

L2 0 2 0 0 2 6.45 

L3 0 1 0 0 1 3.22 

L4 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L5 0 2 0 0 2 6.45 

L6 1 0 1 0 2 6.45 

L7 0 0 0 7 7 22.58 

L8 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L9 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L10 0 1 0 3 4 12.9 

L11 0 1 0 2 3 9.67 

L12 0 3 0 0 3 9.67 

L13 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L14 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L15 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L16 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L17 0 1 0 0 1 3.22 

L18 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L19 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L20 0 1 0 1 2 6.45 

L21 0 2 0 0 2 6.45 

L22 0 1 0 0 1 3.22 

L23 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L24 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L25 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 1 16 1 13 31 100 

 

Table 9 clearly illustrates the distribution of assertive pronouns in the DSs of 

experimental research papers. The highest incidence of this type of hedges occurred in L7 

where a whole percentage of around 23% is exclusive to the hedging device some. Similarly, 
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L10 is mostly hedged by some (3 hits) but with a relatively low percentage of nearly 13% 

followed by L11 and L12 in which an equal percentage of 9.67% is noted. Moreover, APs 

levelled off at 6.45% in five out of twenty five DSs namely L2, L5, L6, L20 and L21 where 

any was oftentimes the most frequent hedge. Likewise L1, L3, L17 and L22 implemented 

only any and no other APs with a percentage of 3.22%. At the end, DSs such as L25, L24, 

L16, L14 …etc had the least percentage of 0% (no single implication of any APs).  

Table 10  

Frequency of Adverbs of Frequency in the EXP DSs 

AF frequentl

y 

occasional

ly 

ofte

n 

oftentim

es 

sometim

es 

regularl

y 

usuall

y 

Tota

l 

Perce

nt 
L1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L10 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 100 

L11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L21 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L22 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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L23 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L24 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Tota

l 

0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 100 

 

As seen in table 10, adverbs of frequency were the least used type of hedges. The 

DSs of EFL learners contained markedly very few number of AF namely usually which was 

used with a rate number of 3 in L10. 

2.2.1.2. Analysis of Boosters in Experimental Discussion Sections 
 

Table 11 

Frequency of Universal and Negative Pronouns in the EXP DSs 

UN all Each Total Percentage 

L1 0 0 0 0 

L2 1 0 1 7.14 

L3 0 0 0 0 

L4 0 0 0 0 

L5 0 0 0 0 

L6 2 0 2 14.28 

L7 1 0 1 7.14 

L8 1 0 1 7.14 

L9 0 0 0 0 

L10 2 0 2 14.28 

L11 3 0 3 21.42 

L12 1 0 1 7.14 

L13 0 0 0 0 

L14 1 0 1 7.14 

L15 0 0 0 0 

L16 0 0 0 0 

L17 0 0 0 0 

L18 0 0 0 0 

L19 0 0 0 0 
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L20 1 0 1 7.14 

L21 0 1 1 7.14 

L22 0 0 0 0 

L23 0 0 0 0 

L24 0 0 0 0 

L25 0 0 0 0 

Total 13 1 14 100 

 

As the above table displays, the total number of UNPs used in the corpus is only 14 

with no marked variation in their use. Apparently, the mostly used UNP to express boosting 

was all with a total number of 13 hits distributed over 9 DSs. The highest percentage, about 

22%, appears in L11 while L6 and L10 are the next DSs having the second frequent use of all 

with a percentage of 14.28%. Having the percentage of 7.14% L2, L7, L8, L12, L14 and L20 

(nearly the third of the texts) comes on the third place as far as the use of all is concerned. 

Whereas, the booster each was used only once in L21 with a similar minimal percentage of 

7.14%. Moreover, it is pretty remarkable that more than half of the analyzed texts lagged 

behind in the use of such type of boosters, for it was totally left out and ignored (0%). 

Table 12  

Frequency of Emphatics in the EXP DSs 

 certa

in 

cle

ar 

clear

ly 

compl

ete 

exa

ct 

gre

at 

re

al 

real

ly 

suc

h a 

stro

ng 

tot

al 

sure

ly 

Tot

al 

Percent

age 

L1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 5.88 

L2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 5.88 

L5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 2 11.76 

L7 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 11.76 

L8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 5.88 

L9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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L10 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 11.76 

L11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 11.76 

L13 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 5.88 

L14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L15 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 5.88 

L16 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 5.88 

L17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L20 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 11.76 

L21 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L22 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L23 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L24 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 5.88 

L25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 2 2 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 17 100 

 

It is demonstrated in table 12 that the total number of the implemented emphatics 

is slightly higher (17 hits) and considerably varied than that of the previously analyzed UNPs 

(14 hits).  The highest incidence of emphatics can be seen in all of L6, L7, L10, L12, and L20 

in which multifarious EMs such as clearly, exact and total were used with a percentage of 

about 12%. However, with an identical percentage of 5.88% pretty much the third of the strata 

comes on the second rank while the rest of the DSs (13) lack the inclusion of any emphatics. 

Although, an examination of the frequency reveals that there is not a noteworthy statistical 

disparity in the use of EM across the DSs. 
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Table 13 

 Frequency of Amplifiers in the EXP DSs 

 

AMs definitely highly positively strongly totally very very 

much 

well Total Percentage 

L1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 3.12 

L2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 3.12 

L3 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 6.25 

L4 0 1 3 0 0 1 0 0 5 15.62 

L5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L6 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3.12 

L7 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 4 12.5 

L8 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 3 9.37 

L9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L10 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 3.12 

L11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L12 0 1 0 0 0 2 1 0 4 12.5 

L13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L14 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 3 9.37 

L15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L17 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 3 9.37 

L18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L20 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 6.25 

L21 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L22 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L23 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 6.25 

L24 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 1 8 4 1 2 11 1 4 32 100 
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Table 13 illustrates the nature of amplifiers used in 25 DSs in terms of frequency and 

percentage. Observably, the total number of AMs in this corpus is 32 which is more than the 

double if compared to the total number of UNPs (14) in the same corpus which suggests that 

this group of writers preferred to use amplifiers to support their claims. The DSs of L4, L7 

and L11 were the texts in which AMs were highly used with a percentage of 15.62% and 

12.5% successively. 9.37% is the percentage of AMs in L8, L14 and L17 and then it drops 

directly to just over 6% in L3, L20 and L23, while an equal percentage of 3.12% which marks 

a single hit of one AM is associated with all of L1 L2 and L6. All the remaining texts marked 

no utilization of amplifiers at all. It is essential to note that there is noticeable preference in 

the use of very (11 hits) and highly (8 hits) over other AMs like definitely and strongly 

presumably because the formers are very common words in the communicative competence 

of EFL learners unlike the latters. 

 

 

Figure 6.  Percentual distribution of hedges and boosters in the EXP sub-corpus 

Figure 6 offers a very comprehensive account of all the above analysis of hedges and 

boosters in the EXP sub-corpus. It shows that the percentage of the employed hedges (70%) is 

considerably higher than that of boosters (30%) i.e. hedges account for two thirds of the 
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devices in the EXP sub-corpus while boosters account for only one third of the overall 

frequency of the used hedging and boosting devices within the same sub-corpus. With regard 

to the use of hedges, it is clear that lexical hedges are the highest in percentage (39%) 

followed by down-toners with a relatively lower percentage (22%) than that of LHs. As for 

the use of boosters, amplifiers are the most frequent type with a percentage of 51% whereas, 

Emphatics are the second preferred type of boosters followed by universal and negative 

pronouns with percentages of 27% and 22% respectively. 

2.2.2. Hedges and Boosters in the Non-Experimental Sub-corpus 

 

Table 14  

Categorical Distribution of Hedges and Boosters in the NON-EXP Sub-Corpus 

  Hedges Boosters 

  EHs LHs PHs DTs APs AF Total UNPs EMs AMs Total 

L‟1 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 7 2 0 9 

L‟2 1 9 0 2 2 0 14 3 3 3 9 

L‟3 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 1 

L‟4 2 2 0 2 0 0 6 3 1 1 5 

L‟5 4 5 0 0 1 1 11 5 2 1 8 

L‟6 0 6 0 0 0 1 7 0 1 2 3 

L‟7 2 2 0 0 2 0 6 0 1 1 2 

L‟8 0 7 0 0 2 0 9 2 2 1 5 

L‟9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 

L‟10 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 0 2 

L‟11 1 4 0 2 0 0 7 1 1 3 5 

L‟12 1 4 0 2 4 3 14 3 5 0 8 

L‟13 0 3 0 2 0 0 5 1 0 0 1 

L‟14 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 1 1 0 2 

L‟15 1 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 1 2 

L‟16 1 3 0 0 0 0 4 2 2 0 4 

L‟17 1 10 0 5 0 0 16 6 1 2 9 

L‟18 1 2 0 2 0 0 5 2 0 1 3 

L‟19 0 4 0 0 1 0 5 2 3 3 8 
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L‟20 1 4 0 1 0 0 6 1 0 2 3 

L‟21 1 9 0 4 6 2 22 3 0 4 7 

L‟22 0 2 0 1 0 0 3 1 0 2 3 

L‟23 2 5 0 2 0 0 9 0 1 3 4 

L‟24 2 4 1 1 2 2 12 1 2 3 6 

L‟25 0 4 0 0 0 0 4 0 1 0 1 

Total  21 98 1 26 21 9 176 47 23 42 112 

 

Table 14 clearly represents the elaborate analysis of hedges and boosters used in the 

NON-EXP sub-corpus. Statistically speaking, the frequency of occurrence of both markers 

implies that hedges (F=176) are utilized more than boosters (F=112) to negotiate and argue 

for the ratification of the presented results by the readership. Regarding the use of hedges, 

there seems to be diversity in the preference of the use of specific types over others. LHs, with 

a significantly higher frequency (F=98) are the most common means of expressing caution in 

this set of data, whereas, DTs are the second frequent forms of hedges with a considerably 

low frequency( if compared to that of LHs) of 26. However, a closer look at the “Total” 

column shows that there is a marked difference in the use of hedging; for some authors used it 

with a greater tendency (L‟21, L‟17 …), while others totally left it out their DSs (the case of 

L‟9). As far as boosters are concerned, writers of the NON-EXP sub-corpus relied mainly on 

UNPs (F=47) to express their certainty. The second frequent forms of boosters are AMs 

(F=42), then come EMs on the third place with a frequency of 23. 

2.2.2.1. Analysis of Hedges in the Non-Experimental Discussion 

Sections 

Table 15  

Frequency of Epistemic Hedges in the NON-EXP DSs 

 EHs according to essential Most 

(+adj.) 

probably Rarely Total  Percentage 

L‟1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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L‟2 0 0 1 0 0 1 4.76 

L‟3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟4 0 1 1 0 0 2 9.52 

L‟5 1 0 1 0 2 4 19.04 

L‟6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟7 1 0 1 0 0 2 9.52 

L‟8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟11 1 0 0 0 0 1 4.76 

L‟12 0 0 1 0 0 1 4.76 

L‟13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟15 0 0 1 0 0 1 4.76 

L‟16 0 0 1 0 0 1 4.76 

L‟17 0 0 0 0 1 1 4.76 

L‟18 1 0 0 0 0 1 4.76 

L‟19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟20 0 0 1 0 0 1 4.76 

L‟21 0 0 0 0 1 1 4.76 

L‟22 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟23 0 0 2 0 0 2 9.52 

L‟24 1 0 0 1 0 2 9.52 

L‟25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total  5 1 10 1 4 21 100 

 

The table above shows the overall number of the used EHs in the DSs of the 25 NON-

EXP theses that was 21 and their percentages in each DS. Only theses (L‟2, L‟4, L‟5, L‟7, 

L‟11, L‟12, L‟15,L‟16, L‟17, L‟18, L‟20, L‟21, L‟23, and L‟24) used EHs in their DSs. It can 

be noticed that most (+ adjective) was the most used EH since it occurred 10 times out of 21, 

the overall number. EHs were used mostly in the discussion section of L‟5 with a percentage 

of 19.04% since 4 EHs were employed; according to, clear, most (+adjective), and rarely. 
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EHs were found with similar percentages of 9.52% in L‟4, L‟7, L‟23, and L‟24; and of 4.76% 

in L‟2, L‟11, L‟12, L‟15, L‟16, L‟17, L‟18, L‟20, and L‟21.  

Table 16  

Frequency of Lexical Hedges in the NON-EXP DSs 

LHs Few Kind 

of 

Little 

+noun 

Like Many More Most Much total Percentage 

L‟1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1.02 

L‟2 0 0 0 0 1 7 1 0 9 9.18 

L‟3 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 2.04 

L‟4 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 2 2.04 

L‟5 0 0 1 0 0 2 2 0 5 5.10 

L‟6 0 0 0 1 5 0 0 0 6 6.12 

L‟7 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 2.04 

L‟8 0 0 0 0 3 3 1 0 7 7.14 

L‟9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟10 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 2.04 

L‟11 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 4 4.08 

L‟12 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 1 4 4.08 

L‟13 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 3 3.06 

L‟14 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 3 3.06 

L‟15 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1.02 

L‟16 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 3 3.06 

L‟17 0 0 0 0 8 1 1 0 10 10.20 

L‟18 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 2.04 

L‟19 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 4 4.08 

L‟20 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 0 4 4.08 

L‟21 0 1 0 1 1 2 3 1 9 9.18 

L‟22 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 2.04 

L‟23 0 0 0 0 3 1 1 0 5 5.10 

L‟24 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 0 4 4.08 

L‟25 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 0 4 4.08 

Total  1 2 1 4 35 31 21 3 101 100 
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As shown in Table 16, the overall number of LHs used is 101 in all the 25 NON-EXP 

theses except L‟9. Comparing LHs with EHs, it is evident that the former was used way more 

than the latter. As it can be noticed from the table, the most used LHs were many, more, and 

most which were found 35, 31, 21 times respectively. Yet, a severe collapse in the frequency 

of occurrence of few, kind of, little (+noun), like, and much that ranges between 1, 2, 3, to 4 

i.e. they were less used. The frequency of LHs varies from one DS to another; they witnessed 

a gradual increase from 1 to 10. They were found with the least percentage of 1.02% in the 

DSs of L‟1 and L‟15, up to the percentage of 2.04% in the DSs of L‟3, L‟4, L‟7, L‟10, L‟18, 

and L‟22 moving to L‟13 and L‟14 in which LHs were used with the same percentage of 

3.06%. L‟11, L‟12, L‟19, L‟20, L‟24, and L‟25 used LHs with equal percentages amounting 

to 4.08%. Moving on to an upper percentage of 5.10% in L‟5 and L‟23. LHs with the 

percentages of 6.12% and 7.14% were found in the DSs of L‟6 and L‟8 respectively. L‟2 and 

L‟21 used them with an identical percentage of 9.18%. Last but not least, the highest number 

of LHs was found in the DS of L‟17 with a percentage of 10.2%.  

Table 17 

Frequency of Possibility Hedges in the NON-EXP DSs 

PHs Perhaps Total Percentage 

L‟1 0 0 0 

L‟2 0 0 0 

L‟3 0 0 0 

L‟4 0 0 0 

L‟5 0 0 0 

L‟6 0 0 0 

L‟7 0 0 0 

L‟8 0 0 0 

L‟9 0 0 0 

L‟10 0 0 0 

L‟11 0 0 0 
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L‟12 0 0 0 

L‟13 0 0 0 

L‟14 0 0 0 

L‟15 0 0 0 

L‟16 0 0 0 

L‟17 0 0 0 

L‟18 0 0 0 

L‟19 0 0 0 

L‟20 0 0 0 

L‟21 0 0 0 

L‟22 0 0 0 

L‟23 0 0 0 

L‟24 1 1 100 

L‟25 0 0 0 

Total  1 1 100 

 

As mentioned in Table 17 the total number of possibility hedges used in the DSs of the 

25 NON-EXP theses; which are normally used to indicate lack of adequate grounds, is 1 

found in L‟24 where the adverb perhaps was utilized. PHs was the least type used by writers, 

it is almost non-existent. 

Table 18  

Frequency of Down Toners in the NON-EXP DSs 

DTs At all Almos

t 

As 

well as 

Enoug

h 

Just Only Rather Relativ

ely 

Total Percen

tage 

L‟1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟2 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 2 7.7 

L‟3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟4 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 2 7.7 

L‟5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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L‟10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟11 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 7.7 

L‟12 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 7.7 

L‟13 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 2 7.7 

L‟14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟17 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 5 19.23 

L‟18 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 7.7 

L‟19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟20 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3.84 

L‟21 0 0 0 2 0 1 1 0 4 15.38 

L‟22 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3.84 

L‟23 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2 7.7 

L‟24 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 3.84 

L‟25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 1 8 3 4 2 5 1 1 26 100 

 

It can be noticed from Table 18 that the overall number of down-toners used in the 

DSs of the 25 NON-EXP theses is 26 found in L‟2, L‟4, L‟11, L‟12,L‟13, L‟17, L‟18, L‟20, 

L‟21, L‟22, L‟23, and L‟24. Obviously, the most used down-toner was almost that was found 

8 times. Then a gradual descent happened for the other DTs; only was used 5 times, enough 

was utilized 4 times, as well as was used 3 times, just was used twice, and finally, at all, 

rather, and relatively were used just 1 time. Observably, L‟17 used the highest number of 

DTs which is 5 with a percentage of 19.23%, namely, 4 almost and 1 as well as. In the DS of 

L‟21, 4 down-toners were found, specifically, enough that was utilized twice; only; and rather 

with a percentage of 15.38%. L‟ 2, L‟4, L‟11, L‟12, L‟13, L‟18, and L‟23 used DTs with 

equal percentages, 7.7%. Lastly, but 1 down-toner was found in each of the DSs of L‟20, 

L‟22, and L‟24 with a percentage of 3.84%.  
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Table 19 

Frequency of Assertive Pronouns in the NON-EXP DSs 

APs Anything Any Some Total Percentage 

L‟1 0 1 0 1 4.76 

L‟2 0 1 1 2 9.52 

L‟3 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟4 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟5 0 0 1 1 4.76 

L‟6 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟7 0 0 2 2 9.52 

L‟8 0 1 1 2 9.52 

L‟9 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟10 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟11 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟12 0 0 4 4 19.04 

L‟13 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟14 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟15 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟16 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟17 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟18 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟19 0 0 1 1 4.76 

L‟20 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟21 1 0 5 6 28.57 

L‟22 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟23 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟24 0 0 2 2 9.52 

L‟25 0 0 0 0 0 

Total  1 3 17 21 100 

 

Table 19 represents the frequency of APs in the 25 DSs of NON-EXP theses with the 

same total of EHs, 21. Only theses L‟1, L‟2, L‟5, L‟7, L‟8, L‟12, L‟19, L‟21, and L‟24 used 

assertive pronouns as hedges. Some was intensively used, 17 times, as compared to any that 
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was used only 3 times and anything that was used only 1 time. L‟21 is where APs were 

mostly used with a percentage of 28.57%. Then, it comes L‟12 where APs were found with a 

percentage of 19.04%, then in L‟2, L‟7, L‟8, and L‟24 with equal percentages 9.52%. Finally, 

Aps were found in L‟1, L‟5, and L‟19 with identical percentages 4.76%. 

Table 20 

Frequency of the Adverbs of Frequency in the NON-EXP DSs 

AF Frequently Often Sometimes Total Percentage 

L‟1 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟2 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟3 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟4 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟5 0 0 1 1 11.11 

L‟6 0 0 1 1 11.11 

L‟7 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟8 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟9 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟10 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟11 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟12 0 1 2 3 33.33 

L‟13 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟14 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟15 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟16 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟17 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟18 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟19 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟20 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟21 1 1 0 2 22.22 

L‟22 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟23 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟24 1 1 0 2 22.22 

L‟25 0 0 0 0 0 
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Total 2 3 4 9 100 

 

 

It is displayed in Table 20 that only in L‟5, L‟6, L‟12, L‟21, and L‟24 where AF were 

employed with a total of 9. The frequency of occurrence of AF witnessed no big diversity; it 

ranges between 2, 3, and 4. In L‟5 and L‟6, sometimes was used one time with an identical 

percentage of 11.11% in both theses. In addition to sometimes, often was also used in L‟12. 

AF were used with the total of 3 and a percentage of 33.33%. Lastly, in L‟21 and L‟24; 

frequently and often, were used as hedges with a similar percentage of 22.22%. From the 

results obtained, the choice of AF fell on sometimes that was used more than often and 

frequently.  

2.2.2.2. Analysis of Boosters in the Non-Experimental Discussion 

Sections 
 

Table 21 

Frequency of Universal and Negative pronouns in the NON-EXP DSs 

UNPs All Each Every No one Total Percentage 

L‟1 5 2 0 0 7 14.9 

L‟2 1 2 0 0 3 6.4 

L‟3 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟4 3 0 0 0 3 6.4 

L‟5 5 0 0 0 5 10.63 

L‟6 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟7 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟8 2 0 0 0 2 4.25 

L‟9 2 0 0 0 2 4.25 

L‟10 1 0 0 0 1 2.12 

L‟11 0 0 1 0 1 2.12 

L‟12 3 0 0 0 3 6.4 

L‟13 1 0 0 0 1 2.12 

L‟14 1 0 0 0 1 2.12 

L‟15 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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L‟16 2 0 0 0 2 4.25 

L‟17 5 1 0 0 6 12.76 

L‟18 2 0 0 0 2 4.25 

L‟19 1 1 0 0 2 4.25 

L‟20 1 0 0 0 1 2.12 

L‟21 2 0 0 1 3 6.4 

L‟22 1 0 0 0 1 2.12 

L‟23 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟24 1 0 0 0 1 2.12 

L‟25 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total  39 6 1 1 47 100 

 

As the table 21 indicates the total number of universal pronouns used in 25 DSs of the 

NON-EXP theses is 47 including all, each, every, and no one. The UNP all marked the 

highest number 39 in 18 out of 25 theses in L‟1, L‟2, L‟4, L‟5, L‟8, L‟9, L‟10, L‟12, L‟13, 

L‟14, L‟16, L‟17, L‟18, L‟19, L‟20, L‟21, L‟22, and L‟24. Each was found 6 times in L‟1, 

L‟2, L‟17, and L‟18. Whereas, every and no one were used only 1 time in L‟11 and L‟21. L‟1, 

L‟5, and L‟17 used more UNPs with the percentages of 14.9%, 10.63%, and 12.76 

respectively as compared to L‟2, L‟4, L‟12, and L‟21 that used UNPs with a percentage of 

6.4% ;and L‟8, L‟9, L‟16, L‟19, and L‟18 that used UNPs with a similar percentage of 4.25% 

. Finally  L‟10, L‟11, L‟13, L‟14, L‟20, L‟22, and L‟2 that marked the lowest rate of UNPs 

with an equal percentage of 2.12%. Notably, there is a difference in the occurrence of UNPs 

and in the preference of one UNP over another. 
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Table 22  

Frequency of Amplifiers in the NON-EXP DSs 

AMs Alway

s 

Compl

etely 

Much(

+adjec

tive) 

Never Positiv

ely 

Strong

ly 

Too(+

adjecti

ve) 

Totall

y 

Very Well Total Percen

tage 

L‟1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 4.76 

L‟2 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 7.14 

L‟3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 2.4 

L‟4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2.4 

L‟5 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 4.76 

L‟6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2.4 

L‟7 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2.4 

L‟8 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 4.76 

L‟9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 2.4 

L‟11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 2.4 

L‟12 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 5 11.9 

L‟13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 2.4 

L‟15 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2.4 

L‟16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 4.76 

L‟18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 2.4 

L‟19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 7.14 

L‟20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 4.76 

L‟21 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 4 9.52 

L‟22 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 4.76 

L‟23 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 7.14 

L‟24 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 3 7.14 

L‟25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 7 1 5 2 1 2 2 2 18 2 42 100 

This table exhibits the overall number of amplifiers used in the 25 NON-EXP DSs 

which is 42 except for L‟9, L‟13, L‟16, and L‟25 that marked 0 items. AMs that were used are 

always, completely, much (+adjective), never, positively, strongly, too (+ adjective), totally, 
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very, and well. Very was intensively used, 18 times, then always which was used 7 times and 

much (+ adjective) which was used 5 times. However, strongly; too (+adjective); totally; 

well; and never were used only twice, and completely and positively were used solely 1 time. 

The number of AMs that were found in the DSs varies from one DS to another; it ranges 

between 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 with the percentages of 2.4%, 4.76%, 7.14%, 9.52%, and 11.9% 

respectively.  

Table 23 

 Frequency of Emphatics in the NON-EXP DSs 

EMs Certain Clear Great Real Really Total Total Percentage 

L‟1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟2 0 0 2 1 0 0 3 13.04 

L‟3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟4 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 4.34 

L‟5 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 4.34 

L‟6 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 8.7 

L‟7 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 4.34 

L‟8 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 4.34 

L‟9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟11 0 0 1 0 2 0 3 13.04 

L‟12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟15 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 4.34 

L‟16 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 8.7 

L‟17 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 4.34 

L‟18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟19 1 0 2 0 0 0 3 13.04 

L‟20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟21 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟22 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L‟23 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 4.34 
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L‟24 0 0 1 0 0 1 2 8.7 

L‟25 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 4.34 

Total  5 2 11 2 2 1 23 100 

 

  As compared to UNPs and AMs, EMs were used less with the total of 23 in the DSs of 

the 25 NON-EXP theses as shown in the table above. EMs show that the claim being made is 

confirmed and that the author probably has enough evidence to support his claim.  Just L‟2,  L‟4,  

L‟5,  L‟6, L‟7,  L‟8, L‟11, L‟15, L‟16, L‟17, L‟19, L‟23, L‟24, and L‟25 used EMs with more 

preference to great that was found 11 times. Then, it comes certain which was used 5 times, 

real, really, and clear that were used 2 times for each, and lastly; total that was used only 1 

time. There is a slight difference in the frequency of occurrence of EMs in DSs where they 

were detected. This difference ranges between 1, 2, and 3 respectively to the percentages 

4.34%, 8.7%, and 13.04%. 

A brief summary of how hedges and boosters were used by authors of the NON-

experimental sub-corpus is better portrayed in Figure 7. Similar to the EXP sub-corpus, the 

percentage of hedges (61%) exceeded that of boosters (39%) in the NON-EXP sub-corpus. As 

far as hedges are concerned, it is made clear through the figure that lexical hedges are the 

most used type with a percentage of 56% while the rest of the types are slightly used 

(DTs=15%; EHs= 12%...) or not used at all (PHs=0%). As regards the use of boosters, 

universal and negative pronouns are the Highest in percentage (42%) followed by amplifiers 

(37%), then Emphatics (21%). 
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Figure 7. Percentual distribution of hedges and boosters in the NON-EXP sub-corpus 

2.2.3. Hedges and Boosters in the Experimental Sub-Corpus Vs. Non-

experimental Sub-Corpus 

The bulk of contrastive corpus-based research on hedges and boosters displayed that 

variations in word-count between two different sub-corpora is often times neutralized by 

normalization, i.e., the raw frequencies of hedges and boosters in each sub-corpus is to be 

converted into frequencies per 1,000 words for an accurate analysis and comparison to  take 

place. In accordance with this convention, the raw frequencies of hedges and boosters in the 

present study were normalized per 1,000 words using Biber, et al (1998) formula: normalized 

frequency per 1,000 words = (raw frequency ÷ text word-count) x 1,000 (p.26). 

Table 24  

Hedges and Boosters in the EXP and NON-EXP Sub-Corpora per 1000 Words 

Corpus Hedges  Boosters  Total  

 F per 1000 

words 

percentage F per 1000 

words 

percentage F per 1000 

words 

percentage 

EXP 13.49 69.56% 5.9 30.43% 19.39 100% 
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NON-EXP 19.87 61.11% 12.64 38.33% 32.52 100% 

 

Observably, at the level of the EXP corpus the incidence of boosters (5.9 per 1,000 

words) is markedly lower than the frequency of hedges (13.49 per 1,000 words), likewise, the 

number of hedges exceeds that of boosters in the NON-EXP corpora with a frequency of 

19.87 per 1,000 word and 12.64 per 1,000 words respectively.  

A closer look at the distribution of hedges and boosters in the EXP and NON-EXP 

sub-corpora reveals that there is a marked difference in the use of these markers in terms of 

their frequency of occurrence. The technique of boosting is more prominent in DSs written by 

learners who used surveys as their main tool of research in their NON-EXP research papers, 

as the rate of boosters in NON-EXP sub corpora is more than double in that of the EXP sub-

corpus; (12.64 per 1,000 words in the NON-EXP corpus; 5.9 per 1,000 words in the EXP 

corpus). The divergence in the incidence of hedges, however, is considerably not that big 

(19.87per 1,000 words in the NON-EXP corpus; 13.49 per 1,000 words in the EXP corpus) 

(see table 24). The comparability is further displayed at the level of the bar chart (figure 8) 

which better exhibits the difference in the use of hedges and booster across the two corpora. 
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Figure 8. Rate of hedging and boosting categories in the EXP and the NON-EXP sub-corpora 

per 1,000 words 

Figure 8 clearly delineates the overall frequency of hedges and boosters and their sub-

categories employed in the EXP and the NON-EXP sub-corpora per 1,000 words. The first 

part of the figure concerned with hedges shows that EHs were used equally in both, EXP and 

NON-EXP DSs (2 per 1,000 words). LHs were used way more in the NON-EXP DSs (11 per 

1,000 words) than in the EXP DSs (5 per 1,000 words). DTs (3 per 1,000 words) were found 

more in the NON-EXP DSs as well. However, PHs and APs were used more in the EXP DSs. 

Obviously, PHs and AFs were the least used categories of hedges in both sub-corpora. The 

second part of figure 8 for boosters demonstrates that the three types of boosters were higher 

used in the NON-EXP sub-corpus than in the other EXP sub-corpus. Finally, the third part of 

figure 8 represents the difference in the occurrence of hedges and boosters in both groups of 

DSs concluding that both techniques were used more in the NON-EXP sub-corpus than in the 

EXP sub-corpus. 
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2.2.3.1. Chi square test results 

In order to determine whether this difference is statistically significant or not and 

therefore to see if there is a relationship between the frequency of hedges and boosters and the 

methodology used, Pearson Chi-Square test for independence was calculated through SPSS. 

Table 25  

Chi Square Test for the Categories of Hedging forms in the EXP and the NON-EXP Sub-

Corpus 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 15,500
a
 5 ,008 

Likelihood Ratio 15,766 5 ,008 

N of Valid Cases 320   

 

 

As revealed in Table 25, the results of the chi square test showed that the observed 

differences in the frequencies of hedging forms used in the discussion sections of the two sub-

corpora with two different types of methods (experimental and non-experimental) were 

statistically significant: χ2 (5, N = 320) = 15.5, p < .05. 

Table 26  

Chi Square Test for the Categories of Boosting Forms in the EXP and the NON-EXP Sub-

Corpora 

 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 6,927
a
 2 ,031 

Likelihood Ratio 7,199 2 ,027 

N of Valid Cases 175   

 

As mentioned in Table 26, the results of the chi square test showed that the observed 

differences in the frequencies of boosting forms used in the discussion sections of both sub-

corpora with the two different research methods (experimental and non-experimental) were 

statistically significant: χ2 (2, N = 175) = 6.927, p < .05 
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2.3. Discussion of the Results 

To our knowledge, the present study is the first one that attempts to explore the 

relationship between the methodology used and hedges/boosters in a narrower fashion. It 

places more emphasis on whether the quantitative approach with its two main sub forms 

experimental, particularly, quasi experimental research approach and non-experimental, 

particularly, survey research  ( the most common research methodologies used by EFL 

learners at the department of English OEB state university)  affects the use of these stance 

markers in terms of their type and frequency. Hence, providing some evidence to the 

association that exists between research methodology and the way writers convey different 

degrees of assertion. The study‟s main findings brought to the surface a number of points 

concerning the use of hedges and boosters in the EXP and the NON-EXP discussion sections. 

First, the authors of each corpus had a tendency towards the use of some types of hedges and 

boosters over others. For example, LHs were characterized to be the most preferred type of 

hedges within both corpora whereas boosters‟ most preferred types were not the same across 

the two corpora (amplifiers were mostly used in the EXP sub-corpus and universal and 

negative pronouns were mostly used in NON-EXP sub-corpus). Second, the adopted research 

design (experimental/non experimental) appeared to have an influence on the use of hedges 

and boosters in terms of their type and frequency and this was further proved by means of 

Chi-Square test for independence. 

With respect to the first research question, the quantitative analysis of the DSs 

included within the EXP corpora exhibited that the authors of these texts preferred to use 

lexical hedges in an attempt to mitigate the absoluteness of the offered propositions. 

Statistically speaking, this type of hedges is clearly the mostly recorded one that appeared 56 

times (see table 4) with a high percentage of 39% (see figure 6). this predilection for LHs is 

most likely due to the fact that this category of hedges includes quantifiers such as more and 
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most (the most used LHs see table 6) which for Greenbaum & Quirk (1990) helps in 

demarcating and narrowing down the meaning of nouns, adjectives and adverbs as in the 

below example: 

Learning in groups could help the learners to motivate each other as it makes them 

more confident and enthusiastic about sharing their ideas and thoughts with other members 

of the group. (L21) 

To be more accurate, we relied on the independent sample t-test. (L20) 

 Additionally, according to the Cambridge Dictionary quantifiers such as more and 

most are oftentimes used to compare and talk about quantities, amounts and degrees which is 

perhaps one of the essential characteristics of quantitative research approaches namely 

experimental ones. More and most are usually used to talk about the scores of pre-tests and 

post-tests as in the following excerpt: 

In fact, we found that most post-test scores did not improve and some of them even 

decreased to lower marks. (L13) 

Although assertive pronouns are often described as being informal, Greenbaum and 

Quirk (1990), they are the secondly most used type of hedges with the frequency 31 (see table 

4) and the percentage of 22% (see figure 6). Virtually, some and any are the common 

assertive forms in the corpora (see table 9) which are normally used “when the speaker cannot 

specify or does not need/want to specify a number or an exact amount” (Frankfort 

International School) and this goes hand in hand with Channel (1994) conception that APs are 

lexically fuzzy, hence, it is inadvisable to use them in the academic discourse (as cited in 

Hinkel, 2005) 

The analysis of the data in terms of the occurrence of boosters revealed that the most 

frequent used type is amplifiers which occurred with a frequency of 32 (see table 4) with the 

percentage of 51% (see figure 6) i.e. AMs comprised more than half of the total boosting 
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devices. . This result is similar to that of Hinkel (2005) who concluded that amplification is 

the most preferred type of boosters by Arab learners of English. Actually, AMs main function 

is “reinforcing the truth-value of a proposition or claim or the strength of the writer‟s 

conviction” (Hinkel 2005, p. 40) as in the following example: 

It was noticeable that the experimental group did show a highly significant progress 

in vocabulary memorization in the post-test as students performed very well in the vocabulary 

matching task, as compared to the control group. (L17) 

 In fact, very (F= 11) and highly (F=8) were the most used amplifiers in this data set by 

EFL learners (see table 13) to reinforce the degree of the truth of their claims probably 

because these words are placed within the most common words of English that FL tend to 

resort to. 

As for the second research question that sought to investigate the most frequent types 

and forms of hedging and boosting in the DSs of the 25 NON-EXP theses, the findings of the 

analysis revealed that this sub-corpus had dominant appearance of the LHs as a type of 

hedging for mitigating and softening the strength of the claims and indicating that the statement 

lacks adequate grounds. This type was primarily preferred with the appearance that amounts 98 

times (see table 14) and with a percentage of 56% (see figure 7).  Within this category of hedges, 

the two quantifiers many; that indicates a large but indefinite number of units or individuals 

(The American Heritage dictionary, 2011), and more; that indicates a greater quantity or 

degree (K Dictionaries, 2013), were ubiquitously used; with the frequencies 35 and 31 

respectively (see table 16), as stated before, to delimit and narrow down the meaning of nouns, 

adjectives and adverbs. The following excerpts show how these two elements were used: 

The majority of teachers stated that new prospects contain short texts more than long 

ones. (L’1) 
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Analyzing the teachers’ questionnaire has revealed many points on teachers’ attitudes 

towards... (L’2) 

Even though in CLT, many difficulties emerged to hinder the implementation of 

certain principles... (L’6) 

EHs, DTs, APs, and AF were the secondary preferred types of hedges with the 

appearances that amount 21, 26, 21, 9 times respectively (see table 14). The findings further 

revealed that nearly none of the authors used PHs, it was found only 1 time in one DS (see table 

17). So, this finding supports Hinkel‟s claim that “possibility hedges were not particularly popular 

in L1 and L2 essays alike.”(Hinkel, 2005, p.40) 

On the other hand, universal and negative pronouns were the type of boosters mostly used 

by the authors with the total of 47 (see table 14) and the percentage of 42% (see figure 7) 

contradicting Halliday and Hasan‟s (1976) argument that universal and negative indefinite 

pronouns are used to express exaggeration, and they are barely ever found in English academic 

writing (as cited in Hinkel, 2005). Within this type of boosters, all 

representing the entire or total number, amount, or quantity (The American Heritage 

Dictionary, 2011) marked the highest frequency of occurrence amounting 39 times (see table 

21) as shown in the following excerpts: 

All teachers (100%) stated that they provide different strategies to enhance pupils’ 

vocabulary knowledge. (L’1) 

All teachers are obliged to attend the in-service meetings. (L’25) 

AMs were the second used type of boosters with the occurrence of 42 times (see table 25) 

including “very” repeated 18 times(see table 22), perchance marked the highest number of 

occurrence as in the EXP sub-corpus(see table). For instance: 

Classroom interaction is very useful for EFL learners since it helps learners to 

overcome their speaking mistakes, and it reduces their anxiety. (L’12) 
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Finally, EMs were the third type of boosters used by the writers with the frequency of 

23 appearances (see table 14). Similar to amplifiers, emphatics‟ function is to reinforce the 

truth-value of the claims, and for this purpose; the writers mostly used “great” that was found 

11 times out of 23 (see table 23). 

It is important to note that within the same type of hedges or boosters, their frequency of 

occurrence varies from one DS to another. Haufiku (2016) attributed this variation to the authors‟ 

different capabilities to well understand the meaning of the subcategories of the hedges and 

boosters. In addition, the difference in the level of students‟ language proficiency could be another 

reason for the disparity of hedges and boosters‟ frequencies, viz., students with high level in 

English may be more aware of whether to withhold their full commitments to the absolute truth or 

to assert their claims, however, students with weak level might not even know about hedging and 

boosting, or they may be unaware of their importance in academic writing and how to 

appropriately use them. Furthermore, teachers and supervisors could also be another factor 

influencing hedging and boosting use by their students through whether emphasizing and paying 

their attention to these techniques or not. 

The last of our research questions sought to detect if there are any methodological 

related differences and similarities. As far as differences are concerned, the corpus study 

revealed that learners who adopted a non-experimental( surveys) approach for conducting 

their studies used more hedges and boosters in their DSs when compared to those who 

adopted an experimental design (quasi experimental) (see figure 8). This result could be 

justified by Spillner (1983, p. 35) words “in texts in which the use of experimental data and 

logical deduction are not so important, the style of writing becomes an essential element in 

achieving credibility” (as cited in Behnam Naeimi, & Darvishzade, 2012, p. 23). Accordingly, 

hedges and boosters are two critical aspects of style without which a writer may not succeed 

to convince his/her discourse community by the truthfulness of the proposed statements in 

texts that misses the inclusion of experimental data.  
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Moreover, regarding the use of boosters the authors of DSs with EXP research designs 

relied mainly on amplification to show certainty, whereas, the authors of DSs with NON-EXP 

research design resorted to the use of universal and negative pronouns. This variation could be 

attributed to the nature of the data being interpreted. As far as similarities are concerned 

Hedges were used more than boosters in both strata. Accordingly, Haufiku (2016) claimed 

that the dominance of hedges over boosters suggests that authors‟ aim was to leave the readers 

with the impression that their discussions are mere educated assumptions, and not necessarily 

based on any substantial proofs. Additionally, the authors of both strata preferred LHs in an 

attempt to shy away from their claims, probably because the most common words are 

included within the category of LHs. 

All in all, the obtained results validates the alternative hypothesis which holds that the 

use of hedges and boosters in DSs depends the adopted research methodologies, namely EXP 

and NON-EXP (see tables 25 and 26), and rejects the null hypothesis which says that there is 

no relationship between the use of these techniques and the methodological design. 

Conclusion 

This chapter highlighted the findings obtained from the analysis of MA theses‟ DSs 

that were grouped in two corpora in terms of their methodology of research, EXP and NON-

EXP theses, submitted by 50 MA students at the department of English LBM University. As 

have been shown throughout this chapter, the analysis was done on each type of hedges and 

boosters individually in all the DSs. After a descriptive and a statistical analysis, it was found 

that hedges and boosters were used more in researches adopting a non-experimental design 

than in researches adopting experimental design with a notable tendency to the use of hedges 

over boosters. 
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General Conclusion 

Throughout this thesis, the main concern was to offer a detailed analysis of hedges and 

boosters used by research writers at the department of English-OEB University- and to 

determine the potential relationship that these aspects of style could have with the 

methodology used. The compiled corpus data under investigation was a group of discussion 

sections taken from theses that adopted either an experimental research design or a non-

experimental research design to approach their inquiries. To achieve an accurate analysis of 

the compiled texts a quantitative corpus-based approach was adopted together with a 

qualitative research design. The quantitative analysis took place by means of “KWIC 

concordance”, AntConc software tool, which generated exact frequencies of occurrence of the 

different forms of hedges and boosters in their context of use relying on Hinkel‟s (2005) 

taxonomy. This statistical scrutiny assisted in figuring out the most frequent forms of the 

latter devices in the two strata. The qualitative analysis, however, took place by means of Chi-

Square test which was run by means of SPSS. The purpose behind such test was to determine 

whether the variation in the frequencies of the different categories of hedges and boosters 

across the two corpora (EXP, NON-EXP) is significant or not i.e. to determine whether the 

use of hedges and boosters is methodology dependent or not. In the light of this analysis, this 

section endeavours to summarize the main findings, to spotlight on the outfaced limitations 

and to highlight some pedagogical implications which are worth signalled here. 

1. Summary of the findings 

On the basis of the examination of the data collected, it was stated that authors of EXP 

and NON-EXP DSs tended to use different types and frequencies of hedges and boosters 

which can be addressed to the nature of the methodology used. Referring to the frequency of 

the different types of boosters in both forms of DSs (EXP, NON-EXP), it became clear that 

the authors of the latter used more boosters, with a predominant appearance of universal 
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pronouns, than the authors of the former whose DSs were mostly boosted through amplifiers. 

Similarly, the same decreasing tendency in the rate of hedges was noted in the EXP corpus if 

compared to the NON-EXP corpus; however, the writers of both corpora seem to have similar 

preference; lexical hedges are the commonly recorded types of hedges in both corpora. 

Moreover, as regards the alternative hypothesis stated in the general introduction, the chi-

square test proved that the existing differences in the use of hedges and boosters were not due 

to chance but rather due to the application of different research methodologies which led to 

the rejection of the null hypothesis. 

2. Pedagogical Implications 

There are a number of recommendations arising from the findings of the present study 

which are worth addressing here. Firstly, a central implication is that EFL students are in dire 

need to be aware of the various categories of hedges and boosters and which one better suits 

the nature of their claims and most importantly they need to recognize the necessity and the 

importance of balancing the use of hedges and boosters in a world of academia. Secondly, 

EFL teachers, particularly academic writing lecturers, need to develop a principled pedagogy 

which addresses the issue of hedging and boosting to enrich their students‟ knowledge on how 

to convey effective arguments using the latter aspects of writing as they can rely on the 

information and results offered by this study to grade materials of teaching hedges and 

boosters (i.e. present first the most common patterns of hedges and boosters). Thirdly, 

advisors and supervisors have to raise the attention of students under their guidance, 

especially those who are writing their final assignments as regards the appropriate application 

of hedges and boosters by familiarizing them with the norms and conventions of academic 

writing. This research makes a contribution to the study of hedges and boosters, more 

specifically in Algeria where, according to the investigators‟ observation, no similar studies 

have been conducted before. 
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3. Limitations of the Study 

As any inquiry, a number of setbacks and obstacles were encountered at different 

points in this study. The first issue concerns the definition of “hedging” and “boosting”, for 

there were no conclusive unified definitions of both terms in the related literature. Second, the 

unavailability of an agreed-upon taxonomy of hedges and boosters because these aspects 

could found in a variety of lexico-grammatical forms. Third, no contact with the authors of 

the analyzed corpora which could have enriched the interpretation of the research results.   

4. Suggestions for Future Research 

 The current inquiry can be a stepping stone for the future researchers to investigate 

hedges and boosters in academic contexts. 

 Given the limitation of the absence of the authors, further research can target the 

factors or motivations behind the use of hedges and boosters in academic writings by 

interviewing the authors.  

Moreover, further research can focus on the analysis of hedges and boosters in the 

spoken discourse rather than the written one to improve EFLLs argumentation abilities in 

debates and presentations for example. 

Using the native writer as criterion of comparison would provide a suitable reference 

as regards the use of hedges and boosters and a better description of the way EFL students use 

such devices. 

Future research might also seek to examine how hedges and boosters shape the readers 

responses towards the offered claims by interviewing the discourse community. 

At the level of the Algerian context, different studies from different perspectives can 

be carried out such as investigating the potential relationship that could associate hedges and 

boosters with discipline, genre, culture and gender. 
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Noticing the absence of agreement on what should be included within the discussion 

section, a move analysis of this genre is called for. 
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APPENDICES 

Appendix A: Sample DS from the EXP sub-corpus 

Discussion of the Results  

     The present study was conducted to investigate the effectiveness of teaching politeness 

strategies using activities in developing EFL students‟ use of polite requests. Importantly, the 

findings state that the experimental group achieved better results comparing with the control 

group who did not reveal any considerable change. Thus, the alternative hypothesis was 

confirmed and the null hypothesis was rejected.  

Non-significant Improvement for the Control Group  

     Referring to the findings shown in the tables, it is noticed that the development was not 

found in the control group results except in two cases in which a slight difference appeared 

probably due to the general overview given during the treatment period about politeness 

theory. Therefore, it was confirmed that the employed treatment did not help the control 

group students to improve their use of polite requests.   

The Significant Improvement of the Experimental Group  

     The results obtained by the experimental group in the post-test reveal that teaching 

politeness strategies using activities significantly develop the participants‟ use of polite 

requests. In fact, after receiving the treatment, the subjects realized that there are many 

different and more polite strategies that can be used instead of the ones they know. Moreover, 

in the post-test, the experimental group minimized the use of the familiar and least polite 

strategies and employed the ones they learnt during the treatment period.   

     Generally speaking, the positive results achieved by the experimental group in the post-test 

were caused by the treatment given to the participants. Accordingly, the research hypothesis 

was proved. (L22) 
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Appendix B: Sample DS from the NON- EXP sub-corpus 

Discussion of the Results  

On the basis of the analysis of the students‟ questionnaire, it was revealed many  facts about 

their  attitudes towards classroom debate as well  as towards critical  thinking  skills also  their  

attitudes towards  the  effect  of  classroom  debate  on  improving  critical  thinking.  

To begin with, the majority of students are aware of the importance of classroom  debate as  a 

teaching strategy and they consider  it as a way  for raising their motivation  (Q7) in addition 

to other benefits of this way of learning such as (developing creativity,  problem solving 

skills, and improving students‟ performance in the classroom) (Q8, Q9, Q10, and Q11)  

When it comes to critical thinking  the majority of students have positive attitudes  towards 

this skill, in the sense that they express their preference to learn it in combination with the 

four skills (Q12).Besides, they mention the importance of this skill and they have  certain 

characteristics of critical thinkers (Q13).More importantly students show that they  want  to  

reach  advanced  level  of  thinking  by  choosing  the  thinking  processes  from  

comprehension to evaluation which represent bloom taxonomy.  

Concerning students‟ attitudes towards the effect of classroom debate on improving  their  

critical  thinking,  students‟ responses  show  the  effectiveness  of  this  strategy  on  

improving critical thinking (Q20); Moreover, they have expressed their desire to be taught  

through this technique to develop their thinking skills (Q21).  

        To summarize, a lot of students have express that classroom debate is very helpful  in  

gaining  knowledge  and  helps  them  with  analyzing  arguments.  Also  they  believe  that  

debate  helps keep an  open  mind  to  the  opinions  of  others  and  it  improves  their  critical  

thinking skill.  

Discussions of the Results  
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Analyzing the  teacher  questionnaire  paved  the  way  for  us  to  get  information  about  

teachers‟ attitudes towards the importance of using classroom debate to improve the students‟  

critical thinking.  

          First of all, teachers prefer to develop higher order thinking and other skills such as the 

communicative competence and the linguistic competence in their students since these skills 

are very beneficial for them (Q4). The teachers‟ most preferable strategy is classroom debate 

because of its effectiveness and because it brings many benefits to the learners (Q5, Q6).  

        Moreover, teachers are aware enough about the importance of both classroom debate as a 

teaching strategy and critical thinking as a skill which needs to be developed in EFL learners.  

Further, teachers do believe that classroom debate can bring many benefits to the learner such  

as  raising  their  motivation,  and reasoning  ability,  creativity collaboration  and  

cooperation (Q9, Q11, Q12, Q13). Moreover, they believe that the most appropriate way to 

develop the students‟ critical thinking is by exposing them to controversial issues, challenging 

situations, making them work in groups, analyzing and solving problems. Finally, teachers 

like this way of teaching /learning and they prefer to use it in their sessions in the future.  

All  in all,  we can  say  that  teachers  have  positive  attitudes towards  improving  their  

students‟ critical thinking through classroom debate because this strategy is considered as a  

very important way of teaching /learning which gives students the chance to develop various  

learning abilities, and most importantly this tool promotes critical thinking skill. 
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Appendix C: Hinkel’s (2005) Taxonomy of Hedges and Boosters 

Hedges 

Epistemic hedges  

according to  

actually 

apparently 

apparent 

approximately 

approximate 

broadly 

broad 

clearly 

clear 

comparatively 

comparative 

essentially 

essential 

indeed 

likely 

most 

normaly 

normal 

potentially 

potential 

probable 

probably 

rare 

rarely 

somehow 

somewhat 

theoretically 

very 

unlikely 

 

Lexical hedges  

at about 

a few 

in a way   

kind of   

little   

maybe  

like 

many 

more or less 

more 

most 

much 

several 

something like 

sort of 

Possibility hedges 

by some chance 

by any chance  

hopefully 

perhaps 

possible 

possibly 

in case 

in the case  

in case of 

in the case of 

if you know 

if you understand 

if we know  

if we understand  

if you catch my meaning 

if you catch my drift 

if you get my meaning 

if you get my drift 

if you understand my 

meaning 

if you understand my drift 

if you know what i mean 

if you know what i mean to 

say 

Down-toners 

at all 

a bit 

all but 

a good deal 

a great deal 

almost 

as good as  

as well as 

at least 

barely 

basically 

Assertive Pronouns 

anybody 

anyone 

anything 

any 

somebody 

someone 

something 

some 

Adverbs of Frequency 

annually 

daily 

frequently 

monthly 

per day 

per hour 

per year  

occasionally  

often 

oftentimes 

seldom 
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dead  

enough 

fairly 

a few 

few 

hardly 

in the least 

in th slightest 

a little 

little 

merely 

mildly 

nearly 

not a  

only 

partly 

partially 

practically 

pretty  

quite  

rather 

relatively 

scarcely 

simply 

slightly 

somewhat 

suffciently 

truly 

virtually. 

sometimes 

sporadically 

regularly 

usually 

weekly 

Boosters 

Universal and Negative 

Pronouns 

All 

each 

everybody 

everyone 

everything 

every 

none 

no one 

nothing 

Amplifiers 

absolutely 

a lot  

altogether 

always 

amazingly 

awfully 

badly 

by all means 

completely 

definitely 

deeply 

downright 

forever 

enormously 

entirely 

even  

ever 

Emphatics 

a lot  

certain 

certainly 

clear 

clearly 

complete 

definite  

exact 

exactly 

extreme 

for sure 

great 

indeed 

no way 

outright 

pure 

purely 
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extremely 

far  

far from it 

fully 

greatly 

highly 

hugely 

in all respect 

in every respect 

in all respects 

in every respects  

in all way 

in all ways 

in every way 

in every ways 

much  

never 

not half bad 

positively 

perfectly 

severely 

so  

sharply 

strongly 

too  

terribly 

totally 

unbelievably 

very 

very much 

well 

real 

really 

such a 

strong 

sure 

surely 

total 
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Résumé 

De plus en plus de preuves suggèrent que les dispositifs rhétoriques de haie et de 

renforcement sont essentiels à la construction d‟une position d‟auteur dans un monde 

universitaire, néanmoins, l‟implémentation de tels dispositifs est soumise à l‟influence de 

plusieurs facteurs, parmi lesquels le type de recherche. En ce qui concerne les apprenants 

d‟Anglais comme une langue étrangère à l‟université Larbi Ben, la présente étude est 

demandée dans le but de déterminer tout impact méthodologique potentiel sur l'utilisation de 

ces deux techniques. À cette fin, une analyse contextuelle de ces dispositifs est réalisée sur un 

corpus comprenant 50 sections de discussion des résultats (25 expérimentales et 25 non 

expérimentales) tirées de thèses de deuxième cycle en master. Un kit d‟outil de calcul robuste, 

AntConc, a été utilisé pour enregistrer les fréquences des différents types de haies et de 

boosters entre les deux corpus en adoptant la taxonomie pré-établie de Hinkel (2005) au 

moyen de la concordance KWIC. Pour déterminer l‟importance des résultats au moyen des 

tests du chi carré, respectivement, on comptant sur l‟SPSS. Les résultats ont révélé une 

différence statistiquement significative entre les sections de discussion des résultats 

expérimentales et non expérimentales en ce qui concerne à la fois la fréquence et la forme des 

haies et des boosters utilisés. Cependant, une différence notable a été marquée dans 

l'application des deux dispositifs au niveau de chaque strate. Sur la base de ces résultats, un 

certain nombre d'implications pédagogiques ont été proposées, des limitations ont été 

discutées, et des suggestions de recherches supplémentaires ont été proposées. 

Mots-clés: Haies, Boosters, Plan de recherche expérimental, Plan de recherche non 

expérimental, Les sections de discussion, Analyse de corpus.  
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 ممخص
تشير مجموعة متنامية من األدلة إلى أن األدوات البالغية الخاصة بتعزيز وتحويط  

لكن إستعمال ىذه األدوات  الباحثضرورية لبناء موقف  ت في األوساط األكاديميىةااإلدعاء
طمبة  يخص فيما. يخضع لتأثير مجموعة من العوامل من بينيا منيج البحث العممي المعتمد

ىذه الدراسة ضرورية لمحاولة  لمييدي،المغة اإلنجميزية كمغة أجنبية في جامعة العربي بن 
الطالب لألدوات المذكورة سابقا لو عالقة بمنيجية البحث  إكتشاف ما إذا كان إستخدام

لتحقيق ىذه الغاية تم إجراء تحميل سياقي ليذه األدوات البالغية في مدونة تتألف . المتبناة
 50 منيا يعتمد عمى المنيج التجريبي، 50) نص خاص بمناقشة نتائج البحث 05من 

 ةقد تم إستخدام آلي. وحات الماسترمن أطر  التجريبي( مأخوذةيعتمد عمى المنيج غير 
ترددات األصناف المختمفة لكل من أدوات التعزيز  لتسجيل AntConc قوية، حاسوبية جد 

المسبق إعداده ليذه  Hinkel(2005)والتحويط في المدونتين باإلعتماد عمى تصنيف 
  -Chi اختبار النتائج بواسطة  مدلوليوتحديد تم  SPSSثم باستخدام برنامج ال  . األدوات

Square  وجود فروقات ذات داللة إحصائية فيما يتعمق بتواتر وصنف  النتائج أظيرتحيث
أدوات التحويط والتعزيز المستخدمة، مع ذلك كان ىناك تباين ممحوظ في استخدام األداتين 

عمى أساس ىذه النتائج تم تقديم مجموعة من التوصيات . عمى مستوى كل مدونة
اقتراحات لبحوث  وتمت مناقشة القيود التي واجيتيا ىده الدراسة، كما تم عرضالبيداغوجية، 

 .مستقبمية

منيج البحث غير التجريبي،  التجريبي، منيج البحث التعزيز، التحويط، الكممات المفتاحية:
 .مدونة نصوص، نص خاص بمناقشة النتائج

 


