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HEDGING —-ARIADNE'STHREAD?:
OBJECTIVITY THROUGH SUBJECTIVITY INACADEMIC DISCOURSE

A.V. Legeyda, PhD (Kharkiv)

This research highlights the role of intersubjective hedging in academic discourse and focuses the pragmatic
mechanisms of co-existence of subjective scholars' hedging and scientific objectivity in presenting information
hedging is meant to pursue. Patterns of interrelation between the extent of “hedging code’ use and the degree of
objectivity of scientific text perception are deduced. The subjective nature of hedging as a linguistic concept is
analyzed on the grounds of the non-pasitivist approach. The priority of objectivity reaching as an ultimate aim of
academic discourse is questioned.
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Jlereiina A.B. XemkuHr — HUTh Apiagau? Bix cy0’ eKTHBHOCTI 10 00’ €EKTHBHOCTI B aKaJaeMiuHOMY
auckypci. [Ipencrasnene nociipkeH S POKYCYe poib iHTEpPCYO €KTHBHOTO XESIKIHTA y aKaJIeMigHOMY AUCKYpCi Ta
IparMaTH9Hi MEXaHi3MH CIIiBICHYBaHHSI CY0' €KTHBHOTO aBTOPCHKOTO Xe/PKYBaHHS HAyKOBIIiB Ta HAYKOBOI 00’ EKTHBHOCTI
yTIpe3eHTanii iHpopMallii, IKy XeIDKUHT OKIIMKaHN# 3a0e31ednTH. BCTaHOBIIOIOTHCS ITATEPHH B3a€EMO/IIT MIXK CTYIIEHEM
BUKOPHCTAaHHS KOJIOBOTO XE/KIHT'A Ta CTyIIEHEM 00’ €KTHBHOCTI, 13 SIKOIO CIPHMHMAIOThCS HayKoBi TeKeTH . Cy0’ eKTHBHA
NPUPONA XEDKUHTA SIK JIHTBICTHYHOTO TOHATTS IIIATAaE aHANII3Y 3 TOYKH 30pY HE-TIO3UTHUBICTCHKOTO ITiIXOY.
ITpropuTeTHICTb TOCATHEHHS 00’ €KTHBHOCTI SIK IIGPBUHHOI METH aKaIeMiTHOT0 IUCKYPCY MUIATae KPUTHIHOMY aHATTI3Y.

KurouoBi c;10Ba: XeKIHT, akaIeMigTHHI TUCKYpC, IHTepCYO’ €EKTHBHICTD, CY0' €KTHBHICTE, HAyKOBa 00’ EKTHBHICTB,
KOJIOBHH XeKUHT, MOBa HAayKH, HAYKOBA HEYIIEPEKEHICTh, HEe-TIO3UTUBICTCHKAH MiIXin

Jlereiina A.B. XeaxuHr — HUTh ApuajgHbl? OT CyObEeKTUBHOCTH K 00bEKTHBHOCTH B aKAJIeMHY€CKOM
auckypce. Jlannas pabora QokycupyeT poiib HHTEpCYObEKTHBHOTO XE/DKMHTA B aKaJEMHUYECKOM ITUCKYpce U
MparMaTUYecKre MEXaHU3Mbl COCYIIECTBOBAHUS CYOBEKTHBHOTO aBTOPCKOTO XEMKMHTA YUYCHBIX U HAYTHOU
00BEKTHBHOCTH B IPE3EHTANH HH(POPMAIIH, KOTOPYIO XE/DKUHT ITPU3BAH 00ECTICYNTh. YCTaHABIMBAIOTCS MATTEPHBI
B3aMMOJICHCTBHUSI MEX/Iy CTETIEHBIO HMCIOIB30BaHHS KOAOBOTO XE/DKUHTA U CTENEHbIO 00BEKTUBHOCTH, C KOTOPOH
BOCIIPUHUMAIOTCSl HaydHbIe TeKCThl. CyOheKTUBHAS IPUPOA XEHKUHTa KaK JIMHT BUCTHUECKOTO ITOHSTHS [TOABEPTaeTCs
aHAJIM3Y C TOYKH 3PEHHS HEe-TTO3UTHBHUCTCKOTO Noaxo/a. [I[pHopuTeTHOCTh TOCTHKEHHUSI 0OBEKTHBHOCTH B KaU€CTBE
OCHOBHOH 3aJ]a4¥l aKaJeMUYECKOTO JUCKypca IMOABEPTaeTCS KPUTHIECKOMY aHAaJIH3Y.

KuioueBble ci10Ba: XEMKUHT, aKaJIeMUYECKUN JUCKYPC, HHTEPCYObEKTUBHOCTh, CYOBEKTUBHOCTh, HAyYHAs
00BEKTUBHOCTH, “KOJOBBIH Xe/DKUHT” | SI3BIK HAYKH, HAydHas! OECIIPUCTPACTHOCTD, HE-TIO3UTUBUCT CKUH MTOIXO/T

“Contrariwise,” continued Tweedledee, ‘if it wasso,
it might be; and if it were so, it would be;
butasitisn't, itain't. That’slogic.”
(LewisCarroll, Through the Looking-Glass

And What Alice Found There)

Nowadays one cannot underestimate the role of  behavioura phenomenaingenerd [33, c. 15], hasbeen
hedging intherelationship betweenthelanguageand  argued for by many scholars. “...thelanguageisfull of
the situationsit relatesto. The necessity of hedging  figurestoday: most of thefiguresare givenimplicitly
and communicativemodesincorporatingit for discourse  or explicitly, with a qualification as to the degree of
(academic discourse in this case), as well as for  certainty. Thepopulation of atown, anindustria output,
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a distance, a temperature, a duration, a speed, a
percentage, etc. How are weto find our way about?
An approximate value, ascommon sense says, isthat
whichisnot exact. Isitaliethen?... No! Talkingand
thinking by meansof “about”, “ nearly” isanecessity”
[15, c. 126]. Asscholars put it, hedging isnot absent
evenfrom contextswhere onewould expect exactitude:
science, economics, medicine, etc. The“direction of
fit" [10] of thelanguage and theworld is predominantly
the case wherelanguageis required to fit theworld.
Communicative hedging (see[5] for theinterpretation
of terminological and conceptual differencesbetween
hedging and smilar linguistic conceptsof vagueness,
approximation, etc.), firstly manifestsitself inthe ability
of language to incorporate flexibility to adapt to the
constantly changing world; secondly, in the ability to
reflect many thingsin theworld which arethemselves
vague, or “ perceived asvague, subject asour perception
isto physiologica and neurological congtraints’ [10, c.
5]. Thus, asaresult of the accepted direction of the
above-mentioned “fit”, discourseassuch and academic
discourse asitsgenre, do incorporate hedging.

Therecent proliferation of international research
on thetopic of hedging in academic discoursetestifies
to the obvious interest of linguiststo this feature of
communication, hence, toitscrucia importance for the
general studiesof the essence of language assuch [1;
5; 11; 12; 14; 17; 19; 21; 23; 25; 28; 30; 31, etc].
Accordingto David Banks|[8, c. 3], hedging hasbecome
“one of the central questions of ESP’. The cause of
such particular linguistic attention to hedging may be
accounted for by itssocial function manifestingitself
in making statements subjective and complying with
the standards our community compels usto accept.
Thereisno denying thefact that our language—beit
academic discourse or interpersonal one —istotally
abundant with hedging, which enablesoneto modulate
and mitigate according to the existing linguistic
stereotypes using the respective linguistic repertoire
of the given culture. Alongside, it is a universally
acknowledged fact that science, scientific discourse
likewise, aspiresto objectivity inresearch.

The aim of this paper is to trace the theoretical
patterns of co-existence of the intersubjective

message of hedging (intersubjectivity isaterm used
in philosophy, psychology, sociology and anthropology
to describeacondition somewhere between subjectivity
and objectivity, oneinwhich aphenomenonispersonally
experienced subjectively but by morethan onesubject)
asapragmalinguistic feature in academic discourse
and the objectivity in science that the above-mentioned
type of discourseismeant to pursue. Thistask hasso
far been left off the well-trodden path of the
considerable amount of the mentioned research [see
above] inthisareaand provesthe expediency of our
approach. Thus, the object of this research is
represented by hedging within the framework of
international academic discourse, whilethesubject is
interpreted as pragmatic mechanisms owing to which
we reach objectivity through subjectivity in science.
Theempirical corpusof thisresearchwas constituted
by variousgenres of academic discourseanayzed from
the perspective of socially-constructed hedging.

The use of hedging intheresearch by membersof
academic professiond community hasbeen effectively
described by T. Varttala, statingthat “ ... members of
academiashould rather assume or suggest when they
addressother scholars. Similarly, inthe place of saying
how things are, one should sometimes preferably say
how things might be, or how things perhapsare’ [30,
c. 178] (thisrefersone once again to the epigraph of
thispaper). F. Sdager-Meyer [29] dsoidentifiesquasi-
obligatory softening or mitigation of criticismsasa
typical feature of the late 20" century Anglo-Saxon
academic discourseand postul atesthat the* directness”
of critical speech acts depends on text-types and
discipline.

Whilethe academic community imposesacertain
“hedging code” upon itsmembersfor their worksto
be socially acceptable, hedging may also be viewed,
and herewe once again tend to agree with F. Salager-
Meyer [28; 29, c. 144], asacomplex “ mulitiform relation
that existsbetween thought, language and society”, as
a“product of amental attitude. .., atypically mental
phenomenon that we expresslinguistically by resorting
to certain forms/expressions containing elements of
tentativenessand possibility. It cannot besaid, however,
that there exists anecessary relation between the use
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of such expressionsand the presence of hedges’. In
clarifying the phenomenon of hedging in academic
discourse and supporting the opinion of F. Salager-
Meyer, we disagree with the positivist approach
suggested by P. Crompton[12, c. 271] claiming that
“unlessor until adefinition and aclear description[of
hedgings| can be achieved, there seemslittle hope of
studying or teaching the phenomenon consistently”. To
dismisssuch aradical approach, onemay refer to the
worksby I. Kant, who stated that “ mathematization”
of knowledge is impossible except in the realm of
mathematics, where “the exactness of mathematics
dependsondefinitions, axiomsand demondrations’ [18,
c. 211] and that more often than not “ clear and precise
definitions can (but not always) be stated upon the
completion of theresearch, not at the outset”.

Questioning ourselves about how it is possible to
combine communicative vagueness and tentativeness
with preserving the factual accuracy in presenting the
information in academic discourse, aswell astracing
the borderline between the subjectivity of hedging asa
communicative feature and the pursued objectivity of
the language of science presented, we have adopted
thefollowing view: though scienceisin constant search
of clarifying and defining the basic concepts, supporting
itstheories, hypothesesand discussions, it doesnot imply
in any case that exclusively precise descriptions of
scientific findingsor minimalistic interpretationsof the
resultsachieved condituteaprerequisite of the scientific
language style. Quite paradoxically, greater success
(judging by the extent of hedging used in academic
discourse of the scientific corpora analyzed) can be
granted by resorting to thelanguage of modulation and
camouflage where the degree of hedging seemsto be
directly proportional to the degree of objectivity with
which thescientific claim isperceived by theaudience.
Thisview isshared by F. Salager-Meyer [28, c. 133]
whoasserts: “...the view isoften defended that science
should be built on clear and sharply defined basal
concepts, but in actual fact, no science, not even the
most exact, beginswith such definitions”. It may be,
thus, concluded, thet our interpretation of hedging festure
in academic discoursein termsof Ariadne’sthread to
objectivity iswell-justified.

48

Having decided upon the nature of co-existence of
subjective hedging and scientific objectivity, we
stumbled upon the problem of the degree of subjectivity/
objectivity in the definition of hedging itself. Most
linguistsdealing with the phenomenon of hedging [23;
28; 29; 32 among them] rely on the pure subjective
perception of hedgesand on their own consciousness
to identify them. They tend to remark that “werealize
that straightforward plus/minus values are alien to
hedges. Hedges are amatter of degree, and it is not
awayseasy to mark off hedgesfrom non-hedges... The
development of objective criteriafor ways of speech
that are characterized by hedges...is difficult. The
interpretation of aspecific formulation asahedgeor
non-hedge rests significantly on the subjective
assessment capacity of thereader” [32, c. 141, 144].
R. Markkanen and H. Schroeder intheir analysis of
hedging in academic texts go even further, claiming
that “the concept of hedges has lost its clarity and
sometimesseemsto havereached agtate of definitional
chaos, asit overlapswith several other concepts. This
problem concerns many other linguistic conceptsand
their definitions, beginning with the concept of
“language’ itsdf” 23, c. 15]. Theabove daimed echoes
withthe general finding, thet it isapparently impossible
to describe meanings (meanings of hedges among
them) without the profound consideration of the context.
Thiscondusion cdlsinto questionthe necessity to avoid
cases of decontextualized meaning, supporting the
opinion of J. Lyons [22, c. 140]: “...the notion of
sentence meaning isarguably dependent, both logicaly
and methodologically, upon the notion of utterance
meaning, so that one cannot give a full account of
sentence-meaning without relating sentences’.

It is postulated by this research that hedging in
academic discourseishighly subjectiveasit isgrounded
on the intentionality of the author of the text, which
itself is purely subjective. However, the general
orientation of hedgingin academic discourseistowards
promoting objectivity in science. The above symbiosis
pushesforward aquestion: is scientific writing purely
objective reporting of facts, methods, discussonsand
findings?It isan accepted stereotype that objectivity
must be seen as a priority in scientific research.
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However, more and more scholars[13; 28; 29] tend to
postulate the view that objectivity only manifestsitself
intheintention of theresearchersto reachit, whilethe
realization of this pursuit is largely unattainable.
Nowadayslinguists[14; 16; 31] evenventure asfar as
to suggest that theideaof scientific objectivity isnothing
more than subjectivity hidden behind the approach of
scientificimpartidity supported by positivists. One may
refer here to W. Grabbe and R. Kaplan, who claim
that “ .. .the notion of scientific writing aspureobjective
reporting is a myth promulgated by the science
community itself. Objective fact is only what the
dominating group says it is, and the reporting of
objective knowledge becomesthe meansby which the
mythismaintained” [14, c. 205], to E. Ventola, stating
that “ academic texts are not more objective than other
texts; they are simply more effective at hiding
subjectivity linguistically” [31, c. 170] and, finally, to
M. Horkheimer criticizing the issue of scientific
subjectivity and arguing that “ scienceispositivist and
fetishist asit falsely presentsitself aspurely objective
andignoresthesocid genesisof problems, thesituations
inwhich scienceisused and the purposesto which the
results of scientific investigation are applied” [16, c.
&4].

Thus, our research focuses:

the importance of non-positivist approach to the

language of science;

awholelot of mental life behind and beyond the

formal visble sgnsof thelanguage;

the interpretation of the above-mentioned mental

lifeintermsof intersubjectivity;,

and, finally and primarily, therole of hedging asa

key linguistic element of promotion of

intersubjectivity in academic discourse, aswell as
inlanguage assuch, understood by usasacomplex
and multidimensional phenomenon.

A perfect inference was drawn by F. Salager-
Meyer, summarizing the postulate of our research
“objectivity through subjectivity” and setting the
appropriatetheoretical framework for itscontinuation:
“...too frequently, language expressesmoreor less of
what we have in mind. This is the true essence of
hedges; not accepting thisleadsto the denial of their

very existence. A science of language that does not
take into account the singular essence of itsobject is
not linguistics; it isnot grammar either; it could not
even pretend to be graphology” [29, c. 173].

The prospects of the aboveresearch may liewithin
theframework of conducting aconceptua analysis of
hedging as intersubjectivity signal in the academic
discourse.
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