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Abstract: This article explores how linguistic features contribute to the
construction of authorial voice in scientific discourse. Drawing upon theoretical
frameworks and empirical studies, it examines how voice is realized through stance,
hedges, self-mention and engagement. The article highlights the challenges faced
by second language (L2) writers in projecting voice and proposes pedagogical
strategies to support their development. Through a critical review of literature, the
study argues that voice is not merely a stylistic choice but a rhetorical and
epistemological necessity in scientific communication.
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Scientific discourse has traditionally been characterized as objective,
impersonal, and factual. However, contemporary research has increasingly
recognized that even the most technical scientific texts bear the imprint of their
authors through specific linguistic choices. These choices—collectively known as
authorial voice—serve crucial rhetorical functions in establishing credibility,
conveying stance, and engaging with discourse communities.

Authorial voice can be defined as the linguistic manifestation of a writer's
presence and identity within a text (Ivani¢, 1998; Matsuda, 2001). In scientific
writing, this presence is realized through a complex interplay of lexical,
grammatical, and rhetorical features that position the author in relation to their
research, their claims, and their audience. Far from being merely stylistic
embellishments, these linguistic features are essential tools for constructing
knowledge, establishing authority, and participating in disciplinary conversations.

The concept of voice in scientific discourse has evolved considerably over
time. Traditional scientific writing emphasized objectivity through linguistic
distancing strategies such as passive voice constructions and the avoidance of
personal pronouns. However, contemporary views recognize that effective scientific
communication requires a more nuanced approach to authorial presence. As Hyland
(2002) argues, "academic writing is not just about conveying an ideational 'content’;
it is also about the representation of self" (p. 1091).

This article focuses specifically on the linguistic features that constitute
authorial voice in scientific discourse. Through a systematic review of empirical
studies and theoretical frameworks, it aims to identify, categorize, and analyze the
primary linguistic mechanisms through which researchers establish their presence
in texts. Additionally, it examines how these features vary across disciplines,
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languages, and cultural contexts, and how they contribute to the overall effectiveness
of scientific communication.

Understanding the linguistic dimensions of authorial voice is particularly
important in today's globalized academic environment, where researchers must
navigate complex discourse communities with varying expectations and
conventions. For early-career and multilingual scholars, mastering these linguistic
features is essential for successful participation in international scientific discourse.

The analysis revealed several key linguistic features that constitute authorial
voice in scientific discourse. These can be categorized into six main areas: personal
pronoun usage, modality markers, evaluative language, syntactic choices, citation
practices, and meta discourse.

Linguistic Features of Authorial Voice in Scientific Discourse

Stance Markers Engagement Markers
(Writer-oriented Features) (Reader-oriented Features)

Hedges Reader Pronouns
(express caution and possibility) (explicitly reference the reader)
Examples: may, might, perhaps, possible, Examples: you, your, inclusive we,
apparently, suggest, indicate the reader, one's, researchers
=
Boosters Directives
(express certainty and conviction) (instruct reader to perform action)
Examples: clearly, definitely, demonstrate, Examples: consider, note that, see Figure 1,

establish, prove, show, obviously refer to, imagine, let us examine

&

Attitude Markers Questions
(express writer's affective attitudes) (invite reader involvement)
Examples: unfortunately, surprisingly, Examples: What causes this effect?
importantly, remarkable, significant Why does this occur? How can we explain?

Self-Mention Shared Knowledge
(explicit writer presence in text) (appeal to disciplinary assumptions)

Examples: |, we, my, our, the author, Examples: of course, obviously,

the researcher, this paper as we know, it is well-established that

Modality markers, which express degrees of certainty and commitment,
constitute a crucial linguistic dimension of voice.

Corpus studies by Hyland (2005) revealed systematic disciplinary variation
in the distribution of these features. Hard sciences employed hedges primarily when
discussing interpretations and implications, while boosters were used for established
methodological procedures. In contrast, soft sciences showed more evenly
distributed hedging throughout texts, reflecting greater interpretive flexibility.

Cross-linguistic studies by Hu and Cao (2011) demonstrated that English-
language scientific articles contained higher frequencies of hedges compared to
Chinese-language articles, which favored boosters. This suggests that modality
markers are influenced not only by disciplinary conventions but also by broader
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cultural rhetorical traditions. The strategic use of personal pronouns—particularly
first-person pronouns (I, we, my, our)—represents one of the most direct linguistic
markers of authorial presence in scientific Notably, Flgttum et al. (2006) identified
disciplinary variation in the rhetorical purposes of first person pronoun usage, with
physicists using pronouns primarily for procedure description, while linguists
employed them more frequently for argumentative purposes. texts.

Evaluative language represents another significant linguistic dimension of
authorial voice. Hood (2010) demonstrated that evaluative language in scientific
texts often follows disciplinary patterns. In experimental sciences, evaluation tends
to be directed toward methods and results, while in theoretical disciplines, concepts
and arguments receive more evaluative attention. Instructional materials often
neglect voice features or treat them as advanced topics. However, recent pedagogy
recommends integrating genre-based writing tasks, corpus consultation, and peer
review exercises to help L2 writers gain confidence in their voice. Helms-Park and
Stapleton (2003) argue that developing voice is essential for academic identity
formation and long-term scholarly success.

Voice is especially crucial for L2 writers seeking to publish in English-
dominant journals. These writers must navigate not only linguistic barriers but also
complex rhetorical expectations. Therefore, voice should be a central component of
academic writing instruction, particularly in EAP and graduate programs. Instructors
should model voice features, provide genre-specific feedback, and encourage critical
reflection on rhetorical choices.

Moreover, institutional policies and publication standards should recognize
the diversity of voice expressions. Rigid adherence to impersonal style may
marginalize non-native perspectives and reinforce inequities in knowledge
production. Embracing a pluralistic view of voice can contribute to a more inclusive
and dialogic scientific community.

This article has examined the specific linguistic features that constitute
authorial voice in scientific discourse. Through analysis of personal pronouns,
modality markers, evaluative language, syntactic choices, citation practices, and
meta discourse, it has demonstrated that voice is realized through systematic
linguistic patterns that vary across disciplines, languages, and cultural contexts.

As scientific communication continues to evolve in response to technological
changes, internationalization, and shifting epistemological paradigms,
understanding the linguistic dimensions of authorial voice becomes increasingly
important. By recognizing and strategically employing these linguistic features,
researchers can project voices that are both individually distinctive and disciplinarily
appropriate, thereby enhancing the clarity, persuasiveness, and integrity of scientific
discourse.
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