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Hedging in ESL: a Case Study of Lithuanian Learners
Inesa Seskauskie#

Abstract. Recently hedging has been extensively studietifierent language activities (reading, speakind an
writing) with a particular focus on academic Enlglits importance for generating an increasingbladjical
academic text nowadays can hardly be questioned.

The present paper focuses on the use of hedgingedeby L2 users of English, more specifically, by
Lithuanian undergraduate students majoring in BhglThe investigation draws on the data colleatedh fthe
Lithuanian students’ BA papers written accordingsteales’ IMRAD model (Swales 1990). The research ha
been limited to the introductions of the papersijciwiwere subjected to peer-review before submissite
findings do not support the view that L2 users nglish can hardly notice hedges in the text (see 1896;
Hyland 2000). Even more, more advanced and profi¢earners of English are able to produce textehvin
terms of hedging are comparable to those produgeckierienced academics.

Key words:hedging; Lithuanian learners; ELT; ESL; Lexicalvigibility Hypothesis (LIH); research paper;
academic discourse.

Introduction language learning/ teaching: reading (FigueiredeaSi

Hedging in academic discourse seems to generageOOl)’ speaking (Low 1996) and writing (Hyland 1395

enormous interest among linguists working in deéfdr The present research has evolved at the crossroiads
areas and using different methodologies. Reseadfeare several intersecting lines: interest in hedging as
been particularly interested in the cross-lingaiséind  discoursal, socio-pragmatic phenomenon, as itfleated
cross-disciplinary variation of hedging. The mospplar in L2 English writing and cross-linguistic and cses
disciplines subjected to linguistic analysis ineubciology, cultural aspects of hedging. More specifically, tiresent
medicine, hard vs. soft sciences (Salager-Meyer9;198research addresses the Lexical Invisibility Hypseihe
Skelton 1988; Varttala 2001; Hyland 2000). The mgjo (LIH). The LIH claims that in the text intensifierare
of researchers focus on English; those who undertaKinvisible’ whereas hedges are even more ‘invisilfleow
cross-linguistic research usually also depart fienglish.  1996; Hyland 2000). Experiments launched with tine af
Studies into other languages (for example, Bulgaria measuring the ‘invisibility’ of textual modifiersni L2
Russian, Lithuanian, Portuguese and German), thouglkaders resulted in confirming the initial hypoikggbid.).
often performed from the point of view of Englistientify  Interestingly, Low’s (1996) study focused on thegaage
quite specific problems and suggest interestingult®s of questionnaires intended for native speakers rafligh,
concerning the frequency and nature of hedging (sestudents in various fields ranging from engineertag
Aloseviciene 2007; Vassileva 1997; Namsarayev 1997history to English. Hyland (2000) confirmed the Lfbr
Seskauskien 2005; Figueiredo-Silva 2001; Kreutz and academic reading involving L2 learners of English.

Harres 1997). In actual communication, either written or spokieseems

Interestingly, early research into hedging focuseml quite natural to foreground the propositional cantand
spoken rather than written language; however, tecefackground the (meta)discoursal elements, like ingglg
decades have witnessed an upsurge of interestiitenyr  which help render ‘shades of meaning’ and inteiqeab
mainly academic discourse. Naturally, such intefess politeness. Also, if Low’s (1996) investigation ¢ioms
generated a variety of research frameworks ranflimm  the LIH for reading, a receptive skill, dismissine
speech act theory (Brown, Levinson 1987; Low 19@6) interpersonal layer of the text seems to be evere ikely
principles of categorisation (Taylor 1995) to cdiy@ in language production, like writing. However, tAbove
linguistics to discourse analysis to sociolingesti findings seem quite contradictory in respect toglaage
(Holmes 1995). proficiency level; they contrast with the findingé other
researchers, for example, Wishnoff (2000) and Lewin
(2005). Both researchers studied non-native advhnce
speakers; however, Lewin (2005) focused more odimga
The research of recent decades has shifted frone mowhereas Wishnoff (2000) was interested in writiimgboth
general to more specific problems concerning heglgin cases students were of sufficiently high language
particularly focusing on one or another area ofglmyge proficiency level to be able to understand and pcedboth
application, like ELT and ESP (Roldan Riejos 2004)propositional content and (meta)discoursal elemehthe
learner language vs native speaker or learner esiast academic text. Thus both researchers at the erttieof
language. In learner language linguists seem te kalken investigation concluded that L2 students were very
interest in both the receptive and productive skifif conscious of hedges in reading or writing scientiixts.

Background and scope of the problem. The Lexical
Invisibility Hypothesis (LIH)
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In this context, the present research aims angpstie LIH

Though seemingly well-known and hardly debatalibe, t

on non-native speakers (NNS) of English—Lithuanianterm hedgingseems to be interpreted in different ways.

students majoring in English and writing their gration

Traditionally, it refers to the fuzziness of notipmowever,

papers in linguistics or language-related areas.reMo in linguistic literature the term remains no lesgZy. An

specifically, for the present investigation | hdgemulated
the following objectives: to identify whether th2 proficiency
level contributes to raising the learners’ awarsne$

array of definitions focus on different linguistiand
pragmatic features of communication; many identtig
textual and social function of hedging (Aijmer 1984

hedging when producing their own academic texts; tédolmes 1995; Hyland 1996). The social function rhain

identify most frequent hedges and account for the@ge;
also to discuss the impact of L1 on the acquisitain
hedges.

Hedging and ELT

The academic text is nowadays increasingly undedss
dialogical where the author and the addresseenacdved
in an academic discourse governed by certain cdiores
the author's and the addressee’s ‘voices’ are mEsable
from the use of specific techniques, including hiedglt is

consists in helping achieve distance between akepead
what is said (Hyland 1996). In writing, according t
Hyland (1996: p435), it “helps support or establibie
personal reputation of the writer”. Other investaya
enumerate such functions of hedging as down-toaimg
mitigating the argument. They relate it to the $ges
intentions, listener/ reader involvement, situatiamd
context (see Kreutz and Harres 1997), the protecfdhe
speaker’s and the hearer's face and modificatiorthef
illocutionary force of an utterance (Namsarayev7)99

generally assymed that hedging .and boosting “h?IRII of the above features seem to cover the manttions
academics gain acceptance for their work by batgnci of hedging in the text. However, when it comes he t

conviction with caution” (Hyland 2000: p179), anonérm actual analysis, the above definitions can haréybany

the scientist's ”?e'T‘b‘?rShip in the academic commqhit help, since the distinction between a hedge andheolge
Ei;-ll;t i?r?éeg;sl’a:g&zg'g?p:c;gnlfazgaéolteg;?;z(soracqu"mr% becor_nes problema_tic. In this paper | adopt _the most
their ideas in the selected field (the propositiccentent) plausible and technically most viable mtgrpremtmf Fhe
but also for bearing pragmatic, cognitive and rhHe&b term taken from Crompton (1997). He defines hedgnig

9 prag » €09 linguistic strategy allowing the author to avoidhwitting

\.I{?]Iige,r%wf:t}gogg%f;f’ rgnthfaoze:r?!n?s;g'?ﬁg teth' to the truth of a proposition. This understandirogsl not
prop guag dego contradict many other definitions or functions iatited to

the confidence of the author in her/ his propositichich hedging, like establishing the writer's reputation the

s, qccording to Crompton (1997: p281), “no_t onhe t discourse community (see, for example, Hyland 1996)
;:é);Zd:ncr% trki];teay(;[hdci)g T:S,’ but also the confidesides Crompton also suggests a technique which helptifgen

pprop play”. hedges. He claims that a proposition is considaezthed
only if the unhedged version does not change thgogitional
content. The definition does not limit hedging telased
set of elements; it does, however, help identifgdes in
the text.

Hedging: how to define the term?

Since the pioneering work of Lakoff in 1975 or even
earlier of Weinreich in 1966 (both discussed innfgy
1986: pl), the understanding of hedging has beesidzrably
modified. It is now generally assumed that hedgm@  Subjects, data, procedure
characteristic feature of academic discourse, Higgaa
‘subdued dialogue’ between the reader and the mwite
areboth are part of the academic community.

The present analysis is based on the texts prodbged
fourth-year undergraduate students majoring in Ehgit
the Department of English Philology of Vilnius Usigity
Each language manifests its own cultural features dan 2005. The majority of them are native speakefrs o
interpersonal communication which clearly transcéimel  Lithuanian. The corpus constitutes about 40 00(i&@nd
purely linguistic area and bring into focus a numbé includes 31 introductions of the students’ gradwatheses
pragmatic issues. English asliagua francais rather which they have to submit for defence by the enthefr
flexible in adopting numerous new features, coiniiyv ~ four-year studies. The first drafts of the introtiols were
terms and finding many new ways of expression. Hane produced for research-in-progress seminars, peswed,
the international research community, writing ingsh, amended and submitted to the teacher. All paperg we
can hardly disregard well-established conventiorfs owritten on linguistics or language-related areas.
interpersonal communication. The English languayen
when used exclusively for academic and researc
purposes, which seemingly prioritises the proposil

H should be noted that students take academicingrit
courses as part of their curriculum throughout fallir
X . years of their studies. They start with essay ngitithen
content over and above the expression of interpaiso move on to writing reports, proposals, term pa end

relations, has deeply ingrained strategies of diakd : L ;
communication. Hedging, as one of the most imptbrtanwIth writing graduation research papers. The gdhera

aspects in the texture of interaction between ¢aeler and adopted structure of a research paper at the Depattof

the writer/researcher is often perceived as catirib to English Philology is Swales’ IMRAD (introduction,
writeriresear IS O p v S b methods, results and discussion, see Swales ankl Fea
the subtlety and flexibility of the text as well #ke

. . 1994). According to it, the introduction is the fparhich
persuasiveness of the ideas. gives the rationale of the whole paper. It staiith \giving
background to the problem and the chosen field by
reviewing major sources, then identifies a niche tfee
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research undertaken and raises a research quéstioa
solved. This approach to writing introductions Hsesen
defined by genre specialists as the CARS modebt{era
research space, see Swales 1990).

In the course of their studies undergraduates @ptanted
with the conventions of academic (meta)discourseeyT
become aware of such features of textual and ietegnal
metadiscourse as connectives (éngaddition, thereforg
evidentials (e.g.according to A X maintain$, attitude
markers (e.gsurprisingly), hedges etca choice between
active and passive voice, tense forms, referenginthe
text, mentioning the author, a choice between paese

The procedure of investigation consisted of hedge
identification, frequency calculation and interpitéin of
results. Several sensitive points arose from tlathodology.
One was the use of quotations in the studentsst&Same
students avoided paraphrase and tended to giverpree

to quotations in all possible cases. Therefore atimis
were excluded from the overall count. So were lists
references.

The other point requiring clarification is concedneith
calculating hedging devices (hedges). Following the
procedure, hedges were only identified in utteranekere
their unhedged versions did not change the prdposit

and quoting, mitigating a claim etc. Throughoutithe content. The procedure excluded automatic count and
undergraduate studies they are exposed to variousvolved a fairly large amount of manual work. For

academic genres. They are given writing tasks andive
advice from the instructor on various aspects @efdamic
writing, including hedge identification and use.

In the process of writing the students are alsolired in
peer-reviewing, which usually requires, among othérgs,

some guidance by the instructor. When reviewingrthe

peers’ papers, students are asked to render #sponses
to the texts focusing on certain established poittie

structure of the text, evaluation of different aargi

approaches, transition between paragraphs, propging

and paraphrase, hedging, academic style etc. UldHme

noted that neither the process of teaching/ legrnor the
peer review focus exclusively on hedging, but rathe a
variety of features of written academic discoursguding

hedging. The present investigation is not seenirestty

related to the intricacies of the students’ leagniof

hedging strategies but rather to their ability toduce/ use
hedges as related to their language proficienacgilev

The present research has been limited to invest@ganly
the introductions of BA papers. The limitation hasen
imposed due to the following reasons. Introductiene
generally thought of as less hedged sections tlisgussions,

example, in examples (1) - (4), sentences (1) &ydie
hedged, whereas (2) and (4) are unhedged:

(1) The cognitive approackeemso be more valid and more
helpful for the understanding of the nature of idi@..)

(2) The cognitive approacis more valid(...)

It is particularly relevant in cases when hedgeseapressed
by modal verbs, e.g.

(3) [...] Genre properties [...Jcan clearly be attributed to
acknowledgement texts vs. genre properties (...)

(4) [...] Genre properties are clearly attributed to
acknowledgement texts (...)

It should also be noted that cases of conversioe weated

as one hedge rather than two different hedgesatileenpt
used as a verb aratemptused as a noun. Howeveright

and could were treated not as grammatical formsnady
andcan but as different hedges. The approach is based on
semantic considerations aan vs could andmay vs might
render different meanings. This approach is in kvith
many modern English grammars (see, for example, CGE
2006). To sum up, hedge identification and freqyenc
calculation was based primarily on semantic andtional

but more hedged than Methods (Hyland 1995: pp37-3sf'iteria.
This understanding is quite natural since discussioGeneral results

requires judgements and comments more than any othe )
section. However, the Introduction, where the autholhe total number of hedges in the corpus of 40W6fs

mainly gives an overview of previous research, idies

alternative frameworks for his/ her research andsfihimself/
herself a niche, is not devoid of hedging. In g@stion the
author should clearly give an evaluation of therces and
express his/ her point of view as to which framdwsirhe
adopts. Evaluation usually involves criticism, whidn its

turn, requires caution expressed by hedging.

There is also a very practical reason. During therse
which only takes several months in spring, the estisl are
pressed for time. Therefore, their introductionjolihis one
of the first writing assignments in the coursehe task
they can cope with. The students manage to sulbrait t
introductions for peer review and get feedback fritweir
peers. The discussion section, however, is oftétewilate in

amounted to 574 items. The overall frequency ofgkesd
per 100 words was 1.45. Interestingly, the samerdig
appeared in Hyland’s plenary presentation in theABA
Conference (Hyland 2006). He had researched astioie
competent speakers in 8 disciplines, both in soft bard
sciences. In his corpus, the frequency of hedgesuatad

to 14.5 per 1000 words. Soft sciences, due to their
interpretative nature, manifested a higher frequent
hedges, for example, 18.5 hedges per 1000 words in
philosophy or 18.02 in applied linguistics. However
Hyland (2006) did not discriminate between nativel a
non-native writers of English, nor did he limit hissearch

to a particular section of a research paper.

My corpus included 47 different hedges. Accordiagite

spring, sometimes when the course is already oveff€quency of occurrence, they can be roughly divideo

Therefore, no feedback from the student’s peemssible.

two frequency bands: those which occurred 9 or fewe

So introductions are thought to be more mature thaHmes in the corpus (29 hedges) and those whogedrey

discussions. However, if seen in a larger framewaik
investigation, other sections of the students’ peymaight
be treated as areas of further research.
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was between 10 and 84 occurrences (18 hedges)e Tabl
shows the five most frequent hedges with frequencie
between 5 and 14.6 per cent in the total corpusedies.



They account for 42.9 per cent of the total numbkr rendered in Lithuanian as one word (i.e. througk th
hedges. Table 2 provides the results of frequemants  infinitive galéti and the inflected forms of the verb). Also
for the next 13 hedges (frequency between 1.8 apdr5 the process is facilitated by the language featha¢ the
cent of all hedges) which account for 43.5 per adralll  use of the above modals in English and Lithuanian i
hedges. The least frequent hedges included thosgomed accomplished through the same grammatical pattern
between 1 and 9 times and thus below the frequeficy (can/ may +Infinitive). Another interesting point is that
1.8 %. They include the following words and phrasesstudents sometimes find it rather difficult to distnate
apparently, basically, fairly, largely, possiblyeemingly, betweencan and may. The problem is often resolved by
somehow, virtually, slightly, supposed to be, id&eto, as  giving preference to more frequent and easéer, which is

if, more or less, so callegindin a bit different wayAbout  also reflected in my findings (see Table 1).

half of them occurred just once. Some of them, lik
basically, are more characteristic of spoken discourse an
naturally tend to be less frequent in writing. Atbe least
frequent hedges are either longer words or phrabes;
most frequent hedges are mainly very short words.

he other two hedgeseemandappear,are synonymous;
In Lithuanian they are often rendered througthodo or
rodos.If taken together, the two English hedges make up a
fairly high proportion of the corpus of hedges imet
students’ paperseem -4.5 % andappear -3 %. However,
Table 1. Most frequent hedges (over 5 % of total) their usage is different from the Lithuaniatrodyti, the

prototypical equivalent cdeemandappear In Lithuanian,
Hedges Items, total % of total whenever used as a hedgatrodyti mainly occurs
1 |Can 84 14.6 parenthetically, like in the following:
2 Some 51 8.9 . )
3 May 47 8.2 (7) Atrodo, jis klysta <[It] seems, he is wrong.>
4 Try 33 5.8 Hence a fairly low frequency ofeemand appear (the
5 | certain 31 5.4 former is more frequent than the latter) can belagmpd
Totat | 246 42.9 by the fact that students manifesting a higher Jage
proficiency level more aptly acquire the structee=m to
Table 2. Other hedges (1.8-5 % of total) be, whereas others tend to avoid it and either userothe
Hedges ltems, total % of total hedges instead or avoid using them altogether. Soee
6 Attempt 27 47 it may depend on individual preferences (see sedify).
7 Quite 27 4.7 Interpretation of results: try and attempt
8 Seem 26 45 These two words come rather close in meaning and
9 Would 26 4.5 subsequently in usage. However, the first is rattertral
10 | Could 25 4.4 whereas the second is more formal, which makes the
11 | Rather 24 4.2 former easier to acquire. It accounts for a slighiigher
12 | Appear 17 3.0 frequency ottry in the students’ texts (try — 5.8 %, attempt
13 | Little 17 3.0 — 4.7 % of the total corpus of hedges). Moreovsr,is
14 | Tend 16 28 easier in that it is mainly used as a verb, whestgsnpt
15 | Possible 13 23 can be used as both: a noun and a verb, e.g.:
16 | Kind of 10 1.8 (8) Hetriesto distinguish between different types of wrifmgnd
17 | Likely 10 1.8 in newspapers and to determine gerireb
18 | Mainly 10 18 (9) The paper alsqattempts to prove the _stylistic
Total | 248 135 complexity of taglines which results in a poetiodaage

as one of the main features defining this genre.
(10) This paper is amattemptto identify certain trends in
strategies of paying compliments and respondiniiéon
My corpus has manifested a high frequency of modals and to discover cross-cultural similariti¢s.]
which is in conformity with the general tendency of Thus a more formal register and different strudtura
hedging in English. Thusan andmayare among the five patterns explain the lower frequency of the hedgear;

most frequent hedges in the total corpus (see THbéd  therefore, preference is given to the easier
are used in a variety of utterances as in thevatig:

Interpretation of results: can,may, seem, appear

Interpretation of results: someand certain
(5) The basic meaning of the verb “seen@n be defined as . .
[.] These two determiners seem to be extremely impoftan

(6) Unwillingness to answer the interviewer's questionsy ~ Lithuanian users of English. This is attested by High
be explained in terms of the ‘adversarial charactef  frequency of their usageomemakes up 8.9 %gertain —
contemporary journalisri..] 5.4 % of the total number of hedges. The main nedso

the high frequencies is the flexive character oé th

From the ELT point of view, the high frequency obdals Lithuanian language. It has no articles, so Lithaas find

signals therr fairly easy acquisition by non-natymakers. it very difficult to learn their proper use. Theveg, serving

Igjséwfoljlrsgie?;r Tﬁﬁﬁ;ﬁgr‘agdeﬂ%rgrifug:kﬁ% tOOneaS determiners of indefinitenesspme and certain, for
ep P gish. some Lithuanians seem to replace the indefinifelartSo
possible reason for that could be tltan and may are
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it usually takes time to acquire the proper ussarheand
certainand not to confuse them as in the following:

(11) Predtechenskaya (2005) also expresses the idea th
headlines haveome certaircommon words.

In some cases the two hedges are ‘overused’ biutha
main idea of the text, e. g.:

(12) A certain attractive idea is presented as haviagme
relation to the advertised produt.]

Sentence (12) is not ungrammatical, however, ivasy
indefinite and lacks precision.

Other results. Individual preferences

Interestingly, students prefer short hedges anck g
conventional ways of hedging, trying to use modzabg,
markers of indefiniteness, quantifiersquite, little),
structures withseem to, tend toetc. However, such
structures ashe results implyor the investigation seeks to
(...) are usually avoidedrhe former has not been found at
all and the latter had only 2 tokens. One of pdssib
reasons for that could be fairly low frequency loé tso-
called ‘middle-voice’ structures in Lithuanian iremgral,

English and acknowledged researchers in both hadd a
soft sciences (cf. Hyland 2006). Quite surprisinglye
Ef}lipures seem to coincide: 1.45 hedges per 100 wiartise
present investigation and 14.5 per 1000 words ilaihtys
study. However, when the frequency of hedging
compared between fairly proficient L2 students ofjish
writing research papers in linguistics, one of theft’

sciences, and competent users of English writingepsain
applied linguistics, the latter appear to use haglgnore
frequently (see Hyland 2006).

The results may have been affected by several riacto
namely the choice of texts and the choice of stbjdtrst,
research paper introductions are generally thowfhas
less hedged than discussions. Since Hyland didimitt
his investigation to a particular section of a ezsh paper
but took whole papers, the frequency of hedginghia
present research seems sufficiently high.

Second, Hyland did not indicate whether he death wi
native or non-native speakers of English. Presuyabl
there were both. Therefore the findings based an th
language used by L2 users might be compared tondda

findings only with certain reservations. Still the

whereas English is very productive in it (see Kemme omparison would interestingly point out at thet fewat

1993).

An awareness of academic conventions also invales
awareness of register, which for some students s¢etoe

proficient L2 users tend to master academic languag
conventions sufficiently well and are rather sewsitto
both — positional and non-propositional contenthef text.

difficult to attain. Therefore elements from spoken!n passing, it could also be noted that conscieastting of
language sometimes find their way into the students'edging and/ or the choice of post-graduate stsdeight

written discourse, e.@s if, kind of, more or lesstc. These
elements usually serve as hedges; however, cases
inappropriate register in my corpus were ratheg.rar

Another interesting feature is concerned with iitlial
preferences. In Table 3 below 4 frequency bandgizen.
They show that the majority of students in the exitd
corpus tend to use from 1 to 1.5 hedges per 10@svor

Table 3. Distribution of hedges in the collected corpus

(Flig()‘,“ﬁgchyezgggs FB1 | FB2 | FB3 | FB4
o0 I 005 | 051-10| 1.0-15 | 151>
No of papers
(Total: 31) 3 ° 11 8

However, the variation in the frequency of hedgess
the papers of approximately 1700 words is remarkalol
one paper of slightly over 1700 words there wegt five
hedges (frequency 0.294 hedges per 100 words;.45 1
hedges per 100 words in the total corpus). In argbhper
the frequency of hedges reached 2.5 per 100 wbrdsill
another paper there were 27 hedges found wvathused
just once (the most frequent hedge in the totgbus);, and
seem and appear occurring five and four times,
respectively.

Conclusions

This investigation has shown that the LIH doeswortk in
the texts produced by more advanced and profigient
native users of English. Moreover, the presentsdiigation
has established that hedging in L2 of proficienerasof

have resulted in a higher frequency of hedges and t
wpuld have confirmed the hypothesis even more.

In this context, linguists (see Hyland 1995: p3% diis
overview of other authors’ ideas) often discuss féor

of the socio-pragmatic background of subjectss ainly
concerned with the need to hedge in a particuteyuiistic
community. Hyland claims (1995: p39) that hedging
represents a major “rhetorical gap” for L2 studeartd that
they often transfer hedging strategies from thelt L
irrespective of language proficiency level. Howevire
present study has revealed slightly different tewcoss.
The students chosen for this study major in Englisth are
influenced by both English conventions of interpeias
communication coming through English texts and
Lithuanian conventions in every-day life. The résaif the
present investigation show that the interferencethef
socio-pragmatic  background has  been largely
overestimated. Even assuming that discourse featofe
academic writing are culture specific, the present
investigation could be seen as a proof to the cléiat
when acquiring a language, many NNS also acquingyma
of its textual and (meta)discoursal features, idicig
hedging, boosting, person and attitude markers,
connectives etc. At an advanced level of language
proficiency, L2 users are able to say what theymeead
adopt strategies of how best to do that. Hedgingnes of
the strategies they have mastered fairly well.

English has not been less frequent than the average

frequency of hedging in the papers of competentsusé
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Academic Purposesp. 4.

Inesa Seskauskien
Autoriaus pozicijos Svelninimas angk kalbos besimokatiojo kalboje (ESL): atvejo tyrimas
Santrauka

Autoriaus pozicijos Svelninimas arbasselnis bedging akademiniame diskurse, kuris vis labiau supraatakaip dialogas su skaitytoju, pastaruoju
metu gana daznai tysfamas. Tiesa, nors visi autoriai prifgta reiSkinio svarp tiek patyrusi rasytoj, tiek besimokatiyjy kalboje, Svelninimo
sampratayj darbuose gerokai skiriasi. Siame straipsnyje la#ksi gana paplitusios sampratos, kad $velninimasliggvistire strategija, leidZianti
autoriui apsidrausti nuo galimos kritikos jo postjamy teiginiy atzvilgiu.

Siame straipsnyje pateikiami rezultatai tyrimo, ituikslas — patvirtinti ar paneigti hipotgzkad kuo besimokantysis geriau moka kaliio geriau jis
ivaldo ne tik diskurso, bet ir metadiskurso elemgntokius kaip gSvelniai. Duomenys surinkti i§ 4 kurso anpdilologijos specialybs student
baigiamyjy darhy ir sudaro apie 40 000 ZodZiTyrimas paroé, kad skirtingai nuo Hylando ir Lowo gautezultaty, lietuviai, besimokantieji angl
kalbos kaip specialys, ne tik pasyviai iSmoksta®velnius atpaZzinti tekste, bet ir aktyviai juosteg savo produkuojamuose tekstuoseafvelniy
daZznumas atitinka patyrusimokslininky tekstuose nustatytagdwelniy vartojimo tendencijas. Tokie rezultatai leidZiggte kad kulfiriné gimtosios
kalbos interferencija yra minimali, o kalbos mokyisididesr itaka daro besimokatfiojo saveika su specialyds tekstais anglkalba.
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