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Abstract: This study aims to reveal how the authors of Turkish master’s theses
construct hedges and boosters in the conclusion sections. To this end, the
corpus of this study is comprised of a total of eighty conclusion sections of
Turkish master’s theses in social sciences and humanities based on Hyland’s
(2005) Interpersonal Model of Metadiscourse. The analysis of the study
reveals that the authors boost their statements with the use of amplifiers, modal
suffixes indicating certanity, emphatics, universal pronouns and hedge their
statements with deploying pronouns, epistemic lexical verbs, epistemic
adjectives, epistemic adverbs and epistemic modal suffixes. Various types of
boosters and hedges, especially the frequent use of modal suffixes could be
attributed to the agglutinative nature of Turkish language. Moreover, the
overall use of hedges and boosters appeared with similar frequencies which
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resulted in confidently uncertain language use. The insights gained from this
study make noteworthy contributions to our understanding of Turkish MA
theses’ conclusions about metadiscourse use. As metadiscourse markers are
teachable, this study will provide useful insights for researchers aspiring to
write theses, teachers of Turkish as a foreign language and for future Turkish
metadiscourse studies, pointing to the awareness of language-specific
lexicogrammatical realizations of metadiscourse units.

Key words: Hedges, Boosters, Masters theses’ conclusion sections, Social
sciences and humanities, Metadiscourse.

Oz: Bu calisma, yazarlarin Tiirkce yiiksek lisans tezlerinin sonug
bolimlerinde kaginma ve gii¢lendiricileri nasil yapilandirdiklarini ortaya
koymay1 amaglamaktadir. Bu amagla, bu ¢alismanin biitiincesi, Hyland'in
(2005) Kisileraras1 Ustsdylem Modeli'ni temel alarak sosyal ve beseri bilimler
alanindaki Tiirkge yiiksek lisans tezlerinin toplam seksen sonug¢ bolimiinden
olusmaktadir. Calismanin ¢ozlimlemesi, yazarlarin biyiiltiiciiler, kesinlik
belirten kiplik ekleri, vurgulayicilar ve evrensel adillar ile ifadelerini
giiclendirdiklerini, adillar, bilgisel sozliiksel eylemleri, bilgisel sifatlar,
bilgisel belirteg ve bilgisel kiplik ekleri ile de kagmma ifadelerine
bagvurduklarmni ortaya koymaktadir. Kagmma ve giiclendiricilerin c¢esitli
kullanimlari, 6zellikle {istsdylem islevi tasiyan kiplik eklerinin sik kullanimi1
Tiirkge dilinin sondan eklemeli dogasina atfedilebilir. Ayrica, kaginma ve
giiglendiricilerin benzer sikliktaki genel kullanimi, yazarlarin kendinden emin
bir sekilde belirsiz dil kullanimini ortaya ¢ikarmistir. Bu ¢alismadan elde
edilen iggoriiler, Ustsoylem kullanimi agisindan Tiirkge yiiksek lisans
tezlerinin  sonuglart hakkindaki anlayisimiza kayda deger katkilar
saglamaktadir. Ustsdylem belirleyicilerinin dgretilebilir oldugunu goz dniinde
bulundurdugumuzda, bu c¢aligma stsOylem birimlerinin dile 06zgi
sozliikbilimsel ger¢eklesmelerine iliskin farkindaliga isaret ederek tez yazmak
isteyen arastirmacilara, Tiirk¢eyi yabanc dil olarak 6gretenlere ve gelecekteki
Tiirkge iistsdylem g¢alismalarina fayda saglayacaktir.

Anahtar sozciikler: Kacinmalar, Giiclendiriciler, “Yiiksek lisans tezlerinin
sonug boliimleri, Sosyal bilimler ve beseri bilimler, Ustsdylem

1. INTRODUCTION

Hyland (2005b) claims that academic writing is “a persuasive
endeavor involving interaction between writers and readers” rather
than just being an objective form of writing. To put it another way,
academic writers do not just produce texts that represent the outside
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world; they also utilize language to develop social relationships and
make linguistic choices which make audience feel that they are being
engaged, influenced and persuaded. This act of persuasion is carried
out by the author’s use of logical reasoning in conveying the
arguments by employing linguistic features which build relationship
with the readers.

At this point, metadiscourse use is one of the crucial rhetorical
strategies in this persuasive act. Similarly, Letsoela (2014) argues that
the quality of academic texts can be improved with the effective
employment of metadiscourse markers. Accordingly, the use of
metadiscourse increases the readability of the text (Zarrati et al., 2014).
In other words, “metadiscourse is interpersonal in that it takes account
of the reader’s knowledge, textual experiences, and processing needs
and that it provides writers with rhetorical appeals to achieve this”
(Hyland, 2005a, p. 69). Metadiscourse then is an important pragmatic
feature which shows how the writers are aware of representing
themselves and their research (Hyland, 1998).

In the metadiscourse literature, a number of classifications can be seen
(Adel, 2006, 2010; Crismore, 1989, 1993; Dafouz-Milne, 2003;
Hyland, 1998, 2005; Vande Kopple, 1985). Hyland’s model (2005) is
believed to be designed specifically for academic writing (Zarei &
Mansoori, 2011, p. 45). In addition, as Hyland (2005a) states this
model includes the previous models in such a way that it overcomes
the gaps and overlaps them. Hyland’s (2005a) model includes two
main categories as interactive and interactional metadiscourse devices.
Interactive metadiscourse which helps to guide the reader through the
text by organizing the propositional information of the text includes
categories as transitions, frame markers, code glosses, endophoric
markers and evidentials. On the other hand, interactional
metadiscourse which indicates the writer’s attitude towards the
propositional content includes the use of five strategies such as hedges,
boosters, attitude markers, engagement markers and self-mentions.

Although metadiscourse is a relatively new concept, there have been
numerous studies of hedges and boosters in variety of languages in
academic genre. Some valuable attempts are Kondowe’s (2014) study
analyzing hedging and boosting in literature doctoral dissertation
abstracts which revealed that literature PhD candidates hedge three
times more than they use boosters; Zafar’s (2021) study which
disclosed that Pakistani writers employed almost equal amounts of
hedging and boosting in English and Education disciplines; Triyoko et
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al.’s  (2021) study of Indonesian scientific writing which
acknowledged that hedges and boosters in the form of adverbs are the
most commonly used.

Researchers have also paid attention on the use of hedges and boosters
in Turkish academic texts. Below are given Turkish rescources
functioning as hedges and boosters respectively, pointing out the most
well-known Turkish studies on these metadiscourse categories.

1.1. HEDGING DEVICES IN TURKISH LANGUAGE

Hedge, one of the interactional MDMs, enables the authors hide their
authorical identity and suppress their presence. Falahati (2006) asserts
that the employment of hedges leave some room for the reader to think
about the writer’s arguments and judge the truth value of the assertion.

Taking into consideration the findings of previous studies investigating
Turkish language, hedges were found to appear in the following
categories.

a) Epistemic adverbs can function as hedges, as they soften the
strength of statements and add probability, subjectivity, uncertainity,
indefiniteness meaning to the subsequent proposition. In Turkish, the
following linguistic resources as biyiik dlgiide “to a great extent”,
hemen hemen “almost” (indefinite adverbs), belki “perhaps”,
muhtemelen “probably” (possibility/probability adverbs), stk sik
“often”, bazen “sometimes (adverbs of frequency) are given as the
examples of epistemic adverbs by Turkish writers (Akbas, 2014;
Bal-Gezegin, 2016; Dag Tarcan, 2019; Doyuran, 2009; Esmer, 2018;
Kan, 2016; Kerimoglu, 2010; Ruhi et al., 1992; Sen, 2019).

b) Epistemic adjectives hedge the statements by giving
uncertainity/indefinitess meaning to the propositions such as belirsiz
“doubtful”, bazi “some”, bir¢ok “several”, az “few”, bolca “plenty of”,
¢okea “a good many”, cesitli “various”, epeyce, hayli “quite” and
possibility/probability such as muhtemel “liable, probable, likely”
(Agcam, 2014; Can, 2006; Dag Tarcan, 2019; Kan, 2016; Sen, 2019).

c) Epistemic lexical verbs clearly show the author’s tentativeness on
the subject being discussed with the main lexical verbs: dner- “to
suggest”, kuskulan- “to doubt”, siphelen- “to suspect”, san- “to
suppose”, inan- “to believe”, ¢alis- (MAYA ¢alis-) “to try to” (Akbas,
2014; Algi, 2012; Bayyurt, 2010; Doyuran, 2009; Kerimoglu, 2010;
Sen, 2019). Epistemic lexical verbs may also be formed in passive
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structure such as -il as in iddia edil- “to be claimed”, oneril- “to be
suggested”, calisil- “to be worked”, digiiniil- “to be thought” (Akbas,
2014; Doyuran, 2009; Kan, 2016). In addition, previous studies also
showed that epistemic lexical verbs appear in the form of copulas such
as goriin-, goziik- “seem” (Bal-Gezegin, 2016; Doyuran, 2009; Kan,
2016).

d) Pronouns soften the strength of statements and add indefiniteness
meaning to the proposition with the following indefinite pronouns as
biri/birisi/birileri ‘somebody/anybody’, bir kimse “someone”, bir sey
“something”, herhangibiri/herhangibirisi “anyone” herhangibir sey
“anything” (pronominal quantifiers), insan “person; human being” in
the singular or plural (nonspecific indefinite pronoun ‘one’) and
pronominalized determiners as bazi(larymiz/ bazi(lar)mz /bazisi/
bazilary/ kimi/ kimimiz/ kiminiz/ kimisi/ Kkimileri “some of us/
you/them”, birimiz/biriniz/birileri “one of us/one of you/one of them”,
bircogu “many (of them), ¢cogu “most (of them)” (Bayyurt, 2010; Can,
2006; Esmer, 2018; Goksel & Kerslake, 2005; Kornfilt, 1997; Sen,
2019).

In addition, Turkish language has following personal pronouns: first
person plural pronoun biz “we, first person plural suffix -1k, -1z, first
person plural possessive pronoun bizim “our”, first person plural
possessive pronoun with the particle ki(n) bizimki “ours”, first person
plural possessive suffix -(I)mlz, first person plural object pronouns
bizi/bize “us”, first person plural reflexive pronoun kendimiz
“ourselves”, first person plural reflexive possessive pronoun with the
particle ki(n) kendimizinki “that which is ours” (Goksel & Kerslake,
2005; Kornfilt, 1997).

These pronouns can also be analyzed as hedges when the single author
of the text uses the first person plural suffix to avoid using “I” (Sen,
2019). It is named as “editorial we” (Adel, 2006, pp. 31-33). Because of
the fact that the authors do not prefer reflecting themselves on the text,
hedging enables the writers to minimize their presence in the text by
highlighting the tentativeness of propositions (Bayyurt, 2010).

e) Epistemic modals avoid commitment to categorical assertion by
merely expressing “the modality of reasoning and belief” (Hyland,
1998, p.105). Erguvanli-Taylan (2018) studied Turkish modality
markers in the framework of Palmer’s (2001) classification of
possibility and necessity modality and suggested that epistemic
modality markers have three readings as prediction (-(y)Abil+-(A/l)r
“PSB-AOR”), assumption (-(A/)r “AOR”), deductive reasoning
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(ol+mAl “AUX-OBLG”). On the other hand, non-epistemic modality
markers have permission -(y)Abil+(A/l)r, ability (-Abil) and deontic
(-mAll) readings.

Accordingly, the morpheme —(y)Abil has the competence, permission
and prediction readings (Giiven, 2001; Savasir, 1986). In addition,
Kerslake (1990) states that the morpheme —(y)Abil is the chief
grammatical marker of possibility in Turkish. The combination of
-(y)Abil with the aorist -(A/I)r is the representation of epistemic
modality (Algi, 2012; Doyuran, 2009; Erguvanli-Taylan, 2018;
Hatipoglu & Algi, 2017; Yarar, 2000).

The modal force of possibility including prediction reading of
-(y)Abil+-(A/l)r reduces the validity of truth to gain acceptance (Akbas,
2014; Bal-Gezegin, 2016; Bayyurt, 2010; Can, 2006; Dag Tarcan,
2019; Doyuran, 2009; Erguvanli-Taylan, 2018; Esmer, 2018;
Hatipoglu & Alg, 2017; Goksel & Kerslake, 2005; Kerimoglu, 2010;
Kornfilt, 2013).

On the contrary, the ability and permission readings of
(-(Y)Abil+-(A/l)r) are given as non-epistemic markers (see
Erguvanli-Taylan, 2018). Similarly, -(y)Abil+AcAk illustrates the
abilitative in the future tense (Kornfilt, 1997) and has ability reading,
hence does not function as a hedge.

The other epistemic modality markers functioning as hedge are as
follows: -mAl “OBLG”, —(A/l)r “AOR”, —DIr “COP”, —(y)AcAk+DIr
“FUT-COP” (Erguvanli-Taylan, 2018; Yangin, 2020). Below each of
these modality markers is explained respectively.

Besides frequently co-occurring with —(y)Abil to give epistemic
meaning, the suffix -(A/Dr may reflect epistemic possibility without
—(y)Abil (Aksu-Kog, 1988; Kerslake, 1990; Sebzecioglu, 2004; Yavas,
1982).

(1) Ali problemi ¢azer “Ali solves the problem”
(2) Ali problem ¢azer “Ali solves problem” (Erguvanli-Taylan, 2018).

The suffix -er in example (1) carries assumptive reading because of the
object taking case suffix whereas it has the generalization reading in
example (2) as the object is generic (Erguvanli-Taylan, 2018).

As a particle, the suffix -DIr has two functions as a) expressing
emphatic certainity at a formal, official, stylistic level and b) expressing
inferred probability dependent on both grammatical and discursive
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context proposition rather than being used as merely third person suffix
(Kerimoglu & Aksu, 2015; Kornfilt, 1997; Sansa-Tura, 1986).

The suffix -DIr can be used in nominal sentences as copular predicate
and adds inferred probability to the proposition. For instance, in a
situation when a teacher shows the students a picture of an animal that
they do not know and asks what it is, if a students answers as in
example (3), the suffix -zr (-DIr) adds strong assumption to the
proposition as the student infers this information from its fins.

(3) Bence bir baliktir, ¢iinkii yiizgegleri var “I think it's a fish-because it
has fins” (Erguvanli-Taylan, 2018).

In addition to nominal sentences, -DIr can be used in verbal sentences
and expresses inferred probability (Kornfilt, 1997).

(8) Anlamuslardwr “They’ve probably understood”

In example (4), the suffix -DIr follows -mls and gives inference reading
to the proposition and reflects possibility (Aksu-Kog, 1988).

When -(y)AcAK is followed by the aorist -DlIr, it shows the belief and
knowledge of the speaker and it makes the sentence open to the
epistemic commentary, namely it reflects an assumption or hypothesis
(Goksel & Kerslake, 2005; Sansa-Tura, 1986). Hatipoglu and Algi
(2017) explain that -(y)AcAK+-DIr assigns possibility reading in the
following example:

(5) Giiniimiizde yabanci dil 6grenimi gitgide arttigr icin her insan bu
egitimi alacakur. “Today, as foreign language learning has become
more common, every individual will get this education.”

The suffix -Dur is also used to emphasize the definiteness and shows the
author’s objective attitude to the information (Kornfilt, 1996).
However, merely the assumption reading of —DIr (in nominal predicate
or after -mlg, -(y)AcAK) functions as a hedging marker.

Besides being the grammatical indicator of the necessity proposition in
Turkish (Kocaman, 1988, 1990), the suffix -mAll may also carry
deduction proposition when used with the verb “-be” (Corcu, 2005,
2006; Erk-Emeksiz, 2008). Palmer (2001) suggested that deduction is
one of the subtypes of epistemic modality. Erguvanli-Taylan (2018)
exemplifies the deductive meaning of -mAll in the following example:

(6) Ali Bey saglik konusunda ne kadar bilgili. Tavsiye ettigi ilaclara
bakilirsa, doktor olmali “How knowledgeable Ali Bey is about health
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issues. Considering the medications that he recommends, he must be a
doctor.”

Furthermore, Corcu (2003) puts forth that by the help of ol- “be” as the
syntactic buffer, different aspect markers such as -mls, -(I)yor, -AcAk
can be suffixed to — mAll and reveal epistemic meaning (e.g. ...sarsmus
olmali ““..must have shocked”; ...tadimi ¢ikaryor olmali “...must be
enjoying”. Moreover, -mAIl can be placed after the passive marker
(Dn/l and the causative markers -DIr, -Ir, -T.

Overall, the suffix -mAll(+dir) used after V-mlg ol-, V-(l)yor ol-,
V-AcAk ol- gives inferential meaning to the proposition as hedging
marker.

1.2.BOOSTING DEVICES IN TURKISH LANGUAGE

Different from hedges, boosters highlight writer’s certainty and
represent a confident voice. Hyland (2005, p. 52) defines boosters as
"words which allow writers to close down alternatives, head off
conflicting views and express their certainty in what they say."

Boosters could be investigated under four sub-categories as universal
pronouns, amplifiers, emphatics, modal suffixes indicating certainity.
These categories are explained respectively by referring to the related
previous studies.

a) Universal pronouns refer to a general audience with the following
resources: as all, each, every-pronominals (e.g. everybody, everyone,
everything), none, no one, nothing (Hinkel, 2005).

b) Amplifiers represent a large class of intensifiers (e.g. always, so
(+adjective/adverb), too (+adjective), very, very much, never (Hinkel,
2005). They increase the lexical intensity of gradable adjective or verb
(Quirk et al., 1985) and functions as intensifiers, exaggerative, and
overstatement.

Bayyurt’s (2010) study revealed that Turkish writers employed the
following amplifiers as tamamen “exactly”, kolaylikla “‘easily”,
yakindan “closely”, kimse “no one” in order to boost the effect of their
viewpoint on the reader and to support the truthiness of their opinion
about the topics raised in essays.

Goksel and Kerslake (2005) state that the connectives such as aksine,
tersine, bilakis “on the contrary” introduce a statement that amplifies
the statement in the first conjunct, which is always negative.
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(7) Erol Semra’yr gormek istemiyor. Aksine, gorecek diye ¢dii kopuyor
“Erol doesn’t want to see Semra. On the contrary, he dreads seeing
her.”

As can be undertood from the example (7), aksine “on the contrary”
does not carry an adversative meaning rather it is an amplifier.

¢) The function of emphatics is similar to that of amplifiers. They have
the reinforcing effect on a propositon and strengthen the writer’s
conviction (Hyland, 2005). In other words, emphatics emphasize force
or writers’ certainty in message such as elbet “sure”, elbette “for sure”,
asla “no way” bile “even”, hatta “even”, gercekten “indeed”, ozellikle
“especially”, tek seyse “one thing”, en mikemmel “the greatest”, bir
gergektir “it is a fact that”, bir tus kadar bize yakin “as close as a
button” (Bayyurt, 2010; Can, 2006).

d) Modal suffixes which indicate certainity were also found to function
as boosters. The suffix -DIr is used to emphasize the truth of the
explanation and longterm validity of the facts (Sansa-Tura, 1986).
Moreover, it shows the definiteness, rule in a formal way and the
author’s objective attitude to the information (Kornfilt, 1996).

Sansa-Tura (1986) and Yavas (1980, 1982) argue that in nonverbal
sentences, - DIr follows the zero-tense marker. Kornfilt (1997) explains
that -DIr has two functions, one of which is to express certainity, the
other one is to express inferred probability.

The other modality markers functioning as booster are as the following:
-mlg, - mAKktA, -AcAk. These markers can be followed by the aorist -DIr
(e.g., Kan, 2016; Sen 2019). Below each of these modality markers will
be explained in detail.

Akbas’s (2012, 2014) studies showed that Turkish writers employed
-mlsg+DIr to signal their confidence over a statement such as farklilik
bulunmustur “revealed differences”, gostermistir “...demonstrated”,
ortaya ¢tkmustir “...revealed”, kamitlamistir “...proved”, bulunmugstur
“was found out”.

Kan (2016) gives the following example to illustrate the certainity
reading conveyed with -AcAk+Dir:

(8) Bu nedenle Tiirkee derslerinde dil becerilerini kazandirmada
dramanin kullammi fayda saglayacaktir “Therefore, the use of drama
would increase the gain in language abilities in Turkish courses.”
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Sen (2019) points out that in the following sentence, -mAktA+dIr is
employed in order to increase the reliability of the proposition, hence
functions as booster:

(9) Hem Gazali hem de Hume, nedensellik konusunda benzer fikirlere
sahip olsalar da anlama ve anlamlandirma agisindan farklliklar
oldugu a¢ik¢a goriil-mektedir “Although both Ghazali and Hume have
similar ideas about causality, it is clear that they differ in terms of
understanding and interpretation.” Some instances of boosters
employed in Turkish texts are as follows: aslinda “in fact”, gergekten
“really”, gercekte “in fact”, dogrusu “as a matter of fact”, oysa “in
fact”, hep, “always”, her zaman “always”, kesinlikle “definitelly”,
muhakkak “surely”, elbette “certainly”, ¢cok “very”, pek “quite”, aslinda
“actually ”, kanitla- “to prove”, agik(tir) “(it is) clear”, agik¢a “clearly”,
agikar “explicit”, asla “never”, ancak “merely” son derece
“extremely”, (hi¢) siphesiz (ki) “undoubtedly”, bilhassa “in
particular”, vurgula- “to emphasize”, yadsinamaz ‘“undeniable”,
en-tsifat “the most+adjective” (e.g., Bal-Gezegin, 2016; Dag Tarcan,
2019; Esmer, 2018; Kan, 2016; Sen, 2019).

Considering all the above-mentioned studies on hedges and boosters in
Turkish language, it is obvious that researchers have focused on hedges
and boosters predominantly in research articles (e.g., Capar & Turan,
2019; Dag Tarcan, 2017, 2019; Doyuran, 2009; Kan, 2016; Sen, 2019),
argumentative essays (e.g., Algi, 2012; Can, 2006; Hatipoglu & Algi,
2017) and academic book reviews (e.g., Bal-Gezegin, 2016). As for
MA theses written in Turkish language, few studies have concentrated
on MDMs in MA theses (Akbas, 2012; Atasever- Belli, 2019; Atmaca,
2016; Ekog, 2010; Kurt, 2022; Onel, 2020; Soysekerci et al., 2022;
Ustiinalp & Esmer, 2022). The other recent studies on Turkish
metadiscourse markers are on the election rally speeches (Esmer 2017),
the advice letters (Oktay, 2023), the materials used in academic Turkish
education (Simsek & Erol, 2023), research articles (Oztiirk & Iseri,
2023; Sen & lseri, 2023). Academix texts produced by the students
learning Turkish as a foreign language were also investigated in regard
to the metadiscourse use (Esmer, 2018; Kurudayioglu & Cimen, 2020).

Along with the contribution of these studies to the area of
metadiscourse, there is a scarcity of research which focused on the
conclusion sections of Turkish MA theses. Taking into consideration
that previous studies reveal that use of metadiscourse devices varies
across the sub-genres (Introduction, Method, Results, and
Discussion/Conclusion) (e.g., Hopkins & Dudley-Evans, 1988;
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Marandi, 2003) and authors utilize more MDMs in the sections of
conclusion to influence and persuade their audience (Falahati, 2006;
Kubhi et al., 2012), the present study addresses a need to examine the use
of hedges and boosters in the conclusion sections of Turkish MA
theses.

Overall, this study aims to reveal the Turkish authors’ general
tendencies in employing hedges and boosters in their MA theses’
conclusion sections written in Turkish, with an in-depth analysis of all
their sub-categories. On the both quantitative and qualitative levels, this
study addresses the following research questions: 1) What are the
frequencies and functions of hedges in Turkish MA theses’
conclusions? 2) What are the frequencies and functions of boosters in
Turkish MA theses’ conclusions? 3) Is there any significant difference
between the use of hedges and boosters in Turkish MA theses’
conclusions?

2.METHOD

2.1. CORPUS

In this study, a total of 80 MA theses were compiled from the website of
the the Council of Higher Education (CoHE) National Theses Center
(https://tez.yok.gov.tr/Ulusal TezMerkezi/). The disciplines of MA
theses were randomly chosen among the disciplines within social
sciences on this website. These disciplines are History (HIS),
Sociology (SOC), Turkish Language and Literature (TLL) and
Philosophy (PHI), which are soft pure sciences according to Biglan’s
(1973a) classification of academic disciplines. Within soft pure
sciences, History, Language, Literature, Philosophy are humanities
while Sociology is a social science (Becher & Trowler, 2001; Biglan,
1973a). Below is given the rationales for investigating MDM use in the
conclusion sections and in social science and humanities.

2.1.1 RATIONALE FOR BUILDING SUCH A CORPUS

Previous studies show that the use of metadiscourse units varies across
the sub-genres (e.g., introduction, method, discussion, conclusion)
which show the different parts of academic articles perform different
rhetorical functions (e.g., Hopkins & Dudley-Evans, 1988; Marandi,
2003; Salager-Meyer, 1994; Smith, 1984). More specifically, abstracts,
literature review, methodology sections mainly include tables, figures,
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graphics, quotations, paraphrases and citations from other studies
which include descriptive information. On the other hand, in the
conclusion sections authors could be free to support, reject, discuss or
prove and could convey their interpretative thoughts. Accordingly, they
need and use hedges and boosters more frequently to transfer their
ideas, claims, arguments (e.g., Falahati, 2006; Kuhi et al., 2012). In
addition, as conclusions are often the last section that audience reads,
authors try to leave a good impression on the reader. Also, this section
is where the potential readers mostly first read to get information about
the study in detail and to decide if they should read the whole paper. For
these reasons, the use of hedges and boosters were explored in the
extracted conclusion sections of MA theses.

The disciplines were chosen from social science and humanities as they
provide more and varied metadiscourse patterns grounding on the view
that “the more ‘soft knowledge’ social science disciplines employed
more metadiscourse markers” (Hyland, 2010). According to Biglan’s
(1973) model of disciplines, academic disciplines can be categorized
into four groups such as hard-pure, hard-applied, soft-pure, and
soft-applied. Soft pure disciplines include social sciences (e.g.,
sociology, anthropology, psychology, economics), fine arts (e.g.,
theatre, music), communications (e.g., journalism, communication
disorders), humanities (e.g., languages, history, philosophy). For these
disciplines, content knowledge is constructive, formative, interpretative
and qualitative. Previous studies have approved that soft sciences draw
on hedges and boosters in the texts more than hard sciences (e.g., Dahl,
2004; Hyland & Jiang, 2018; Hyland & Tse, 2004; Khedri et al., 2013;
Peacock, 2010; Unsal, 2008) due to their interpretative nature rather
than relying on scientific methods and writers’ argumentative efforts to
convince their readers (Akbarpour & Sadeghoghl, 2015). In this sense,
the disciplines were chosen from social science and humanities in the
category of soft pure sciences in order to reveal how hedges and
boosters appear and function in Turkish MA theses’ conclusions.
Overall, this study attempted to fill the gap in the literature by building
such a corpus.

2.2 DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURE

Firstly, MA theses written in Turkish and published in the fields of HIS,
TLL, SOC and PHI were listed automatically as the website provides
this type of search. Secondly, these MA theses were manually
scrutinized one by one for detecting the MA theses to be investigated in
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the current study. Specifically, the MA theses which do not have
conclusion sections, which have non-Turkish named supervisors,
which were written by non-Turkish named authors were excluded and
the suitable MA theses for this research were determined.

2.3 PROPOSED ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK FOR THIS STUDY

The corpus was analyzed in terms of hedging and boosting features
which are interactional categories according to Hyland's (2005a)
classification model of metadiscourse. However, as Turkish language
has morphologically different structure from English and as previous
studies have confirmed that the use of MDMs differs according to the
writers’ language (e.g., Jalilifar, 2011; Mirshamsi, 2013; Kuhi, 2014;
Mu et al., 2015), a new analytical framework for investigating Turkish
hedges and boosters was created. This framework for each category of
boosters and hedges was compiled and adapted from the works of
previous Turkish MDMs and the properties of Turkish language (see
sections 1.1 and 1.2). Table 1 illustrates this proposed model.

Table 1. The categorization of hedges and boosters for the analysis of
Turkish corpus

Hedges Functions and Examples

. . Indefinite adverbs ((e.g. hemen hemen “almost”,
Epistemic adverbs « . v
kismen “relatively”) (..., )
Possibility/probability — adverbs (e.g.  belki
“perhaps”, muhtemelen “probably™) (....)

Adverbs of frequency (e.g. genellikle “usually”,
nadiren “rarely”)

Epistemic adjectives Indefinite adjectives (e.g. belirsiz “doubtful”,
bazi “some”)
Possibility and probability adjectives (e.g.
muhtemel “liable, probable, likely”)

Epistemic lexical verbs e.g kuskulan- “to doubt”
Passive forms —(I)n/l  (e.g. gozlenmektedir “It is
observed”);

Copulas (e.g. goriin- “seem”)
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Pronouns

Epistemic modal suffixes

R. GUCLU

Indefinite pronouns (e.g. biri/birisi/birileri
“somebody/anybody”, bir kimse “someone”, bir
sey  “something”,  herhangibiri  “anyone”
herhangibir sey ‘“anything”, insan “person;
human being” in the singular or plural)

Pronominalized determiners (e.g. bazi(lari)miz/
bazi(laryniz /bazisi/ bazilary/ kimi/ kimimiz/
kiminiz/ kimisi/ kimileri “some of us/ you/them”)

Editorial we (e.g. first person plural pronouns biz
“we”, first person plural suffixes —(1)z, -(1)k, first
person plural possessive pronoun bizim “our”,
first person plural possessive pronoun with the
particle ki(n), bizimki “ours”, first person plural
possessive suffix —(I)mlz, first person plural
object pronouns bizi/bize “us”, first person plural
reflexive pronoun kendimiz “ourselves”, first
person plural reflexive possessive pronoun with
the particle ki(n) kendimizinki “that which is
ours”

-(y)Abil+(A/lr “PSB-AOR”

-(A/l)r “AOR”

-DIr “COP” (in nominal predicate)
-(y)AcAK+DIr “FUT-COP”

-mlg+DIr “PRF-COP”

ol+mAIl “AUX-OBLG”

-mls ol+mAll+DIr “PF AUX-OBLG-COP”
-(yor ol+mAll+DIr “IMPF AUX-OBLG-COP”
-AcAk ol+mAll+DIr “FUT AUX-OBLG-COP”

Boosters

Universal pronouns

Amplifiers

Emphatics

Modal suffixes indicating
certainity

e.g. her- “every”, hi¢- “no-"

e.g. tamamen “exactly”, kolaylikla “easily”,
yakindan “closely”, ¢ok ‘extremely’, agirt
‘extremely’

e.g. elbette “for sure”, asla “no way”, kesinlikle
“absolutely”, goster- “to demonstrate”

-(A/lr “AOR”

-Dir “COP” (in nominal predicate)
-(y)AcAK+DIr “FUT-COP”
-mls+DIr “PRF-COP”
-mAktA+DIr “IMPF+COP”
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2.4 DATA ANALYSIS PROCEDURE

This research was employed by combining qualitative and quantitative
research methods. That is, metadiscourse items of each category were
classified in their corresponding groups and their frequency of use was
statistically analyzed.

CLAN program was used in the data analysis as it provides the
frequency of each word in the texts (FREQ) and context in which the
linguistic forms are used (COMBO) which is necessary to count a
linguistic item as a metadiscourse resource.

An inter-rater reliability analysis using the Kappa statistics is
performed to increase the degree of reliability of the analysis. The
inter-rater reliability for the raters is found to be Kappa = 0.76
(p<0.0001), which means a substantial agreement between the two
raters.

Following the agreement between the raters, raw frequencies, overall
percentages (per 100 words) and cumulative percentages of the hedges
and boosters and their sub-categories were calculated to reveal their
frequencies in Turkish MA theses’ conclusion sections.

In addition to the frequency counts, log-likelihood (LL) statistics was
run to find out whether there was a statistically significant difference
between the use of hedges and boosters in the corpus. The web-based
log-likelihood wisard (http://ucrel.lancs.ac.uk/llwizard.html) was used
for this calculation.

3.RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

3.1. FUNCTIONS AND FREQUENCIES OF BOOSTERS

Considering that boosters are metadiscoursal devices which create an
impression of certanity and assurance, it was found that the authors
preferred employing universal pronouns, amplifiers, emphatics and
modal suffixes indicating certainity in order to emphasize their
arguments and to convey their confidence.

A total number of 1710 items of boosters are detected and investigated
over 60654 total number of words in the corpus with 2.82 instances of
occurrences per 100 words. Graphic 1 presents that all the types of
boosters (given in Table 1) employed in the corpus.
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Graphic 1. Categorical distribution of boosters

As shown in Graphic 1, having the highest frequency of use in Turkish
MA theses conclusions among booster types, amplifiers had the highest
ranking (38.13%) with 1.08 tokens per 100 words. That is, the authors
of Turkish MA theses showed a preference to increase the size or effect
of the statements in the conclusion sections.

Some of the amplifiers from the corpus are given in the following
extracted sentences:

(10) Konu edilen donem Gaziantep icin olduk¢a hareketli gecmistir
(CFAM_HIS_2004-1). “The period in question was quite active for
Gaziantep.”

(11) Bu tamamen epistemolojiyle ilgili bir durum olup ontolojik
anlamda bedeni degersiz kilmaz (CFAM_PHI_2004-2). “This is a
completely epistemological issue and does not ontologically render the
body worthless.”

(12) Iki karakter arasindaki iliskisi hi¢hir zaman anne-kiz iliskisine
dontismez (CFAM_TLL_2019-5). “The relationship between the two
characters never turns into a mother-daughter relationship.”

As can be seen in the examples (10), (11), (12), the authors used
amplifiers such as olduk¢a “quite”, tamamen “completely”, hicbir
zaman “never” to express certainity of their assertions by modifying
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gradable adjectives or verbs and increasing their scalar lexical intensity
in conclusions.

Modal suffixes indicating certainty were placed in the second rank
among booster types with a percentage of 36.78% and 1.03 instances of
occurrences in total corpus.

Some of the modal suffixes indicating certainity used in the corpus are
given below:

(13) Yakut tirklerinde “Eviilik sonmez bir ates yakmaktir” sozii
evlilige iligkin, giizel bir tammdw (CFAM_TLL_2004-3). “The
statement “Marriage is to light an unquenchable fire” in Yakut Turks is
a beautiful definition-COP-3SG of marriage.”

(14) Gazete devrin siyasi ve sosyal olaylarimin yam sira edebi ve
kiiltiirel ~ faaliyetlerini de yakindan takip etmigtir
(CFAM_TLL_2019-2). “The newspaper closely
follow-PRF-COP-3SG the literary and cultural activities as well as the
political and social events of the period.”

(15) Elbette gayrimiislimler hakkinda, bir¢ok konuda dilek ve sikayetler
so6z konusu olmaktadir (CFAM_HIS_2019-3). “Of course, there be-
IMPF-COP-3SG many wishes and complaints about non-Muslims.”

(16) Yine de Ibn Arabi, varligin birligi ogretisinin Islam ve Islam
disindaki diger temsilcilerine kiyasla konusunu en ileri derecede yaziya
dokebilmeyi basarmistir ve bu yoniiyle her zaman incelenmeye deger
kalacakanr (CMAM_PHI 2004-1). “Nevertheless, Ibn Arabi has
succeeded in putting the subject of the unity of existence into writing at
the highest level compared to other representatives of Islam and
non-Islam, and from this aspect it will always remain-FUT-COP-3SG
worth examining.”

Qualitative analysis reveal that modal suffixes indicating certainity
deployed by the authors are -DIr “COP-3SG”, -mlstlr “PF-COP”,
-mAktAdIr “IMPF-COP-3SG” and -AcAK+DIr “FUT-COP” given in
the examples (13), (14), (15), (16), respectively. These suffixes create
emphatic impressions in the reader and strengthen the authors’
statements on the issue.

The third most frequently employed booster type was emphatics which
emphasized authors’ certainty in message. They occurred 23.22%
among booster types and 0.66 tokens per 100 words in total corpus.

Below are given some of the extracted sentences including emphatics.
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(17) Ruiyalar masallar ve mitler kesinlikle ama kesinlikle gelismemis
insan  beyninin  faaliyetleri ve  fantezi  alanlari  degildir
(CMAM_HIS_2019-1). “Dreams, fairy tales and myths are definitely
not the activities and fantasy areas of the rudimentary human brain.”

(18) Siiphesiz Ibn Sina filozof olmamn yam sira Islam kiiltiiringin
tesekksil  ettigi  bir ortamda  yetismis  bir  mislimandir
(CMAM_PHI_2004-2). “Undoubtedly, besides being a philosopher,
Ibn Sina is a Muslim who grew up in an environment where Islamic
culture was formed.”

(19) Ask hikayeleri ¢ok genis bir sahada anlatilmasi sebebiyle bunlarin
hepsine ulagsmak ve derlemek elbette ¢ok zor ve zahmetli bir istir.
(CFAM_TLL_2004- 1). “Since love stories are told in a very wide area,
it is certainly a very difficult and laborious task to reach and compile
all of them.”

The examples (17), (18), (19) illustrate that the authors use emphatics
such as kesinlikle ama kesinlikle “definitely”, szphesiz “undoubtedly”,
elbette “certainly” which mark that the authors are certain of what they
are writing.

As being the least frequently employed type among booster types in the
conclusion sections of Turkish MA theses, universal pronouns had very
low use of frequency with 1.87% percentage (0.05 tokens per 100
words). This finding shows that the authors did not feel very much the
need to mark the extremes of the continuum of meanings.

Below are presented some examples of universal pronouns employed in
the corpus:

(20) Eski Tuirklerin bereket kaynag: olan kadin herkesin oniinde
saygiyla egildigi bir seref abidesi olmustur (CMAM_TLL_2004-3).
“The woman, who was the source of blessings of the ancient Turks,
became a monument of honor in front of everyone.”

(21) Ibn Arabi igin her sey Tanrwyla bir agirlik kazamir ve evren ikinci
derecede bir iglevsellige sahiptir (CMAM_PHI_2004-1). “For Ibn
Arabi, everything gains weight with God and the universe has a
secondary functionality.”

(22) Bu i¢ savas swrasinda Birlesmis Milletlerin yetersizligi ya da
egemen giiclerin iki ay sziren i¢ savag boyunca bilingli olarak higbir sey
vapmamast Otel Ruanda filminde tim ¢plakligiyla ortaya
konulmaktadir (CMAM_PHI_2019-2). “During this civil war, the
incompetence of the United Nations or the consciously doing nothing
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of the sovereign powers during the two-month civil war is revealed in
all its nakedness in the movie Hotel Rwanda.”

As seen in the examples (20), (21), (22), the authors employed
universal pronouns such as herkes “everybody”, her sey “everything”,
hi¢bir sey “nothing” to convince the readers emphasizing the force of
propositions by referring to general audience.

The authors are inclined to create emphatic impression in the reader
which allow them to close down alternatives and head off conflicting
views with amplifiers, modal suffixes indicating certainity, emphatics
and universal pronouns. You can find the complete list of boosting
devices in Appendix 1.

3.2 PRONOUNS, ADJECTIVES, ADVERBS, VERBS AND MODAL SUFFIXES
AS HEDGES: FREQUENCIES AND FUNCTIONS

Considering that hedge is the reflection of uncertainty, it can be
deduced that the authors are much more aware of the risks of
claimmaking and more cautious in writing and reporting their opinions
in conclusion sections by using pronouns, epistemic lexical verbs,
epistemic adjectives, epistemic adverbs, epistemic modal suffixes.

In the present study, boosters were found to be closely followed by the
use of hedges in conclusion sections in Turkish MA theses, with a total
number of 1688 items and 2.78 instances of occurrences per 100 words.
You can find the complete list of hedging devices in Appendix 1.
Graphic 2 shows that all the types of hedges (given in Table 1) were
employed by the authors and presents their categorical distribution
from the most frequently used sub-categories to less frequently used
ones.
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Graphic 2. Categorical distribution of hedges

As shown in Graphic 2, pronouns had the highest ranking (32.29%)
among hedging types with 0.90 tokens per 100 words. Specifically, in
the present study the authors conveyed vagueness purposively to make
the propositions more acceptable to the reader with the use of indefinite
pronouns, pronominalized determiners and editorial “we”. Thus, they
could reduce the risk of negation which could be arised from the
readers’ perspective and increase their chance of radification. The
examples of these types of pronouns are given in the following
extracted sentences:

(23) Ancak insan yetkilerini kontrol altina alabilirse o zaman 6zQuir
olur (CFAM_PHI_2019-3). “Only if man can control his powers, then
he will be free.”

(24) Gayrimiislim memurlar ise ilk tahsillerini kendi oturduklart
mahallelerdeki Ermeni, Amerikan, Protestan gibi azinlik mekteplerinde
tamamlamis ve bazilart bagka illerde st ogrenim kademelerine
gecerek  egitimlerini  tamamlamislardr  (CFAM_HIS_2019-2).
“Non-Muslim civil servants, on the other hand, completed their
primary education in minority schools such as Armenian, American
and Protestant in their neighborhoods, and some of them went to higher
education levels in other provinces and completed their education.”

(25) Uzerinde c¢alisugimiz Esrefoglu Rimi Divam arkaik unsur
bakimindan olduk¢a zengin bir eserdir (CFAM_TLL_2019-3). “The
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Esrefoglu Rumi Divan, which we are working on, is a very rich work in
terms of archaic elements.”

As seen in the examples (23), (24), (25), the authors employ pronouns
insan “man” as an indefinite pronoun which functions as hedging
marker as the person is indefinite in the sentence, bazilari “some of
(them)” as a pronominalized determiner which functions as hedging
marker as it refers to things that is not specified, izerine ¢alistigimiz
“which we are working on” which includes the first person plural suffix
-Imlz functioning as hedging marker as the author does not prefer
reflecting himself/herself on the text.

The use of we in single-authored texts as in the present study indicates
“humility, modesty, and distance, and reminds the reader of the
collaborative nature of the research activity” (Hyland, 2001, p. 218).
Accordingly, it could be attributed to the collaborative nature of the
MA theses and collectivist cultures like Turkish culture rather than
individualistic properties (Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005, p. 75; Karahan,
2013). As the uses of we-based references in single-authored texts
would be a signal to downgrade the explicit manifestation of a
considerably powerful reference (I-based), it functions as hedge in the
text (Yakhontova, 2006).

Pronouns functioning as hedges are followed by epistemic lexical verbs
with 25.83% proportion and 0.72 tokens per 100 words in total copus.

The authors employed epistemic lexical verbs -maya ¢calismak “to try
to”, -Ul (passive form), gérin- “seem” (copulas) to reduce the force of
statements while writing about the results of their studies, as seen in the
examples (26), (27), (28), respectively.

(26) “Osmanli Devleti’'nin Kurtulusunda Riya motifi” adli tez
calismamizda donemi i¢in bir saltanat manifestosu niteligi tasyp
saltanati miijdeleyen riiyalarin, hanedaninin hakimiyet yetkisinin Allah
tarafindan verilmis oldugu diisiincesinin halk arasinda yerlesmesini
hedefledigini ag¢ikilamaya ¢alisttk (CMAM_HIS_2019-1). “In our
thesis titled “Osmanli Devleti’nin Kurtulusunda Riiya motifi”, we tried
to explain that the dreams that were a sultanate manifesto for the period
and the idea that the sovereignty of the dynasty was given by Allah
aimed to be established among the people.”

(27) DP’nin ¢ok partili siyasi yasamin gerektirdigi toplumsal vizyona

sahip olmadigi, heterojen ve hazirliksiz bir siyasi yapr oldugu

distiniilmistir (CMAM_HIS_2004-2). “It was thought that the DP



38 R. GUCLU

did not have the social vision required by the multi-party political life
and was a heterogeneous and unprepared political structure.”

(28) Bilisim teknolojilerinin ¢alisma yasaminda etkin kullanimiyla
ortaya ¢ikan igsizlik sorunu, yeni teknolojilerin rettigi yeni isler
tarafindan karsilanmaktan uzak goriinmektedir
(CFAM_SOC_2004-2). “The problem of unemployment that arises
with the effective use of information technologies in working life
seems far from being met by new jobs produced by new technologies.”

The third most frequently employed hedging type was epistemic
adjective with 18.42 percentage among the types of hedges (0.51 tokens
per 100 words). This shows that the authors were also inclined to
deploy adjectives functioning as hedges to gain reader acceptance of
claims by conveying their attitudes to the truth of their statements.

In the corpus, it was detected that the epistemic adjectives appeared in
two ways as indefinite adjectives such as belirsiz “doubtful”, baz:
“some” and possibility and probability adjectives such as muhtemel
“liable, probable, likely”. Below these functions of epistemic adjectives
are given within the sentences extracted from the corpus:

(29) Iran edebiyatimn bazi sairlerinin Tirk sairlerince usta kabul
edildikleri bilinmektedir (CMAM_TLL_2004-1). “It is known that
some poets of Iranian literature are considered masters by Turkish
poets.”

(30) Temelde amag, her iki kavramin olanakly anlamlarini acikiiga
kavusturmak boylece muaswr tartismalarda ele alindiklarinda nasil
diistiniilmeleri gerektiklerini ortaya koymaktir (CMAM_PHI_2019-3).
“Basically the purpose; is to clarify the possible meanings of both
concepts, thus to reveal how they should be contemplated when
considered in contemporary debates.”

(31) Tiirk edebiyati tarihi boyunca, bir¢ok dergi yayimlanmig olsa da
kimisi ekonomik nedenlerle kimisi szrdirzlebilirligini kaybetmesi
nedeniyle kimi dergiler de siyasi-sosyal nedenlerle kapanmistir
(CMAM_TLL_2019-1). “Although many journals have been
published throughout the history of Turkish literature, some have been
closed due to economic reasons, some due to losing their sustainability,
and some journals due to political-social reasons.”

In the examples (29), (30), (31), the authors use epistemic adjectives
such as bazi “some” which functions as indefinite adjective, olanakli
“possible” which functions as probability adjective, bir¢ok “a lot of”
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which functions as indefinite adjective, kimi “some” which functions as
indefinite adjective respectively to avoid from certain statements but to
open the arguments for discussion.

This shows that the authors were also inclined to deploy adjectives
functioning as hedges to gain reader acceptance of claims by conveying
their attitudes to the truth of their statements.

Epistemic adverb is another type of hedge employed in the conclusion
sections in Turkish MA theses with the percentage of 15.94% among
the types of hedges (0.44 tokens per 100 words). This indicates that the
authors employed adverbs functioning as hedges in order to
communicate their standpoint about the proposition material.

It was observed that the epistemic adverbs appeared in three ways as
indefinite adverbs such as hemen hemen “almost” and kismen
“relatively”, possibility/probability adverbs such as belki “perhaps” and
muhtemelen “probably” and adverbs of frequency such as genellikle
“usually”, nadiren “rarely”. Below are given the extracted sentences
from the corpus of the study including these functions of epistemic
adverbs:

(32) Yirmi birinci yiizyiin ilk iki onyulr ise belki de yirminci yiizy:l
deneylerinin ters ¢evrilip gergeklestirildigi  bir donem olarak
goriilecektir (CFAM_SOC 2019-2). “The first two decades of the
twenty-first century on the other hand will perhaps be seen as a period
in which the experiments of the twentieth century were turned upside
down and carried out.”

(33) Jstifa eden memurlar ise, genellikle ayni hizmeti vermeye devam
etmis, sadece bulundukiar: kurumlardan ayni mahiyeti tasiyan baska
kurumlara gecis yapmislardir (CFAM_HIS_2019-2). “Civil servants
who resigned generally continued to provide the same service, only
transferred from the institutions they were in to other institutions of the
same nature.”

(34) Bu nedenle ¢alisma izninin is¢iler tarafindan alinabiliyor olmasu,
hem iicret egitsizligini kismen ortadan kaldirabilecek —asgari iicret
uygulamast ile-hem de iscilerin haklarim arama mekanizmalarinin
onii agilabilecektir (CMAM_SOC_2019-3). “For this reason, the fact
that the work permit can be obtained by the workers will both partially
eliminate the wage inequality — with the application of the minimum
wage — and pave the way for the mechanisms to seek the rights of the
workers.”
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The extracted sentences given in (32), (33), (34) include epistemic
adverbs such as belki “perhaps” which functions as a
possibility/probability adverb, genellikle “usually” which functions as
an adverb of frequency, kismen “partially” which functions as an
indefinite adverb respectively to express the authors’ assessment of the
truth value of the proposition. This indicates that the authors employed
adverbs functioning as hedges in order to communicate their standpoint
about the proposition material.

The least frequently employed category of hedge in the corpus is
epistemic modal suffixes with 7.52% percentage among the other
categories of hedges as shown in Graphic 2. This indicates that the
authors did not prefer frequently the modal suffixes to hedge their
statements. The extracted sentences from the corpus including
epistemic modal suffixes are given below:

(35)  Arastirmada  elde  edilen  veriler bu  baglamda
degerlendirildiginde, Fromm'un yasadigi ¢agin ve olaylarin
diisiincelerini yansittigi séylenebilir (CFAM_PHI_2019). “When the
data obtained in the research is evaluated in this context, it
say-PASS-PSB-AOR-3SG that Fromm reflects the thoughts of the era
and events in which he lived.”

(36) Gullitaire’in bize aktardigi Ayse Hamim ile Valide Sultan’in zaman
zaman sohbet ettigi garzisii de bunlara eklendiginde padisah haremi ile
vakit gecirmis olmalidir (CFAM_HIS_2019-5). “When Gullitaire's
opinion that Ayse Hanim and Valide Sultan chatted from time to time
were added to these, and padishah spend-PF AUX-OBLG-COP-3SG
time with his harem.”

(37) Belki de bir giin, kiltirel diretim alamimin toplumsal mantik
kavramina gore yazma istegi, Yaputlar bilimi projesinin olanag ile
gerceklestirilecektir (CFAM_SOC_2004-3). “Perhaps, one day, the
desire to write according to the concept of social logic of the field of
cultural production realize-PASS-FUT- COP-3SG with the possibility
of the science of Works project.”

(38) Ote yandan filmde hayatini kurtarmak icin otele siginan insanlar
arasindan batili iilke vatandaglarinin otelden kurtarilmasi geriye kalan
Ruandali Turitslerin oliime terk edilmesinin cinayetten belki de hi¢
farkr yoktur (CMAM_PHI_2019-2). “On the other hand, the rescue of
western country citizens from the hotel among the people who took
shelter in the hotel to save their lives, and leaving the remaining
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Rwandan Tourists to die is perhaps no- COP-3SG different from
murder.”

(39) Bunlart birer ahlak kurali degil de prensip olarak sunmanin pek
fazla bir anlam tasimadigun farkinda olmali ki Cemil Sena,
olusturmaya ¢alistigt materyalist, faydact ve goreceli makine
ahlakimin, ¢ikarcilik (utilitarimne) ya da ahlakdisicilik (immoralizm)
ve stiphecilik (septisizm) gibi olumsuz doktrinlerle karistirilmamast
gerektigini vurgulama ihtiyacim duymugtur (CMAM_PHI_2004-4).
“He should be-AUX-OBLG-3SG aware that it does not make much
sense to present these as principles rather than moral rules, since Cemil
Sena felt the need to emphasize that the materialist, utilitarian and
relative machine morality that he is trying to establish should not be
confused with negative doctrines such as self-interest or immoralism
and skepticism.

In the examples (35), (36), (37), (38), (39), epistemic modal suffixes
-nAbilir “PASS-PSB-AOR-3SG”, -mls olmalidwr “PF
AUX-OBLG-COP-3SG”, -AcAktlr “PASS-FUT- COP-3SG”, -DIr
“COP-3SG” (in nominal predicate), ol+mAll “AUX-OBLG-3SG” were
used to express the possibility and deduction in the proposition by
giving present, past and future references.

In addition to the sub-categories and their forms discussed above, in the
corpus of the study, it was also detected that olsa gerek “must be” was
employed to restain from certain statements as anticipating possible
objections. This can be exemplified in the following excerpted
sentences from the corpus:

(40) Tanri'min, ya "Hz. Muhammed'in dedigi gibi, "kullarin zannna
gore oldugunu” kabullenmek ya da O'nu evrende isleyen ebedr ve tiimel
bir zekd ve enerji saymak zorunlu olur” diyen Cemil Sena,
pragmaci-realist tavrinin bir sonucu olsa gerek, insanlarin her ¢esit
inanglarla bagnaziiklardan kurtulup irade ve ozgiirliigiinii korumalart
agisindan igin boyle bir inancin pratik yararlar saglayabilecegi
gorigsiindedir (CMAM_PHI_2004-5). “Cemil Sena, who said, "It is
necessary to accept that God is either according to the beliefs of the
servants, as the Prophet Muhammad said, or to regard Him as an eternal
and universal intelligence and energy operating in the universe," must
be a result of his pragmatic-realist attitude, has the opinion that such a
belief can provide practical benefits for people to get rid of all kinds of
beliefs and bigotry and protect their will and freedom.”
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In the example (40), olsa gerek “must be” expresses the author’s logical
deduction and uncertain statements. Goksel and Kerslake (2005) and
Kerimoglu (2019) explain that olsa gerek, as a non-fact modality
marker and a lexical- morphological-syntactic structure consists of the
conditional -sA “if” and gerek “necessity” which expresses
probability/possibility.

Overall, the use of various functions of boosters and hedges could be
attributed to the functional nature of conclusion sections as boosters are
used to emphasize arguments and subjective nature of conclusion
sections as the authors present their ideas by employing hedges. That is
to say, as the conclusion section is not just a re-statement of the research
points bringing forward the results and findings but also a synthesis of
key points stressing their significance, the authors preferred making use
of boosters and hedges to make their theses’ conclusion sections more
persuasive and reader-friendly.

3.3 NEAR FREQUENCY USE OF HEDGES AND BOOSTERS

In the present study, it was found out that the corpus involved almost
equal frequency use of hedges (f:1688) and boosters (f:1710). LL
analysis showed that there is no statistically significant difference
between the use of hedges and boosters in the conclusions of Turkish
MA theses (LL ratio= +0.14, p>0.05).

Frequent use of boosters was also observed in some previous studies
investigating soft disciplines (e.g., Hyland, 1998; Peacock, 2006) and
low use of boosters was detected in sciences (Hyland, 1998) as the
authors persuade their readers with empirical findings. Similarly,
Hyland (2011) argues that researchers in soft sciences and humanities
use hedges twice as common than in hard sciences to eschew the direct
involvement in the text. Hence, frequent use of boosters in the present
study could also linked to the characteristics of the discipline from
social sciences and humanities.

Beyond these issues, data analysis clearly showed that high use of
modal suffixes indicating certainity paved way for the boosters to catch
up with the hedges in regard to the frequency of use (see Graphic 2).
Unlike English, in which the most common elements of metadiscourse
in the category of boosters appeared as adverbs and quantifiers (Algi,
2012), Turkish language is classified as an agglutinating pro-drop
language (Underhill, 1986). This gave rise to the high occurrences of
boosters in this study as modal suffixes indicating certainity such as
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-DIr “COP-3SG” (in nominal predicate), -(A/Dr “AOR-3SG”,
-mlg+DIr  “PRF-COP-3SG”, -mls+IlAr-Dir  “PRF-3PL-COP”,
-1l-mls+DIr “PASS+PRF-COP-3SG”, -mAktA+DIr
“IMPF+COP-3SG”, (y)ACAK+DIr “FUT-COP-3SG”. It could be
asserted that highly agglutinative structure of Turkish language resulted
in high employment of boosters in this corpus.

Thereby, it could be asserted that the use of various metadiscourse
elements used in academic language is greatly influenced by the
linguistic differences as also suggested in some previous studies, e.g.,
English-Hausa research articles (Uba, 2020), English-Brazilian
Portuguese book reviews (Jungueiria & Cortes, 2014), Persian-English
master’s theses (Marandi, 2003). More clearly, the distinctiveness of
languages is reflected on the use of various metadiscourse items.
Considering that metadiscourse is a type of communicative act which
supplies social interaction between the producer and receiver, the
present study demonstrated that authors made specific use of hedges
and boosters in accordance with the structure of their language in order
to make themselves realized and interact with their readers.
Nevertheless, it should be regarded that it is through the lenses of the
socio-rhetorical framework that authors produce metadiscoursal
devices in order to build social interaction with the readers. As Zarei
and Mansoori (2011) stated, “metadiscourse is not an autonomous
stylistic feature of language dissociated from the broader social texture
of the language.”

Near frequency use of boosters and hedges in the present study
disclosed the confidently uncertain attitude of authors while presenting
their ideas in the conclusion sections. Furthermore, bearing in mind that
hedges limit the information conveyed by the author (Hyland, 2005), it
can be concluded that Turkish authors are deliberate in offering
knowledge. Moreover, it could be said that the authors used
metadiscourse markers in accordance with the expectations of a
particular professional community in order their theses to be accepted
within the academic environment, hence various lexicogrammatical
realisations of metadiscourse units appear in the texts.

5. CONCLUSION

This study reveals the distributional patterns and various functions of
hedges and boosters in Turkish MA theses’ conclusion sections. In
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addition, the findings suggest and support some interesting points
regarding the use of metadiscourse items in written texts. First of all,
the various forms and functions of hedges and boosters in the
conclusion sections of Turkish MA theses show that the authors benefit
from these devices to make their theses’ conclusion sections more
persuasive and more reader-friendly, which explains that
metadiscourse is an important characteristic feature of Turkish MA
theses’ conclusions. Therefore, this study confirmed the vital role that
metadiscoursive devices play in academic genres (Swales, 1990) and
the idea of universality of metadiscourse (Bartholomae, 1986).

Frequent and various use of hedges and boosters also could be
attributed to the functional and subjective nature of conclusion sections
as the authors indicate their certainity with the use of amplifiers and
modal suffixes and hedge their statements with mostly deploying
pronouns and epistemic lexical verbs for plausable reasoning.
Moreover, it could be asserted that highly agglutinative structure of
Turkish language lead to appearance of the various functions of hedges
and boosters such as the use of modal suffixes. As a consequence, the
results of this study also point to the awareness about language-specific
lexicogrammatical realisations of metadiscourse units. The other
reason of frequent and various use of hedges and boosters may be
because of the characteristics of soft disciplines. More specifically, the
authors need more hedging and boosting devices in soft sciences to
eschew the direct involvement in the text (Hyland, 2011) whereas the
authors of academic texts in sciences scarcely need and use these
devices as they mostly include empirical findings (e.g., Hyland, 1998;
Peacock, 2006).

This study adopted both corpus-based approach and corpus-driven
approach. More clearly, the researcher prepared the analytical
framework for Turkish metadiscourse markers according to the
previously identified Turkish metadiscoursal items and also uncovered
new metadiscoursal items through the inductive analysis of the corpus.
As listed in Appendix 1, Turkish metadiscoursal items uncovered in
this study are expected to contribute to the future metadiscourse studies
and corpus studies in Turkish language. This metadiscourse list also
provides an important key for teachers of Turkish as a foreign language
to support them in using metadiscourse more effectively, taking into
consideration the language-specific aspects of metadiscourse use. That
is, it could be concluded that the new search list which was created for
the analysis of Turkish corpus grounding on Hyland’s (2005a)
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taxonomy is useful to identify and categorize the hedging and boosting
resources in written language.

The results might not be generalized to other parts of MA theses, other
disciplines or to all native Turkish-speaking academic authors’
academic writing output. Accordingly, the manifestation of
metadiscourse markers in MA theses need to be further investigated in
order to suggest that the findings of this study form the
conventionalised use of hedges and boosters in MA theses, namely to
achieve more plausible and attestable insights about the fixedness of
patterns of metadiscourse markers.

ETIK BEYAN
Bu makalenin yazari, c¢aligmalarinda kullandiklar1 materyal ve
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List of abbreviations

AOR Aorist

AUX Auxiliary verb

COP Copula

CMAM  The corpus of male authors’ MA theses
CFAM The corpus of female authors” MA theses

FUT Future

HIS History

IMPF Imperfective
LL Log-likelihood

MDMs Metadiscourse markers
OBLG Obligative
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PASS Passive

PF Perfective

PHI Philosophy

PL Plural

PSB Possibility

PSY Psychology

SG Singular

sOoC Sociology

TLL Turkish Language and Literature
APPENDIX

HEDGES

(Epistemic adverbs)

Adeta “almost”
(A/DrcAsInA/-mis¢Asind  “as if”
-(A/Dr gibi “like...”

Az “little”

Az ¢ok “more or less”

Bazen “sometimes”

Belki/belki de “maybe”

Benzer bir sekilde “in a similar way”
Bir nebze “a bit”

Bir nevi “a kind of”

Biiyiik ihtimalle “most likely”

Bir o kadar “just as much”

Bir dl¢iide “to some extent”

Biiyiik él¢iide “highly”

Cok “many”

Cok fazla ...-mAmAKkta “not too many”
-DIgI gibi “‘just like...”

Dénem donem “from time to time”
Elverdigi él¢iide “to the extent allowed”
Genellikle “generally”

..gibi gériin- “to look like”
Hemen/hemen hemen “almost”
Kismen “partially”

(sanki)... - (y)mls gibi “as if”

-mls gibi goriin- “pretend to...”
Muhtemelen “probably”

Neredeyse “almost”

Stk¢a “frequently”

Stk sik/siklikla “often”

Stirekli “continually”

Siirekli olarak “always”

Tipki ... -DIgI gibi “just like...”
Yaklagik “approximately”

Yok denecek kadar az “hardly any”
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(Epistemic adjectives)
-A agik “-able”

-4 dogru “towards the...
-A yakin “close to”
Bazi “some”

Belirsiz “uncertain”
Bircok “many”
Birkag “a few”

Bir takim “some”
Cogu “most”

Fazla (Digerine oranla) “more (compared to the other)”
...gibi “likea...”

Herhangi bir “any”

Izafi “relative”

... kadar “as...as”

Kimi “some”

Muhtemel “likely”

Olanakl “possible”

Pek ¢ok “most”

Su ya da bu “this of that”

Tiirlii/cesitli “a veriety of”

”

(Epistemic lexical verbs)
Algila- “to perceive”

Belir- “to appear”

Belirt- “to state”

Benzerlik goster- “to show similarity
Cikarsa- “to infer”

Diigiin- “to think”

Fark et- “to notice”

...gibi algila- “to perceive as”
Goriin-/goziik- “to seem”
Iddia et-/iddiasinda bulun- “to claim”
Ileri siir- “to assert”

Imkan tani- “to allow”

Inan- “to believe”

Iste- “to want”

Kanaatinde ol- “to consider”

-MAyA ¢alig- “to try to...”

-mls goériin- “to seem as if”

Miimkiin ol- “to be possible”

Olanak sagla- “to enable”

Ongor- “to foresee”

Oner- “to suggest”

Savun- “to support”

San- “to suppose”

Varsay- “to assume”

Yadsi- “to deny”

Yaklasim/tavir sergile- “to display an atitude”
Yorumla- “to interpret”

LD}



METADISCOURSE IN TURKISH MA THESES 51

The use of passives (e.g. goriil- “to be seen”, Sayil- “to be regarded”, gozlemlen- “to be
observed”)

(Pronouns)

Bazisi/bazilar “some”

Bir¢ogu “many”

Bir cogunlugu “majority”

Biri/birisi “someone”

Bir kismi/boliimii “some”

Bir sey/ler “something”

Cogu “many”

Cogunlugu “many”

Herbiri “each one”

Herhangibiri “anyone”

Birey/ler “individual/s”

Insan “one”

Kisi “person”

Kimi/kimisi/kimileri “some”

Sey “thing”

Biz “we”, first person plural pronoun
Bize/bizi “us”, first person plural object pronoun
Bizim “our”, first person plural possessive pronoun
-(Dk, -(1)z, first person plural suffixes
-(I)mlz, first person plural possessive suffix

(Epistemic modal suffixes)

-(Alr “AOR-3SG”

-DlIr (in nominal sentence) “COP-3SG”

-(y)AcAk+DlIr “FUT-COP-3SG”

-mls+DIr “PRF-COP-3SG.”

Ol+mAll “AUX-OBLG-3SG”

-mAll+DIr “OBLG-COP-3SG”

Ol+mAll+DIr “AUX-OBLG-COP-3SG”

-mls ol+mAll+DIr “PRF AUX-OBLG-COP-3SG”
-(I)yor ol+mAll+DIr “IMPF AUX-OBLG-COP-3SG”
-AcAk ol+mAll+DIr “FUT AUX-OBLG-COP-3SG”
-(y)Abil+-(A/l)r “PSB-AOR-3SG”
-(HI/(Hn+Abil+-(A/Nr “PASS+PSB-AOR-3SG”
-(l)yor ol+Abil+Ir/IAr “IMPF AUX-PSB-AOR-3SG/3PL”
-mls ol+Abil+Ir/IAr “PF AUX-PSB-3SG/3PL”

-(l)yor ol+sun “IMPF AUX-COND-3SG”

-mls ol+mAll “PF AUX-OBLG-3SG”

Olsa gerek “must be”

BOOSTERS

(Universal Pronouns)

Biitiinii “the whole”

Hepsi “all”

Herbiri “each one”

Her insan “every humanbeing”
Herikisi “both of them”
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Herkes “everybody”

Her sey “everything”

Heriigii “each of three”

Hi¢biri “none”

Higbir sey “nothing”

Kimse “nobody”
Tamami/tamaminda “all/whole”
Tiimii “all”

(Amplifiers)

Agwrlikli olarak “mainly”

Asla “never”

Ashnda “in fact”

Asirt “extreme”

... =In basinda gel- “to be the leading of”

Basta “first”

Basta ...olmak iizere “notably”

Bastan asagi “top to bottom”

Bastan sona “entirely”

Binlerce “thousands”

Bol bol “a lot of”

Béylesine “so”

Biitiin “all”

Biiyiik bir (celiski/etki) “a great (conflict/influence)”
Biiyiik oranda “substantially ”

Biiyiik olgide “highly”

Cok “alot”

Cokg¢a “much”

Cok ¢ok “very much”

Cok daha “much more”

Cok farkh bigimde “in a very different way”

Cok tutarsiz “very inconsistent”

Cok onemli “very important”
Daha/daha fazla “more”
Daha da “even more”

En/en ¢ok “the most”
Fazlaca “much”

Hayli/bir hayli “a lot”

Hep “always”

Her/herbir “each”

Her defasinda “each time”
Her derecede “in every degree’
Her konuda “in all matters”
Her ne zaman...-sA “whenever’
Her tiirlii “all kinds”

Her yer “everywhere”

Her yonden “in every way”
Her zaman “anytime”

Hig¢ “none”

Hi¢bir “no”

Higbir sebeple “for no reason”
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Hicbir suretle/sekilde “by no means”
Hi¢bir zaman “never”
Kolaylikla/kolayca “easily”

Oldukga “increasingly”

Onlarca “dozens”

Pek “very”

Sadece/ancak/valnizca “only”

Son derece “extremely”

Tamamen “Completely”

Tam “full”

Tiim “all”

Yakindan “closely”

Yiiz binlerce “hundreds of thousands”
Yiizyillardwr “for centuries”

(Emphatics)

Acik (bir) sekilde “clearly”

Acgikga “clearly”

...apagtktir “it is obvious that”
...asikardir “It is obvious that...”
Bariz “obvious”

Belli/acik “clear”

Bile “even”

Bilhassa “especially”

Bul- “to find”

(Tanrilary) dahi (asan) “even” (going beyond Gods)
Elbette “certainly”

Er ya da geg¢ “soon or later”

Gergekten “really”

Goriil- “to be seen”

Goster- “to show”

Gozlen- “to be observed”

Halen “currently”

Hangi durumda bulunursa bulunsun “in any case”
Hatta “even”

Hi¢ kuskusuz “no doubt”

Istisnasiz bir sekilde “unexceptionally”
Kaginilmaz olarak “inevitably”

Kamnit- “to prove”

Kesin “definite”

Kesinles- “to become definite”
Kesinlikle “definitely”

Kesinlikle ama kesinlikle “definitely but definitely”
Kesin olarak “definitely”

Kuskusuz “no doubt”

...muhakkaktir “it is surely that”
Net/net bir sekilde “clear/clearly”
Olsun olmasmn “whether or not”
Ortada ol- (a¢ik) “to be obvious”
Ortaya ¢ik- “to show up”

Ortaya kon- “to be revealed”
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Ortaya koy- “to reveal”
Ozellikle “especially”

Sapta- “to detect”

Stmsik: “tightly”

Stmirsiz olarak “unlimitedly”
Sonucuna ulag- “to conclude”
Suretiyle “by means of”
Siiphesiz “no doubt”

Tek basina “all by oneself”
Temelde “basically”

Tespit et- “to identify”

Tek tek “one by one”

Tek (yolu) “the only” (way)

(Modal suffixes indicating certainity)
-DIr “COP-3SG” (in nominal predicate)
-(A/Dr “AOR-35G”

-mlg+DIr “PRF-COP-3SG”
-mls+IAr-Dlr “PRF-3PL-COP”
-ll-mIs+DIr “PASS+PRF-COP-3SG”
-mAktA+DIr “IMPF+COP-3SG”
-(y)ACAK+DIr “FUT-COP-3SG”



