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Introduction



Example of Estonian academic text

- Database of Baltic academic texts
- Compiled by web scraping

* How is writing modeled?

* What is a writing tradition? How can 

the features selected into the model 

help to capture the tradition?

* Focus on writing in other languages 

than in English



https://www.bwrite.ut.ee/

https://www.bwrite.ut.ee/


Feature 1. Rhetorical Structure: IMRaD
YOLO (v3)1



Feature 2. Stance & metadiscourse

Hyland 2005



Estonian team



Metadiscourse study (incl. stance)

Aim 1: to describe the whole paradigm and full inventory of MD markers in 
academic discourse of Estonian

Aim 2: to offer a transparent procedure for MD analysis, to facilitate replication 
in future studies

(Hyland & interpersonal model of metadiscourse)



Method. Step 1. Corpus

3 x 7 = 21 RAs



Method. Step 2. Preliminary annotation for devising a 
coding scheme



Method. Step 3. Preparing the data for the analysis



Method. Step 4. Automatic data extraction and annotation



Method. Step 5. Manual data annotation



Method. Step 6. Inter-rater reliability



Method. Step 7. Data analysis





Latvian team



Latvian Metadiscourse data

Corpus: 30 articles in Linguistics

Selection criteria: 

● the paper needs to have one 
author

● the author of the paper is a 
native Latvian speaker 



What is the typical Latvian writing tradition? 

•The major ‘’unwritten rule’’ in Latvian academic writing is 
that the presence of the author in their writing is neutral.

•The use of first person pronouns like I, me is frowned upon

•The only exception to this rule are papers written in some 
STEM fields, published by larger groups of researchers – in this 
case, the use of we  is tolerated but not fully accepted



What do Latvian Linguists do?

1. Write about themselves in the third person, referring 
to themselves as ‘’the author’’. This can cause some 
confusion within texts, especially when citations 
appear. Who is supposed to be ‘’the author’’?

2. Usage of verb forms/grammatical constructions that 
can show the author’s presence and attitude ([I] will 
show, [I] found)



Does the metadiscourse back up this tradition? 

Out of 7017 total metadiscourse markers used within the 30 texts, the most 
common markers used are:

● Code Glosses - 2855
● Transition - 1438
● Boosters - 730
● Hedges - 428

What about self mentions? Only 78 markers can be attributed to self mention 



Lithuanian team



  Metadiscourse study

1) to explore interactive and interactional metadiscourse devices in Linguistics in 
a larger size self-compiled corpus by operationalizing Hyland’s metadiscourse 
model (2005a);

2) to apply unified methodological procedures in data collection and annotation.



Corpus 

Journal Word count Sentence 
count

Kalbotyra 46,466 1,976

Lietuvių kalba 33,896 1,684

Taikomoji kalbotyra 53,943 2,320

Total 134,305 5,980



Data annotation: dimensions and marker categories

Interactive: transitions, evidentials, code glosses, 
frame markers

Interactional: boosters, hedges, engagement markers, 
self-mentions, attitude markers 

 



Data annotation: subcategories (1)

Transitions 
additive 
constrastive
consequential

Frame markers
sequencers
labellers
goal announcers
topic shifters

Endophoric markers 
previewing
reviewing 
visuals 
examples in a text

Code glosses
reformulation
exemplification
elaboration

Evidentials
Integral
non-integral



Data annotation: subcategories (2)

Hedges
modal verbs
CTPs
epistemic/ep-evid adverbials
diminishers
approximators

Boosters
lexical verbs
adverbials
emphasisers 

Engagement markers
reader pronouns
directives
questions
shared knowledge

Attitude markers
adjectives
adverbials

Self-mentions
1-st person singular/plural verb forms
pronouns
the author



Data annotation

▪ Pilot study (10% of the sample coded)
▪ Three rounds of double coding (2 coders)
     97.46% inter-rater agreement

unweighted kappa measure estimated at 0.970
▪ Manual annotation



Results
Interactive Interactional

 raw fr %  raw fr %

Transitions 1,867 33 Boosters 846 32

Evidentials 1,815 32 Engagement markers 793 30

Code glosses 996 18 Hedges 781 29

Endophorics 726 13 Attitude markers 173 7

Frame markers 207 4 Self-mentions 56 2

      

Total 5,611 100% Total 2,649 100%



Interactive features (1) 



Interactive features (2) 



Interactional features (1)



Interactional features (2)



Implication and larger discussion



Availability, over-representation and the conflict 
between traditions and explicit formats

● Motivation and background for the research from the data, the 
interpretation of the data, and finally the argumentation and conclusions

● Within a scientific tradition, we signal science implicitly through similarity 
to other works. 

● We have found out what works within our fields, without any explicit 
formal rules. 

● The nature of traditions is that they are implicit and ubiquitous, so we are 
less aware of them. They are what we do.

● Preliminary findings show specific trends*



How do we know what people do when writing a 
scientific paper?

● Survival  bias --- when we look at the published papers we will find the 
papers that survived the selection criteria.

● Part of the selection criteria is to follow a recognizable format.

● Detecting a writing tradition or a remnant of a writing tradition maybe still 
be detectable in how an article is argued.



Interactive more common than Interactional.
Is guiding the reader through the text more important than 
involving the reader, or is it possibly more difficult to 
involve the reader?



The next slide will show positive associations between 
(meta)discourse markers and sections of a text as BLUE 
bars.

Negative associations will be shown as RED bars.



Involvement or Guidance depends on where.

Engaging Reader marked by boxes.

Here: Self mention most prominent 
for involving the reader -- In Method 
and Introduction.

Guiding Reader
Results related to information inside 
text.

Intro, Lit.Rev., footnote related to 
information outside text.



Does it have to be this way

The association graph only shows how stance & metadiscourse 
markers show up in (Estonian) linguistics texts.

Will other genres have different preferences?

Will other languages result in different preferences?

Will other writing traditions have a different balance between 
guiding and involving the reader?

Is an engaging text perceived as less factual? 

Is there an optimal balance?



Feature 3. tba

COHERENCE through 

● Intertextuality
● How true are you to 

your community (?)
● Deictic expressions



What follows?



Discussion



Questions and points of discussion

Questions about … 

1. … the theoretical framework

2. … methodological approach

3. … results 

4. … discussion, implication, application



https://www.bwrite.ut.ee/



Interactive vs Interactional

Any writer needs to consider their readers.

Signs to guide the reader through the text (Interactive)
•Transitions  -- express relations between clauses ( this and that but also that)

•Frame markers – discourse acts. (Finally, to conclude, my aim is to …)

•Endophoric markers – refer to information in the text. (see below in Figure 4)

•Evidentials – refer to information outside of the text. (According to X, …)

•Code gloss – in other words, such as for example X, namely …

Signs to involve the reader with the text (Interactional)
•Hedges – withhold commitment. Might, perhaps, be possible, about 

•Boosters – Emphasize certainty. Definitely, it is clear that, in fact …
•Attitude – Unfortunately, surprisingly, I agree …
•Self mention – reference to the author(s). I, we, our, my …
•Engagement markers – build with the reader. You can see that, we should consider


