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yHoTpeOIeHHe PYCU3MOB; OTCYTCTBHE KOPPEKTHOW HHTEpIpeTalyi (hpa3eonorndeckux 000pOTOB, HETPABUIIBHBIN MEPEBO
M3-3a2 OMIMOOK B MCXOMHOM TeKCTe W ToMy momobHoe. K Mopdomormyeckum ormmOKkaM MpHHAIIEKAT HEKOPPEKTHOE
ompeieieHre YacTePEYHON MPUHAIIEKHOCTH JIEKCEM B CITyJasx PaMMAaTHYECKON OMOHUMUH, HAPYIIIEHHE MPaAMMAaTHYECKUX
KATeropuii, B YaCTHOCTH KATErOPMM BPEMEHH TIJIarojioB, OMIMOKKM TP OOpa3OBaHMM TAASKHBIX OKOHYAHHIA
CYILECTBUTEIBHBIX W TpIIarareibHbx. K CHHTAKCHYECKMM OIIMOKAM OTHOCATCS HApYIIEHHS CMBICIOBBIX CBS3€d MpH
MOCTPOCHHH CITOBOCOYCTAHHI M TIPEIVIOKEHHUI, 2 UMCHHO COIJIACOBAHHE MEXIY WICHAMH MPEIOKCHHUS, HEKOPPEKTHOES
yHoTpeOJIeHHE COF030B B Mpe/ieliaX CHHTAKCHIECKUX KOHCTPYKIIUH, HApYIIIEHHE MOPSIIKA CJIO0B B TPEITIOKEHUSIX.
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Karpina Olena. Comparative Analysis of Literary and Machine Translation (a Case Study of the Fragments
of S. Platt’s Novel “The Bell Jar”). The article offers a comparative analysis of the translation of literary text fragments
carried out by automated online translation systems MateCat and Pragma 6 On-Line. The content of the concepts of adequate
and equivalent translation is highlighted, which became the starting point for assessing the quality of machine translation. The
choice of machine translation programs reflects two global strategies in terms of machine translation software modeling: rule-
based and statistical machine translation systems. The translation transformations applied by the author of literary translation
Olga Liubarska are characterized, serving as a standard of quality that meets the criteria of equivalent / adequate translation:
accurately reproduces the content and renders the communicative attitudes of the author. Translation errors and flaws of
automated online translation programs have been examined in detail. The detected errors were grouped according to linguistic
levels, forming lexical, morphological and syntactic types of errors. Lexical errors include the use of words in uncharacteristic
meaning, which does not correspond to their contextual environment; untranslated words and phrases, word-for-word
translation, the use of Russianisms; inability to correctly interpret phraseological units, incorrect translation due to errors in the
source text, etc. Morphological errors consist of incorrect rendering of parts of speech in cases of grammatical homonymy,
violation of grammatical categories, in particular, the category of tense of verbs, errors in the formation of case endings of
nouns and adjectives. Syntactic errors include violation of semantic relations in the construction of phrases and sentences,
namely coordination between sentence members; incorrect use of conjunctions within syntactic constructions, violation of
word order in the sentences.
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FUNCTIONAL PARAMETERS OF PRAGMATIC INTERACTIVE
MARKERS IN COMPOSITIONAL PARTS OF RESEARCH ARTICLES

It is a common knowledge that academic writing is expected to be factual and objective, however, the authors tend to
express their subjective opinions demonstrating their attitudes towards their claims and, apparently, influencing the readers’
attitudes. In order to pass on their messages in an intelligible, convincing, cooperative and polite way academic authors
employ pragmatic interactive devices, i.e. boosters and hedges, whose function is to optimize the authors’ relationship with
their texts and with their readers. It is widely recognized that boosting and hedging are the communicative strategies adopted
by academic authors to express a different degree of commitment or detachment. One of the frequently stated problems in this
area is concerned with application and distribution of boosters and hedges in the componential parts of research articles. The
aim of this study is to indicate the frequency of boosters and hedges in Introduction, Results and Conclusions parts of research
articles and to pinpoint their pragmatic meanings. This may provide an opportunity to advance our understanding of the
mechanisms of authors’ influence and persuasion in the text production and text perception. The factual material of the study
is collected from academic papers published in on-line linguistic journals. On the first step of the analysis the componential
sections of the selected article (Introduction section, 7 pages; Result section, 13 pages; Conclusion section, 6 pages) are
examined separately in order to trace the correspondence of their textual patterns to the academic audience expectations.
Applying the procedure of quantitative analysis, the occurrences of boosters and hedges are counted manually in each of the
componential parts; the data obtained are presented in the tables. Using the procedural elements of contextual and discourse
analyses the spotted modifiers are examined in their narrow and broad distribution in order to point out their pragmatic
functions in each of the research article sections. The cases of occurrence of boosters and hedges are interpreted as forms of
social behavior or author’s stances taken to establish interpersonal relationship with the audience and to ensure adequate
reading of the text by their academic colleagues. The findings of the study are reported and commented on in the Results and
Discussion section and generalized in Conclusions.
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A research article is a genre of academic writing where scholars report on their accomplishments
and findings, express their viewpoints, give their arguments and suggest new ideas. The standards of a
research article involve formal style, objective informing, transparent manner of exposition and
following a certain compositional pattern. Moreover, it should foster discussion among researchers in
the field and provide a ground for new ideas. Although academic writing is expected to be factual and
objective, the authors, however, tend to express their subjective opinions demonstrating their attitudes
towards their claims and, apparently, influencing the readers’ attitudes.

Introduction. In order to pass on their messages in an intelligible, convincing, cooperative and
polite way academic authors employ pragmatic interactive devices, i.e. boosters and hedges whose
function is to optimize the authors’ relationship with their texts and with their readers. It is widely
recognized that boosting and hedging are the communicative strategies adopted by academic authors to
express a different degree of commitment or detachment (Holmes, 1984; Vassileva, 2001), and to
balance assertion and caution, confidence and tentativeness. As Hyland states, “The expression of doubt
and certainty is central to the rhetorical and interactive character of academic writing. Its importance lies
in the fact that academics gain acceptance for their research claims by balancing conviction with
caution, either investing statements with the confidence of reliable knowledge, or with tentativeness to
reflect uncertainty or appropriate social interactions.” [7, p. 1].

Recently, a considerable amount of literature has grown up around the issue of boosters and
hedges. The studies have provided important information about socio-linguistic and pragmatic nature of
boosters and hedges, their functions and implications as well as the tendencies of their application over
years and across different disciplines (Holmes, 1982; Skelton, 1988; Salager-Meyer, 1994; Vassileva,
2001; Hyland, 1996, 1998, 2000, 2005; Vazquez and Giner, 2009; Sayah and Heshemi, 2014 and
others). One of the frequently stated problems in this area is concerned with application and distribution
of boosters and hedges in the componential parts of research articles. However, due to some subtle
changes in communicative strategies being currently modified, a study is needed to extend and update
the data in order to confirm or supplement or question the previous research having been done.

The aim of this study is to indicate the frequency of boosters and hedges in Introduction, Results
and Conclusions parts of research articles and to pinpoint their pragmatic implications. This may
provide an opportunity to advance our understanding of the mechanisms of authors’ influence and
persuasion in the text production and text perception.

Literature Review. A large and growing body of literature has investigated the textual functions
of hedges and boosters. Ken Hyland (1998) having analyzed 56 research papers and interviews with
academics, based on corpus data, identifies hedges and boosters as important pragmatic devices which
play a significant role as connectors between the writer and readers [7]. In his previous research (1996) he
focuses on the category of hedges. Specifically, Hyland distinguishes reader- and content-oriented hedges
[6, p. 4-5]. The reader-oriented hedges are seen as linguistic devices used by authors to influence the
audience’s attitudes and opinions while the content-oriented hedges are designed to express a degree of
confidence in the truth of a proposition. Additionally, he divides content-oriented hedges into two types:
accuracy-oriented and writer-oriented. K. Hyland (1998) regards the accuracy-oriented hedges as the
pragmatic markers used to increase knowledge accuracy whereas writer-oriented hedges are viewed as the
pragmatic markers used to keep the writer’s statements under control, so that the writer could avoid future
criticism and opposition. As boosters are concerned, Hyland holds the view that they allow the authors “to
negotiate the status of the information, helping them to establish its perceived truth by strategically
presenting it as consensually given” [9, p. 11].

According to Crismore, Steffensen and Markkanen (1993), the denotement of author’s
commitment to the truth of their own statements can be identified by both hedges and boosters.
Specifically, they point out that these pragmatic markers are two sides of the same coin in the sense [3].
Having conducted the analysis of 645 research paper abstracts Hu and Cao (2011) summarize that
boosters and hedges should be seen as metadiscursive resources for academic authors which are
employed to demonstrate the authors’ epistemic stance. Following Hyland, they also highlight the
boosters and hedges’ role in establishing cooperative relations between the author and readers [5].
Akbas (2018), supporting Stubs (1986), points out that the act of demonstrating a certain degree of
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commitment takes place when the author attempts to express a confident voice of authority and, thus to
set a higher level of confidence towards the truthfulness of their claims. This can also be regarded as
reinforcement of the truth value with a boosting effect in the statements via a range of linguistic items
that can also be classified as boosters [1]. The scholar interprets the pragmatic implications of hedges as
the author’s intention to withdraw commitment by expressing a certain degree of detachment or,
specifically, doubt and hesitancy in the presentation of the proposition. The strategy of softening the
force of factual knowledge claims is apparently adopted by authors to provide space for alternative
voices. “The linguistic items classified as hedges can be used for explicitly qualifying a degree of
detachment from what is asserted.” [1, p.39]. According to Myer (1989), Salager-Meyer (1994) and
Vold (2006), boosters and hedges express not only cautiousness and doubt but also politeness [10; 11;
12]. It is worth noting that the process of hedging is viewed as a negative politeness whereas the process
of boosting as a positive politeness [2].

The brief review of the relevant sources in the field demonstrates that the researchers are
unanimous about the ability of boosters and hedges to modify the force of authors’ statements in
academic papers. Evaluating the impact of these linguistic devices the scholars emphasize their
significant role in text production and text perception. Additionally, data from a few studies suggest that
boosters and hedges are distributed unevenly across different parts of academic texts. In this light, there
is a need for a systematic analysis of application of boosters and hedges in order to trace the tendencies
of textualization of writers’ intentions and motives in componential parts of a research article.

Hedges and boosters. Considering all the evidence provided in the studies mentioned above we
now need to point out the pragmatic features of boosters and hedges in order to outline the framework
within which the succeeding analysis will be conducted.

It 1s generally recognized that academic authors rarely express their opinions or ideas as proven
facts. Instead, they are likely to represent them with a certain degree of confidence. It is assumed that the
scale of confidence may vary from a very strong point to a low one or even lack of confidence in the
truth of claims. As the study demonstrates, the authors’ attitudes towards their claims are verbalized
through the linguistic devices of boosters and hedges.

Hedging is thought to be a communicative strategy adopted by authors to weaken the force of
their statements. Depending on the componential part of a research article where they are used, hedges
may indicate either the authors’ attitude towards their claims or the authors’ attempt to foster
cooperation with the reader. Consequently, the range of pragmatic meanings of hedges varies from low
confidence (or lack of confidence) to establishing interpersonal relationship with the reading colleagues.
Specifically, the text-oriented hedges are employed to indicate 1) low commitment to the truth of a
claim; 2) uncertainty or hesitation in the truth of a claim. The reader-oriented hedges are used 1) to
reduce the risk of potential opposition or criticism; 2) to provide room for counter arguments or readers’
opinions; 3) to facilitate academic discussion. Being used as linguistic devices of cautious style they
may also function as markers of politeness or modesty. The verbal forms that are used in the hedging
function are divided into six groups: 1) lexical hedges (sort of, several, about, etc.); 2) epistemic hedges
(approximate, likely, mostly, etc.); 3) adverbs of frequency (occasionally, generally, often, etc.);
4) downtoners (partly, a little, in some respects, etc.) 5) possibility hedges (probably, perhaps, etc.)
6) assertive pronouns (somewhat, somehow, etc.) [4].

Boosters, similar to hedges, are used to represent the attitudes of research articles’ authors
towards their statements or involve the readers in a discussion. Particularly, they are designed to modify
the force of a statement in terms of emphasizing what is believed to be true and correct. By employing
them the authors are able to formulate their claims with a certain degree of strength, thus demonstrating
their commitment to what is being said. The text-oriented boosters indicate authors’ intention 1) to
intensify the importance of their claims; 2) to emphasize some information as a prerequisite for reaching
an agreement between the readers and themselves; 3) to foreground some of their claims; 4) to
acknowledge their assurance and certainty about some issues. The reader-oriented boosters are regarded
as units of persuasion and reassurance, thus they are apparently employed 1) to convince the readers in
the truth of a claim; 2) to express authors’ advice or recommendation. The language units of boosting
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include phrases (it is a fact that.../I claim that.../I am sure that...), adverbs (obviously, completely, etc.),
adjectives (definite, important, etc.) and verb groups (it shows / demonstrates / proves / testifies to, etc.).

Data and Method. The factual material of the study is collected from five random academic
papers published in on-line linguistic journals: 1) “Reliable Discourse Markers for Contrast Relations”
(Jennifer Spenader and Anna Lobanova, 2002); 2) “When students tackle grammatical problems:
Exploring linguistic reasoning with linguistic metaconcepts in L1 grammar education” (Jimmy H.M.
van Rijt, Peter J.F. de Swart b, Astrid Wijnands, Peter-Arno J.M. Coppend, 2019); 3) “The
Transparency Trope: Deconstructing English Academic Discourse” (Karen Bennett, 2015); 4) “Critical
thinking, questioning and student engagement in Korean university English courses” (Scott A.
DeWaelsche, 2015); 5) “Generating monologue and dialogue to present personalised medical
information to patients” (Sandra Williams, Paul Piwek and Richard Power, 2007).

1. On the first step of the analysis the componential sections of the selected article
(Introduction section, 7 pages; Result section, 13 pages; Conclusion section, 6 pages) are examined
separately in order to trace the correspondence of their textual patterns to the academic audience
expectations. It should be noted that each of the componential sections is seen as a communicative
event with its definite structure and function in the text. The standard approach to research article
sections presupposes presenting accurate information on the issue being reported that must follow a
certain textual pattern. In this light, the writers’ judgements, comments and opinions about their
statements are viewed as pragmatically charged representations.

2. On the next move of the analysis our task is to highlight the linguistic forms of boosting and
hedging which are designed to demonstrate the authors’ attitudes towards the propositional
information of their statements. Applying the procedure of quantitative analysis, the occurrences of
boosters and hedges are counted manually in each of the componential parts; the data obtained are
presented in the tables below.

3. Using the procedural elements of contextual and discourse analyses the spotted modifiers
are examined in their narrow and broad distribution in order to point out their pragmatic meanings in
each of the research article sections. The cases of occurrence of boosters and hedges are interpreted as
forms of social behavior or author’s stances taken to establish interpersonal relationship with the
audience and to ensure adequate reading of the text by their academic colleagues.

4. Additionally, in order to differentiate the verbal forms of the pragmatic markers we use the
Hyland’s taxonomies of boosters and hedges [8].

Table 1
Hyland’s taxonomies of hedges and boosters

Taxonomy of hedges
About, almost, apparent, appear, appeared, appears,
approximately, argue, argued, argues, around, assume,

Taxonomy of boosters
Actually, always, believe, believed, Dbelieves,
beyond doubt, certain, certainly, clear, clearly,

assumed, broadly, certain amount, certain extent, | conclusively, decidedly, definite, definitely,
certain level, claim, claimed, claims, could, couldn’t, | demonstrate, demonstrated, demonstrates,
doubt, doubtful, essentially, estimate, estimated, fairly, | doubtless, establish, established, evident, evidently,
feels, felt, frequently, from my perspective, from our | find, finds, found, in fact, incontestable,
perspective, from this perspective, generally, guess, | incontrovertible, incontrovertibly, indeed,

indicate, indicated, indicated, in general, in most cases,
in most instances, in my opinion, in my view, in this
view, in our view, largely, likely, mainly, may, maybe,
might, mostly, often, on the whole, ought, perhaps,
plausibly, possible, possibly, postulate, postulated,
postulates, presumably, probable, probably, quite,
rather (...), relatively, roughly, seems, should,
sometimes, somewhat, suggest, suggested, suggests,
suppose, supposed, suspect, suspects, tend to, tended
to, tends to, to my knowledge, typical, typically,
uncertain, uncertainly, unclear, unclearly, unlikely,
usually, would, wouldn’t.

indisputable, indisputably, know, known, must
(possibility), never, no doubt, obvious, obviously,
of course, prove, proved, proves, realize, realized,
realizes, really, show, showed, shown, shows, sure,
surely, think, thinks, thought, truly, true,
undeniable, undeniably, undisputedly, undoubtedly,
will (except when it expresses futurity), without
doubt.
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Results and Discussion.

Boosters and hedges in the Introduction section.

The results of the quantitative analysis of five Introduction section texts demonstrate that the
academic writers do use the pragmatic markers of boosting and hedging while establishing the context
of their studies. As shown in Table 2, the hedge elements prevail in the analyzed Introductions; the
average number of hedging occurrences is 11 whereas the average number of boosting occurrences is 4.
Additionally, the density of employment of the pragmatic devices differs from text to text, e.g., there
have been found 22 hedges and 6 boosters in Introduction 2, whereas only 3 hedges and 3 boosters in
Introduction 2.

Table 2
Hedges and boosters used in the Introduction sections

Texts H. B.
Introduction 1 3 3
Introduction 2 22 6
Introduction 3 6 5
Introduction 4 16 1
Introduction 5 9 3

56 18

*H. — hedges, B. — boosters.

The figures presented in Table 2 demonstrate uneven distribution of boosters and hedges across
the five Introduction texts which may testify to the fact that the authors express their attitudes through
boosting and/or hedging their statements with high, moderate or low frequency. The figures also suggest
that the authors may have their individual motivations of using boosters and hedges, so that their claims
could sound more persuasive. The discourse analysis of the cases of boosting in the Introduction
sections indicates that the authors use them to foreground some information, or to emphasize the
importance of some facts as a prerequisite for the further-going analysis, or to assure the readers in the
truth of their claims. For example,
1. From these studies, it has become clear that... (Introduction 2)
2. Research shows that language teachers. .. (Introduction 2)
As the hedges are concerned, they are used to represent authors’ low commitment to the truth of
the claims, or authors’ intention of being cautious when expressing their opinions. For example,
1. ...research into teacher beliefs has revealed that teachers generally tend to adopt teaching
styles... (Introduction 2)

2. This is likely a result of current practice. .. (Introduction 2)

3. (the study) ...it could potentially help her in her next consultation in a number of ways
(Introduction 5)

Boosters and Hedges in the Result section.

The data obtained on this stage of the analysis (Table 3) point at the authors’ preference for
hedging devices, viz., 73 hedges versus 35 boosters. The average number of hedges is 15, while the
boosters’ one is only 7 that speaks to the tendency of employing hedges more frequently then boosters.
However, closer inspection of the data proves that this tendency is not steadfast since boosters prevail in
Result 2 (3 hedges and 7 boosters) and boosters and hedges are used evenly in Result 5 (1 hedge and 1
booster). The different proportions in figures of the boosting and hedging cases in the analyzed sections,
as shown in Table 3, may suggest that the academic writers take stances depending on their own vision
of effective communication, mostly in favor of hedging their statements.
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Table 3
Hedges and boosters used in the Results Sections

Texts H. B.
Results 1 17 7
Results 2 3 7
Results 3 27 15
Results 4 25 5
Results 5 1 1

73 35

*H. — hedges, B. — boosters.

Considering academic writing standards and the functions of the Result section in a research
article we believe that the authors use more hedges in order to avoid too definite statements and to
provide space for negotiations with their academic colleagues for the data may allow interpretation
options. For example,

1. ... a small set of closed class words that are particularly likely to be discourse markers.

(Results 1)
2. Within the body of the text, the work of others may be referred to using direct quote...
(Results 3)

The boosters are apparently employed to highlight some significant datum or to express authors’
certainty while commenting on the data. For example,

1. ... itis clear that there were students that struggled with these activities. (Results 4)

2. This of course has implications for the development of rational argument... (Results 3)

It is worth noting that the authors interconnect boosters and hedges in this section to reach the
balance between assurance and caution. Additionally, the high frequency of the pragmatic markers (R 3)
indicates the author’s intention to express his/her subjective attitude to the results while the low
frequency of the pragmatic markers (R 5) could be interpreted as the author’s intention to avoid
subjectivity of writing and thus, focusing on its factuality.

Boosters and Hedges in the Conclusion Sections.

The results obtained from the quantitative analysis of boosters and hedges in the Conclusion
sections are set out in Table 4. As the Table shows, there is a significant difference between the number
of hedges (59 units) and boosters (23 units), with the average figure of 12 for hedges and 5 for boosters.
It is apparent from this Table that hedges are used almost three times as many as boosters. The most
surprising result comes from Conclusion 3 in which, contrary to the general estimation picture, boosters
prevail over hedges. This may be explained by the author’s individual stance on the pragmatic markers
employment as the most effective way to get across his/her message.

Table 4
Hedges and boosters used in the Conclusion sections

Texts H. B.

Conclusion 1 11 6
Conclusion 2 30 8
Conclusion 3 5 6
Conclusion 4 10 2
Conclusion 5 3 1

59 23

*H. — hedges, B. — boosters.
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In the Conclusion sections, where the authors are expected to summarize the key issues
examined in their papers, the high frequency of hedges suggests that the authors tend to mitigate their
statements. In this section hedges are likely to be used to provide room for discussion. For example,

1. Perhaps it is even more likely that their subject knowledge has diminished over the years. ..

(Conclusion 2)

2. This result may indicate that... (Conclusion 2)

Boosters in the Conclusion section are viewed as pragmatic markers used to emphasize
significance of the findings and to express confidence in the truth of the concluding remarks. For example,

1. Thus, it becomes clear just how central rhetoric is to. .. (Conclusion 3)

2. Of course, analysis length cannot be directly related to reasoning quality... (Conclusion 2)

Boosters and hedges in the concluding statements of the research papers obviously complement
one another making it possible for the writers to persuade their readers by establishing interpersonal
relationship with them. The significant difference in the pragmatic markers occurrences in favor of
hedges indicates that the authors verbalize their final claims in a cautious manner and tend to treat the
compositional part of Conclusion as a platform for academic discussion.

Conclusions. The purpose of the current study was to point out the functional features of the
pragmatic interactive markers of boosters and hedges in the compositional sections (Introduction,
Results and Conclusion) of research articles. This study has shown that, alongside the objective
informing, the authors use strategically the pragmatic markers to persuade the readers. Taken together,
the results of the study suggest that the authors opt for various pragmatic devices to communicate their
ideas effectively. The most significant finding to emerge from this study is that hedges occur by far
more frequently than boosters in each of the examined compositional sections. The overwhelming
number of hedges (188 hedging units versus 76 boosting units) suggests that the authors tend to lessen
the force of their claims presenting them as subjective opinions rather that accredited facts. This,
apparently, speaks to the tendency of prioritizing politeness and respect to the readers. Thus, by using
hedges as reader-friendly tools the authors are able to express their intention to set a dialogical format in
communicating the information and to open the door for an academic discussion. The findings of this
study have certain implications for the understanding of how the pragmatic markers in research articles
may facilitate effective presentation of academic opinions and ideas. Overall, this study strengthens the
idea that the pragmatic markers should be seen as tools of influence and persuasion in academic writing.

We admit that the most important limitation of this study lies in the small sample size which
does not allow us to make these findings less generalizable. There is, therefore, a definite need for
broadening the scope of factual material so that the results could be more accurate and convincing.
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Kupnuyk Jlapuca, BormanoBa AnHa. @OyHKUiOHANBHI 0COOIMBOCTI NMParMaTHYHUX iHTEPAKTUBHHMX
MapKepiB y CTPYKTYPHHX PO3Iijiax HAYKOBHX CTaTeil. 3aralbHOBIJOMUM ()aKTOM € Te, II0 HAyKOBa CTaTTs nependadae
BUKJIaJ] aKTyallbHOI Ta 00 ’€KTHBHOI iH(opMallii, IpoTe aBTOpaM-HAYKOBIIIM NPUTAMaHHO BHUpPa)KaTH CBOIO CYO €KTHBHY
JIYMKY, ITEMOHCTPYIOUH OCOOKCTE CTaBJICHHSI IO CBOIX CTBEPKEHb 1, Y TAKUH CIIOCIO, BIUIMBAIOUU HA CTABJICHHS YUTAYIB JI0
TIOBIZIOMJICHHS. AJIEKBaTHUH, TEPEeKOHIMBHH, KOONEPAaTUBHUN Ta BBIWIMBHMI CHOCIO TONavi TOBIJIOMIIEHHS BKJIFOYAE
BUKOPHCTaHHS IparMaTUYHUX IHTEPaKTHBHUX 3aco0iB, a came OycTepiB Ta XeKiB, (YHKIIEIO SKAX € ONTHUMIi3allis
BiIHOIIIEHb aBTOpa 31 CBOIM TEKCTOM i 3 YMTayaMu. BigoMo, 10 BUKOpUCTaHHS OyCTepiB Ta Xe/DKIB € KOMYHIKaTHBHUMHU
CTpaTerisiMy, SIKi 3aCTOCOBYFOTHCSI aBTOpaMH JUIsl BUPaKEHHsI PI3HOTO CTYNEHIO 3alydeHHs Y BifcTopoHeHHs. OmHiero 3
npo0IeM, sSIKi YacTo PO3MNISAAIOTBCS Y il 00MacTi JOCHiHKEeHb, € OCOONMBOCTI 3aCTOCYBaHHS Ta PO3IMOLTY OycTepiB i
XEDKIB Y CTPYKTYPHHX pO3JiIax HAayKOBHX crareid. MeTor Hamoi HayKkoBOI pO3BIIKM € BHSBJIEHHS YacTOTHOCTI
BUKOPHCTaHHS OyCTepiB Ta XeIDKIB y CTPYKTYPHUX po3auiax craredd “Beryn”, “Pesymbrati” 1 “BucHoBKH™ 1 OKpecneHHs iX
NparMaTUYHUX 3HauYeHb. JOCIIPKEHHS MO)KE CIPHSTH TMOTJIHOJICHOMY PO3YMIHHIO MEXaHi3MIB aBTOPCHKOTO BIUIMBY Ta
MEPEKOHAHHS y TpOIlecaX CTBOPEHHSA TEKCTY 1 WOro CIPUHHATTS YWTauamMu. MartepiajoM IOCIIDKEHHA O0OpaHO CTaTTi,
omnyOIikoBaHI B HAyKoBuX [HTepHET-KypHanax. Ha moyaTkoBiii crajii aHamizy KOXXKHUIA CTPYKTYpPHHN PO3JILJT 00paHHX cTaTer
(7 cropinok pozauty “Beryn”, 13 cropinok po3finy “Pe3ympraTit” i 6 CTOPiHOK po3aity “BHCHOBKH™) pO3IIISAAETHCS OKPEMO
3 METOI0 BH3HAYECHHS BIANOBIAHOCTI MOro TEKCTYaJIbHOI MOJENi HOPMAaTHBHUM OYiKyBaHHSM aKaJeMidHOI ayIuTopii.
3acTOCOBYIOUH MPOLEAYPY KUIBKICHOTO aHAIT3Y, MMiIpaXOBYIOTHCS YCI BUIAIKH BUKOPHUCTaHHSI OYCTEPIB 1 XEIDKIB Y KOXKHOMY
31 CTPYKTYPHHMX pO3MUIIB, OTPHMAaHi pPE3yIbTaTH IIONAIOTHCS Y TaOMHIIX. 3aCTOCOBYIOYM MPOICAYPHI EIIEMEHTH
KOHTEKCTYaIbHOTO Ta JMCKYPCHBHOIO aHaji3iB, MO3Ha4YeHi MOAu(iKaToOpH pO3IINAIOTHCS y BY3BKIM Ta IIMPOKIN
JMCTPUOYIIii 3 METOI BU3HAUCHHS iX MparMaTHYHUX (YHKIIH Yy KO)KHOMY 31 CTPYKTYPHUX DPO3ZILUTIB OOpaHMX HayKOBHX
crareil. Bunaaku B)KMBaHHS OycTepiB i XEIDKIB IHTEPHPETYIOThCS SIK POPMH COLIaJbHOI MOBEAIHKN a00 K SK aBTOPCHKE
TIO3MIIIOHYBaHHA 3 METOI0 BCTaHOBJICHHS KOOIEpPAaTHBHMX BIJHOUIEHh 3 ayIuUTOpi€r0 Ta 3a0e3NeveHHs aJeKBaTHOTO
TIPOYUTAaHHS TEKCTY KoJleraMH-HayKOBIIMU. OJiepikaHi pe3yJabTaTH JOCIIDKEHHs MONAl0ThCsl Ta KOMEHTYIOTBCS Y PO3JILI
“Pezynbrati Ta OOroBOpEHHS” 1 y3aralbHIOIOTHCS Y po3iii “BucHOBKH .

KnouoBi ciioBa: HaykoBa CTaTTs, CTpYKTYPHHI O3/, MparMaTH4IHAN Mapkep, Oycrep, XepK, KOMYHIKaTUBHA
cTparerisi, aBTOPChKE MO3UIIIOHYBaHHSI.

Kupuuyk Jlapuca, bornanopa AnHa. @yHKIHOHAJbHbIE 0COOEHHOCTH NMPArMATHYECKUX MHTEPAKTHBHBIX
MAapKepPoB B CTPYKTYPHBIX pa3iejiax Hay4HbIX craTeil. OOIICH3BECTHHIM (JaKTOM €CTh TO, YTO HaydHas CTaThs
MpeTyCMaTPUBACT M3JIMKCHHE aKTYaTbHOH U OOBEKTHBHON WH(OPMAIMH, OJHAKO aBTOPaM-YYCHBIM MPHUCYIIC BBIPAXKATh
CBOo€ CYOBbEKTHBHOE MHEHHE, JEMOHCTPHUPYSI JIUYHOE OTHOLIEHHWE K CBOMM YTBEpXKACHMSIM M, TaKUM CIIOCOOOM, BIHSS Ha
BOCIIPHSATHE COOOILICHUS YHMTATSIsAMU. AJICKBATHBIN, YOCTUTENBHBINA, KOONCPATHBHBIA M BEXKJIMBBIA CIIOCOO TOHAYH
COOOIIECHUS BKITIOYAET B ce0s1 MCIONB30BAHUE MPAarMaTHUECKUX WHTEPAKTUBHBIX CPEICTB, & UIMEHHO OYCTEPOB U XEIDKCH,
(yHKIMEH KOTOPBIX €CTh ONTHMH3AIMsS OTHOIICHWH aBTOpa CO CBOMM TEKCTOM M C YHTATSIAMHU. VI3BeCTHO, dTO
HCIIOJIb30BaHKe OYCTEPOB U XeKEH eCTh KOMMYHHUKATHBHOW CTPATErUeH, KOTOpasl PUMEHSICTCS aBTOPAMH ISl BEIPKCHHUS
pa3HOM CTyIleHW BOBJIEUEHHs WM orcTpaHeHus. OIHOW M3 YacTo paccMaTpuBacMbIX IPOOJIEM B 3TOH OONacTH
HCCIIEJIOBaHNH SBIISIETCS IPUMEHEHHE M pactiperniesieHne OyCTepoB U XeIDKeW B CTPYKTYPHBIX pasZienax HaydHbBIX CTaTei.
Lens Hamiero wcciemoBaHUsT — BBISBICHHE YaCTOTHOCTH HCIIONB30BaHMsS OYCTEPOB M XEIDKEH B CTPYKTYPHBIX pasJenax
crateit “Berymnenue”, “PesynpraTe” U “BpIBoIBI” U ONpeneneHre UX NparMaTHYecKUX 3HaueHui. MccienoBaHue MoxeT
CIIOCOOCTBOBATH YTITYOJICHHOMY MOHUMAHHIO MEXaHH3MOB aBTOPCKOTO BIIMSTHUS M YOSK/ICHUS B IPOLIECCax CO3/IaHUsI TEKCTa
U €r0 BOCTIPUATHS YHATATESISIMH. MaTepraaioM KCCIICAOBaHMS TOCTY)KIIH CTaThd, OMyOJMKOBAHHBIC B HAy4HBIX VIHTEpHET
KypHanaXx. Ha HayaJsHOM CTamuy aHamm3a KaXIpli CTPYKTYPHBIM pa3ien W3 OTOOpaHHBIX cTaTed (7 CTpaHMIl pa3jena
“Beryrutenne”, 13 crpanwi pasaena “Pe3ynbrater” u 6 ctpaHull pa3zena “BeBoipI”) paccMaTpHBAIOTCS OTICIBHO C IEIBIO
OIPEENICHUS] COOTBETCTBHS €TI0 TEKCTyAIbHOM MOJICIM HOPMATHBHBIM OJKHUIAHUSAM aKaJIeMHUYECKOH aymuropuu. [IpumeHss
TIPOLIEYPY KOMMYECTBEHHOIO aHaju3a, MOJCYMTHIBAIOTCS BCE CIydad HCIHONB30BaHUS OyCTEpOB M XE/DKEH B KaXKIOM W3
CTPYKTYPHBIX ~pa3/eiioB; TONYYCHHBIC pe3y/bTaThl MMOAAlOTCs B TaOnmumax. [IpuMeHss TPOIEAypHBIC 3JICMEHTHI
KOHTEKCTYaJIbHOrO M JMCKYPCHBHOIO aHAIM30B, BBIICICHHBIC MOMU(HUKATOPHI PACCMATPUBAIOTCS B Y3KOM M IIMPOKOM
JTUCTPUOYIIMH C IIENTBIO OMPEACIICHNS MX MParMaTHYeCKuX (YHKIMH B KaKIOM M3 CTPYKTYPHBIX Pa3zelioOB OTOOPAHHBIX
crateil. Ciy4au HCIIONB30BaHKA OYCTEPOB M XCIDKEH MHTEPIIPETUPYIOTCS KakK (hPOPMBI COITMATBLHOTO TOBEICHHS WIA Kak
aBTOPCKOE TIO3UIMOHMPOBAHUE ISl IOCTPOCHHUS KOOIIEPATHBHBIX OTHOIICHHN C ayUTOPUCH U 0OCCIICUCHHS aJeKBATHOI'O
MPOYTEHUS TEKCTa KOJUICTaMHU-YYeHBIMH. [lOMydeHHBIC pe3yNbTaThl HCCIICMOBAHUSA IMPOKOMMEHTHPOBAHBI B paslieic
“Pesynbratsl 1 O0CyKaeHHe” 1 0000IIICHBI B pa3eie “Bemosr”.

KaroueBble cii0Ba: HaydHas CTaThs, CIPYKTYpPHBIA pa3zie, IparMaTHYecKuii Mapkep, OycrTep, XeIk,
KOMMYHHKATUBHAsI CTPATETHsl, aBTOPCKOE TIO3UITHOHHUPOBAHHE.
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