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中文摘要中文摘要中文摘要中文摘要    

本研究探討母語人士與非母語人士在學術英文寫作中以引導性子句所呈現

的立場標記語的情況，並給予教學建議，幫助第二語言學習者適當地表達立場。

對比研究文獻表示，近年來立場表達的使用情況在學術文章中已為廣泛，但第二

語言學習者卻很少在這方面得到指導。這使本研究（1）探討母語者在學術文章

中所呈現的立場表達程度，（2）對比臺灣學者和學生的立場建構上，與母語者

有何相異特點。本研究的三個對比語料庫中的語料是由應用語言學的學術文章所

構建而成的，蒐集了 50 篇由母語人士所撰寫的期刊文章，50 篇由臺灣學者所撰

寫的期刊文章，以及 25 篇臺灣研究生的學術論文。完成語料的匯集後，從而進

行定量和定性的研究探討。透過語料的詳細比較分析，也可找出臺灣研究生過度

使用與未充分利用的立場標記語。 

 研究結果顯示：（1）引導性子句的立場表達被廣泛地應用於學術寫作中，而

與專業期刊學者相比，臺灣研究生所使用的立場標記頻率最為頻繁和廣泛。（2）

兩組專業學者與研究生都傾向於使用動詞來做為引導性子句的主要述語。（3）母

語人士使用較多具有模糊、可能性的標記語來表達試探性的立場，而臺灣研究生

則過度使用肯定性與情態性的標記語，使文章較有果斷、說服的效果。（4）普遍

來說，臺灣學者及研究生傾向於使用虛擬主詞來避免直接的評論責任。（5）臺灣

研究生大量地使用肯定性的立場標記使文章充分表達自信，卻少量地利用試探性

標記來呈現客觀。 

 綜上所述，本文認為立場表達在學術寫作中是不可或缺的，但在沒有任何教

學幫助下，我們不該期望學生能夠適當地、無誤地使用立場標記語。有限的立場

表達方式和不夠充分的語言學習，使母語人士與非母語人士在表達立場上有顯著

的差異。本文提供了學術寫作的教學建議，從而使學生增進立場表達的認識，並

了解其在學術寫作中的涵義，進而對此類研究作出小小的貢獻。 

關鍵字: 語料庫分析、立場標記、引導性子句 
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ABSTRACT 

 The aim of this thesis is to investigate and identify the characteristics of stance 

usage through the realization of that-complement clauses in the writings of native and 

non-native writers, and to make recommendations for writing instructors to assist L2 

learners in controlling stance expressions in research reports. Findings of comparative 

studies are presented to show that there is a growing demand for stance conveyance in 

academic writing, but at present L2 students receive very little guidance in this matter. 

Such shortage arouse current study (1) to empirically examine the extent that native 

speakers of English display stance and show viewpoint in academic writings, (2) to 

discover whether Taiwanese writers, either expert or student, convey stance in ways 

different from native speakers. 

Three corpora of academic writing written in the field of applied linguistics were 

built by collecting 50 journal articles written by native speakers of English, 50 journal 

articles by local researchers in Taiwan, and 25 master theses by Taiwan graduate 

students. After the compilation of the corpora, quantitative analysis was conducted to 

compare and contrast the use of stance-that markers among writers. Through detailed 

comparison of multiple corpora, L2 students’ overused and underused stance-that 

markers can also be identified.  

Several discoveries were yielded: (1) evaluative that-clause was widely applied 

in academic writing for stance marking, with L2 students conveyed stance most 

frequently and extensively as compared to the journal writers. (2) All three groups 

inclined to use verbal predicates most frequently to control that-clauses. (3) While 

native expert writers projected greater extent of tentativeness through likelihood 

stance, L2 students exposed more assertiveness and forcefulness with excessive 

factive and attitudinal markers. (4) Taiwanese writers generally made considerable 

use of concealed subjects as an attempt to avoid taking direct responsibility of the 
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evaluation. (5) L2 students were found to have heavy reliance on factive markers to 

project assurance, and low preference on tentative stance to present objectivity.  

In conclusion, the thesis argues that stance marking in academic writing is 

essential but that students should not be expected to be able to appropriately employ 

stance without assistance. Limited repertoire of stance expressions and insufficient 

language input may have contributed to the mismatch exposed among the three 

groups of writers. This thesis hopes to offer educational implications for enhancing L2 

writers’ writing quality, and thus make a small contribution to understanding the 

significance of stance in academic writing. Possible directions for future research are 

also provided.  

 

Keywords: corpus analysis, stance taking, evaluative that-clause 
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CHAPTER ONE 

 

Introduction 

 

 

1.1 Background 

Stance-taking has become one of the most fundamental and multifaceted activities 

human accomplished through language. Recently, numerous linguists have been 

conducting research studies investigating the mechanisms used by writers to express 

personal feelings and assessments. Investigating how writers position themselves 

either subjectively or objectively in academic writing has been a popular area of 

research over the years. Academic writing classes are often taught with the idea of 

delivering content with a humble voice, that writers “must leave their personalities at 

the door and subordinate their views, actions and personality to its rigid conventions of 

anonymity” (Hyland, 2002b, p.351). It has been believed that subjective tone in 

academic writing may weaken the argument and easily lay oneself open to 

disagreement or criticism (Morley, 2007). Self-effacement has been treated as the 

synonym for illustrating social decorum in the academic writing circles (Morley, 2007). 

This style of writing creates an illusion of objectivity and displays a deliberate tone. 

Nevertheless, an illusion of impersonality is expressed as the writer is absenting 

themselves from what they compose. Until quite recently, adding personality into 

scientific writing was frown upon by EAP teachers and academic writing guidebooks, 

as the overall tone would be seen as unscholarly and vulgar. Several studies have 

documented that in fact there are times when personal language may be more 

appropriate, or at times unavoidable, as it adds flavor to the writing, revealing legible 

personal opinion, rather than someone else’s, in the concluding remarks (Hyland, 

2002a; Hyland & Guinda, 2012). Thus, how to strike a balance between the two 
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writing styles becomes the issue that every writer should pay attention to. 

Academic writing is no longer merely an exercise of delivering information and 

conveying content; rhetorically convincing arguments often persuade reader audience 

with the expression of writer’s attitude, view, or evaluation. It has been stated that the 

final aim of conducting academic research is to make one’s written work become a 

prominent literature resource in the target research field and also professional 

discourse community (Fløttum, 2012). Not seeing academic discourse as neutral and 

objective as established impression puts it, Fløttum (2012) proposes that “scientific 

observations and findings cannot speak by themselves, without any ‘help’ from or any 

traces of the author(s) behind them” (p.221). This states the importance of delivering 

traces of voice and stance in the academic contribution, when writing becomes a 

product of scientific and political discourse.  

As Hyland (2002b) states, “academic writing is not a single undifferentiated mass, 

but a variety of subject-specific literacies” (p. 352). It is not surprising to find that L1 

English writers indicate stance differently across different disciplines (Charles, 2006; 

2007; Hyland, 2002a; 2005; McGrath & Kuteeva, 2012; Silver, 2012; Wharton, 2012), 

and registers (Biber, 2004; 2006; Hewings, 2012; Vázquez Orta, 2010). Over the years, 

scholars have also been exploring how the L1 writers display stance through different 

grammatical structural features such as modals, intensifiers, and adverbials (Biber, 

2004; 2006; Biber et al., 1999; Charles, 2007; Hyland, 2002a; Paradis, 2003) and 

semantic functional realizations as in the form of hedges, booster, directives, and 

evidentials (Biber, 2004; Hyland, 1998; 2002a; 2005; Martin & White, 2005; 

McCready & Ogata, 2007). It seems that writers select word choices according to their 

own disciplinary literacies. In other words, writers write in a way that makes the most 

sense to their readers in their community of practice (Hyland, 2002b).  

EAP researchers have extended this line of research not only by comparing and 
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contrasting the differing ways native-English (L1) expert writers and L1 student 

writers present argument (Biber, 2006), but also by drawing attention to how second 

language (L2) student writers manifest their viewpoint in academic prose (Hyland, 

2002a; 2002b; 2005). Learning to write professionally and convincingly entails the 

correct practice of conveying one’s stance in academic writing. This writing skill may 

be difficult for L2 writers to master, not only should they break the language 

proficiency barriers, but also acquaint themselves with the accepted writing 

conventions in varying academic fields. Thus, we may postulate that L2 English 

speakers could encounter some difficulties when they are either expressing or 

interpreting stance uses. Even if one can comprehend every vocabulary in its sentence 

structure, the hidden meaning behind the words may not fully be inferred correctly. 

With flawed interpretation of others’ argument, the misunderstanding will cause one to 

lose the opportunity to consolidate knowledge framework and impede critical thinking 

ability.  

As English has been accepted as the lingua franca in the world today, the fact that 

it has privileged position in academic circles “[leads] to analogous discoursal 

behaviours” (Fløttum, 2012, p.222). Nonetheless, writing English academic papers 

might be a difficult task for non-native English speakers as they are expected to 

produce native-like writing, in which entails unfamiliar rhetorical conventions 

(Casanave, 2003). As Hood noticed, when published texts and L2 student texts are 

being compared in regards to structure patterning, published texts show more instances 

of encoding attitude by projecting stance signals to their readers with consistent 

position on the argument, whereas L2 student texts often forego opportunities to 

communicate such discourse function (Hood, 2004). We may argue that the 

contributing reasons of such difference may lie in between the area of both writing 

proficiency and academia status. Unfamiliarity with the target writing convention may 
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influence how well a non-native English writer constructs, expresses, and interacts 

with the reader and the wider community. In other words, despite the influence of 

language proficiency on writing skills, the real problem at heart perhaps involves 

one’s failure on meeting reader expectations.  

To increase the readability of one’s written work, one must adopt rhetorical 

practices, norms, and ideologies of the discipline and community that he/she wants to 

participate in. In this sense, writing becomes a process of social engagement (Zarei & 

Mansoori, 2011). Mismatch expectations between readers and writers is often the 

underlying reason that causes the writing as illogical in the eyes of the readers. For 

that reason, current study is motivated to investigate if Taiwan scholars follow the 

same pattern of stance usage as native English writers do, by examining academic 

writings composed by native and non-native writers. 

The present study extends previous research in two ways. First, it cross compares 

and contrasts the stance usage pattern in three dimensions: 1) L1 expert writers and L2 

expert writers, 2) L2 expert writers and L2 student writers, and also 3) L1 expert 

writers and L2 student writers. By comparing three groups, major patterns of variation 

will be analyzed across differing academia status and language proficiency. Second, 

many studies have focused on stance expression in the realization of modals and 

semi-modals (Biber, 2006; Hyland, 2002a; Vázquez Orta, 2010), evaluative adjectives 

(also termed as intensifiers and grading adverbs) (Henderson & Barr, 2010), and 

stance adverbials (Ai, 2012; Biber, 2006; Biber & Finegan, 1988; Biber et al.,1999; 

Tseronis, 2009); few has examined clausal marking of stance through the forms of 

that-clause that are paired with stance verb, adjectives, and nouns. Thus, the present 

research aims to address the relative paucity of empirical studies of stance through 

clausal expressions in the form of that-complement clause. 
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1.2 Purpose of the Study 

As academic writing style over the years has evolved from delivering merely 

factual information into sprinkling authorial stance with a pinch of writer’s opinion 

and evaluation across textual passages, researchers are particularly interested in 

knowing the distribution ratio of stance markings in academic prose. To unveil such 

phenomenon, the first purpose of current study is to examine to what extent the native 

speakers of English display stance and show viewpoint in academic research journal 

articles. L1 writing in this case is treated as the reference data, and L2 writers can use 

it as a resource of expert practice to enhance and refine their own. 

The second purpose is to explore the usage pattern of authorial stance in academic 

writings written by L2 expert and L2 student writers, and further discover the 

discrepancies in how authorial stance is conveyed between writers in L1 and L2 

contexts. Both Biber (2006) and Hyland (2002a; 2005) have confirmed that there are 

considerable differences among disciplines and registers. Hyland has also pointed out 

that hard sciences generally favor impersonal style by downplaying personal role to 

highlight the research study, whereas soft sciences such as humanities and social 

sciences tend to express evaluation and stance to “establish a credible scholarly 

identity and underline what they have to say” (Hyland, 2002b, p.353). Nevertheless, it 

may not be possible to expand the scope of investigation to uncover stance pattern in 

various study fields, as not every discipline is delivered through the English language 

in Taiwan. In order not to make English language and writing proficiency as the 

confounding factors, current study intends to only collect writings in applied 

linguistics or English language teaching, in which writers carry certain advanced level 

of standard English. Stance devices are searched to determine the different usage 

pattern in academic writing among expert native English writers, professional 
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non-native English writers in Taiwan, and graduate student writers in Taiwan, in the 

field of applied linguistics and TESOL (teachers of English to speakers of other 

languages). By classifying the stance markers into structural and functional categories, 

it is easier to discover the general usage pattern and preferences. Through preliminary 

statistical analysis, whether stance is conveyed more or less by whichever groups of 

writers would be known. The study may also indicate the overall percentage of stance 

device coverage in academic writings.  

It is hypothesized that stance would be conveyed more by native speakers 

comparatively, as they are more accustomed to incorporate personal viewpoints in 

written productions. Moreover, at this point of postulation, it is plausible to assume the 

underlying factor that causes differences to exist between professional and student 

writers may ascribe to the proficiency and academic status; whereas for native and 

non-native professional researchers, the discrepancy, if there is any, may due to L1 

rhetorical convention that interfere with or transfer on the writing in L2, as 

demonstrated in the tension of politeness convention in different national or 

disciplinary ethos (Connor, 2002; Fløttum, 2012; Kuntjara, 2004; Rass, 2011; Xing et 

al., 2008). 

With the hope of making some contribution to the linguistic corpus field of 

research, current study is aimed to provide insights for L2 writers by illustrating how 

native speakers express viewpoint in academic writings; we can also further 

incorporate the corpus data to refine L2 writers’ writing style. 

Based on the objectives of the current study, the research questions formulated for 

this research are as follows: 

(1) Which grammatical category of stance markers (verb, adjective, or noun) in 

the form of that-complement clauses is used most frequently in the academic 

writing in the discipline of applied linguistics among the three groups: 
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1) published journal articles written by native speakers of English  

2) published journal articles written by non-native speakers of English 

3) MA theses written by Taiwan graduate students 

(2) Among the stance markers in that-clausal structure, which functional category 

(e.g. likelihood, factive, nonfactive, attitudinal) is used most frequently in the 

academic writing in the discipline of applied linguistics among the three 

groups: 

1) published journal articles written by native speakers of English  

2) published journal articles written by non-native speakers of English 

3) MA theses written by Taiwan graduate students 

(3) Are there any similarities or differences in the use of evaluative source (e.g. 

human, inanimate entity, concealed) among the three groups of writers? 

1) published journal articles written by native speakers of English  

2) published journal articles written by non-native speakers of English 

3) MA theses written by Taiwan graduate students 

(4) Do the native speakers use more stance markers in academic writings than the 

non-native speakers overall? If so, to what extent? Is there any preference for 

native speakers to convey their standpoint?  

 

 

1.3 Significance of the Study 

This paper aims to conduct an investigation of stance based on a 

lexico-grammatical and discoursal semantic analysis of a wide class of expressions in 

English academic writings. The goal of this current corpus-based study is to uncover 

major patterns of stance usage variation among two groups of expert writers, native 

and non-native, and one group of student writers in Taiwan. Through quantitative 
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corpus-based method, it is feasible to trigger and calculate the overall stance 

expressed lexically in a text. With concordancing function in the corpus tool, data is 

also being examined qualitatively by analyzing how the expressions are relatively at 

the sentential level contributing to the overall pragmatic purpose that is intended by 

writers. 

To reveal the similarities or differences of writing styles between native speakers 

and non-native speakers, previous studies have mainly focused their research on how 

L2 learners convey argument or carry opinion differently from the L1 professionals 

(Hyland, 2002a; Hyland & Tse, 2005b; Vázquez Orta, 2010). This way, it is easy to 

reveal the area or features that non-native speakers should polish in their written work. 

Novice writers may not be as confident to present their position by proclaiming or 

disclaiming; in other words, the tone of their prose tends to be more general.  

Nonetheless, the discrepancies of the writing style may attribute to writers’ English 

proficiency level and their status position in the academia. It may be more feasible to 

also compare and contrast the written work of the writers with similar academic status 

and English proficiency level. Therefore, instead of only contrasting the work between 

L1 experts and L2 learners as the previous studies, academic writings of L2 

professionals are counted in to form a more completed picture for stance investigation.  

Present research also differs from the previous studies in the investigation of 

clausal marking of stance, which has not received much research attention in the 

literature. Moreover, many studies probing stance expression in written context are 

done in Anglo-medium academic circles. To date, few has explored such topic in the 

context of Taiwan.  
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1.4 Definition of Key Term 

Stance 

Stance, as defined by Hyland, refers to “the ways academic annotate their texts to 

comment on the possible accuracy or creditability of a claim, the extent they want to 

commit themselves to it, or the attitude they want to convey to an entity, a proposition 

or the reader” (Hyland, 2005, p.178). The ultimate goal for writer is to enable the 

composed work piece makes sense to potential readers and contributes to the wider 

community. Therefore, it is essential for writers to take readers into considerations. As 

Vázquez Orta states (2010, p.81): 

 

Academic writers intrude and make comments on the information they convey 

through their texts; they convey judgements, align themselves with readers and 

express solidarity by anticipating objections and responding to an imagined dialogue 

with others, thus constructing the text with their readers. 

 

Stance is often associated with the concept of voice, which is however another 

area that involves a broad range of meanings, aspects, and dimensions. In 

contemporary academic writing, while stance refers to expressions of personal 

opinions, voice is regarded as the idea of authorial visibility, signature, and personal 

stamp (Hyland & Guinda, 2012). Therefore, it is important to take note of how stance 

and voice are considered as two different concepts, which cannot be referred 

interchangeably. Thorough review on the notion of stance-taking is discussed in the 

following chapter. 

 

 

1.5 Structure of the Thesis 

 As for the structure of the thesis, it is as follows: Chapter 2 is devoted to present 

a general introduction to stance, referring to the works of other researchers and 

offering new ideas and applications. It focuses on how stance is categorized 
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differently by numerous scholars throughout the years, and discusses how stance is 

delivered in English through grammatical realizations by different writers, with 

specific focus on evaluative that-clause constructions. Chapter 3 provides the details 

of the corpora data to be analyzed with word size shown in tables, and the underlying 

rationales for choosing those materials are given. Analytical methodology and the 

problems encountered are also explained. Chapter 4 is aimed to discuss the data 

results and findings, and reach a general conclusion on how different groups of 

writers express viewpoint in academic written texts by sorting out the patterns of 

stance usage. To form a complete picture of analysis, both quantitative statistical 

frequency data and concordance example sentences shown qualitatively are provided. 

Finally, Chapter 5 summarizes the findings of Chapter 4, and offers pedagogical 

implications and suggestions for further study in the area. Relevant appendix of all the 

stance markers searched in the current research is included in the end.
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CHAPTER TWO 

 

Literature Review 

 

 

 This chapter is aimed to examine the concept of stance that thus far has been 

investigated and conceptualized by various researchers. It is divided into two main 

sections; section 2.1 not only explores how stance has been researched and 

categorized by different scholars over the years, but also discusses how stance is 

indicated in linguistic realizations through uses of modals, adverbials, and 

complement clauses. Section 2.2 extends the study focus to evaluative that-clause and 

reviews the discrepancy of such usage found between writers of different English 

proficiency levels and discipline fields. Finally, an analysis framework for current 

research is adopted and synthesized after the thorough review. 

 

 

2.1 Stance in English Academic Writing  

Language classes or academic writing classes often focus on illustrating effective 

word choices that affect textual meaning, rather than projecting writer image and 

recognizing the intricate dynamic between writer and reader. Other than brushing up 

on the abilities of summarizing, synthesizing, and handling citations in advanced 

academic writing courses, learning to justify claims and display personal standpoint 

are also essential for academic success (Hyland, 2002b). It has been widely believed 

that content clarity and cohesive development of the written work are the important 

criteria in delivering persuasive message between two parties (Xing et al., 2008). It has 

also been proposed that the persuasive strength of one’s argument may be weakened 

when the writer avoids to show authorial attitudes and sureness and is “lessen[ing] the 

responsibility of proposing that statement as his/her own idea” (Kuntjara, 2004, p.18). 
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According to Fløttum, 

[A]uthors of English articles are overtly present in their texts; they are reader-friendly 

(guiding the readers through the text by explicit indications about what is or what will be 

done) and relatively polemical…and manifest a more collective voice. 

(Fløttum, 2012, p.227). 

Academic texts which are written by native English writers are concise, direct, linear, 

and straight to the point, with author’s own opinions and perception presented. It is 

possible to notice numerous linguistic markers that serve to display authorial stance 

and interpersonal value judgment in the writing of native English speakers (Hyland, 

2002a). EFL writers on the other hand may find the act of stating tings directly too 

aggressive as it violates the politeness and face system in Oriental culture. In addition, 

they may find themselves not yet have reached the academia status to exhibit rigid 

authorship when making claims. As a result, they tend to be indirect and often keep a 

distance away from the truth value of propositions by being in a neutral and objective 

position (Kuntjara, 2004). This act of indirectness may be demonstrated by their 

frequent usage of stance markers that illustrate the condition of being likely and 

probable, in both lexico-grammatical and discoursal level. Chinese writers have also 

been observed to exhibit ambiguous instances on the practice of citing quotation. 

While English writers tend to display rigid attribution of authorship, it may not be 

“obvious which portions of the text are attributed to whom” in the work of Chinese 

writers (Connor, 2002). This ambiguous feature may owe to the low profile attitude 

immerse in the Chinese traditional cultural values by concealing oneself behind 

oblique or indirect choice of words. Different expectation and consideration therefore 

may attribute to the discrepancies on how native English speakers and non-native 

English speakers display viewpoints, judgment, and evaluation through linguistic 

markers to indicate stance in academic discourse. Thus, it is clear that the differing 

rhetorical conventions in cultures, and the way a writer refer to their own act of 
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thinking all have an impact on how people compose and comprehend a written 

product.  

Investigations of personal expression have been carried out under different 

rubrics, including evaluation, evidentiality, intensity, affect, hedging, and stance 

(Biber, 2004). Stance refers to linguistic and non-linguistic forms and strategies that 

show a writer's commitment to the status of the information that he or she is providing; 

it also acts as markers of their personal feelings, attitudes, value judgments, 

assessments, affect, and emotional involvement (Gray & Biber, 2012; Precht, 2008). 

There have been considerable interests on how people position themselves with 

respect to a particular issue through stance, and both detailed analyses and large-scale 

investigations of stance usage pattern have been conducted over the years. 

Researchers who are interested in stance have attempted to classify them in different 

taxonomies; the following section gives an overview of how stance is being 

conceptualized throughout the years. 

 

 

2.1.1 Categorizing Stance 

Since the 1980, researchers have approached stance marking under multiple 

terms, such as evidentiality (Biber & Finegan, 1988; Gray & Biber, 2012; McCready 

& Ogata, 2007), affect (Biber & Finegan, 1988; Ochs & Schieffelin, 1989), hedges 

and boosters (Hyland, 1998; 2005; Precht, 2003), modality (Biber, 2004), 

(inter)subjectivity (Hyland, 2005), and appraisal (Martin & White, 2005). Despite the 

fact that numerous terminologies are used to annotate the concept of stance, 

researchers over the years have been putting great efforts in probing the nature in 

which writers position themselves in respect to other readers and writers. 

Chafe in 1986 firstly discussed how the linguistic markings of evidentiality were 
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for writers to realize the purpose of indicating attitudes towards knowledge in 

proposition (Gray & Biber, 2012). The grammatical elements that are used to indicate 

knowledge source, reliability, and evaluation are either direct or indirect evidentials. 

In most cases, a direct evidential marker is used when the language user is certain 

about the stated claim; on the other hand, an indirect evidential is served to denote the 

state of uncertainty or to report a hearsay information without having to take 

responsibility for its truth. Whether they serve the purpose of inferencing, reporting, 

marking knowledge source, or simply denoting sensation, these markers all show 

language user’s attitude to, or belief in, the statement. As McCready and Ogata put it, 

“evidentials need not involve only assertion, but can also include an element relating 

to the speaker’s judgement of probabilities and expectation—in other words, a modal 

element" (McCready & Ogata, 2007, p.151). That is to say, when people are reporting 

information with evidentials, the statement may also entail their own opinion about 

the propositions they write. Ochs and Schieffelin in 1989 further investigated the 

notion of mood and affect that are to display utterance intensity which entails personal 

emotions, attitude and feelings such as surprise, anger, sadness, or fear in their 

proposition (Ochs & Schieffelin, 1989).  

Around the same time, Biber and Finegan brought these two terms, affect and 

evidentiality, together into a broader term—stance (Biber & Finegan, 1988). By 

examining linguistic markers according to the affective and evidential distinctions in a 

corpus-based study, Biber and Finegan discovered that affective meanings could 

either be positive (e.g. happily, fortunately) or negative (e.g. embarrassing, sadly), 

whereas evidential indicators hold a level of certainty (e.g. impossible, without doubt), 

commitment (e.g. will, demonstrate) or doubt (e.g. uncertain, perhaps, maybe) toward 

the status of knowledge.  

Precht (2003) further expanded the categorization of stance with quantifiers as 
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its third element. Quantifiers, which serve to modify writers’ statement, in English 

include: all, a lack of, many, most, few, a lot, a little, several, no, and none of the. In 

mathematics, quantification is the act of measuring, whereas in logic and semantic 

sense, it refers to the language that we use to specify the extent of validity of our 

claims. In other words, applying quantifiers in sentences somehow involves the act of 

demonstrating the usage of emphatics and hedges. While emphatic markers, such as 

must, will, prove, obvious, certain, essentially, and actually, carry a strengthening 

tone to stress a point and support claims with solid evidence and sound argument, 

hedges on the other hand present the message more tentatively with the following 

markers: may, could, seem, possible, likely, perhaps, and apparently (Precht, 2003).  

Hyland has also concentrated his extensive research on the prominence of 

hedging and boosting in academic writing (Hyland, 1998; 2002a; 2004). Hedges and 

boosters, being similar to what Precht has discussed as hedges and emphatics, are used 

to either reduce or increase the statement force; they “not only carry the writer’s 

degree of confidence in the truth of a proposition, but also an attitude to the audience” 

(Hyland, 1998, p.350). In views of Hyland, while writers use hedges by some means 

to limit their commitment to a proposition, boosters are applied to display high degree 

of certainty and involvement with the topic (Hyland, 1998). In 2005, he extended his 

work to the writer-reader textual interaction feature that one may find in academic 

discourse. Particularly interested in how interpersonal metadiscourse helps to develop 

writer-reader relationship, a model called “Model of Interaction in Academic 

Discourse” is presented. According to Hyland (2005), the two major constituents 

framing this model are stance and engagement.  
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Figure 2.1 Key Resources of Academic Interaction (from Hyland, 2005, p.177) 

 

As the above figure displays, writers project their viewpoint through hedges, 

boosters, attitude markers, and self-mention; they additionally involve and engage 

readers by applying reader pronouns, personal asides, appeals to shared knowledge, 

directives, and questions in the writings (Hyland, 2005). While hedges imply that a 

statement is with plausible reasoning rather than knowledge, boosters express writers’ 

certainty by presenting work with assurance. It is of great importance for one to 

balance both ends of the spectrum, as both hedges and boosters “balance objective 

information, subjective evaluation and interpersonal negotiation, and this can be a 

powerful factor in gaining acceptance for claims” (Hyland, 2005, p.180). Writers are 

not only delivering information, they are in fact communicating ideas with persuasive 

argument and effecting solidarity with readers. This act can also be seen by the usage 

of attitudinal markers and self-mentions in academic prose. 

As the name implies, attitudinal markers demonstrate writers’ affective state, 

value, and reactions to convey surprise, frustration, agreement, doubt, and so on. 

When writers signal propositions with attitudinal markers, they “both express a 

position and pull readers into a conspiracy of agreement so that it can often be difficult 

to dispute these judgements” (Hyland, 2005, p.180). Several linguistic indicators are 

served to express such function, such as attitude verbs (e.g. admit, agree, anticipate, 

concede, ensure, expect, foresee, prefer, reflect), adverbs (e.g. hopefully, fortunately, 
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importantly, ironically, surprisingly, unbelievably), and adjectives (e.g. acceptable, 

appropriate, concerned, critical, crucial, noticeable, unacceptable, vital). As for 

self-mention, it is usually done by using first person pronouns to present writers’ 

interpersonal information. Inclusive we often performs as reader pronouns that bind 

writer and reader together to signal mutual understanding and as participants with 

similar goals. In this sense, by engaging and leading their readers to a scientific 

discovery, writers are recognizing readers’ presence and involving them as discourse 

participants for interpretation guidance (Hyland, 2005).  

Hyland emphasized that the essence of academic writing is for writers to 

construct and negotiate social relations with the reader audience. In other words, 

academic writing, as opposed to the traditional impression that it is merely presenting 

facts mechanically, is in fact to be dialogical, as defined by Hyland: 

Stance: They express a textual ‘voice’ or community recognized personality which, 

following others, I shall call stance. This can be seen as an attitudinal dimension and 

includes features which refer to the ways writers present themselves and convey their 

judgements, opinions, and commitments. It is the ways that writers intrude to stamp 

their personal authority onto their arguments or step back and disguise their 

involvement. 

Engagement: Writers relate to their readers with respect to the positions advanced in 

the text, which I called engagement (Hyland, 2001). This is an alignment dimension 

where writers acknowledge and connect to others, recognizing the presence of their 

readers, pulling them along with their argument, focusing their attention, 

acknowledging their uncertainties, including them as discourse participants, and 

guiding them to interpretations. 

(Hyland, 2005, p.176) 

For Hyland, stance encompasses evidentiality (in terms of hedging, boosting, and 

commitment toward a proposition), affect/attitude markers, and presence (through the 

use of self-mention in the text).The act of applying these linguistic markers in writing 

signals an interaction between the reader and writer, by supplying readers with 

tentative analysis and allowing rooms for alternative interpretation. This shows how 
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bearing audience in mind is what it makes an effective academic writing.  

Another approach to stance is that of the appraisal theory proposed by Martin 

and White in 2005. It is a system in which defines emotions and sentiment arouse 

during the interactive evaluation process between one’s goals, beliefs, and the 

environment. Appraisal theory encompasses engagement, attitude, and graduation as 

its three sub-divisions. Different from Hyland’s engagement concept, Martin and 

White viewed it as “means available for bringing voices other than the writer’s into a 

text, either explicitly or implicitly” (Hood, 2012; Martin & White, 2005). In other 

words, rather than putting the interpersonal negotiation between the reader and writer 

as the focus, engagement, in this sense, is looking at how writer present themselves 

while they acknowledge and engage with prior scholars’ established belief or values. 

This system produces a dialogic network of voices, either single-voiced (monogloss) 

or multi-voiced (heterogloss), through the expressions of projection (e.g. X suggests 

that…), modality (e.g. it might be that…), negation (e.g. it is not that…), and 

counter-expectancy (e.g. However, …). This perspective helps readers apprehend if the 

writer is taking a stand with, a stand against, or neutral with respect to other 

researchers’ value position (Martin & White, 2005). 

As for the second dimension, which examines expressions associated with writers’ 

opinions on a positive (e.g. good) or negative (e.g. bad) gradable scalar value, attitude 

is further expanded into three sets, namely affect, appreciation, and judgement. While 

affect mainly deals with the expressions of emotion and feelings (e.g. concerned, 

disappointed, satisfied, unaware), appreciation denotes aesthetic values of entity (e.g. 

important, complex, critical), and judgement describes moral assessments of people 

and their corresponding behaviours (e.g. discreet, honest, truthful). The last realm in 

appraisal system is graduation, in which deals with gradability of evaluations through 

force and focus. Intensifying the quality or quantity of an entity is done through the 
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usage of scaling force, such as important, very important, and little importance. Martin 

and White have also reminded us that these scaled expressions often exist in the 

context of academic research studies as well. For instance, proximity indicators (e.g. in 

the present study, a more recent study), quantification on study size (e.g. large-scale 

study, a number of participants), scope of procedural usage (e.g. a wide range of tools, 

widely applied) and the number of supporting literatures (e.g. many researchers, most 

studies show that…) can all be often found in academic writings (Hood, 2012). Focus, 

on the other hand, holds the effect of modifying the strength of boundaries between 

categories, whether it is softening through vague language usage or sharpening as the 

intensifiers and amplifiers would function. That is to say, the focus concept is 

somewhat indeed similar to that of hedging and boosting mentioned earlier.  

Building upon the earlier work, Biber and his colleagues (1999) have also 

provided another classification of stance, namely epistemic, affect, and style. 

Epistemic stance, or as other scholars call it—evidentiality, mainly deals with remarks 

that pronounce certainty, doubt, actuality, source of knowledge, imprecision, and 

viewpoint. It also implies some level or degree of certainty or evidence toward what is 

being presented in a clause. As style refers to how writers comment on information 

(e.g. honestly, in fact, to be honest), affect concerns with states, evaluations, personal 

emotions, and attitudes.  

He further proposed a framework that sorts numerous stance markers into both 

lexico-grammatical structural and semantic functional categorization. The three main 

structural groupings include: 1) modal and semi-modal verbs, 2) stance adverb(ial)s, 

and 3) extraposed complement clauses (Biber, 2006). Under each main category, 

devices are then allocated into four main sub-classes based on their semantic functions: 

likelihood, factive, non-factive, and attitudinal. Likelihood stance is similar to hedges 

in the sense that they both state writers’ condition of being likely, probable, and less 
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certain about the source or extent of knowledge. Attitudinal stance, which is also 

interchangeable as affect, expresses writers’ emotion, judgment, and appreciation. 

Factive stance, which bears a resemblance to booster’s function, is to present fact and 

make assertion, while non-factive stance, often being projected with 

communication-related lexical items, is to avoid responsibility for proposition’s 

truth-value. Due to the fact that the functional sorting under to-clause is not 

straight-cut, and by noticing the subtle semantic differences between each stance 

marking, Biber labeled the categorization with much precision. The following table 

displays Biber’s taxonomy of stance under grammatical and functional classifications.  

 

Table 2.1 Biber’s Taxonomy of Stance Markers 

Structural Categories Semantic Functions Examples 

a) Modals & semi-modals possibility/permission/ability can, could, may, might 

 necessity/obligation must, should, have to, got to, ought to 

 prediction/volition will, would, shall, be going to 

b) Stance adverbs likelihood apparently, evidently, perhaps, 

 factive actually, always, certainly, indeed 

 non-factive accordingly, generally, mainly 

 attitudinal hopefully, importantly surprisingly 

c) Extraposed clauses   

Verb + That-clause likelihood appear, consider, estimate, guess 

 factive certify, conclude, confirm, discover 

 non-factive advise, argue, claim, convey, imply 

 attitudinal agree, complain, ensure, prefer 

Adjective +That-clause likelihood possible, probable, certain, clear, true 

 attitudinal amazed, careful, necessary, obligatory 

Noun + That-clause likelihood assumption, claim, expectation, notion 

 factive assertion, conclusion, discover, fact 

 non-factive comment, proposal, remark, report 

 attitudinal fear, hope, reason, view, thought 

Verb + To-clause likelihood(probability) appear, happen, seem, tend 

 likelihood(cognition/perception) assume, consider, estimate, learn, see 

 desire/ intention/ decision aim, agree, choose, decide, intend 

 effort/ facilitation afford, arrange, drive, enable, manage 
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 speech act/ communication ask, advise, claim, convince, report 

Adjective + To-clause likelihood/ certainty certain, likely, unlikely, sure 

 attitude/ emotion/affect concerned, content, pleased, surprised 

 evaluation appropriate, essential, important, vital 

 ability/ willingness able, competent, eager, insufficient 

 ease/ difficulty difficult, impossible, pleasant, tough 

Noun + To-clause  agreement, confidence, intention, plan 

 

Despite the fact that there are many different terminologies used for the concept 

of stance by numerous scholars and researchers, they in fact have the same objective, 

to investigate the ways in which writers project their assessment, judgement, and 

viewpoint in their written production. From the early work in 1980s to the literature 

found recently, the different approaches to stance all contribute in generating a 

thorough paradigm in explaining and exploring what stance entails. How these 

linguistic markers of stance are realized in English grammatical structures is 

thoroughly discussed in the following sub-section.   

 

 

2.1.2 Grammatical Realization of Stance 

Numerous scholars have long been interested in the means by which writers 

encode personal attitudes and the status of knowledge in written pieces. While they 

have proposed framework to explore how interaction is realized in academic argument, 

there are studies that have investigated different linguistic features of stance. Unlike 

some languages that mark information source or its degree of certainty with 

inflectional affixes, English has no obligatory linguistic element to convey stance 

(Gray & Biber, 2012). Instead, there are numerous grammatical features for users to 

fulfill such functional purpose. Stance can either be delivered through single word or 

clausal structures in English and these include: modal verbs, stance adverbials, and 

complement clause constructions (Biber et al., 1999: 966-86).  
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Use of Modals A modal auxiliary verb modifies the meaning of the main verb in 

a sentence. While modals generally express speakers’ attitudes, modals can also 

convey the intensity and strength of those attitudes by the distinction of present and 

past-tense forms (e.g. may vs. might). In Longman Grammar of Spoken and Written 

English (Biber et al., 1999, p. 485), modality is a term used in syntactic and semantic 

analysis to refer to meanings connected with scaling degrees of possibility/ 

permission/ability, necessity/obligation, and prediction/volition. Having a wide 

variety of communicative functions, modals serve to express a matter of belief by 

making inferences or deduction, and a matter of action by giving permission, 

command, and obligation. Biber and his colleagues further classified modal 

auxiliaries into two sorts, extrinsic epistemic and intrinsic deontic:  

Each modal can have two different types of meaning, which can be labeled intrinsic 

and extrinsic (also referred to as ‘deontic’ and ‘epistemic’ meanings). Intrinsic 

modailty refers to actions and events that humans (or other agents) directly control: 

meanings relating to permission, obligation, and volition (or intention). Extrinsic 

modailty refers to the logical status of events or states, usually relating to assessments 

of likelihood: possibility, necessity, or prediction. 

(Biber et al., 1999, p.485). 

In 2006, Biber investigated a 2.7 million words corpus called TOEFL 2000 

Spoken and Written Academic Language, to represent the range of both spoken and 

written registers in which university students in US might encounter. The four focused 

registers for in-depth analysis included classroom teaching, class talk, textbooks, and 

written syllibi. Not only did this study compared stance usage across speech and 

writing, it also distinugished two communicative purposes: classroom management 

and instructional situations. It was found that stance devices were generally used more 

in spoken situations than written registers; yet there was still apprearances of stance 

expressions in written texts. Most stance expressions indicated were related to factive 
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representation which added certainty to the propositional information that readers 

needed to know. The most frequently used stance markers in university settings turned 

out to be modal verbs. It was found that volition modals (e.g. will, would) were the 

most common modal class, followed by possibility modals (e.g. can, could, may), and 

finally necessity modals (e.g. must, should) as the least used category. 

 Hyland in 2002 also did a related study, but instead of probing modals’ epistemic 

function, he investigated modals as markers of directives in a total of 2.5 million word 

corpus of published research articles, textbooks, and L2 student essays (Hyland, 

2002a). The included journal articles were randomly selected from ten leading 

journals in eight disciplines. Textbook chapter readings that were used in first year 

classes at an English medium University in Hong Kong were chosen as the second 

corpus dataset. The third corpus encompassed project reports written by final year 

Hong Kong undergraduates. To ensure variability, textbook readings and student 

reports were also randomly picked from the eight fields as of journal article selection. 

The results showed a major distinction between hard (natural) and soft (social) 

sciences, in the extent to which precision and conciseness were more valued in hard 

sciences, through the use of directive modals to fulfill the economy goal in article 

writings. The following examples are extracted from Hyland’s study:  

[1]…the above definitions for the B2 index should be multiplied by a factor of 0.83. 

  (Mechanical Engineering- Research Article) 

[2]…attention must be paid to the standard membrane microstrip and for low 

free-space radiation loss.           (Electronic Engineering-Textbooks) 

[3] Nonetheless, a radioiodinated probe has to be utilized in the test at the same time. 

           (Biology-Project Reports) 

[4] Firstly, some configuration work should be done. The PC-Lab card should be 

switch on SW1 for setting 10 MHz internal pulse.  

(Mechanical Engineering-Project Reports) 

      (Hyland, 2002a, p.236). 

It was noted by Hyland that the tradition of precision and the impersonal writing 
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convention established in hard sciences influenced how the writers presented 

themselves and interacted with their readers. In contrast, writings found in soft 

sciences such as humanities often needed more elaboration, and directives were not as 

necessary to keep the writing concise. As Hyland puts it,  

some fields permit greater authorial presence than others and the use of directives 

emphasize that social relationships with discourse communities exercise strong 

constraints on a writer’s representations of self and others. 

(Hyland, 2002a, p.236). 

In the same study, Hyland also discovered that, when being compared with 

student writers, expert writers overall used more obligation modals (e.g. must, ought) 

as cognitive acts to “instruct the reader to perform an action or to [reason] things in a 

way determined by the writer” (Hyland, 2005, p.184). Since student writers were 

sensitive to the concept of power relation and were also reluctant to establish control 

over readers, they only used half of what the expert writers would express to serve the 

cognitive directive function in writings. Instead, students were more comfortable in 

using textual-acts modals to guide readers to another part of the text. As students’ 

number of use in textual directives outnumbered that of expert writers, it seemed to 

the students that guiding or instructing readers to another textual passage carried less 

authority over the readers than telling them to interpret certain matter in a certain 

angle. The results proved that though the social beliefs of disciplines and genres are 

deeply embedded in our writing practices, “individual factors such as experience, 

confidence, or professional rank affect the choices made by particular writers in their 

moment-by-moment composing” (Hyland, 2002a, p.236).  

 Another interesting survey of modality is done by Vázquez Orta in 2010, 

comparing how native English writers and non-native Spanish writers differ in the 

usage pattern of modal verbs in academic research articles. Focusing specifically on 

introduction and discussion sections, Vázquez Orta (2010) found that Spanish writers 
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tended to overuse the modal can and will to denote certainty, while would, should, and 

may were used significantly less to express probability and possibility. Native English 

speakers, on the contrary, showed more uses of would, should, and might as mitigators 

to tone down abruptness, or to show modesty and cogency in their writing. As 

Vázquez Orta reasoned (2010), the discrepancies lied in the different writing 

conventions of national culture. 

 

Use of Stance Adverbs As Biber and his colleagues in Longman Grammar of 

Spoken and Written English (1999) noted, adverbs are categorized into three sorts: 

circumstance adverbs (e.g. eagerly, slowly, weekly), stance adverbs (e.g. apparently, 

clearly, perhaps, technically), and linking adverbs (e.g. additionally, moreover, 

nevertheless). Circumstance adverbs form the core propositional content and thus 

cannot be omitted without changing the sentential meaning; in contrast, stance 

adverbs are detachable in the sense that they are used to qualify a standpoint and add 

interpersonal meaning in discourse. In general, stance adverbs have “a rather loose 

connection with the rest of the elements in a sentence”, since they may be detached 

syntactically and semantically from the utterance in which they appear (Tseronis, 

2009, p.44).  

It should be noted that there exist a slight difference in stance adverbial and 

stance adverb; stance adverbial encompasses sentential adverbs in the form of finite 

clauses (e.g. as X notes, as might be expected) and prepositional phrases (e.g. from 

our perspective, in my opinion, in brief, without doubt) that function as adverb, 

whereas stance adverb refers to part of speech that modifies verb, adjective or another 

adverb. As Biber remarks, while single-word stance adverbs are relatively common in 

academic writings, they generally appear far more frequently in conversation:  

Speakers use stance adverbs to convey their judgements and attitudes, to claim the 
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factural nature of what they are saying, and to mark exactly how they mean their 

utterances to be understood. 

(Biber et al., 1999, p.766-777). 

Single-word adverb, rather than sentential adverbial, has aroused more research 

interests among scholars over time, since it has been noted by Biber and his 

colleagues (1999) that prepositional phrases and finite clauses only account for 15% 

of stance adverbials. Additionally, single adverbs (e.g. frankly, obviously) are by far 

the most common category of stance adverbial in both spoken and written registers 

(Biber et al., 1999).  

In the investigation on university textbooks and syllabi, Biber (2006) discovered 

that certainty adverbs (e.g. actually, certainly) were most common in acadeimc 

written register, followed by style adverbs (e.g. generally) which were used to 

indicate usual case rather than invariable fact. Likehihood adverbs (e.g. probably, 

maybe) held similar frequency of use as the style adverbs, whereas attitude adverbs 

(e.g. astonishingly, ironically, surprisingly) were the least common.  

Another closely-related examination was done by Adams and Quintana-Toledo 

(2013), in which they inspected frequency distribution of stance adverbs in the 

sections of introduction and conclusion of research papers. Following the functional 

classification on stance framed by Biber et al. (1999), the markers were manually 

tagged as epistemic, attitudinal, and stylistic in the corpus. A number of meanings 

under the category of epistemic adverbs were further broken down into six subclasses: 

doubt and certainty, actuality and reality, source of knowledge, limitation, viewpoint 

or perspective, and finally imprecision. The researchers also noticed that semantic 

sorting was not an easy task as functional dividing was rather fuzzy; thus attitudinal 

and stylistic adverbials were not classified into additional subclasses.  

The result showed that epistemic adverbials were significantly favored and 

predominated in both introduction and conclusion sections, followed by attitudinal 
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adverbials and lastly stylistic adverbials. The frequency occurrences of the epistemic 

adverbials were doubled those of attitudinal adverbials in introduction and tripled 

those of the same type in conclusion. As concluding remark often entailed claims that 

were to justify and explain with research result, epistemic adverbials in expression of 

doubt were favored more in conclusion sections. Certainty adverbials were mainly 

used to make restatement or summarize the points previously discussed. While 

attitudinal adverbials were to display author’s perspective and guide reader 

interpretation, stylistic adverbials described author’s manner of speaking and prior 

assumptions about reader’s knowledge on issue mentioned in the writing, though 

there were comparatively fewer instances of stylistic stance indicators. Adams and 

Quintana-Toledo (2013) concluded that stance adverbials were mainly used in 

conclusions for stating possible study implications, result evaluations, and future 

study suggestions, whereas in introductions they were for conveying evaluations of 

earlier literature contributions. This study outcome was somewhat different from 

Biber’s earlier work, in the sense that attitudinal adverbs were used the least in 

university textbooks, and stylistic adverbs were seldom used in research papers. The 

underlying reason may attribute to the different writing genre explored, in which 

writers justify research claims with supporting evidence in academic papers as 

opposed to authors presenting factual information in published textbooks. 

There is also another set of special linguistic feature that are often used as 

modifiers for adjectives and adverbs, to enhance and provide an emotional context to 

clauses. It is a special category that some researchers call it as “grading adverbs” or 

“intensifiers” (Henderson & Barr, 2010). Nevertheless, since they do not contribute to 

the propositional meaning, few research studies have been done specifically on the 

investigation of intensifiers. Henderson and Barr in 2010 conducted a corpus-based 

pilot study to compare three collections of English text: 1) non-native speaker French 
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students’ texts, 2) research journal article introductions, and 3) native speaker students’ 

texts. Based on searchable lexical items suggested in other studies, the researchers 

searched a short list of simple gradable adjectives and adverbs in corpus analysis 

software (AntConc): old, new, high, low, rather, fairly, more, most, so, too, very. It 

was discovered that two or more lexical items were more often paired (e.g. more 

useful, the most important, very limited, rather urgent) to achieve evaluative function 

by students, and only one example of this vocabulary stacking was found in published 

texts. While this showed how students used such feature as a strategy to fulfill the 

need to reveal the logic of ideas in their arguments, lexical pairing was shown to be 

more prevalent at novice development stages in writing expertise, or as what Hyland 

calls “essayist literacy”. Rare instances of such linguistic feature in written context 

may also be due to the fact that they are more commonly used in spoken 

conversational contexts. 

 

Use of Extraposed Clauses Although considerable research has been devoted to 

single-word stance, until recently little attention has been paid to clausal stance. 

English has four major complement clauses which carry the function to convey stance 

expressions, and these include: that-complement clauses, to-complement clauses, 

WH-clauses and ing-clauses (Biber, 2004). Biber (2004) specifically focused his 

study interest on that-clause and to-clause complementation which are paired with 

controlling elements, namely stance verb, adjective, and noun. He noticed the 

controlling element entails the capability to alter the meaning of a statement. The 

following two sentences illustrate this phenomenon:  

[1] reduced-fat margarines will make the sandwich soggy. 

[2] Kline reported that reduced-fat margarines will make the sandwich soggy. 

(Biber, 2004, p.111). 

While the first sentence shows an assertive fact with the modal will, the second 



29 

sentence is written with a communication/speech act verb reported with that 

complement clause and transformed the factive statement as non-factive; in other 

words, the second sentence carries an implication that the author is trying to avoid 

responsibility for statement’s truth-value.  

As Biber noticed (2004), when comparing how spoken and written registers 

convey stance differently, the study result showed that the most common stance 

complement clause construction was represented by verb + complement, followed by 

adjective + complement. In addition, the overall patterns revealed that there was a 

heavy reliance on to-clause constructions, instead of that-clauses, in academic writing 

to mark stance. On the contrary, Wang (2011) discovered that for Chinese learners of 

English, usage proportions on the two constructions in theses were in fact roughly the 

same. This implies that Chinese EFL learners are able to apply both structures even 

though complement clauses are structurally complex and challenging to master. 

 Applying his own stance functional paradigm, Biber noticed that factive verbs 

which state certainty and assertion were the most common class controlling to-clauses, 

followed by attitude verbs which show writers’ desire to direct reader to do certain 

action or refer to another part of text. Since Biber included only published textbooks, 

university catalogue and brochures, and class syllabi as the written materials during 

his research study, it is not surprised to see that likelihood and non-factive verbs were 

not used as often, since those materials were written without negotiation (Biber, 2006). 

Further investigation is needed to testify if the same case will be applied to journal 

articles or thesis writings. 

The ranking order of frequency occurrences was different for that-clauses; the 

most used category was factive verbs, and the least was attitudinal. It is interesting to 

see that factive verbs were most used for both that- and to- clauses, whereas 

attitudinal verbs took different ranking. The underlying reason that caused differences 
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between the two usage patterns was unfortunately not explained, as the study overall 

focus was more inclined to probe stance constructions happened in spoken contexts. 

As for adjective and noun complementation, to-clauses were more common than 

that-clauses; though both adjective and noun complementation constructions were 

found rare in academic written registers generally.  

The following sub-section includes a further review of that-clause pattern in 

academic written contexts. Closer examination of such clausal construction is called 

for, given that it is a rather overlooked interpersonal feature that serves to project 

authorial attitude and provide evaluative options (Hyland & Tse, 2005a). In addition, 

many scholars hold the view that that-clauses are the main means to mark authorial 

stance (Charles, 2006; Hyland & Tse, 2005a; Parkinson, 2013; Wang & Chen, 2012). 

Thus, section 2.2 is written with a specific focus on reviewing evaluative that, which is 

also the main study focus of this thesis.  

 

 

2.2 Evaluative That-Clause for Stance Marking 

 In this section, taxonomies of that-clause proposed by scholars (Hyland & Tse, 

2005a; Charles, 2006) are introduced, in which the coding systems are adopted and 

synthesized for current study. Then, how native writers deliver that-constructions is 

explained with extracted sample sentences shown. Finally, several studies have 

indicated the common difficulties L2 student writers encounter when asserting 

that-statement. These studies are elaborated as follows. 

 

 

2.2.1 Theoretical Framework of Evaluative that 

According to the Hyland and Tse (2005a), “ evaluation is a key aspect of academic 

writing as it expresses the writer’s opinion or stance and thus contributes to and reflects 



31 

the value system and ideology of a disciplinary community” (Hyland & Tse, 2005a, p. 40) 

They argued that sentential structure gives more powerful projection of personal 

stance than single modal verb or lexical adverbial items, “since the opinion is given 

more prominence detached from the evaluated proposition and presented as the starting 

point of the sentence” (ibid, p. 40). Hyland and Tse even stressed the importance of 

evaluative-that construction by acknowledging it as “the major way that evaluative and 

affective meanings can be prominently realized in academic writing” (Hyland & Tse, 

2005a, p.61). Given that about once every five sentences, that-structure was found to be 

used in academic writing (Hyland &Tse, 2005a; 2005b), that-structure is considered to 

be an important technique for writers to reveal attitudes at the starting point of the sentence 

and present content in that-clause. 

Previous researchers have adopted various functional taxonomies to categorize 

the stance markers considering the different nature of their studies, and they have 

offered a comprehensive classification of evaluative that-clause constructions for the 

purpose of inspecting interpersonal feature signaled in academic texts. Other than 

Biber’s preliminary functional taxonomy of extraposd clausal structures for stance 

expression shown in Table 2.1, Charles offered a detailed framework specifying the 

indication of reference source through reporting that-clause complementation 

(Charles, 2006). Charles states that reporting clauses provide opportunities for writers 

to position themselves within their disciplinary fields, as their attitudes and stance are 

often encoded in the reported propositions by emphasizing or hiding responsibility for 

textual statements. She developed a three-tier taxonomy network of source paradigm 

to assess the ownership of prepositional responsibility for veracity in terms of “averral 

and attribution”. The first tier includes three reporting clause types according to 

grammatical subject: 1) noun with human reference, 2) noun with non-human 

reference, and 3) introductory it followed by passive voice. Second tier is to 
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distinguish whether the statement is either self-sourced reports or other-sourced 

reports. Proposition sources are further distinguished as 1) averred, in which writers 

make no attribution to a source, 2) emphasized, where writers attribute source to 

themselves, or 3) hidden, that writers attribute source to other entity.  

Charles’ source classification is very similar to Hyland and Tse’s human, 

concealed and abstract entity evaluative source taxonomy proposed in 2005. In 

Hyland and Tse’s (2005a) thorough paradigm, that-statements are categorized and 

divided into four main aspects: 1) the evaluated entity, 2) the evaluative stance, 3) the 

source of the evaluation, and 4) the evaluative expression. While evaluated entity refers 

to the proposition following that, evaluative stance shows writer’s attitude through 

realization of the controlling predicate (stance marker). As evaluation source controls 

how writer attributes responsibility for the interpretation, evaluative expression 

classifies stance marker into either verbal or non-verbal forms (Hyland & Tse, 2005a). 

Take the sentence “It is unlikely that the conclusion is based on solid evidence” as an 

instance, It denotes concealed evaluation source, while unlikely acts as epistemic 

stance in adjectival expression form. This super-ordinate (matrix) clause (it is unlikely) 

holds authorial evaluation toward the evaluated entity complement that-clause.  

 

Figure 2.2 Evaluative that Sentence Structure 

 

The following table shows the overview of Hyland and Tse’s classification (2005a, p.47) 

on that-clauses with examples. It should be noted that this classification is partially 
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adopted for the current study, in the sense that the aspect of evaluated entity is not included 

in the scope of this research, since the main analysis focus is on the matrix clause. 

 

Table 2.2 Hyland and Tse’s Classification of Sentences Containing Evaluative that 

Aspect Subcategories Examples 

1) Evaluated  

entity 

a. interpretation of author’s claim Our findings show that the museum visit 

can be seen as 6 distinct stages 

 b. interpretation of previous studies Although research shows that vocab can 

be acquired directly through reading, 

 c. interpretation of author’s goals It is our hope that the framework will be 

applied to other contexts…. 

 d. interpretation of methods, models, 

theories 

It was found that the results of the model 

were in very good consistency with… 

2) Evaluative 

 stance 

a. Attitudinal: i. affect 

                      ii. obligation 

I hope that, It is important to note that 

It must be recognized that 

 b. Epistemic: It is likely that, We prove that 

3) Evaluative 

 source 

a. Human–either the author or 

other humans 

We show that, Smith notes that 

 b. Abstract entity –inanimate source The findings indicate that 

 c. Concealed – source not identified It is well-known that, a general 

finding is that 

4) Expression a. Non-verbal Noun predicate The conclusion advanced is that 

 Adjectival predicate It is possible that, it is well-known that 

 b. Verbal predicate  

 i. Research acts – actions in real world This demonstrates that, the analysis 

indicates that, they found that 

 ii. Discourse acts – linguistic activities We argue that, I propose that 

 iii. Cognitive acts –mental processes they perceive that, we believe that 

 

Based on these frameworks, many studies have assessed how stance was marked 

differently in the form of that-clauses by native speakers of English (Hyland & Tse, 

2005a; Charles, 2006; 2007) and Chinese L2 writers (Chen, 2012; Hyland & Tse, 

2005b; Wang & Chen, 2012; 王敏，2011; 徐宏亮，2011). 

 

 



34 

2.2.2 Native Writers’ Preference on That-Clause Uses 

By conducting a contrastive analysis based on 240 published journal article 

abstracts, Hyland and Tse (2005a) were able to explore how that-clause could hook 

reader interests and attention, as abstracts contained condensed study summary that 

entailed writers’ attitudinal meanings and evaluations. Their study result showed that 

verbs were overwhelmingly preferred in the predicate slot of that-structures, comparing 

to nominal or adjectival forms; this outcome is similar to what Biber has discovered in 

2006, that verb-complements were far more common in written registers across all 

disciplines. By highlighting the role of discipline and genre in understanding 

stance-that markers in EAP, Hyland and Tse discovered that journal writers in material 

sciences favored the use of research act verbs, whereas the ones in social sciences were 

inclined to employ discourse related verbs to include attitudinal meanings (Hyland & Tse, 

2005a). This disciplinary preference tendency among journal writers echoes the modal 

verb usage pattern that has previously discussed, and also is similar to what Charles (2007) 

has found when she compared corpora of theses by native speakers of English in two 

disciplines, namely politics (soft/social science) and material sciences (hard/natural 

science). Native English writers in hard science disciplines tend to apply impersonal 

value-free lexical units; on the other hand, soft sciences often allow writers to proceed 

the argument recursively with value-laden words and usages (Charles, 2007). Other 

than the usage pattern of verbs, similar trend was found in the nominal items. For 

instance, when taking a stance towards other studies, argument nouns (e.g. argument, 

assertion) were commonly used by native writers in politics, whereas evidence nouns 

(e.g. evidence, observation) were favored by the writers in material science (Charles, 

2007).  

In her years of research on corpus analysis, not only did Charles reveal how 

varying lexical word choices could achieve the purpose of viewpoint presentation, but 
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she also investigated how stance could be incorporated though reporting source 

choice from the perspective of syntactic clausal constructions. Charles’ study (2006) 

indicated two major findings. First, for clause type analysis, while politics used more 

clauses with human subjects, materials showed higher occurrences of it and 

non-human subjects. This was due to the fact that in natural sciences impersonality 

was more emphasized with reference to experimental basis. This is demonstrated by 

examples extracted from Charles’ study (2006, p. 497-98): 

[1] Eden accepted that the Egyptian deal was ‘understandable if regrettable’ (pol) 

[2] I will argue that ideas, particularly principled ideas, matter… (pol) 

[3]Rotation experiments suggested that the screws were dissociated into superpartials… 

(mat) 

[4]After initial investigation it was discovered that the samples were not very parallel 

sided. (mat) 

Second, as regard to source type, politics had higher number of instances on 

non-research sourced reports with human and it subjects, whereas self-sourced 

reporting clause with it subjects predominated in material sciences, such as the 

following examples (ibid, p. 499; 510): 

[5]The Secretary-General pointed out that obstructing only one of the hostile forces 

rendered the impartiality of UNPROFOR difficult to maintain. (pol) 

[6]The EDX results showed that the SiO film near the particle consisted of carbon, 

silicon, oxygen, and gold. (mat) 

[7]It was subsequently realized by the author that this was detrimental to the 

performance of these films. (mat) 

Charles explained that writers in material sciences tended to conceal the role of 

writer, while they incorporated their own views into research study with self-sourced 

it subject reports. The impersonal objective stance they conveyed was to “[obscure] 

their responsibility and [protect] them from attack”, yet the clauses were interpreted 

as highly evaluative in Charles’ eyes: 

…writers in materials take full advantage of the opportunity provided by the seeming 

impersonality of these patterns in order to incorporate their stance in a way which 
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nonetheless maintains the convention of objectivity characteristic of natural science 

writing. 

(Charles, 2006, p.513) 

The studies mentioned have all proved that there are fundamental differences 

even between native writers in different disciplines as to how knowledge is 

represented. This differing disciplinary preference pattern regarding that-clause uses 

described above may provide insight and a reference point to inspect if Taiwan expert and 

student writers follow their disciplinary trend appropriately, and also resemble native 

writers’ writing essence. Despite the holistic interpretation on how soft sciences 

convey relatively more personal stance in writing, detailed examination solely in the 

field of applied linguistics may offer more insights for researchers who intend to write 

paper relevant to the field. Although applied linguistics was included in the scope of 

Hyland and Tse’s (2005a) disciplinary examination, their study focus was only the 

abstract section in research article. While they (2005a) argue that abstracts are the 

compendious summarized version of the whole research and carry the capability to 

project authorial viewpoint, abstracts are too abbreviated that the evaluation of others’ 

work, which are usually found in literature review sections, may not have the space to 

be exhibited. Thus, the evaluation and its source found in abstracts tend to be 

non-specific and general. A thorough examination of the whole academic 

text—including the five main sections in research paper: introduction, literature 

review, methodology, result, and conclusion, may better offer in-depth pedagogical 

implications. The following subsection is to review L2 learners’ deficiency in handling 

that-clause expressions when they project authorial stance in academic papers.  

 

2.2.3 Learners’ that-Clause Usage Pattern 

Increasing numbers of comparative studies have started to project research 

interest on investigating stance constructing between L1 and L2 academic writing. In 
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the same year, Hyland and Tse did another investigation and extended the line of research 

by including masters and doctoral dissertation abstracts written by L2 Hong Kong 

students as the comparable dataset, to explore the discrepancies across L2 student and 

expert writers’ writing style (Hyland & Tse, 2005b). There were four main differing 

characteristics found between the two groups. First, evaluative that-clause was written 

once every five sentences in journal dataset, and once every twelve sentences in L2 

dissertations. Although expert group was found to have relatively 56% higher uses of 

that-clause per 1,000 words than the L2 students, student group still showed high 

frequency occurrences. They attested that the students were aware of such pattern and 

knew how to employ them in academic writing to signal evaluations and carry judgements, 

despite the fact that there is no parallel structure in the Chinese language. Second, 

distancing oneself from the evaluations was another interesting result the researchers 

observed. Student writers especially held preferences for using nonhuman subjects when 

attributing judgment sources, and Hyland and Tse postulated that this tendency of 

removing authorial self was probably the impact of writing textbooks and style guides. 

Third, L2 students, with extensive usage of research and discourse-related verbal 

predicates, projected more epistemic meanings than personal voice. They were found to 

be more reluctant to foreground explicit judgements and make commitments to their 

evaluations. Fourth, as for stance in academic writing, epistemic stance was largely 

employed to indicate the certainty and reliability of findings, and attitudinal stance was 

rarely used in abstracts. While professional writers, especially the ones in soft knowledge 

fields, presented more tentative predicates for making them as suggestions, assumptions, 

or negotiable interpretations, L2 writers projected greater certainty in statements, which 

somehow made the writing seem as “overstated and perhaps rather anxiously persuasive” 

(Hyland & Tse, 2005b, p.137). Nonetheless, there was also similar discovery found 

between the two groups. Evaluative entities found in both corpora were largely comments 
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referring to writers’ own research study, and only few were found concerning the work 

of others. Since abstracts were mainly written to highlight the research and invite readers 

to continually read the full paper, critical assessment of others’ work was rare in this 

section.  

 Echoing Hyland and Tse’s investigation, Wang and Chen (2012) inspected the 

different uses of evaluative that-clause when conveying stance in abstracts between 

Chinese master thesis and journal articles. The major finding corresponds with 

Hyland and Tse’s study, in the sense that overall frequency of that-clause in 

experienced author corpus was twice the figure of L2 student corpus. Wang and Chen 

further discovered that while Hyland and Tse’s student group was from Hong Kong, 

their Mainland China students, whose English learning environment was considered 

not as rich, did show great uses of evaluative that-clause. Nevertheless, Wang and 

Chen noticed that Chinese postgraduate student authors employed more informal and 

colloquial usages and were too definite toward their own statement, which in turn 

rejected having negotiable dialogue with their target readers. This finding corresponds 

to what Hyland and Tse (2005b) have discovered earlier, that student writers tended to 

mark own statements with certainty, while professional writers demonstrated 

“rigorousness and objectiveness” through the expression of likelihood stance. Second 

problem observed was that Chinese student writers tended to display subjective 

personal feelings with strong attitude markers, and at the same time wrote vague 

viewpoint sources by mentioning “many scholars” to be imprecise and used it as a 

strategy to avoid responsibility toward the proposition truth value.  

Other studies have also identified such problematic writing behavior, that 

Chinese students’ texts often displayed strong unwarranted assertions compared with 

those of native speakers of English (Chen, 2012; 王敏，2011; 徐宏亮，2011). Wang 

and Chen (2012) argued that students’ eagerness to make sound argument might 
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somehow weaken the writing as it lacked credibility. This is again similar to what 

Hyland and Tse (2005b) indicated as by being overly certain would weaken the 

credibility of one’s statement. Nevertheless, Hyland (2005) suggests that as students’ 

English proficiency advances, their tentative expression would approximate 

native-like. 

As for stance expressed in different parts of speech, Wang and Chen (2012) also 

discovered that verb predicates took higher frequency occurrences, and the two 

groups exhibited similar usage trend that research-act verbs were mostly used. As 

expert writers displayed more instances of discourse verbs than the students, Chinese 

postgraduate writers were found to employ a restricted range of epistemic markers 

through heavy use of repeated lexical words, such as think and know. Language 

proficiency was reasoned to be the contributing factor that put constraints on students’ 

choice of stance devices (Chen, 2012; Wang & Chen, 2012; 王敏，2011). Given that 

noun predicates do not project imposed emotion, student writers showed higher uses 

than expert writers of such predicate to protect themselves from showing authorship 

too directly.  

The abovementioned writing mismatches demonstrated by L2 student writers 

indicates a need of effective academic writing guidance for L2 learner writers. 

Abstracts are said to provide informative synopsis of the article and carry advertising 

function to draw readers’ attention (Hyland & Tse, 2005a; 2005b; Hu & Cao, 2011). 

On the other hand, having in-depth investigation on evaluative that in every section of 

academic papers is needed, as this may assist L2 writers to have better control over 

stance taking when they compose research thesis critically. Numerous studies of 

individual linguistic features (modals, stance adverbials, and extraposed clauses) 

mentioned in section 2.1.2 have shown how they contribute to build the framework of 

stance overall. Among all grammatical features investigated, clausal construction has 
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received comparatively less attention. Thus, current study aims to fulfill this research 

gap with mid-scale corpus investigation and expand the research to Taiwan context. 

By adopting Biber’s paradigm as reference guide to ground present study analysis, 

combining with Hyland and Tse’s classification on evaluation source type, present 

study intends to analyze that-complement clauses governed by stance verbs, 

adjectives, or nouns in detail through both quantitative and qualitative analysis. It is 

hoped that by examining L2 writers’ prose through comparative theme analysis, deeper 

insights can be provided for pedagogical purpose and make contribution for L2 writers 

to gain more sophisticated control over stance connotation. The following table 

presents the synthesized theoretical framework of current study with evaluative 

that-clauses sentences.  

 

Table 2.3 Synthesized Theoretical Framework of Stance-that Clauses  

with Example Sentences 

Extraposed clauses Examples 

Evaluative function in different parts of speech 

Verb + That-clause  

  Likelihood He predicted that an earthquake was imminent. 

  Factive His remarks showed that he misunderstood my position on the question. 

  Non-factive He reported that he had seen her. 

  Attitude We expected that you would succeed. 

Adjective + That-clause  

  Likelihood It is unlikely that the conclusion is based on solid evidence. 

Attitude It's possible that he will not accept the invitation. 

Noun + That- clause  

  Likelihood The claim that she put forward was accepted by the community. 

  Factive The conclusion that we reached was also proven by other scholars. 

  Non-factive The proposal that he put forward aroused great attention. 

Attitude We have this hope that burns within our hearts. 

Evaluative source 

Human Smith notes that there is a major distinction between two parties. 

Abstract entity The findings indicate that stance is expressed more by native speakers. 

Concealed It is known that each language has its own unique rhetorical style. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

 

Methodology 

 

 

Corpus not only reveals frequency data of natural language patterns and uses but 

also serves as a useful resource for researchers to see how language varies in different 

situations and registers. In this study, corpus is thus utilized to observe variation 

pattern between native speakers and non-native speakers. Nevertheless, any corpus can 

be limited since the gathered data may contain bias. One may argue that corpus only 

denotes partial sample of decontextualized language, which cannot fully represent full 

picture of what takes place in different language aspects. Yet, corpus findings may 

shed light on the language variation patterns between different groups of speakers 

objectively. 

This chapter consists of three sections. Section 3.1 illustrates three sets of corpus 

data to be examined, with word sizes and data source detailedly provided. Section 3.2 

describes the tools employed in the current research. Thorough description of the 

analytical method and the identification process of English stance markers are given 

next.  

 

 

3.1 Corpus Data 

As this current study focuses on written academic English, three corpora of 

academic writing written within the recent years in the field of applied linguistics and 

English language learning were gathered: a reference corpus consisting of 

multi-authored journal articles written by native speakers of English, a comparable 

corpus comprising journal articles written by local researchers in Taiwan, and thirdly a 

learner corpus consisting of master thesis by Taiwan graduate students. The main aim 
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to select journal articles as the comparable data, as argued by Cortes, was that journal 

articles “represent[ed] the writing in those disciplines, and which professors considered 

model writing for their students to learn from” (Cortes, 2004, p.403). Stance markers 

found in the journal corpora became the target items to be compared with the ones 

retrieved from L2 students’ writings. Since the focus of the current study is to explore 

how writers themselves convey stance, any abstracts, tables, figures, reference lists, 

bibliographies, footnotes, captions, and qualitative responses from participants in the 

articles should be manually excluded to avoid misleading outcome. Finally, the three 

corpora compiled are of similar word sizes. Table 3.1 gives detail information of the 

three corpora.  

 

Table 3.1 Overview of the Three Academic Corpora 

Representation Corpus Word Count 

Average 

length of text 

No. of 

texts 

Native expert writing NS-J 336,923 6,738 50 

Non-native expert writing NNS-J 316,946 6,339 50 

Non-native student writing NNS-S 371,064 14,843 25 

 

 

3.1.1 The Reference Corpus 

 The reference corpus is comprised of academic writing composed by native 

speakers of English. In this native speaker (NS-J) corpus, selected articles are only 

written by either native speakers of English or the ones affiliated within 

English-speaking institutions. To ensure variation, a total of 50 articles were selected 

from various journals, including eight prestigious journals in applied linguistics to 

compose the NS-J corpus. These include: Applied Linguistics, English for Specific 

Purposes, International Review of Applied Linguistics, Journal of Second Language 

Writing, Language Learning, Modern Language Learning, Studies in Second 
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Language Acquisition, and TESOL Quarterly. In each journal, articles published 

between the years of 2000 to 2010 were selected. After the compilation, a reference 

corpus with 336,923 words was built. Table 3.2 shows the total word count in each 

selected journals. 

 

Table 3.2 Journals Included in the NS-J Corpus 

Journals Word Count 

Average length 

of text 

No. of 

texts 

Applied Linguistics 39,781 6,630 6 

English for Specific Purposes 33,435 6,687 5 

International Review of Applied Linguistics 33,400 6,680 5 

Journal of Second Language Writing 49,167 7,024 7 

Language Learning 48,011 6,859 7 

Modern Language Learning 46,800 6,686 7 

Studies in Second Language Acquisition 46,567 6,652 7 

TESOL Quarterly 39,762 6,627 6 

TOTAL 336,923 6,738 50 

 

 

3.1.2 Non-native Journal Corpus 

Non-native (NNS-J) corpus, on the other hand, includes journal articles written 

by local researchers in Taiwan. To attain higher writing quality, only three prestigious 

local journals in Taiwan (Taiwan Journal of TESOL (NCCU), Studies in English 

Language and Literature (NTUST), and English Teaching & Learning (NTNU)) were 

selected for data in NNS corpus. In order for the two sets of journal data to be 

comparable, any written piece less than 5,000 words in total were discarded. The 

chosen fifty journal articles were published no later than year 2009, and the total word 

size was similar to that of the reference corpus. Since the journal published by 

National Taiwan University of Science and Technology (NTUST) were only available 

in paper format for external access, articles were manually scanned page by page and 
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converted to text files using a free software called JOCR. Detail corpus information is 

shown in the following Table 3.3. 

 

Table 3.3 Journals Included in the NNS-J Corpus 

Journals Word Count 

Average 

length of text 

No. of 

texts 

Taiwan Journal of TESOL 107,761 6,339 17 

Studies in English Language and Literature  98,218 6,138 16 

English Teaching & Learning 110,967 6,527 17 

TOTAL 316,946 6,339 50 

 

 

3.1.3 The Learner Corpus 

 This learner corpus (NNS-S) contained MA theses written by Taiwan graduate 

students in the disciplines of applied linguistics and English language teaching; thus, 

students’ English writing proficiencies were generally in high advanced level. Since 

master theses are generally longer in length, only 25 MA thesis writings were collected 

for the current investigation to obtain comparable corpora word sizes. To ensure 

variability, three or four theses were chosen from each of the seven universities 

(National Chung Cheng University, Ming Chuan University, National Chiao Tung 

University, National Changhua University of Education, National Kaohsiung Normal 

University, National Tsing Hua University, and National Taiwan Normal University) 

listed in Table 3.4. Each master thesis was downloaded from the National Digital 

Library of Theses and Dissertations in Taiwan, and then converted into text files. 

Finally, a learner corpus of 371,064 words was compiled. 

 

Table 3.4 MA Theses Included in the NNS-S Corpus 

Theses Word Count 

Average 

length of text 

No. of 

texts 

National Chung Cheng University 46,382 15,461 3 
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Ming Chuan University 45,845 11,461 4 

National Chiao Tung University 48,331 16,110 3 

National Changhua University of Education 65,518 16,380 4 

National Kaohsiung Normal University 62,018 15,505 4 

National Tsing Hua University 58,162 14,540 4 

National Taiwan Normal University 44,808 14,936 3 

TOTAL 371,064 14,843 25 

 

 

3.2 Instruments  

 Several tools were employed in this study. First, the downloaded pdf files of the 

selected journal articles and theses were converted into text files using free 

downloaded software called “pdf2text” and “JOCR”. The texts were merged to build 

three separate corpora. Then, the electronic database was searched using the wordlist 

and concordancer functions in WordSmith Tools Ver. 5.0 (Scott, 2004). In order to have 

a thorough analysis, three word lists were compiled; one for the native expert writings, 

another for non-native expert writings, and last one for non-native student writings. 

CLAWS, a grammatical tagging software developed UCREL at Lancaster University, 

was used for part-of-speech (POS) tagging to make search work less laborious. It is 

stated on the official website (http://ucrel.lancs.ac.uk/claws/) that CLAWS is 

considered highly accurate with only 1.5% error rate and 3.3% ambiguities unresolved. 

With 96% accuracy, careful reading was still needed since English words often carry 

dual lexical meanings in different parts of speech. Statistical calculations were also run 

by software named Minitab for ensuring if the p-values were significantly different 

between categories. Finally, log-likelihood ratio calculator designed by Xu (2009) was 

utilized to examine the overuse and underuse pattern of stance expressions between 

groups of writers. 
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3.3 Identification of Stance Markers 

Using WordSmith Tools software, complement clauses were searched from 

concordancer with stance verbs, adjectives, and noun combined with that keyed-in. 

Adopting Biber’s taxonomy as a referential guide to sort semantic functions (Biber, 

2004), numerous stance devices were analyzed in current study. Concordancer 

transcription contexts were read intensively and carefully to make sure the token 

searched corresponds with the intended stance definition in the right context.  

Some English lexical items carry dual semantic meanings and can be used as 

different parts of speech. Numerical frequency data could not be merely taken into 

consideration to reach the conclusion of how writers apply stance in writing. Thus, 

careful reading in concordance lines was needed when a noun or adjective was written 

as the inflected form of a verb (e.g., thought, accepted), or when word pairs were 

spelled alike for different parts of speech (e.g., remark, report, reason, claim). For 

instance, a special case that needed thorough reading line by line is claim, which was 

classified as non-factive verb or likelihood noun (Biber, 2004). To reach validity, 

multiple and repeatedly reading, extra effort, and attention were called for. 

By using WordSmith Tools Ver. 5.0., it was possible to detect and identify finite 

clauses from concordances. As stated by Biber, “complement clause constructions are 

by far the most structurally complex grammatical device used to express stance in 

English” (Biber, 2006, p.100). The embedded sematic meaning of stance expressions 

might be changed slightly due to the use of the controlling elements: stance verbs, 

adjectives, and nouns. Therefore, as every token of all the selected stance markers 

needed careful reading and interpretation in each corpus, the whole process was 

expected to be laborious, and great time and effort were devoted for the entire search 

work.  
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3.4 Analytical Methods  

The analysis framework of the present study was based on Contrastive 

Interlanguage Analysis (CIA) to unveil different linguistic feature use patterns in 

native and learner corpora. The present study set out to examine stance usage pattern 

in forms of complement clauses governed by stance verbs, adjectives, or nouns. Based 

on synthesized extraposed clausal paradigm (see Table 2.3), L1 expert, L2 expert, and 

L2 student writers’ production of stance were examined quantitatively and 

qualitatively. 

The first research question was to address the usage pattern of stance through 

structural forms of that-clause, while the second research question was to discover the 

favored functional category of stance taking in academic writings. The third question 

was to examine if three groups of writers display resembling patterns when attributing 

evaluative source. All the frequency numerical data obtained from the corpus was 

entered in an excel spreadsheet. Since the corpora being searched were of different 

word sizes, each frequency was to be converted into a value per 100,000 words. As to 

answer the first, second and third research questions, this normalizing process made 

comparison easier. Dispersion rate of stance devices in the form of predicate-that 

clauses was set at 15% of all texts, this is to guard against writers’ idiosyncratic use of 

certain stance markers. In view of the corpus size in the current study, the minimum 

frequency cut-off was set at 2 times per 100,000 words.  

It should be noted that when we are in the stage of generalizing the overall usage 

pattern for the stance devices, it may not be ideal to take frequency values for data 

analysis. Since the number of stance grammatical markers (verb, adjective, and noun) 

in that-clause category was not identical, simply considering the raw frequency or the 

corresponding normalized frequency might have misled the interpretation of data. In 

this sense, the percentage frequency distribution of each grammatical category was 
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taken into consideration when claiming the usage manner found in each corpus.  

As the fourth research question was to reveal native speakers’ stance usage 

preferences, statistical software was employed to point out if there was any significant 

difference among the three groups. By comparing native and non-native corpora and 

taking native data as the norm for comparison, it was possible to examine the area that 

non-native speakers needed to refine upon academic writing. Log-likelihood ratio 

calculator (Xu, 2009) was also utilized for final data analysis. It is a spreadsheet 

document that automatically calculates the entered frequency numerical data and 

compares how many times more likely the two sets of data are to one another. Since 

the spreadsheet was designed to only compare and contrast two groups at a time, three 

groups were cross compared. The log-likelihood ratio value and its p-value obtained 

were to reveal if the two groups were significantly different. This tool was specifically 

used to address the last research question, as it would indicate whether the stance 

marker was being either underused or overused in the corpus. By knowing non-native 

speakers’ overused and underused patterns, it was at better chances to know the area 

that non-native speakers could improve when making authorial stance. Finally, 

example sentences were also extracted from concordancer for the purpose of 

qualitative analysis to compare the different expression of stance by three groups of 

writers.
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CHAPTER FOUR 

 

Results and Discussion 

 

 

The goal of this current study is to uncover major patterns of stance usage 

variation among three groups of academic writers. To understand how stance is 

realized in the expression of that-clauses, and identify differences between native and 

non-native speakers’ use of stance devices, the corpora database were categorized on 

the basis of grammatical categories and discourse functions. Through detailed 

comparison of multiple corpora, the overused and underused stance markers can be 

identified. 

 

 

4.1 The Identified Stance Markers in the Three Corpora 

 To answer the first research question, all stance markers in the form of 

that-complement clauses in the three corpora, namely the native expert journal (NS-J), 

the non-native expert journal (NNS-J), and the non-native student thesis (NNS-S), 

were identified. Preliminarily, there were 261 types (2,556 tokens) of stance-that 

devices in the native journal corpus (NS-J), 226 types (2,301 tokens) in the Taiwan 

journal corpus (NNS-J), and lastly 255 types (3,024 tokens) in the Taiwan student 

thesis corpus (NNS-S). At this stage of analysis (see Table 4.1), all writers seemed to 

state their position with respect to their argument in similar manner. For all three 

groups of writers, most of the stance-that indicators investigated were with a 

normalized frequency value lower than 5.01 per 100,000 words (see Table 4.2). In 

other words, the ways how writers, either expert or students in L1 or L2 contexts, 

signify standpoint toward the content are not as contrastive as expected. 

However, as mentioned in the methodology sections, the stance-that markers that  
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Table 4.1 Distribution of Grammatical Category of Stance-that in 3 Corpora 

 NS-J NNS-J NNS-S 

Category Types Tokens % Types Tokens % Types Tokens % 

1. Verb 113 1883 73.7% 122 1932 83.9% 151 2673 88.4% 

2. Adjective 38 167 6.5% 35 85 3.7% 27 60 2.0% 

3. Noun 111 506 19.8% 69 284 12.4% 77 291 9.6% 

Subtotal 261 2556 100% 226 2301 100% 255 3024 100% 

Table 4.2 Stance Coverage in 3 Corpora by Frequency of Occurrence 

Frequency  

(per 100,000 

words) 

No. of stance-that types in corpora 

NS-J NNS-J NNS-S 

50.01 + 1 suggest 4 show, suggest, 

indicate, find 

4 show, find, indicate, 

suggest 

40.01 ~ 50.00 2 indicate, find 0  0  

30.01 ~ 40.00 3 argue, show, note 0  0  

20.01~ 30.00 0  2 report(V), reveal 4 reveal, claim(V), agree, 

argue 

10.01~ 20.00 10 fact, evidence, 

demonstrate, assume, 

conclude, mean, report(V), 

claim(V), state, clear 

8 note, fact, believe, 

claim(V), point out, 

think, argue, 

conclude 

11 think, report(V), point 

out, believe, note, state, 

conclude, propose, fact, 

imply, hope 

5.01 ~ 10.00 17 reveal, possible, ensure, 

point out, believe, appear, 

say, notion, predict, 

seem ,recognize, likely, 

feel, assumption, idea, 

observe, claim(N) 

13 agree, mean, say 

feel, demonstrate, 

seem, imply, state, 

finding, consider, 

propose, mention, 

hope 

13 feel, seem, mention, 

consider, demonstrate, 

mean, ensure, finding, 

reason, assume, 

disagree, assert, say 

1.01~ 5.00 66 (e.g. belief, confirm, 

aware, remember…) 

58 (e.g. belief, clear, 

recognize, admit…) 

67 (e.g. discover, appear, 

obvious…) 

Below 1.00 ~ 0 162 (e.g. implication, unlikely, 

obvious, discover…) 

142 (e.g. obvious, wish, 

remind, interesting…)

157 (e.g. clarify, aware, 

opinion, identify…) 
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would undergo detailed investigation were the ones with 15% text dispersion rate and 

minimum frequency cutoff at 2 times per 100,000 words. After the selection, there 

were 47 types of stance-that markers in the NS-J corpus, 41 types in the NNS-J 

corpus, and finally 55 types in the NNS-S corpus (see Table 4.3). There was a total of 

75 stance marker types in three corpora combined. The result showed a total of 1,995 

stance-that device tokens occurred in NS corpus database, in which overall word size 

was of 336,923 words. In other words, native expert writers expressed their point of 

view in academic writing about 592 times per every 100,000 word. On the other hand, 

non-native journal writers generally conveyed stance 576 times per every 100,000 

word (1,826 stance tokens/ 316,946 words in NNS-J corpus). For non-native student 

writers, stance was expressed about 688 times per every 100,000 word (2,553 stance 

tokens/ 371,064 words in NNS-S corpus). While Table 4.3 shows the part-of-speech 

category distribution of stance-devices in each corpus, Table 4.4 displays detailed 

coverage of the markers by frequency of occurrence.  

 

Table 4.3 With Cut-Off Criteria, Distribution of Stance-that in 3 Corpora 

 NS-J NNS-J NNS-S 

Category Types Tokens % Types Tokens % Types Tokens % 

1. Verb 31 1641 82.2% 37 1718 94.1% 48 2416 94.6% 

2. Adjective 4 95 4.8% 1 15 0.8% 1 9 0.4% 

3. Noun 12 259 13.0% 3 93 5.1% 6 128 5.0% 

Subtotal 47 1995 100% 41 1826 100% 55 2553 100% 

 

Table 4.4 With Cut-Off Criteria, Stance Coverage in 3 Corpora by Frequency of Occurrence 

Frequency  

(per 100,000 words) 

No. of stance-that types in corpora 

NS-J NNS-J NNS-S 

70.01 + 1 suggest 1 show 1 show 

60.01 ~ 70.00 0  2 suggest, indicate 1 find 

50.01 ~ 60.00 0  1 find 2 indicate, suggest 

40.01 ~ 50.00 2 indicate, find 0  0  
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30.01 ~ 40.00 3 argue, show, note (V) 0  0  

20.01 ~ 30.00 0  2 report(V), reveal 4 reveal, claim(V), agree, 

argue 

15.01 ~ 20.00 2 fact, evidence 4 note(V), fact, believe, 

claim(V) 

 think, report(V), point 

out, believe, note(V), 

state 

10.01 ~ 15.00 8 demonstrate, assume, 

conclude, mean, 

report(V), claim(V), 

state, clear 

4 point out, think, 

argue, conclude 

5 conclude, propose, fact, 

imply, hope(V) 

9.01 ~ 10.00 2 reveal, possible 4 agree, mean, say, feel 1 feel 

8.01 ~ 9.00 2 ensure, point out 1 demonstrate 3 seem, mention, 

consider 

7.01 ~ 8.00 3 believe, appear, say 1 seem 2 demonstrate, mean 

6.01~ 7.00 3 notion, predict, 

seem 

2 imply, state 4 ensure, finding, 

reason(N), assume, 

disagree 

5.01~ 6.00 7 recognize, likely , feel, 

assumption, idea, 

observe, claim(N) 

4 consider, propose, 

mention, hope(V) 

2 assert, say 

4.01 ~ 5.00 4 finding, expect, see, 

hypothesize 

9 possible, claim(N), 

explain, confirm, 

discover, realize, 

appear, assume, 

assert 

3 observe, prove, infer 

3.01~ 4.00 5 view(N), propose, 

conclusion, 

surprising, agree 

5 notice(V), see, 

observe, emphasize, 

inform 

10 assumption, make sure, 

confirm, result(N), 

emphasize, express, 

find out, realize, 

see ,maintain 

Below 3.00 ~ 0 5 indication, feedback, 

tell, observation, 

imply 

0  10 notice(V), contend, 

respond, belief, 

hypothesize, perceive, 

comment(V), stress(V), 

clear, present 
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4.1.1 Grammatical Categorization of Stance-that Markers  

Grammatical category distributional differences can also be seen among the three 

groups (see Table 4.3). All three groups used verbal predicates most frequently, 

followed by noun predicates, and lastly adjectival predicates. It is interesting to see 

that for non-native writers in Taiwan, either experts or students, had heavy reliance or 

strong preference on using verb-that instead of adjective-that or noun-that stance 

forms, as shown by the high usage percentages 94.1% and 94.6%.  

Native expert writers, on the other hand, demonstrated slightly higher usage on 

both noun and adjective predicates in the form of stance-that clauses. The number of 

noun-that stance markers in NS-J was more than two times larger than those of NNS-J 

and NNS-S corpora. In addition to the mutual noun predicates such as fact and finding 

among the three corpora, native writers was the only group that showed uses on 

nominal markers such as conclusion, evidence, feedback, idea, indication, notion, 

observation, and view. This suggests that native speakers have greater repertoire of 

and confidence in using noun predicates to express scientific objectivity in academic 

writing. Yet, it should be noted that the majority of these noun-form stance markers 

were with normalized frequency values lower than 4.0 per 100,000 words. 

For both non-native writer groups (NNS-J and NNS-S), adjectival predicates 

were rarely used in academic writings. This may imply that non-native writers are less 

inclined to describe or enhance the quality of certain object signified. While native 

writers displayed higher uses on clear, possible, likely and surprising, non-native 

journal writers only showed instances on possible, and non-native student writers only 

employed clear in their theses. Some examples are presented below: 

 

[1] Based on these findings, it is clear that the effects of verbalization do not apply 

universally to all types of tasks. (NS-J, SSLA 23) 

[2] It remains clear that prior instruction on how to use CMS is of importance in 
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gaining students’ confidence and developing positive attitudes. (NNS-S, NCTU 01) 

[3] …it is possible that cross-linguistic influence may exert certain effects on learners' 

understanding of how words are hierarchically related. (NS-J, LL 02) 

[4] First, it was possible that these non-native student researchers had difficulty in 

summarizing or paraphrasing source texts. (NNS-J, NCCU 019) 

[5] However, it is likely that the learners become aware of these constraints to some 

extent during the process. (NS-J, SSLA 24) 

[6] With students paired at similar introductory levels of English, it is not surprising 

that they may have difficulty praising each other. (NS-J, TESOL 421) 

 

Figure 4.1 Venn Diagram of Stance-that Marker Distribution 

 

As for all stance-that marker types, 26 (around 35%) were shared among the 

three corpora (see Figure 4.1). The following table gives detail frequency values of 

the 26 markers in each corpus. Majority of the 26 markers were in verbal-predicate 

forms, with only two instances as nominal-predicate— fact and finding. It should, 

however, be noted that usage preferences among the mutual markers were very 

diverse across the three groups. On one hand, non-native student writers seemed to 

favor certain markers relatively (e.g. agree, claim, believe, feel…and more). For 

example, agree was applied more than 7 times larger than that of NS-J, and almost 2.5 

times larger than that of NNS-J. On the other hand, some markers had lower 

occurrences in students’ theses. Verbal stance predicate such as assume, argue, and 

note were expressed half as many as what NS-J had.  
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Table 4.5 26 Mutual Stance-that Markers Across Three Corpora 

  NS-J NNS-J NNS-S 

Markers Functions raw freq. nor. freq. raw freq. nor. freq. raw freq. nor. freq. 

agree Verb-attitudinal 11 3.27 31 9.78 90 24.26 

argue Verb-nonfactive 132 39.18 33 10.41 75 20.21 

assume Verb-likelihood 48 14.25 13 4.10 24 6.47 

believe Verb-likelihood 26 7.72 51 16.09 63 16.98 

claim Verb-nonfactive 35 10.39 49 15.46 96 25.87 

conclude Verb-factive 44 13.06 32 10.10 45 12.13 

demonstrate Verb-factive 48 14.25 27 8.52 29 7.82 

fact Noun-factive 62 18.40 59 17.67 43 11.59 

feel Verb-attitudinal 19 5.64 29 9.15 37 9.97 

find Verb-factive 155 46.01 163 51.43 241 64.95 

finding Noun-factive 16 4.75 20 6.31 24 6.47 

imply Verb-nonfactive 8 2.37 21 6.63 40 10.78 

indicate Verb-indicate 164 48.68 192 60.58 219 59.02 

mean Verb-factive 40 11.87 31 9.78 28 7.55 

note Verb-factive 110 32.65 57 17.98 58 15.63 

observe Verb-factive 18 5.34 11 3.47 18 4.85 

point out Verb-nonfactive 29 8.61 45 14.20 68 18.36 

propose Verb-nonfactive 13 3.86 19 6.00 45 12.13 

report Verb-nonfactive 38 11.28 86 27.13 69 18.60 

reveal Verb-factive 33 9.80 83 26.19 107 28.84 

say Verb-nonfactive 25 7.42 31 9.78 19 5.12 

see Verb-factive 16 4.75 12 3.79 12 3.23 

seem Verb-likelihood 21 6.23 24 7.57 33 8.89 

Note: Boldfaced frequency values show stronger usage preference as compared to 

counterparts. 

 

Among the three groups, non-native journal writers and non-native student 

writers shared more stance-that markers (26+9) together, as indicated by the above 

Venn diagram. In addition, grammatical category distributions of NNS-J and NNS-S 

corpora were relatively more similar to each other. In fact, the usage pattern of 

stance-that markers between native journal writers and non-native student authors 

was not of great contrast either, as indicated by the percentage (42%) of mutual stance 
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markers used. 

 

 

4.1.2 Exclusive Stance-that Markers in Each Corpus 

While three groups of writers share similarities in their uses of stance-that 

markers, there is an evident gap among the three corpora, as each dataset contains 

exclusive uses on certain markers. As shown in Table 4.6, NS-J was the only group 

that demonstrated usage practice on adjectival predicates—likely and surprising in 

academic articles. Likely carries the meaning of being plausible or probable; native 

speakers tactfully applied such marker to prevent from being too definite and assured 

about their analysis results. This act is to display politeness and avoid the image of 

being aggressive in academic circles. Writer in example 1 even preceded likely with 

the verb seem to diminish the force of being too certain, and made the proposition 

noncommittal. 

[1] …it seemed likely that simplified texts would exhibit more syntactic complexity 

than authentic texts. (NS-J, MLJ 06) 

[2] It is likely that the relationships that develop on-line positively influence 

subsequent face-to-face encounters. (NS-J, JSLW 151) 

[3] However, it is likely that the learners become aware of these constraints to some 

extent during the process. (NS-J, SSLA 24) 

 

Surprising is usually employed to denote a completely unexpected occurrence or 

statement, yet the native expert writers used the negation adverb not to persuade 

readers that the study finding was in fact expected and explainable. As example 5 and 

6 show, perhaps was added to reserve spaces for negotiation. 

 

[4]…it is not surprising that our ESL test takers also had difficulty. (NS-J, LL 14) 

[5] It is perhaps not surprising that the tutors and clients in this study used hierarchical 

face systems in face-to-face tutoring sessions. (NS-J, JSLW 151) 

[6] Given its complexity, however, it is perhaps not surprising that it, too, has not 
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become widely used in program evaluation practice. (NS-J, LL 22) 

 

Furthermore, six of the 14 exclusive markers were with normalized frequency of 

5.00 and above, indicating that these markers frequently appeared in native speakers’ 

academic writing (see Table 4.6). The largest normalized value among the 14 markers 

was of the noun predicate—evidence, which was mainly used to support contentions 

with findings derived from research studies. This suggests that native writers often 

pay careful attention to how they deliver their convincing arguments and reach 

credible conclusions.  

 

Table 4.6 14 Exclusive Stance-that Markers in NS-J 

Markers  Functions Raw frequency Per 100,000 words 

likely  adj likelihood 19 5.64 

surprising adj attitudinal 11 3.27 

idea noun likelihood 18 5.34 

indication noun likelihood 10 2.97 

notion noun likelihood 23 6.83 

view noun likelihood 13 3.86 

evidence noun factive 51 15.14 

observation noun factive 9 2.67 

feedback noun nonfactive 10 2.97 

predict verb likelihood 22 6.53 

conclusion verb factive 12 3.56 

recognize verb factive 20 5.94 

tell verb nonfactive 10 2.97 

expect verb attitudinal 16 4.75 

Note: Boldfaced items are with normalized frequency value 5.00 and above. 

  

As for non-native journal writers, only three stance-that markers, which all had 

normalized frequency value lower than 5.00, were exclusively used: discover, explain, 

and inform (see Table 4.7). In other words, the extent to how non-native journal 

writers expressed stance through that-clauses was not that distinct from either NS-J or 
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NNS-S groups. While both journal writer groups shared 29 markers together, 35 

markers were jointly owned by NNS-J and NNS-S corpora. This indicates that there 

was a high resemblance between the two non-native groups. 

 

Table 4.7 3 Exclusive Stance-that Markers in NNS-J 

Markers  Functions Raw frequency Per 100,000 words 

discover verb factive 13 4.10 

explain verb nonfactive 14 4.42 

inform verb nonfactive 10 3.16 

 

There were 16 stance-that markers (21% of the total markers (75) across three 

corpora) found in neither the native nor the non-native journal writer corpora data. 

Table 4.8 lists the 16 exclusive stance-that markers used in NNS-S corpus. These 

markers made up 29 % of all stance marker types in the NNS-S dataset, with 13 of 

which being verbal predicates. Only two devices—reason and disagree, had 

frequency value larger than 5.00 per every 100,000 words. 

 

Table 4.8 16 Exclusive Stance-that Markers in NNS-S 

Markers  Functions Raw frequency Per 100,000 words 

belief noun likelihood 10 2.7 

reason noun likelihood 24 6.47 

result noun factive 13 3.5 

infer verb likelihood 15 4.04 

perceive verb likelihood 10 2.7 

find out verb factive 12 3.23 

present verb factive 9 2.43 

prove verb factive 18 4.85 

comment verb nonfactive 10 2.7 

contend verb nonfactive 11 2.96 

express verb nonfactive 13 3.5 

maintain verb nonfactive 12 3.23 

stress verb nonfactive 10 2.7 
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respond verb nonfactive 11 2.96 

disagree verb attitudinal 23 6.2 

make sure verb attitudinal 14 3.77 

Note: Boldfaced items are with normalized frequency value 5.00 and above. 

 

 

4.1.3 Top Twenty Stance-that Markers 

 A further analysis was needed to reveal the top twenty stance markers favored by 

each writer group. In order to examine differing usage pattern among the writers, 

ranking comparison was conducted. The most frequently used stance-that markers in 

the native journal corpus was suggest, which had a normalized frequency value of 

92.01 per 100,000 words, and it was 1.62 times more than what was found in the 

NSS-S database. In terms of both NNS-J and NNS-S groups, show ranked the first, 

occurring 75.09 or 77.88 times per 100,000 words respectively.  

Table 4.9, 4.10 and 4.11 separately show the top twenty frequent stance-that 

markers of the three corpora. Among these stance verbs, adjectives and nouns, it is 

interesting to see that twelve markers were mutually shared by the three writer groups, 

as highlighted in boldface in each table. These twelve stance-that markers nonetheless 

were with different rankings in each corpus. For instance, claim and reveal appeared 

to be used fairly often and made within Top 10 in both non-native corpora, yet were 

ranked 14th and 17th respectively in the corpus of native journal writers.  

Furthermore, while native journal writers exhibited uses on 2 nominal predicates 

(e.g. fact and evidence) and 2 adjectival predicates (e.g. clear and possible) in their 

Top 20, both non-native groups NNS-J and NNS-S displayed heavy reliance on verbal 

predicates, as fact was the only noun-form marker that made their Top 20 lists. The 

following Table 4.9 displays detail frequency information of the top twenty frequent 

stance predicate markers, with normalized frequency values ranging from 92.01 to 
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8.61 per 100,000 words in the native journal writer corpus.  

 

Table 4.9 Top 20 Frequent Stance-that Markers in NS-J (size= 336,923 words) 

 Markers  Functions 

Raw 

frequency  

Per 100,000 

words Texts 

Dispersion 

% 

1 suggest verb nonfactive 310 92.01 48 96 

2 indicate verb likelihood 164 48.68 34 68 

3 find verb factive 155 46.01 37 74 

4 argue verb nonfactive 132 39.18 36 72 

5 show verb factive 125 37.10 36 72 

6 note verb factive 110 32.65 37 74 

7 fact noun factive 62 18.40 33 66 

8 evidence noun factive 51 15.14 29 58 

9 demonstrate verb factive 48 14.25 19 38 

10 assume verb likelihood 48 14.25 25 50 

11 conclude verb factive 44 13.06 25 50 

12 mean verb factive 40 11.87 27 54 

13 report verb nonfactive 38 11.28 22 44 

14 claim verb nonfactive 35 10.39 19 38 

15 state verb nonfactive 35 10.39 18 36 

16 clear adj likelihood 34 10.09 16 32 

17 reveal verb factive 33 9.80 22 44 

18 possible adj likelihood 31 9.20 16 32 

19 ensure verb attitudinal 29 8.61 18 36 

20 point out verb nonfactive 29 8.61 14 28 

Note: Mutual markers that are shared among three corpora are boldfaced. 

 

It is also interesting to see that only both non-native writer groups illustrated a 

tendency of expressing markers such as believe, think, agree, and feel frequently to 

deliver cognition-related actions in academic writing. Comparatively, non-native 

journal writers in Taiwan tended to favor say and seem more than the other two 

counterparts, as these two verbs appeared in Table 4.10, in which shows NNS-J’s top 

twenty stance-that markers ranging from frequency occurrences of 75.09 to 7.57 per 

100,000 words.  
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Table 4.10 Top 20 Frequent Stance-that Markers in NNS-J (size= 316,946 words) 

 Markers  Functions 

Raw 

frequency  

Per 100,000 

words Texts 

Dispersion 

% 

1 show verb factive 238 75.09 48 96 

2 suggest verb nonfactive 216 68.15 46 92 

3 indicate verb likelihood 192 60.58 41 82 

4 find verb factive 163 51.43 45 90 

5 report verb nonfactive 86 27.13 26 52 

6 reveal verb factive 83 26.19 34 68 

7 note verb factive 57 17.98 30 60 

8 fact noun factive 59 17.67 34 68 

9 believe verb likelihood 51 16.09 19 38 

10 claim verb nonfactive 49 15.46 24 48 

11 point out verb nonfactive 45 14.20 22 44 

12 think verb likelihood 37 11.67 12 24 

13 argue verb nonfactive 33 10.41 21 42 

14 conclude verb factive 32 10.10 19 38 

15 agree verb attitudinal 31 9.78 15 30 

16 mean verb factive 31 9.78 17 34 

17 say verb nonfactive 31 9.78 12 24 

18 feel verb attitudinal 29 9.15 14 28 

19 demonstrate verb factive 27 8.52 12 24 

20 seem verb likelihood 24 7.57 15 30 

Note: Mutual markers that are shared among three corpora are boldfaced. 

 

In the case of NNS-S corpus, verbal predicate hope was included in the Top 20 

list. As its text dispersion rate shows, 56% of the entire non-native student writers 

gathered in the current data conveyed such marker fairly often, as hope reached 19th 

in the ranking with normalized frequency 10.51. Many instances below illustrate the 

tendency that in the concluding sections, student writers often projected the 

expectations of bringing some contributions to the academic community. 

[1] …it is hoped that this study could clarify the inconclusive results gained in 

previous studies and further contribute to the field of listening research. (NNS-S, 

NTNU 9703) 
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[2] It is hoped that the current study can shed some light on the impact of different 

genres on L2 learning… (NNS-S, NTHU 05) 

[3] It is hoped that this study can provide both teachers and researchers with a broader 

view of language learning motivation… (NNS-S, NTHU 02) 

 

The table below (Table 4.11) presents the top twenty recurring stance markers, with 

frequencies ranging from 77.88 to 9.97 per 100,000 words, in the non-native student 

writer corpus. 

 

Table 4.11 Top 20 Frequent Stance-that Markers in NNS-S (size= 371,064 words) 

 Markers  Functions 

Raw 

frequency 

Per 100,000 

words Texts 

Dispersion 

% 

1 show verb factive 289 77.88 25 100 

2 find verb factive 241 64.95 24 96 

3 indicate verb likelihood 219 59.02 24 96 

4 suggest verb nonfactive 211 56.86 25 100 

5 reveal verb factive 107 28.84 23 92 

6 claim verb nonfactive 96 25.87 19 76 

7 agree verb attitudinal 90 24.26 14 56 

8 argue verb nonfactive 75 20.21 19 76 

9 think verb likelihood 70 18.87 19 76 

10 report verb nonfactive 69 18.60 15 60 

11 point out verb nonfactive 68 18.36 21 84 

12 believe verb likelihood 63 16.98 19 76 

13 note verb factive 58 15.63 15 60 

14 state verb nonfactive 57 15.36 17 68 

15 conclude verb factive 45 12.13 17 68 

16 propose verb nonfactive 45 12.13 15 60 

17 fact noun factive 43 11.59 19 76 

18 imply verb nonfactive 40 10.78 11 44 

19 hope verb attitudinal 39 10.51 14 56 

20 feel verb attitudinal 37 9.97 12 48 

Note: Mutual markers that are shared among three corpora are boldfaced. 

 

Detailed examination and discussion is provided below for the markers that were 
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significantly different with large log-likelihood values between NS-J and NNS-S.  

 

Suggest-that 

 Suggest, which means to propose a possible consideration or action for certain 

purpose, was the most frequently used stance-that marker in NS-J, occurring 92.01 

times per 100,000 words. It was ranked second in NNS-J with a normalized frequency 

value of 68.15 and fourth in NNS-S with 56.86 per 100,000 words. Log-likelihood 

calculation indicated that both non-natives underused this marker, as compared to the 

native expert writers. The divergence was even more distinct between NS-J and 

NNS-S, as the larger LL-value shown in Table 4.12a. One possible explanation of this 

underused pattern is that the non-natives had also applied another alternative 

expression propose fairly frequently (12.13 times per 100,000 words in NNS-S and 6 

times per 100,000 words in NNS-J) for the same functional purpose; therefore, the 

frequency of use for suggest-that was reduced. 

 

Table 4.12a The Frequency of suggest-that 

 RF in NNS-S RF in NS-J RF in NNS-J LL-value p-value 

suggest 211 310  29.70 0.000 *** 

 211  216 3.50 0.061 

  310 216 11.63 0.001 *** 

Note: RF= Raw Frequency 

 

Argue-that  

 The group that applied argue-that most often is NS-J, in which it occurred 39.18 

times per every 100,000 words. Argue is often used to present reasons for or against 

an idea or a claim. When it was used in literature review section, the marker was 

conveyed to present authoritative scholars’ words to implicitly support writers’ own 

contention or to consolidate theoretical framework. On the other hand, in discussion 



64 

 

sections it became a marker, controlled by first person subject (e.g. I or we), to 

explain or persuade readers that writers’ research arguments were with credible 

reasons. Native writers showed instances of both patterns; in contrast, argue was 

mainly used to quote or provide short summaries of literature sources in both NNS-J 

and NNS-S, with only one instance with first person subject—we found in each 

non-native corpus. The minimal uses (10.41 times per 100,000 words) retrieved from 

NNS-J and the large discrepancy between two journal groups suggest that even for the 

non-native expert writers in Taiwan, argue-that was used cautiously. Native writers on 

the other hand were generally more willing to present explicit evaluations with human 

interpretation (e.g. We/I argue that…). 

 

Table 4.12b The Frequency of argue-that 

 RF in NNS-S RF in NS-J RF in NNS-J LL-value p-value 

argue 75 132  21.88 0.000 *** 

 75  33 10.82 0.001 ** 

  132 33 57.71 0.000 *** 

Note: RF= Raw Frequency 

 

Reveal-that 

 Reveal-that was commonly expressed by the non-native students, occurring 

almost 28.8 times per every 100,000 words, whereas it occurred 26.2 times per 

100,000 words in NNS-J, and only 9.8 times per 100,000 words in NS-J. This finding 

illustrates that the usage pattern of reveal-that between the two non-natives were not 

distinct from each other. Therefore, such discrepancy cannot attribute to differing 

writing genre or text length, since non-native journal writers had also displayed 

inclination on applying reveal-that constructions in academic writing. On the other 

hand, the native journal authors did not show strong preference on such marker.  



65 

 

Note: RF= Raw Frequency 

 

Since native writers employed reveal-that to mainly denote own study findings, 

other synonyms of reveal were closely examined to see if they favored other 

research-act verbs more to fulfill the same function. It was discovered that native 

writers predominantly expressed indicate, find, and show more in the journal articles, 

with indicate being the most commonly used marker to introduce or report research 

findings. As illustrated by the table below, the usage distribution of research act verbs 

between the two non-native groups was surprisingly similar, despite the fact that one 

corpus was of journal articles and the other was of theses. The next stance verb point 

out may illustrate this point further. 

 

Table 4. 12d Comparison of Reveal-that and Other Research-Act Verbs  

in NS-J and NNS-S 

Verbs NS-J NNS-J NNS-S 

 nor. frequency % nor. frequency % nor. frequency % 

indicate 48.68 30 % 60.58 26 % 59.02 23 % 

find 46.01 28 % 51.43 22 % 64.95 25 % 

show 37.10 23 % 75.09 32 % 77.88 30 % 

demonstrate 14.25 8 % 8.52 3 % 7.82 3 % 

reveal 9.80 6 % 26.19 11 % 28.84 12 % 

point out 8.61 5 % 14.20 6 % 18.36 7 % 

TOTAL 164.45 100 % 236.01 100 % 256.87 100 % 

 

Point out-that  

Point out was commonly conveyed in NNS-S, occurring 18.36 times per 100,000 

Table 4.12c The Frequency of reveal-that 

 RF in NNS-S RF in NS-J RF in NNS-J LL-value p-value 

reveal 107 33  34.36 0.000 *** 

 107  83 0.44 0.509 

  33 83 25.44 0.000 *** 
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words. This value was twice the size of what NS-J contained (8.61 per 100,000 

words). In fact, when log-likelihood calculator was employed, the result revealed that 

the marker was significantly overused by the non-native students (LL value = 12.59, 

p-value = 0.000). We may assume that the discrepancy may due to the fact that two 

writings were of different genre, as one was thesis writing at longer textual length that 

would constantly refer to other authoritative research studies, and the other was 

journal article at shorter and limited textual space in which reference making needed 

to be condensed. Yet a closer look reveals that the normalized value of point out in 

NNS-J was 14.20, which was not significantly different from that of NNS-S, as their 

log-likelihood value was 1.79 at p-value 0.181. This calculation then refutes the 

postulation that the differing usage pattern was attributed to dissimilar textual genre or 

low topic resemblance. A more plausible explanation of such discrepancy is that 

native speakers held a wider repertoire of stance verbs to cite or quote other authors, 

whereas for non-native speakers, especially student writers, were more likely to “cling 

on to certain fixed phrases and expressions which they [felt] confident in using” (Granger, 

1998, p. 156).  

 

Table 4.12e The Frequency of point out-that 

 RF in NNS-S RF in NS-J RF in NNS-J LL-value p-value 

point out 68 29  12.59 0.000 *** 

 68  45 1.79 0.181 

  29 45 4.53 0.033* 

Note: RF= Raw Frequency 

 

Claim-that 

 According to the statistical data, claim (verb) was largely conveyed in thesis 

writings of Taiwanese students, around 26 times per 100,000 words. Of all the 25 

thesis texts collected in the present study, 19 writers used this marker to insert neutral, 
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or sometimes even unclear, signal as to their attitudes or opinions toward the cited 

information. On the contrary, the usage frequencies of claim in the corpora of both 

journal groups were relatively lower. It occurred about ten times per 100,000 words in 

native journal corpus, and fifteen times per 100,000 words in non-native journal 

corpus. Log-likelihood calculator was utilized to check if the discrepancy was 

statistical significant. Although both journal groups were significantly different from 

the non-native students, it was more diverged between the non-native students and the 

native journal writers. This may indicate that in comparison non-native students 

tended to stay in neutral zone by citing others’ views while avoiding to show own 

evaluation towards the views. The following table presents the raw frequencies and 

the corresponding LL values in the corpora.  

 

Table 4.12f The Frequency of claim-that 

 RF in NNS-S RF in NS-J RF in NNS-J LL-value p-value 

claim 96 35  23.95 0.000 *** 

 96  49 9.00 0.003 ** 

  35 49 3.28 0.070 

Note: RF= Raw Frequency 

 

Fact-that 

Another noteworthy example is the nominal predicate fact; while both journal 

groups demonstrated frequent usage (7th in NS-J and 8th in NNS-J), student group on 

the other hand did not manifest usage preference on such marker (17th). 

Log-likelihood calculation showed that students’ usage was significantly different to 

both native journal writers at LL value 5.54 and p-value 0.019, and non-native journal 

writers at LL value 5.68 and p-value 0.017. It was significantly underused by the 

Taiwanese student writers, as the fact that is often deemphasized in both grammar and 

guidebooks (Granath, 2001). As observed by Granath, some scholars even treated the 
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fact that as “clumsy and superfluous” as the word may have lost its literal meaning, 

and that usage handbooks would advise language users “to avoid it if possible” 

(Granath, 2001, p. 237). Nevertheless, Granath’s study result discovered that the fact 

that was commonly used in written corpora, as it served as a “structural marker of a 

long constituent…[to] signal to the listener/reader to expect the verb phrase to appear 

late in the clause” (ibid, p. 236). It was also reminded that “omission of it would 

enhance the complexity of the sentence and make it more difficult to comprehend” 

(ibid, p. 236). We may postulate that more instances of fact being retrieved from NS-J 

is because native writers are relatively more reader-engaging for ensuring their 

writing is easy to follow. Another explanation of the usage discrepancy is that the 

structure is rather stylistically complex to be used in writing, in the sense that the 

application of such marker may entail different degrees of truth. Since it may function 

as “a rhetorical flourish, used to add emphasis to what the person is saying”, 

non-native students may find it rather abstract to convey in academic writing (ibid, p. 

236). 

 

Table 4.12g The Frequency of fact-that 

 RF in NNS-S RF in NS-J RF in NNS-J LL-value p-value 

fact 43 62  5.54 0.019 * 

 43  59 5.68 0.017 * 

  62 59 0.00 0.949 

Note: RF= Raw Frequency 

 

 

4.2 The Functional Categorization of Stance-that Markers  

To answer the second research question, stance-that markers were classified on 

the basis of discourse functions. With Biber’s functional classification, the markers 

were further categorized into four major semantic classes: likelihood, factive, 
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non-factive, and attitudinal stance. The following figure and table illustrate how 

non-native writers mark their position differently when comparing to the L1 scholars. 

 

Table 4.13 Distribution of Functions of Stance-that in 3 Corpora 

 NS-J (336,923 wds) NNS-J (316,946 wds) NNS-S (371,064 wds) 

Function Types Tokens n. freq. Types Tokens n. freq. Types Tokens n. freq. 

1. Likelihood 16 505 149.88 

(25.3%) 

9 378 119.26 

(20.7%) 

13 531 143.10 

(20.8%) 

a. Verb 7 322 95.57 7 349 110.11 9 474 127.74 

b. Adjective 3 84 24.93 1 15 4.73 1 9 2.43 

c. Noun 6 99 29.38 1 14 4.42 3 48 12.93 

2. Factive 15 759 225.27 

(38.1%) 

15 784 247.36 

(42.9%) 

18 983 264.91 

(38.5%) 

a. Verb 10 609 180.75 13 705 222.44 15 903 243.35 

b. Adjective - - - - - - - - - 

c. Noun 5 150 44.52 2 79 24.92 3 80 21.56 

3. Non-factive 11 645 191.44 

(32.3%) 

14 587 185.21 

(32.2%) 

18 811 218.56 

(31.8%) 

a. Verb 10 635 188.47 14 587 185.21 18 811 218.56 

b. Adjective - - - - - - - - - 

c. Noun 1 10 2.97 0 0 0.00 0 0 0.00 

4. Attitudinal 5 86 25.53 

(4.3%) 

3 77 24.29 

(4.2%) 

6 228 61.45 

(8.9%) 

a. Verb 4 75 22.26 3 77 24.29 6 228 61.45 

b. Adjective 1 11 3.27 0 0 0.00 0 0 0.00 

c. Noun 0 0 0.00 0 0 0.00 0 0 0.00 

Subtotal 47 1995 592.12 41 1826 576.12 55 2553 688.02 

 

Figure 4.2 Functional Distributions of Stance Markers in Three Corpora 
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In the NS-J corpus, as presented in Table 4.13, factive stance accounted for 38% 

(225.27/592.12). The most favorable factive stance markers include: find, show, 

conclude, reveal, fact, and evidence, presenting factual information and emphasizing 

certainty. While many instances of the factive verb—find were written in past tense 

form to cite study findings of others, reveal was often used to report own results.  

 

[1] Stapleton (2003) found that the EAP writers did have an awareness of how 

referenced sources varied in quality…(NS-J, ESP 06) 

[2] The quantitative data revealed that the experienced teachers were able to get 

learners to produce more output,… (NS-J, SSLA 14) 

 

As for conclude and show, both were often realized in different tense aspects such as 

present tense, past tense, and present perfect to comment on both self and others’ 

research.  

[3] Overall, we conclude that the evidence cited for integration was largely practical 

and experiential rather than theoretical and formal… (NS-J, AL 293) 

[4] Detterman (1993) concluded that the likelihood of transfer occurring “is directly 

related to the similarity between two situations” (p. 15). (NS-J, JSLW 182) 

[5] However, closer analysis shows that responses on these two items actually correlate 

negatively and that this relationship, while weak, is significant (N1/4 169, r1/40.293, p 

< .0001). (NS-J, AL 293) 

[6] This study has shown that there is a likelihood of a shared response to L2 speech, 

even among listeners from linguistically diverse backgrounds. (NS-J, SSLA 12) 

[7] Brooks and Donato (1994) and Platt and Brooks (2002) showed that despite 

instructions, expected procedures for task completion are often unclear to learners 

initially… (NS-J, MLJ 13) 

 

Non-factive category ranked second with 32%. Its subcategory verbal predicates 

included a great number of markers (32% of all markers) in NS-J corpus; this result 

showed native professional academic writers’ capability to use a variety of non-factive 

communication verbs, such as suggest, report, claim, state, say, and propose, to 

carefully avoid responsibility, or imply different degrees of support for the truth-value 
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of a simple statement (Biber, 2004). The third category, likelihood stance such as 

indicate, assume, clear and possible, at a total frequency of 149.88, accounted for 

slightly more instances than that of NNS-J (119.26) and NNS-S (143.10). In fact, this 

was the only category that had the highest frequency value than that of the other two 

groups. The last category, attitudinal stance, had the smallest number of stance-that 

marker types and frequency. As illustrated by Table 4.9, ensure, at a frequency of 8.61 

per 100,000 words, was the only attitudinal stance verb that made the Top 20 list in 

NS-J corpus. Other attitudinal stance markers— feel, expect, agree, and surprising 

were with frequency values lower than 6.00 per 100,000 words. This may imply that 

the native journal writers were less inclined to display attitudes or feelings in journal 

research articles.  

 In the case of the NNS-J and NNS-S corpora, factive stance category still 

comprised a higher percentage of stance-that markers in comparison with the other 

three semantic classes, while attitudinal stance category also showed markedly 

smaller number of stance-that markers. It is worth noticing that NNS-S group 

dominated the uses of factive, nonfactive, and attitudinal stance; with attitudinal 

category being the most obvious. Large amount of attitudinal verbs were applied in 

the corpus of non-native student thesis writing. It seems the students tended to favor 

markers such as agree (24.26), hope (10.51), feel (9.97), and disagree (6.20).  

Despite the fact that NS-J and NNS-J corpora shared resembling proportional 

percentage of the four semantic classes, comparatively NS-J showed higher frequency 

on the usage of likelihood stance (NS-J’s 149.88 vs. NNS-J’s 119.26), whereas NNS-J 

demonstrated far more instances on factive markers (NS-J’s 225-27 vs. NNS-J’s 

247.36). Table 4.14a and Table 4.14b show the complete lists of shared stance-that 

markers between native NS-J and non-native NNS-J writer corpora. Through the use 

of log-likelihood calculator, it was discovered that, of the 29 stance-that markers 
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shared between native and non-native journal writers, 15 (52%) were found no 

significant difference statistically speaking. 13 out of the 15 markers were in fact 

verbal predicates, and many of which carried the function of factive stance. As for the 

other 14 stance markers that showed statistical significant differences, 8 were 

overused and 6 were underused by non-native expert writers, relative to native expert 

writers. Many of which were also verbal predicates. 

 

Table 4.14a The Shared Stance-that Markers between NS-J and NNS-J 

15 Stance-that Markers with No Significant Differences 

Stance markers Functions 

NS-J raw 

frequency 

NNS-J raw 

frequency LL value p-value 

fact Noun factive 62 59 0.00 0.949 

finding Noun factive 16 20 0.72 0.395 

claim Noun likelihood 17 14 0.14 0.712 

feel Verb attitudinal 19 29 2.75 0.097 

conclude Verb factive 44 32 1.24 0.265 

find Verb factive 155 163 0.99 0.320 

mean Verb factive 40 31 0.66 0.417 

observe Verb factive 18 11 1.31 0.253 

see Verb factive 16 12 0.36 0.551 

appear Verb likelihood 25 13 3.16 0.076 

seem Verb likelihood 21 24 0.43 0.514 

claim Verb nonfactive 35 49 3.28 0.070 

propose Verb nonfactive 13 19 1.53 0.216 

say Verb nonfactive 25 31 1.06 0.303 

state Verb nonfactive 35 21 2.73 0.098 

 

Table 4.14b The Shared Stance-that Markers between NS-J and NNS-J 

14 Stance-that Markers with Significant Differences 

Stance markers Functions 

NS-J raw 

frequency 

NNS-J raw 

frequency LL value p-value   

indicate Verb likelihood 164 192 4.25 0.039 * (+) 

believe Verb likelihood 26 51 9.87 0.002 ** (+) 
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reveal Verb factive 33 83 25.44 0.000 *** (+) 

show Verb factive 125 238 43.01 0.000 *** (+) 

point out Verb nonfactive 29 45 4.53 0.033 * (+) 

report Verb nonfactive 38 86 22.12 0.000 *** (+) 

imply Verb nonfactive 8 21 6.86 0.009 ** (+) 

agree Verb attitudinal 11 31 11.18 0.001 *** (+) 

assume Verb likelihood 48 13 19.28 0.000 *** (-) 

possible Adj likelihood 31 15 4.75 0.029 * (-) 

demonstrate Verb factive 48 27 4.75 0.029 * (-) 

note Verb factive 110 57 14.03 0.000 *** (-) 

argue Verb nonfactive 132 33 57.71 0.000 *** (-) 

suggest Verb nonfactive 310 216 11.63 0.001 *** (-) 

Note: (-) indicates underused stance function by NNS-J, relative to NS-J. 

(+) indicates overused stance function by NNS-J, relative to NS-J. 

Stance markers with significant p-value (p<0.05) with three asterisks are boldfaced as they 

carry large Log-Likelihood value. 

 

The following section is to reveal the discrepancy of evaluative source attribution 

among the three corpora. By examining the subject position of that-clauses, we can 

understand how different groups of writers credit appraisals and assessments. 

 

 

4.3 Evaluative Source 

In response to the third research question, how writers of the three groups attribute 

responsibility of the proposition they utter through evaluative source is analyzed. 

Every concordancing line was read carefully and undergone manual coding, then each 

was categorized into three classifications proposed by Hyland & Tse 

(2005a)—concealed, human, and abstract entity. The raw frequency numerical values 

were converted into normalized frequencies per 100,000 words, to make comparison 

across three corpora plausible. Gray shaded area denotes the dominant source 

attribution in each subcategory. By doing this, it is easier to detect favoring tendency 

regarding source attribution of stance-that markers across three groups of writers. The 
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overall result illustrated that native professional writers generally attributed the source 

to non-human subjects; on the other hand, both non-native groups showed preference 

for human interpretations.  

Detailed examination on each subcategory in fact suggests varying results. As 

table 4.15 presents full details of evaluative source distribution, most of the 

subcategories carried similar distributional pattern among the three corpora. For 

example, all writers mainly used dummy it subjects for sentences with likelihood 

adjectives. As for nonfactive verbs, attitudinal verbs, and nonfactive nouns, subjects 

were mainly the names of either author or other humans. Lastly, inanimate sources 

were applied as subjects for factive nouns. The only subcategories with varying 

source preference were likelihood verbs, factive verbs, and likelihood nouns. 

 

Table 4.15 Overview of the Distribution of Evaluative Source 

 NS-J (336,923 wds) NNS-J (316,946 wds) NNS-S (371,064 wds) 

Category C H A C H A C H A 

Verb          

 -likelihood 24.3 22.6 48.7 23.0 42.6 44.5 24.0 63.3 40.4 

-factive 28.2 85.2 67.4 42.0 60.3 120.2 50.9 69.0 123.4 

-nonfactive 18.7 103.6 66.2 21.5 115.8 48.0 20.8 158.2 39.6 

-attitudinal 4.2 13.4 4.7 5.7 17.7 0.9 10.8 45.8 4.9 

Adj          

 -likelihood 24.3 0.0 0.6 4.7 0.0 0.0 1.6 0.5 0.3 

-attitudinal 3.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Noun          

 -likelihood 1.2 4.2 24.0 0.0 3.2 1.3 0.0 5.4 7.5 

-factive 7.1 4.7 32.7 0.0 1.9 23.0 1.1 8.6 11.9 

-nonfactive 0.3 1.8 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

-attitudinal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

TOTAL 111.6 235.4 245.2 96.9 241.4 237.9 109.1 350.9 228.0 

Note: C is short for concealed; H is short for human; A is short for abstract entity 

   Numerical values above are converted into normalized frequency per 100,000 words. 
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Nevertheless, the retrieved instances of likelihood nouns in both non-native groups 

were too few, current study only considered likelihood verbs and factive verbs for 

discussion. 

 

 

4.3.1 Evaluative Source Distribution of Likelihood Verbs 

 Table 4.16 lists the 11 likelihood verbs retrieved from the corpora. Among these 

eleven likelihood verbs, only two—assume and hypothesize had different source 

distributional pattern across the three groups. This finding suggests that the non-native 

student writers generally showed good command of evaluative source attribution. 

While both journal groups used both it and human names to equal extent as subjects 

in that-clauses, non-native students mainly applied concealed subject it to start their 

sentences. Take hypothesize-that for instance, native writers often used human names  

 

Table 4.16 Evaluative Source Distribution of Likelihood Verbs 

 NS-J (336,923 wds) NNS-J (316,946 wds) NNS-S (371,064 wds) 

Stance C H A C H A C H A 

appear 7.42 0.00 0.00 4.10 0.00 0.00 - - - 

assume 6.23 6.53 1.48 1.89 2.21 0.00 4.31 0.54 1.62 

believe 0.59 6.83 0.3 3.16 12.94 0.00 3.50 13.48 0.00 

consider - - - 2.84 2.84 0.32 0.81 6.74 0.54 

hypothesize 1.48 3.26 0.00 - - - 1.89 0.54 0.27 

indicate 0.89 4.45 43.33 3.47 12.94 44.17 1.62 19.40 38.00 

infer - - - - - - 2.96 1.08 0.00 

perceive - - - - - - 0.00 2.70 0.00 

predict 1.48 1.48 3.56 - - - - - - 

seem 6.23 0.00 0.00 7.57 0.00 0.00 8.89 0.00 0.00 

think - - - 0.00 11.67 0.00 0.00 18.87 0.00 

Note: C is short for concealed; H is short for human; A is short for abstract entity 

  Numerical values above are converted into normalized frequency per 100,000 words. 
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as the evaluative source, whereas non-native students favored dummy it with “an 

attempt to generalize the source of the comment and present it as an uncontested, or at 

least widely accepted, view on the issue at hand” (Hyland & Tse, 2005a, p.55). It is 

argued by Hyland and Tse that it delivers an impersonal opinion, which may generate 

objectivity that signifies distancing evaluation and makes the statement “less open to 

negotiation” (Hyland & Tse, 2005a, p.56). 

 

 

4.3.2 Evaluative Source Distribution of Factive Verbs 

 In the case of the 17 factive verbs retrieved from the corpora, three were 

observed to carry varied source attribution. These were note, observe, and see. As 

Table 4.17 demonstrates, native published writers attributed the source to human 

subjects for the three factive verbs, yet the pattern was different for the non-native 

groups. Non-native journal writers tended to convey the evaluation with concealed 

source to maintain legitimacy for the claims without taking direct responsibility since 

human interpretation was not presented. As for non-native student writers, both 

concealed it and human names were applied for the subject positions of the 3 factive 

verbs. In other words, student writers were more likely than non-native journal writers 

to show stance through the use of human subjects. It is possible that since thesis 

writing needed lengthened literature review, student writers were to attribute more 

evaluations to other researchers to emphasize credibility and reliability of own claims.  

 

Table 4.17 Evaluative Source Distribution of Factive Verbs 

 NS-J (336,923 wds) NNS-J (316,946 wds) NNS-S (371,064 wds) 

Stance C H A C H A C H A 

conclude 0.89 12.17 0.00 1.89 6.31 1.89 2.70 8.09 1.35 

confirm - - - 0.32 0.95 2.84 0.54 0.54 2.70 

demonstrate 1.78 2.97 9.50 0.63 1.26 6.63 0.27 0.00 7.55 
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discover - - - 0.63 3.16 0.32 - - - 

find 3.26 38.29 4.45 13.57 30.60 7.26 24.25 38.81 1.89 

find out - - - - - - 0.27 2.96 0.00 

mean 0.59 0.30 10.98 3.16 0.63 5.99 1.62 0.00 5.93 

note 16.03 16.32 0.30 11.67 5.68 0.63 8.35 7.28 0.00 

notice - - - 2.21 1.58 0.00 2.43 0.54 0.00 

observe 0.00 5.34 0.00 1.89 1.58 0.00 1.08 3.77 0.00 

present - - - - - - 0.81 0.27 1.35 

prove - - - - - - 0.27 0.27 4.31 

realize - - - 0.63 3.16 0.32 0.54 2.70 0.00 

recognize 1.48 4.45 0.00 - - - - - - 

reveal 0.30 0.00 9.50 0.95 1.58 23.66 1.89 1.35 25.60 

see 1.48 3.26 0.00 2.21 1.58 0.00 1.08 2.16 0.00 

show 2.37 2.08 32.65 2.21 2.21 70.67 4.85 0.27 72.76 

Note: C is short for concealed; H is short for human; A is short for abstract entity. 

  Numerical values above are converted into normalized frequency per 100,000 words. 

 

 

4.4 Overused and Underused Stance-that Markers 

The last research question aimed at uncovering how Taiwanese EFL student 

writers apply stance in evaluative that-clauses differently in comparison with both 

expert writer groups. In order to answer this question, further comparison was 

conducted to reveal student writers’ overused and underused patterns by means of a 

log-likelihood test. For easier comparison, this study firstly compared the student 

group data with the native expert writer corpus and then secondly with the non-native 

expert writer dataset. By comparing only two sets of data at a time, the process of 

identifying the shared stance-that markers seemed more plausible. 
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4.4.1 Stance Markers Overused by NNS-S when Compared with NS-J 

 

Figure 4.3 Venn Diagram of Stance Marker Distribution between NS-J and NNS-S 

 

Table 4.18 NNS-S’ Overused Stance-that Markers as Compared with NS-J 

Stance markers Functions 

NS-J raw 

frequency 

NNS-S raw 

frequency LL value p-value   

believe Verb likelihood 26 63 12.49 0.000 *** (+) 

find Verb factive 155 241 11.45 0.001 *** (+) 

reveal Verb factive 33 107 34.36 0.000 *** (+) 

show Verb factive 125 289 51.92 0.000 *** (+) 

claim Verb nonfactive 35 96 23.95 0.000 *** (+) 

imply Verb nonfactive 8 40 20.31 0.000 *** (+) 

point out Verb nonfactive 29 68 12.59 0.000 *** (+) 

propose Verb nonfactive 13 45 15.73 0.000 *** (+) 

report Verb nonfactive 38 69 6.37 0.012 * (+) 

agree Verb attitudinal 11 90 63.09 0.000 *** (+) 

feel Verb attitudinal 19 37 4.28 0.039 * (+) 

Note: (+) indicates overused stance function by NNS-S, relative to NS-J. 

Stance markers with significant p-value (p<0.05) with three asterisks are boldfaced as they 

carry large Log-Likelihood value. 

  

As compared with non-native student writer dataset, there were 25 stance-that 

marker types not found in the list of native expert writer corpus, while 30 types were 

shared by both the NS-J and the NSS-S corpora. In other words, there was an evident 

gap between the usage pattern of stance-that markers between native journal writers 

and non-native student writers, as many of their markers were mutually exclusive to 

each other. By employing the log-likelihood calculator, 60 % (18) of the shared 30 

types were significantly different between the two corpora as indicated by the p<0.05 
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value. In terms of these 18 marker types, 11 were overused and 7 were underused by 

the non-native student writers.  

Compared with the native journal writers, the non-native students showed the 

tendency to use the following types of stance markers in their writing to an excessive 

degree: 1 likelihood, 3 factive, 5 nonfactive, and 2 attitudinal stance-that markers. 

Table 4.18 displays the complete information of the 11 overused stance-that markers. 

As indicated by frequency of occurrences, factive research-act verbs—find, reveal, 

and show were excessively overused to present factual information or own result 

findings, since students’ focus was to refer to their own research for the sake of 

graduation. On the other hand, many nonfactive discoursal verbs were also favored by 

L2 students. It is likely due to the non-native student writers’ overemphasis on 

distancing themselves from the views of others. By simply employing verbs to 

comment on how information is said, an image of being equivocated may be signaled. 

The following example sentences of claim, imply, point out, and propose are extracted 

from the corpus concordancer to illustrate such phenomenon.  

 

[1] Maslow (1970) claimed that all human beings have needs that motivate their 

behavior. (NNS-S, NTHU 02) 

[2] Many psychologists have claimed that extrinsic rewards decrease intrinsic 

motivation (Atkinson, 1964; deCharms, 1968; Murray, 1964). (NNS-S, NCTU 07) 

[3] Schmidt’s (1990) noticing hypothesis implies that for learning to take place, 

attention is required,… (NNS-S, NKNU 9701) 

[4] Brown (2000) pointed out that if a learner has positive attitudes toward the target 

language and the culture, the learner tends to learn the target language with success. 

(NNS-S, NKNU 9501) 

[5] Forman and Cazden (1985) also proposed that peer interaction is essential to 

learning because it allows students to construct meaning within the context of social 

interaction. (NNS-S, CCU 9302) 

 

Notice that many examples above were written in a way to avoid taking an explicit 
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stance toward the cited source. By displaying indirect evaluation, a neutral, neither 

positive nor tentative, attitude was conveyed. In order to sound convincing and 

credible, writer in example #2 (NCTU 07) cited more than one author jointly to 

connote own concealed position. Other than stating summaries of the literature 

sources, some student writers had also utilized the manifestation of direct quotes to 

present arguments effectively, adding an essence of authoritative support “to bolster 

their own arguments” (Gilbert, 1977, p.116). Example sentences below are listed to 

exemplify this point: 

 

[6] Firth (1957) claimed that a collocation is “a mode of meaning” and “an abstraction 

at the syntagmatic level” (p. 196). (NNS-S, NKNU 9701) 

[7] Akrofi (2004) also claims that “storybooks present a valuable resource for 

developing L2 Literacy” (p. 10). (NNS-S, NCUE 05) 

[8] Korosadowicz-Strazynska (1980) also pointed out that “mastery of the most 

collocations should be the one essential outpost to genuine mastery of English (or any 

other language)” (p. 116). (NNS-S, NKNU 9701) 

[9] Cruse (1986) proposed that collocations are a “sequence of lexical items which 

habitually co-occur” (p. 40). (NNS-S, NKNU 9701) 

[10] At the practical level, Latane et al. (1979) have proposed that social loafing is a 

type of social disease, having “negative consequences for individuals and societies” 

(p.831). (NNS-S, MCU 03) 

 

It also seems non-native students tended to have overreliance on certain markers such 

as reveal (107), agree (90), think (70), believe (63), and disagree (23); many of them 

were rarely or never used by the native expert writers. Since the usage pattern of 

reveal has been discussed in section 4.1.3, only agree, disagree, think, and believe are 

undergone analyses here. 

 

Agree-that 

 As indicated by normalized frequency value obtained from the corpus data, 

non-native students applied agree in that-clause construction about 24.26 times per 
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100,000 words, with 56% dispersion rate. Such use was rare in native journal writer 

corpus, occurring only 3.27 times per 100,000 words at 20% dispersion rate. While 

few examples found in NS-J were to describe own research questionnaire results in 

past tense form (see example sentence #1 below), many instances were delivered in 

present tense form to consolidate literature framework by implicitly assenting 

intellectually with scholars’ assertion, without explicitly stating “I agree”. By using 

present tense when reviewing the literature, the research reported is “close to the 

writer’s own opinion, or close to the writer’s own research , or close to the current 

state of knowledge” (Swales & Feak, 2004, p.255). This “citational present”, as 

termed by Swales and Feak (2004), is illustrated by the example sentences 2 and 3: 

 

[1] Two findings may seem contradictory: while over 48 per cent of the teachers 

agreed that a focus on grammar should follow communicative tasks (Q 1), 40 per cent 

also agreed that grammar should be presented before students are expected to use it 

(Q5). (NS-J, AL 293) 

[2] Analysts agree that speech paragraphs are produced and interpreted by 

speaker-hearers using the phonetic cues that appear at their boundaries. (NS-J, ESP 14) 

[3] …most researchers agree that listening to a speaker with the same variety of 

language as the listener enhances listening comprehension,… (see Flowerdew, 1994; 

Gass & Varonis, 1984; Tauroza & Luk, 1997). (NS-J, LL 14) 

 

As for non-native students, only 2 out of the 90 agree-that tokens were referenced to 

state of current knowledge (example sentence #5 and #6). The stance marker was 

largely employed to report quantitative questionnaire findings, yet some were 

conveyed in wrong tense aspect, as shown by example sentence #7 and #8 below:  

 

[5] Researchers agree that ongoing research is needed so that L2 curriculum writers, 

instructors, and, certainly, L2 learners can benefit from study results (Macaro, 2006). 

(NNS-S, NCUE 10) 

[6] It seems that a large number of researchers agree that, except for the first few 

thousand most frequently used words, vocabulary is predominantly acquired through 
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reading, which is also called incidental learning. (NNS-S, NCUE 05) 

*[7] Over one-thirds of the subjects agree that it helps to edit the organization further 

(Item38, 36.6%). 

*[8] As revealed in the questionnaires, though most of the subjects agree that the 

current instruction improves their writing performance in the category of organization 

and content, the subjects highly agree with using maps in the future writing class 

(98.41%) and highly expect a longer instructional period (76.19%). 

[9] Moreover, around 89 % of students agreed that they learned the importance of 

cooperating with others through CIC. 

 

The ungrammatical mistake suggests that EFL writers might still be at immature stage 

in academic writing, that their control of using appropriate tenses in academic papers 

was still weak. There are some possible reasons of non-natives’ heavy reliance on 

using agree-that. First, non-native students might only hold a small range of word 

choices, limiting themselves on only applying agree or disagree when describing 

survey findings. Second, thesis writing is of large discussion space for writers to 

detailedly and attentatively discuss every discovery, which caused the students to have 

overused agree-that when analyzing statistical information gathered from 

questionnaires. 

 

Disagree-that 

 We would assume that with high frequency occurrences of agree-that occurred in 

NNS-S corpus, same tendency might also prevail in disagree-that. However, it 

occurred merely 6.2 times per 100,000 words with only 16 % dispersion rate in 

non-native student corpus. In other words, only four students out of the 25 collected 

texts used disagree-that in their thesis writings. On the contrary, disagree-that was 

never used in native expert writings. Grammatical mistakes on wrong tenses could 

also be observed in disagree-that constructions, and such marker was all used to 

present survey results. 
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Think-that  

 Think-that structures occurred 18.87 times per 100,000 words with 76% text 

dispersion rate in NNS-S corpus, whereas it occurred 11.67 times per 100,000 word 

with only 24% text dispersion rate in NNS-J corpus. Surprisingly, there weren’t any 

instances of such marker retrieved from the native journal writings. Think-that was 

often delivered in past-tense forms in NNS-S corpus, reporting how participants 

considered the issues asked in questionnaires or interviews. One possible explanation 

for the frequent occurrences in NNS-S is that the marker—think is rather an 

easy-level verb, which is included in 1400 English vocabulary words list proposed by 

Ministry of Education in Taiwan. Insufficient vocabulary word bank may lead to 

repeated word choices in language use. 

 

Believe-that 

 Believe-that was ranked the thirteenth most frequently occurred stance marker in 

the corpus of non-native student writings, with normalized frequency of 16.98 and 

76% text dispersion rate. In other words, among Taiwanese student writers, such 

marker was favored heavily in academic writing. On the other hand, native journal 

writers only applied believe-that 7.72 times per 100,000 words with 28% text 

dispersion rate, and such marker in fact fell out of the Top 20 list in NS-J corpus. In 

order to distinguish the reason behind such preference, log-likelihood calculation was 

executed. The result manifested that the usage preference had nothing to do with 

language proficiency as the variance between the two non-native groups was not 

statistically significant. Despite the fact that journal writings were of shorter textual 

length, non-native expert writers still applied believe-that to a great extent. Since 

believe, as one of the cognitive verbs, carries a meaning of assuming and supposing 
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with a hint of confidence in the truth-value of an assertion, non-native writers utilized 

such cognitive marker to “[underscore] the part that reasoning and argument play in 

the construction of knowledge” (Hyland, 1999, p. 360). Furthermore, believe also 

implies writers’ tentative view to the source author. 

 

Table 4.19 The Frequency of believe-that 

 RF in NNS-S RF in NS-J RF in NNS-J LL-value p-value 

believe 63 26  12.49 0.000 *** 

 63  51 0.08 0.776 

  26 51 9.87 0.002 ** 

Note: RF= Raw Frequency 

 

 

4.4.2 Stance Markers Underused by NNS-S when Compared with NS-J 

The total number of significantly underused stance markers was 7, as listed in 

Table 4.20. In other words, 23% (7/30) of the shared markers between the native 

journal writer and non-native student writer corpora were underused, and these 

include 2 likelihood, 3 factive, 2 nonfactive, and none attitudinal markers.  

 

Table 4.20 NNS-S’ Underused Stance-that Markers as Compared with NS-J 

Stance markers Functions 

NS-J raw 

frequency 

NNS-S raw 

frequency LL value p-value   

assume Verb likelihood 48 24 10.64 0.001 *** (-) 

clear Adj likelihood 34 9 18.00 0.000 *** (-) 

demonstrate Verb factive 48 29 6.75 0.009 ** (-) 

fact Noun factive 62 43 5.54 0.019 * (-) 

note Verb factive 110 58 21.77 0.000 *** (-) 

argue Verb nonfactive 132 75 21.88 0.000 *** (-) 

suggest Verb nonfactive 310 211 29.70 0.000 *** (-) 

Note: (-) indicates underused stance function by NNS-S, relative to NS-J. 

Stance markers with significant p-value (p<0.05) with three asterisks are boldfaced as they 

carry large Log-Likelihood value. 
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It should be noted that no underused instances found in attitudinal caregory does not 

necessarily mean that student writers hold a good control on applying attitudinal 

stance. It was due to the fact that native journal writers did not apply such function in 

academic writing often in the first place. Therefore, comparison could not be made 

objectively, as compare is meant to consider two entities with regard to some common 

characteristic. Non-native student writers’ least used stance markers were—suggest, 

note, and argue, as indicated by the large log-likelihood value (LL value). As 

discussed in section 4.1.3, the reduction of use of these markers may attribute to the 

presence of alternative word choices. 

Another evident gap of stance marker underused can be seen in the example of 

adjectival predicate—clear. Native journal writers usually employed such marker to 

emphasize that the statement was free from doubt, confusion, and uncertainty. 

Majority of the instances found in NS-J were conveyed to interpret own research 

study. 

 

[1] In particular it is clear that despite the focus on communication, a disappointing 

proportion of pupils are making the transition to creative control of the TL system. 

(NS-J, AL 213) 

[2] Because participants were not likely to go down every path in every maze, it was 

clear that all participants would not have the same number of justifications to make. 

(NS-J, SSLA 23) 

[3]…it is clear that explicit grammar work was a salient feature in the different views 

of integration they articulated…(NS-J, AL 293) 

 

Nevertheless, out of the 9 tokens found in NNS-S corpus, 7 were commenting on 

other scholars’ research, as shown in concordancing line below. Only example 

sentence #8 was referring to own study method.  
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1 ..age to which they are exposed, which makes it clear that input from the outside world plays little part… 

2 ...wing the literature of language learning, it was clear that intrinsic motivation was absent in earlier L2… 

3 …linguistic competence. Furthermore, he made it clear that the problem that language learners encounter... 

4 ....nguage children (Cummins, 1993) has made it clear that the development and maintenance of the L1… 

5 ….& Davis, 2000; Vankatesh, 1999). It remains clear that prior instruction on how to use CMS is of…… 

6 ..vious study result of Cheng (2003). She made clear that high achievers and low achievers showed…… 

7 …tions (Singleton, 2000). Second, it also makes clear that each lexical chunk has a conventional meaning 

8 ....ones for the other topics/text types. It is thus clear that these two topics are skipped most frequently in… 

9  .....cipation in a given group. In fact, it is quite clear that students in groups often do not do what the……. 

 

 

4.4.3 Stance Markers Overused by NNS-S when compared with NNS-J 

 

Figure 4.4 Venn Diagram of Stance Marker Distribution between NNS-J and NNS-S 

 

When comparing the stance-marker data, it was found that 35 stance-that 

markers were shared between the NNS-J and NNS-S corpora. Among the 35 shared 

markers, only 11 of them were markedly different as indicated by the p < 0.05 value 

calculated by the log-likelihood Excel spreadsheet. In other words, how these two 

groups of writers express stance in academic writing is with some sort of resemblance. 

From this analysis, 8 were found to be overused while only 3 were underused by the 

Taiwanese student writers. 

Table 4.21 presents the 8 overused stance markers of NNS-S writers, in which 

includes 1 likelihood, 1 factive, 4 nonfactive, and 2 attitudinal markers. The statistical 

analysis indicates that the non-native students exhibited overuse of the markers that 

might not be commonly seen in the non-native journal writer corpus. With the 

indication of LL value, state and agree were most frequently overused. The way of 
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having overreliance on certain stance marker proves that L2 writers have a tendency 

to repeatedly employ familiar word choices without having to take risks of making 

errors on false expressions. In fact, this tendency is commonly observable in L2 

students’ writings (Hyland & Tse, 2005a; Hyland & Tse, 2005b). With the indication 

of p-value with three asterisks, one nonfactive discourse-act and one attitudinal 

cognitive-act stance markers were most frequently overused by non-native student 

writers, when compared with the non-native journal writers. 

 

Table 4.21 NNS-S’ Overused Stance-that Markers as Compared with NNS-J 

Stance markers Functions 

NNS-J raw 

frequency 

NNS-S raw 

frequency LL value p-value   

think verb likelihood 37 70 5.81 0.016 * (+) 

find verb factive 163 241 5.37 0.021 * (+) 

argue verb nonfactive 33 75 10.82 0.001 ** (+) 

claim verb nonfactive 49 96 9.00 0.003 ** (+) 

propose verb nonfactive 19 45 7.17 0.007 ** (+) 

state verb nonfactive 21 57 12.07 0.001 *** (+) 

agree verb attitudinal 31 90 21.48 0.000 *** (+) 

hope verb attitudinal 17 39 5.76 0.016 * (+) 

Note: (+) indicates overused stance function by NNS-S, relative to NNS-J. 

Stance markers with significant p-value (p<0.05) with three asterisks are boldfaced as they 

carry large Log-Likelihood value. 

 

State-that 

While non-native students conveyed state-that structures 15.36 times per 

100,000 words with 68% text dispersion rate, non-native journal writers on the other 

hand applied such marker 6.63 times per 100,000 words with only 26% textual 

dispersion rate. In NNS-S corpus, the marker was presented in both present- and 

past-tense forms, reviewing what previous researchers have written, done or 

contribute to unfold the research issue or fill the research gap. As noted by Swales and 



88 

 

Feak, when the reporting verbs are used to report what other researchers have thought, 

either present, present perfect, or past tense are possible. The subtle difference lies in 

how close the reported information is to writer’s own opinion (2004). Majority of the 

instances retrieved from NNS-S corpus were written in past-tense forms, such as the 

following sentences: 

 

[1] Most motivation theories assume that motivation is a stable mental state. However, 

Dornyei (2000) stated that motivation does not necessarily remain constant all the time 

when it refers to the mastering of a L2. (NNS-S, NCTU 07) 

[2] Jonassen (1990) stated that experts have more internal coherence as well as more 

richly interconnected knowledge structures which allow them to resolve problems 

differently. (NNS-S, CCU 9401) 

 

These examples suggest that non-native students tended to conceal own viewpoints 

not only by choosing such communication verb but also by reflecting through tense 

options. 

 

Agree-that 

 As discussed above in section 4.4.1, agree-that was also overused by non-native 

students when being compared with the native expert writers. As being one of the 

cognitive verbs, this result further proves that non-native students tended to 

emphasize and consolidate strong argument-making to empower the writing as 

credible and persuasive. This finding aligns with Hyland’s finding in 1999, that 

students showed a heavy overreliance tendency in using cognitive reporting verbs 

comparatively. 
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4.4.4 Stance Markers Underused by NNS-S when compared with NNS-J 

The three underused stance markers of NNS-S writers include one factive—fact, 

and two nonfactives—report, and say. With p-value indicating significant difference 

in use between the two compared corpora, nonfactive markers were more underused 

by non-native students. Yet, the LL values of the three underused markers were quite 

similar; we can only conclude that they were commonly disfavored. This suggests that 

the divergence between the two non-native groups was not that distinct. It seems that 

whether the writing genre is of journal articles or thesis writings, Taiwanese writers 

express stance to a similar extent. Table 22 provides the details of NNS-S’ underused 

stance-that markers, in comparison to their NNS-J counterpart. 

 

Table 4.22 NNS-S’ Underused Stance-that Markers as Compared with NNS-J 

Stance markers Functions 

NNS-J raw 

frequency 

NNS-S raw 

frequency LL value p-value   

fact noun factive 59 43 5.68 0.017 * (-) 

report verb nonfactive 86 69 5.51 0.019 * (-) 

say verb nonfactive 31 19 5.11 0.024 * (-) 

Note: (-) indicates underused stance function by NNS-S, relative to NNS-J. 

 

 

4.5 Discussion of the Use of Stance-that Markers 

 The section discusses the use of stance-that markers among three groups of 

writers. The first part presents the structural distribution pattern of stance markers 

among three corpora, while the second section discusses the functional usage pattern. 

Then, the third section is to explore the evaluative source attribution among the 

writers. Finally the last part discusses the overused and underused stance-that markers 

by L2 student writers. 
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4.5.1 Discussion of Structural Distribution of Stance Markers in 3 Corpora 

Current study confirms previous studies’ findings that evaluative that-clause is 

widely applied in academic writing for stance marking (Hyland & Tse, 2005b; Wang 

& Chen, 2012; 王敏，2011). The numerical information shows it is the non-native 

student group that possessed more stance tokens in academic writing as compared to 

journal writers. Although this discovery slightly varies with those of frequency 

comparison in previous comparative studies, the fact that non-native students showed 

to use authorial stance devices extensively in academic writing does support our 

finding (Hyland & Tse, 2005b; Wang & Chen, 2012; 王敏，2011).  

Verbal predicates were employed most frequently among all three groups, 

followed by nominal predicates and lastly adjectival predicates. Only few noun 

predicates with that-clauses were found in non-native corpora. This phenomenon runs 

counter to the argument that “it is more common to use nominalized rather than verbal 

structures to express information” (Biber & Gray, 2013, p. 1). One plausible explanation 

of such low usage of nominalizations (with only 5% in each non-native corpus) relates to 

L1 influence, that relative clause with heavy modifier with respect to the head noun is 

rather complex to Chinese EFL writers. It is likely that Chinese EFL writers used 

avoidance strategy to prevent making false relative clausal structures. Another possible 

reason may be that L2 students employed nominalization with to-clause structures more, 

or used adjectival predicates (e.g. clear, possible, likely) with other sentential structures to 

reach the effect of stance-taking. 

While this finding is contrary to the result in Wang and Chen’s study, in which it 

was the L2 students who showed higher uses of noun predicates to protect themselves 

from imposing emotions (Wang & Chen, 2012), it is in fact consistent with the results 

of previous studies (Biber, 2006; Hyland & Tse, 2005b; Thompson & Ye, 1991; Wang 

& Chen, 2012), in the sense that “in contrast to verb+complement clause 
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constructions, stance adjectives and nouns are generally rare controlling a 

complement clause” (Biber, 2006, p.109). 

Even though journal articles and master thesis are of different textual genre in 

terms of academic writing, non-native journal authors and non-native student writers 

still employ stance markers in that-complement clauses in similar manner. This 

further resembles previous study findings (Chen, 2012; Hyland & Tse, 2005b; Wang 

& Chen, 2012; 王敏，2011) that L2 students are aware of such pattern to carry out 

evaluations, despite the fact that Chinese language does not entail such clausal 

structure. The high resemblance between the two non-native corpora indicates that 

although the Taiwanese writers in present study, regardless of academic status, 

showed to convey their stance as often as the native writers did, there was still room 

for improvement by involving more diverse and appropriate stance markers. 

While twelve stance markers were mutually shared in the top twenty lists among 

the three corpora, ranking comparison was conducted to reveal differing stance usage 

preferences by different writers. Some markers such as suggest, argue, reveal, 

point-out, claim, and fact, were significantly different with large log-likelihood values 

between native experts and non-native students. On the one hand, suggest, argue, and 

fact were employed more frequently by native writers. On the other hand, reveal, 

point-out, and claim were favored more by non-native writers. Student writers, 

especially, tended to cling on certain expression to fulfill intended functional purpose, 

whereas native experts had greater repertoire and more confidence in using various 

alternative stance markers to enrich the writing (Granger, 1998).  
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4.5.2 Discussion of Functional Distribution of Stance Markers in 3 Corpora 

In comparison with the other three semantic classes, the predominance of factive 

stance usage across three corpora indicates the essence of delivering assertion and 

factual information in academic writing, without indicating overt epistemic 

qualifications. As native expert writers showed more instances on likelihood stance 

than the other two groups of writers, non-native student writers dominated the use of 

factive, nonfactive, and attitudinal stance-that markers. The comparison reveals that 

for the native expert writers, it was also important to balance the use of likelihood 

stance to stay probable and deliver judgement or assessments of certain source or 

extent of knowledge while presenting factual information in academic writing through 

factive markers.  

As the analysis shows, professional writers demonstrated objectiveness through 

likelihood stance, whereas students tended to show assertiveness with factive markers. 

Similar findings were also reported by many scholars (Chen, 2012; Hyland & Tse, 

2005b; Wang & Chen, 2012; 王敏，2011; 徐宏亮，2011). As confirmed by Hyland 

and Tse (2005b), published writers, especially the ones in soft knowledge, often use 

more tentative (likelihood) and general (nonfactive) predicates as they “[weaken] the 

force of their assertions to present their claims as suggestions, arguments, or 

assumptions” (p. 135). Current result also echoes the findings of prior studies in which 

non-native students often expressed assertions with no presence of proper credentials 

and were too eager to make their arguments sound (Chen, 2012; Hyland & Tse, 2005b; 

Wang & Chen, 2012; 王敏，2011; 徐宏亮，2011). 

 NS-J writers invited reader audience to observe the data by writing their 

statements as suggestions and displaying mental processes as they made analysis; on 

the other hand, L2 students used prove frequently to rely on readers to interpret their 

data, and such lexical item was only used by L2 students. This resembles to the notion 
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that convincing writing requires writers to be dialogical to their reader, in the sense 

that they are to be mutual thinker on the issue discussed (Hyland, 2005; Hood, 2004). 

As Hyland (2005) states, there should be a negotiable dimension in academic writing 

for it to be persuasive and to provoke deeper thinking. 

One interesting finding was that L2 students in this study largely employed 

strong attitudinal stance. Wang and Chen (2012) has also noticed such writing 

characteristic, that many instances of strong attitudinal markers, such as agree, ensure, 

hope, and make sure were found in Chinese students’ writings. Nevertheless, in 

Hyland and Tse’s research (2005b), attitudinal stance was rarely used in L2 students’ 

work.  

The underlying reason for such variation was that the texts undergone analyses in 

their study were abstract sections, which were condensed essence that concentrated 

the essential quality of the whole research. Strong attitudinal markers were often not 

used in abstracts, as abstracts were the opening that invited and attracted readers to 

read on (Hyland & Tse, 2005b). Therefore, it is not surprising to not retrieve instances 

of attitudinal markers in abstracts. Yet, L2 students in thesis writings revealed a 

tendency to eagerly make sound argument, due to the fact that thesis writings were 

usually the graduate threshold in master programs. Another possible reason of having 

more attitudinal markers retrieved from NNS-S corpus was that thesis writings 

required longer textual length and so students had more space to reveal subjective 

propositions.  

 

 

4.5.3 Discussion of Evaluative Source Attribution 

Overall, native writers employed inanimate/abstract entity subjects for source 

attribution, whereas both non-native groups attributed their source to human names. 



94 

 

This preliminary finding is opposite to what Hyland and Tse have discovered (2005b); 

it seems that the non-native writers in present study were more willing to project 

human evaluations, since adding authoritative scholars’ names in academic paper 

might enhance the reliability and credibility of their research claims. As Hyland and 

Tse argue, attributing evaluative source to an inanimate object also denotes objectivity 

and “simultaneously removes any implication of personal interest from the comment 

and adds rhetorical credibility” (Hyland & Tse, 2005b, p.133). This may explain 

native writers’ preference on attributing the judgement source to abstract entities such 

as the results, the methods, or the study as a whole. 

Nevertheless, detailed examination on the categories—likelihood verbal 

predicates and factive verbal predicates, which had varying source preference among 

3 corpora, indicated varying results. Native writers frequently used human subjects to 

ascribe likelihood stance, while L2 students often employed dummy subject it to 

conceal the evaluative source. It seems that although L2 students inclined to project 

assertive statement, they avoided direct responsibility “by depersonaliz[ing] their 

opinion and [gave] it the appearance of objectivity and generality” (Hyland & Tse, 

2005a, p. 56).  

Human sources were also favored for factive verbs by native expert writers and 

L2 students, non-native expert writers in contrast preferred impersonal pronoun it 

subjects to start their sentences. Taiwanese writers generally made considerable use of 

impersonal subjects as an attempt to keep distance away from taking direct 

responsibility, and “see it as a way of demonstrating a scholarly competence” (Hyland 

& Tse, 2005b, p. 133). This finding echoes Hyland and Tse’s study (2005b) that 

student writers largely employed nonhuman subjects to avoid making commitment to 

their evaluations. 

While English writers tend to display rigid attribution of authorship, it may not 
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be “obvious which portions of the text are attributed to whom” in the work of Chinese 

writers (Connor, 2002, p.502). It is argued that as writes avoid showing clear 

authorship, the persuasive strength of the argument may be weakened. In such writing 

style, readers may need to constantly infer author’s ideas and deduce author’s real 

intention of the propositions written.  

These detailed examination results, which resemble Hyland and Tse’s findings 

(2005b), attested that regardless of academic status, non-native writers in Taiwan 

displayed overreliance on foregrounding it to maintain distance, since “removing the 

agent helps remove the implication of human intervention with all the influences of 

personal interest, social allegiance, faulty reasoning and other factors which might 

suggest some non-empirical distortion” (Hyland & Tse, 2005a, p. 54). Native writers 

on the contrary were more willing to demonstrate evaluations with human 

interpretation. 

 

 

4.5.4 Discussion of Overused and Underused Stance markers 

The following table (Table 4.23) illustrates an overview of non-native student 

writers’ stance marker usage pattern. When being compared with the native journal 

writer corpus, non-native student writers’ discourse is characterized by a low use of 

nonfactive stance in the realization of discourse-act verbs. Yet, when the compared 

counterpart is changed to non-native journal writers, it was found such stance was 

overused. In other words, among the three writer groups, native journal writers 

employed nonfactive stance most frequently, whereas non-native students in fact 

showed more instances of surpassing non-native journal writers in applying 

nonfactive stance markers. This implies that within the comparison of non-native 

writers in Taiwan, students should not be claimed as lacking sufficient usage of 
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nonfactive stance.  

 

Table 4.23 Overview of NNS-S’ Most Overused/Underused Stance-that Marker Types 

Compared Corpora NNS-S’ Most Overused NNS-S’ Most Underused 

NS-J factive stance 

research-act verbs 

(e.g. find, reveal, show) 

nonfactive stance 

discourse-act verbs 

(e.g. aruge, suggest) 

NNS-J nonfactive stance 

discourse-act verbs 

(e.g. argue, claim, propose, state) 

TOO FEW TO BE 

COMPARED 

Note: Preference pattern for nonfactive research-act verbs: NS-J > NNS-S > NNS-J 

 

In the case of factive stance, non-native students had a heavy use when being 

compared with native journal authors. The overused behavior on factive research-act 

verbs is similar to what previous researchers have discovered (Chen, 2012; Hyland & 

Tse, 2005b; Wang & Chen, 2012; 王敏，2011; 徐宏亮，2011), that L2 students tended 

to extensively convey strong assertions through research-related verbs. As factive 

markers generally carry evidential evaluations, large amount of use of such stance may 

overstate certainty on the written statements, which in turn might cause the writing to 

sound overconfident and leave no room for self-justification. The L2 students in the 

current study had also exhibited the same problem that Wang and Chen (2012) 

observed on their participants, that Chinese students displayed a tendency to show 

subjective tone through attitudinal cognition-related verbs (e.g. agree, hope). The 

discrepancies discussed above illustrate L2 students’ inadequacies manifest in research 

reports, in which need effective writing guidance.  

Therefore, this study suggests that the main factors which caused mismatch 

between the writings of L2 students and the native scholars may relate to L1 influence 

and writers’ academic writing experience. Various cross-cultural variation studies have 

further discovered how the linguistic and rhetorical convention of the L1 may interfere 
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with the writing in L2, as demonstrated in the tension of politeness convention in 

different cultural backgrounds, whether it is national or disciplinary cultures (Connor, 

2002; Fløttum, 2012; Kuntjara, 2004; Xing et al., 2008). Thus, it is clear that the 

differing rhetorical conventions, the degree of reader-writer visibility, and the way a 

writer refer to their own act of thinking all have an impact on how people compose 

and comprehend a written product. It is important to be aware of such differences in a 

world of increasing internationalization. 

 The overuse may be ascribed to several factors. First, L2 students overused the 

markers that were more colloquial, such as think, find out and make sure. Second, 

they tended to display overgeneralization by exhibiting constant repeated use on 

certain stance markers in contexts where native speakers would otherwise choose 

alternative lexical words to achieve similar functional purpose. Third, academic 

writing experience had also influenced how L2 students selected markers to convey 

stance. Their restricted repertoire of stance devices was evidenced by their frequent 

use of those words which they felt more confident in using. Employing such strategy 

may avoid choosing unfamiliar stance to either underscore or conceal their judgement. 

This consequently caused L2 students to underuse the seldom encountered markers in 

language learning materials. Such writing mismatch is reflected on teaching effects 

from academic writing courses, in which students are often taught first to use 

adverbials and modals to express stance. Since single-word expression is less 

structurally complex than sentential construction, there would not be risks on making 

grammatical mistakes. Therefore, students may have only used their restricted range 

of stance-that devices which they learned from writing classes, and such insufficient 

input limits L2 students’ opportunity to understand the subtle difference each 

that-predicate marker carries when projecting stance. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

 

Conclusion 

 

 

 This chapter first summarizes the major findings of the present research. 

Pedagogical implications are also offered in the second section for the purpose of 

enhancing L2 writers’ usage on stance-that markers in academic writing. While 

limitations of the study are discussed in section 5.3, suggestions for future research 

are provided in section 5.4. 

 

 

5.1 Major Findings 

 This study aims to investigate stance use in academic writing by native expert 

writers, non-native expert writers, and non-native student writers in the field of 

applied linguistics. Generally speaking, non-native academic writers, either expert or 

student, managed to reveal traces of stance in academic writings as well as the native 

writers did, as both NNS-J and NNS-S groups displayed similar distributional 

proportion on the major four semantic functional classes with the NS-J corpus. This 

additionally testifies the fact that for native and non-native writers, textual length and 

academic genre, whether they are of a journal article or master thesis, might not affect 

how they signal or project stance in academic writing. 

While all three groups inclined to use verbal predicates most frequently to 

control that-clauses, more nominal an adjectival predicates were retrieved from native 

writers. Among the mutual 26 markers shared by all writers, usage preferences were 

quite diverse as frequency occurrences of each marker varied across three corpora. In 

addition, it was discovered that each corpus contained several exclusive stance 

markers. Sixteen exclusive stance markers were identified in the corpus of non-native 
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student writers. In other words, only L2 students showed to apply those markers in 

academic prose; this echoes to the notion that academic writing experience may 

influence L2 writers’ repertoire of stance markers (Chen, 2012; Wang & Chen, 2012). 

Based on Biber’s functional taxonomy (2006), the proportional relationships 

among the four semantic categories in the three corpora were identified, with factive 

stance being the most frequent, followed by nonfactive, likelihood, and lastly 

attitudinal. Overall, likelihood stance was expressed more by native journal authors, 

whereas the other three functional categories were more frequently applied by 

non-native student writers. That is to say, while native expert writers projected greater 

extent of tentativeness and objectivity, L2 students exposed more assertiveness and 

forcefulness with excessive factive and attitudinal stance.  

Among the subcategories of stance markers, most had similar distributional 

pattern of source attribution across the three corpora. Only likelihood verbs and 

factive verbs revealed divergence. While native writers mainly ascribe likelihood 

stance to human subjects, non-native students on the other hand often concealed the 

evaluative source with impersonal pronoun it. As for factive verbs, native expert 

writers and L2 students showed attribution to human sources; non-native expert 

writers in contrast made reference to prior research in non-integral way through 

dummy it subjects.  

The quantity variation among the subcategories in the three corpora database was 

also quite evident. Non-native students tended to rely excessively on certain stance 

markers (see Table 18 and Table 21), and many were seldom used by the compared 

counterparts. While non-native students had a primary focus on making factive 

assertions and projecting assurance, they seemed to be weaker in recognizing the 

importance of the negotiating dimensions of research writing, as shown by their 

markedly underused nonfactive stance. Native published writers, on the other hand, 
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generally showed greater tentativeness in judgements. These results again exhibit that 

non-native speakers are not as competent with the discursive ways in which their 

discipline constructs knowledge and presents arguments with evaluative that-clauses. 

 

 

5.2 Pedagogical Implications 

 Pedagogical implications are provided to enhance L2 students’ writing quality. 

First, it is necessary for academic writing courses to expand the necessary repertoire 

of stance markers to students, for appropriately expressing viewpoint to effectively 

persuade readers with convincing and moderate arguments. Systematic teaching is 

thus required to recover such weakness. For instance, in order to enhance writing 

quality, instructors should remind students to avoid overusing the same marker 

repeatedly in a single text. Awareness raising of using appropriate stance is crucial for 

EFL students to have fluent and idiomatic control of English academic writing, and 

the underused stance devices may need to be taught through explicit teaching for L2 

student writers to master and apply them in future writings. 

 Second, as proposed by several scholars (Charles, 2006; 2007; Hyland & Tse, 

2005a, 2005b), the preferred ways of knowledge making in different disciplines 

should be highlighted in EAP courses. Lists of appropriate stance devices can be 

constructed to cater to different disciplinary needs. Instructors in academic writing 

courses in applied linguistics can incorporate the findings of this study into their 

teaching and provide sample sentences with contexts for students as learning guide. 

By presenting stance markers in contexts of use, instructors should fully explain the 

subtle difference each marker entails. They can demonstrate to students the extent to 

which stance markers have been represented functionally, or how these devices serve 

essential discourse functions in native expert writing. The findings may even be 
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integrated into academic writing concordance software which can detect inappropriate 

or informal stance predicate markers, such as think that, find out that, and make sure 

that, which repeatedly occur in a single non-native writing text. As stated by Schmitt, 

corpus “provide[s] an empirical basis for determining vocabulary behavior, instead of 

relying on appeals to intuition or tradition” (Schmitt, 2010, p.12). Through identifying 

the stance devices in native and non-native corpora, instructors can assist L2 learners 

in avoiding overreliance on certain markers and expanding their knowledge in stance 

usage when engaging in academic writing.  

 

 

5.3 Limitations of the Study 

 There are however some limitations in the current study. First, although the three 

corpora collected are considered formal academic writing, they are of different genre. 

While the expert writings were from journal articles at shorter length, student writings 

were extracted from theses at longer length. Although the variance between the two 

genres may have caused the frequencies to differ, NNS-J and NNS-S in fact showed a 

relatively close correspondence in overall distribution of stance usage.  

 Second, evaluated entity was not considered in the scope of current study 

analysis. This area is not attended since it’s difficult to manually read through every 

text to specify if the proposition following that is related to prior research or writers’ 

own study. Furthermore, as the only person who read and checked all transcript 

contexts in the concordancer, there might be some misinterpretations on certain stance 

meanings, and thus counted the frequency of occurrence not as correctly. Lastly, the 

corpus size used in the current study is rather small to generalize the stance pattern. 

Based on the findings and the limitations of the current research, some suggestions are 

proposed in the section below. 
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5.4 Suggestions for Future Research 

To further the scope of research, native student thesis writings should also be 

included in the database to reach a balanced and in-depth investigation. With the 

inclusion of native students’ writing examples, we can explore if native students 

exhibit similar usage pattern as the L2 students, and examine the reason behind such 

mismatch. In addition, it might be better to consider all usage patterns of modals, 

adverbials and extraposed clauses to fully reveal the overall extent that writes express 

stance in research reports. 

 Another suggestion is the thorough examination on evaluative entity, as it offers 

important message regarding what writers comment on. We can further detect whether 

the proposition commonly refers to writers’ own findings or concerns the work of 

others. Providing complete analysis may help academic writing instructors to offer L2 

students proper assistance in refining their writing quality. 

Future studies are also suggested to explore stance use in the writing of different 

academic disciplines and by writers of various first language backgrounds. Previous 

studies have revealed that each discipline hold varying value system and thus employ 

different stance markers to construct their voice in academic prose (Charles, 2006; 

2007; Hyland, 2004; 2005; Hyland & Tse, 2005a). More studies regarding stance 

usage pattern should be conducted and help to provide deeper insights for EAP 

instruction.  

 



103 

 

REFERENCE 

Adams, H., & Quintana-Toledo, E. (2013). Adverbial stance marking in the 

introduction and conclusion sections of legal research articles. Revista de 

Lingüística y Lenguas Aplicadas, 8, pp. 18-35. 

Ai, H. (2012). The expression of stance in Mandarin Chinese: A corpus-based study of 

stance adverbs. International Journal of Asian Language Processing, 22(1), pp. 

1-14. 

Biber, D. (2004). Historical patterns for the grammatical marking of stance: A 

cross-register comparison. Journal of Historical Pragmatics, 5(1), pp. 

107-136. 

Biber, D. (2006). Stance in spoken and writen university registers. Journal of English 

for Academic Purposes, 5, pp. 97-116. 

Biber, D., & Finegan, E. (1988). Adverbial stance types in English. Discourse 

Processes, 11, pp. 1-34. 

Biber, D., & Gray, B. (2013). 5 Nominalizing the verb phrase in academic science 

writing. The Verb Phrase in English: Investigating Recent Language Change 

with Corpora, 99 

Biber, D., Johansson, S., Leech, G., Conrad, S., & Finegan, E. (1999). Longman 

grammar of spoken and written English. New York: Longman. 

Casanava, C. (2003). Looking ahead to more sociopolitically-oriented case study 

research in L2 writing scholarship (But should it be called "post-process"?). 

Journal of Second Language Writing, 12, pp. 85-102. 

Charles, M. (2006). The construction of stance in reporting clauses: A 

cross-disciplinary study of theses. Applied Linguistics, 27(3), pp. 492-518. 

Charles, M. (2007). Argument or evidence? Disciplinary variation in the use of the 

Noun that pattern in stance construction. English for Specific purposes, 26(2), 



104 

 

pp. 203-218. 

Chen, Z. (2012). Expression of Epistemic Stance in EFL Chinese University Students' 

Writing. English Language Teaching, 5(10), pp. 173-179. 

Connor, U. (2002). New Directions in Contrastive Rhetoric. TESOL Quarterly, 36(4), 

pp. 493-510. 

Cortes, V. (2004). Lexical bundles in published and student disciplinary writing: 

Examples from history and biology. English for Specific Purposes, 23(4), pp. 

397-423. 

Fløttum, K. (2012). Variation of Stance and Voice across Cultures. In K. Hyland, & C. 

Sancho Guinda, Stance and Voice in Written Academic Genres (pp. 218-231). 

New York: Palgrave Macmillan. 

Gilbert, G. (1977). Referencing as Persuasion. Social Studies of Science, 7(1), pp. 

113-122. 

Granath, S. (2001). Is that a fact?: A corpus study of the syntax and semantics of the 

fact that. Rayson, Paul, Wilson, Andrew, McEnery, Tony, Hardie, Andrew & 

Shereen Khoja (red) Proceedings of the Corpus Linguistics 2001 Conference, 

Presenterad vid: Corpus Linguistics 2001. 

Granger, S. (1998). Learner English on computer. London: Addison Wesley Longman 

Limited. 

Gray, B., & Biber, D. (2012). Current Conceptions of Stance. In K. Hyland, & C. 

Sancho Guinda, Stance and Voice in Written Academic Genres (pp. 15-33). 

New York: Palgrave Macmillan. 

Henderson, A., & Barr, R. (2010). Comparing indicators of authorial stance in 

psychology students’writing and published research articles. Journal of 

Writing Research, 2 (2), pp. 245-264. 

Hewings, A. (2012). Stance and Voice in Academic Discourse across Channels. In K. 



105 

 

Hyland , & C. Sancho Guinda, Stance and Voice in Written Academic Genres 

(pp. 187-201). New York : Palgrave Macmillan. 

Hood, S. (2004). Appraising Research: Taking a Stance in Academic Writing. 

(Doctoral dissertation). Sydney: University of Technology. 

Hood, S. (2012). Voice and Stance as APPRAISAL: Persuading and Positioning in 

Research Writing across Intellectual Fields. In K. Hyland, & C. Sancho 

Guinda, Stance and Voice in Written Academic Genres (pp. 51-68). New York: 

Palgrave Macmillan. 

Hu, G., & Cao, F. (2011). Hedging and boosting in abstracts of applied linguistics 

articles: A comparative study of English-and Chinese-medium journals. 

Journal of Pragmatics, 43(11), pp. 2795-2809. 

Hyland, K. (1998). Boosting, hedging and the negotiation of academic knowledge. 

TEXT, 18(3), pp. 349-382. 

Hyland, K. (1999). Academic Attribution: Citation and the Construction of 

Disciplinary Knowledge. Applied Linguistics, 20(3), pp. 341-367. 

Hyland, K. (2002a). Directives: Argument and Engagement in Academic Writing. 

Applied Linguistics, 23(2), pp. 215-239. 

Hyland, K. (2002b). Options of identity in academic writing. ELT Journal, 56 (4), pp. 

351-358. 

Hyland, K. (2004). Disciplinary interactions: Metadiscourse in L2 postgraduate 

writing. Journal of Second Language Writing, 13(2), pp. 133-151. 

Hyland, K. (2005). Stance and engagement: a model of interaction in academic 

discourse. Discourse Studies, 7(2), pp. 173-192. 

Hyland, K., & Guinda, C. S. (Eds.). (2012). Stance and Voice in Written Academic 

Genres. Palgrave Macmillan. 

Hyland, K., & Tse. P. (2005a). Evaluative that constructions: Signaling stance in 



106 

 

research abstracts. Functions of Language, 12(1), pp. 39–63. 

Hyland, K., & Tse, P. (2005b). Hooking the reader: a corpus study of evaluative that 

in abstracts. English for specific purposes, 24(2), pp. 123-139. 

Kuntjara, E. (2004). Cultural Transfer in EFL Writing: A Look at Contrastive Rhetoric 

on English and Indonesian. K@ta, 6(1), pp. 13-29. 

Martin, J. R., & White, P. R. (2005). The language of evaluation. Basingstoke and 

New York: Palgrave Macmillan. 

McCready, E., & Ogata, N. (2007). Evidentiality, modality and probability. 

Linguistics and Philosophy, 30(2), pp. 147-206. 

McGrath, L., & Kuteeva, M. (2012). Stance and engagement in pure mathematics 

research articles: Linking discourse features to disciplinary practices. English 

for Specfic Purposes, 31, pp. 161-173. 

Morley, D. (2007). The Cambridge introduction to creative writing. Cambridge 

University Press. 

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

Paradis, C. (2003). Between epistemic modality and degree: the case of really. Topics 

in English Linguistics, 44, pp. 191-222. 

Parkinson, J. (2013). Adopting academic values: Student use of that-complement 

clauses in academic writing. System, 41, pp. 428-442. 

Precht, K. (2003). Great vs. Lovely: Stance Differences in American and British 

English. Language and Computer, 46(1), pp. 133-151. 

Precht, K. (2008). Sex similarities and differences in stance in informal American 

conversation. Journal of Sociolinguistics, 12(1), pp. 89-111. 

Rass, R. (2011). Cultural Transfer as an Obstable for Writing Well in English: The 

Case of Arabic Speakers Writing in English. English Language Teaching, 4(2), 

pp. 206-212. 



107 

 

Schmitt, N. (2010). Researching Vocabulary: A Vocabulary Research Manual. 

Palgrave Macmillan. 

Scott, M. (2004). The Wordsmith Tools (V.5.0). Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Silver, M. (2012). Voice and Stance across Disciplines in Academic Discourse. In K. 

Hyland, & C. Sancho Guinda, Stance and Voice in Written Academic Genres 

(pp. 202-217). New York: Palgrave Macmillan. 

Swales, J. M., & Feak, C. B. (2004). Academic writing for graduate students: 

Essential tasks and skills (Vol. 1). Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan 

Press. 

Thompson, G., & Ye, Y. (1991). Evaluation in the reporting verbs used in academic 

papers. Applied linguistics, 12(4), 365-382. 

Tseronis, A. (2009). Qualifying standpoints. Stance adverbs as a presentational device 

for managing the burden of proof. LOT, Netherlands Graduate School of 

Linguistics, Utrecht. 

Vázquez Orta, I. (2010). A contrastive analysis of the use of modal verbs in the 

expression of epistemic stance in Business Management research articles in 

English and Spanish. Ibérica, 19, pp. 77-95. 

Wang, Y., & Chen, H. (2012). The Stance Study of Evaluative That Clauses in English 

Abstracts of Chinese Master Theses. International Journal of English 

Linguistics, 2(5), pp. 11. 

Wharton, S. (2012). Epistemological and interpersonal stance in a data description 

task: Findings from a discipline-specific learner corpus. English for Specific 

Purposes, 31, pp. 261-270. 

Xing, M., Wang, J., & Spencer, K. (2008). Raising students' awareness of 

cross-cultural contrastive rhetoric in English writing via an e-learning course. 

Language Learning & Technology, 12(2), pp. 71-93. 



108 

 

Xu, J. (2009). Log-likelihood ratio calculator. Beijing: National Research Centre for 

Foreign Language Education. 

Zarei, G., & Mansoori, S. (2011). Metadiscursive Distinction between Persian and 

English: An Analysis of Computer Engineering Research Articles. Journal of 

Language Teaching and Research, 2(5), pp. 1037-1042. 

王敏 (2011)。基於語料庫的中國大學生學術論文寫作中立場標記語的研究。海

外英語，5，295-297。 

徐宏亮 (2011)。中國高級英語學習者學術語篇中的作者立場標記語的使用特點:

一項基於語料庫的對比研究。外語教學，32(6)，44-48。 

 



109 

 

APPENDIX 

All Stance-that Markers in Three Corpora 

  NS-J NNS-J NNS-S 

Marker  Nor. freq Text % Nor. freq Text % Nor. freq Text % 

agree v 3.27 20% 9.78 30% 24.26 56% 

appear v 7.42 28% 4.10 18% - - 

argue v 39.18 72% 10.41 42% 20.21 76% 

assert v - - 4.10 20% 5.39 32% 

assume v 14.25 50% 4.10 20% 6.47 56% 

assumption n 5.34 26% - - 3.77 28% 

belief n - - - - 2.70 36% 

believe v 7.72 28% 16.09 38% 16.98 76% 

claim n 5.05 20% 4.42 18% - - 

claim v 10.39 38% 15.46 48% 25.87 76% 

clear adj 10.09 32% - - 2.43 32% 

comment v - - - - 2.70 20% 

conclude v 13.06 50% 10.10 38% 12.13 68% 

conclusion n 3.56 22% - - - - 

confirm v - - 4.10 22% 3.77 28% 

consider v - - 6.00 26% 8.09 60% 

contend v - - - - 2.96 24% 

demonstrate v 14.25 38% 8.52 24% 7.82 52% 

disagree v - - - - 6.20 16% 

discover v - - 4.10 16% - - 

emphasize v - - 3.47 18% 3.50 32% 

ensure v 8.61 36% - - 6.74 44% 

evidence n 15.14 58% - - - - 

expect v 4.75 18% - - - - 

explain v - - 4.42 18% - - 

express v - - - - 3.50 32% 

fact n 18.40 66% 17.67 68% 11.59 76% 

feedback n 2.97 16% - - - - 

feel v 5.64 24% 9.15 28% 9.97 48% 

find v 46.01 74% 51.43 90% 64.95 96% 

find out v - - - - 3.23 24% 

finding n 4.75 26% 6.31 18% 6.47 36% 

hope n - - 5.36 30% 10.51 56% 

hypothesize v 4.75 20% - - 2.70 28% 
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  NS-J NNS-J NNS-S 

Marker  Nor. freq Text % Nor. freq Text % Nor. freq Text % 

idea n 5.34 16% - - - - 

imply v 2.37 16% 6.63 32% 10.78 44% 

indicate v 48.68 68% 60.58 82% 59.02 96% 

indication n 2.97 20% - - - - 

infer v - - - - 4.04 36% 

inform v - - 3.16 18% - - 

likely  adj 5.64 22% - - - - 

maintain v - - - - 3.23 28% 

make sure v - - - - 3.77 36% 

mean v 11.87 54% 9.78 34% 7.55 56% 

mention v - - 5.68 24% 8.35 48% 

note v 32.65 74% 17.98 60% 15.63 60% 

notice v - - 3.79 16% 2.96 28% 

notion n 6.83 32% - - - - 

observation n 2.67 16% - - - - 

observe v 5.34 24% 3.47 18% 4.85 32% 

perceive v - - - - 2.70 24% 

point out v 8.61 28% 14.20 44% 18.36 84% 

possible adj 9.20 32% 4.73 22% - - 

predict v 6.53 16% - - - - 

present v - - - - 2.43 20% 

propose v 3.86 20% 6.00 30% 12.13 60% 

prove v - - - - 4.85 40% 

realize v - - 4.10 22% 3.23 36% 

reason n - - - - 6.47 48% 

recognize v 5.94 30% - - - - 

report v 11.28 44% 27.13 52% 18.60 60% 

respond v - - - - 2.96 20% 

result n - - - - 3.50 32% 

reveal v 9.80 44% 26.19 68% 28.84 92% 

say v 7.42 30% 9.78 24% 5.12 44% 

see v 4.75 24% 3.79 16% 3.23 16% 

seem v 6.23 28% 7.57 30% 8.89 52% 

show v 37.10 72% 75.09 96% 77.88 100% 

state v 10.39 36% 6.63 26% 15.36 68% 

stress v - - - - 2.70 24% 
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  NS-J NNS-J NNS-S 

Marker  Nor. freq Text % Nor. freq Text % Nor. freq Text % 

suggest v 92.01 96% 68.15 92% 56.86 100% 

surprising adj 3.27 18% - - - - 

tell v 2.97 20% - - - - 

think v - - 11.67 24% 18.87 76% 

view n 3.86 24% - - - - 

 


