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Abstract: This article describes the significance of the development ofan appropriate relationship between
writers and their readers “as the demonstration of absolute truth, empirical evidence, orflawless logic”
(Hyland, 2001). According to a number ofstudies, in order to create an academically convincing identity,
writers use a variety of devices in their discourse such as self-mention, hedges and boosters, evaluative
commentary, interpersonal meta-discourse, theme selections and stance markers. One o fthe ways to maintain
reader-writer interaction is referring to readers as the participants of the discourse by using inclusive or
secondperson pronouns, interjections, questions, directives and references to shared knowledge. According to
Hyland (2001), the usage ofinclusive pronouns in the 240 research articles investigated by him comprises 36.5
% of the total features leaving behind imperatives, obligation modal verbs, indefinite pronouns, knowledge
references, rhetorical questions, second person pronouns, asides, real questions, and the structure “it is
(adjective) to do™. Firstperson pronoun weperforms a number o fimportantfunctions in academic prose, for
example, it can help the writer to engage readers in academic discourse, address the reader from aposition
of confidence”, guide readers “through an argument”, and structure the information within a written text.
Nevertheless, first person exclusive pronoun | rather than inclusive we would be more appropriate in some
cases in order to leave an opportunity to the readers to decide whether or not they agree with the view. Hence,
it is crucial to choose apronoun with the appropriatefunction in each particular case.
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AKAJEMUWANDBILW, >)XA3BA: OUBbIPMAH MEH XXA3YLWbIHbL, UAPBLIM-
UATbIHACBIHOAEBLI ANEAWLILUBLI T¥NEAHDBIL, ECIMI

AugaTna: byn Mawanaga »asyllbinap MeH onapably, OLbipMaHapbl apacbiHiarbl «abconioT TiK amaT Thl,
SMAMpUKanbLy, ganengemMenepai HEMece MIHCI3 NormkaHbl KopceTy peTiHge» (Xaineng, 2001) apacbiHgarbl
TRICTI  WapbIM-IWAThIHACTLIL,  Maubi3abibirbiH - cunaTTangsl.  bipuaTap 3epTTeynepre CYMeHCek,
>Kasylbinap akagemMuanbill, TYproifaH ailbiH CeHIMAINIKTI WwansinTacTbipy YLWiH 03iue cinTeme >Kacay,
Xe>KuUpney >kaHe koTepmeney, 6aranaywbl TYCiHiKTeMe, Tynraapasbill, MeTa-LUCKYPC, TawbipbiThbil,
Taudaynap MeH TypawTbibil, Mapkepnepi CuAWTbLI 034epiHil AUCKypcTapbiHha TYpni Wypangapab
nanganaHagbl. OLibipMaH->Ka3syLlbl 03apa WapbIM-WaThIHACkIH OPHATYAbIL, 6ip TYPi AUCKYPCTbIL MHKIIO3UBTI
Hemece eKiHLWi agamM eCiMATTepPT, OpTaWThiLTapabl, cypawTapabl, AMpeK TuBanapibl XK3He >Kannbl 6inimre
cinTemenepai naiganady. XawWnenaTiy (2001) manimeTTepi 6oibiHWA, 3epTTereH mawananapgpiy 240-
bIHAA WMHKIO3UBTI eciMiikTepai naifjanaHy vmnepaTvsTep, MiHAe T Ti MOfanbAbIL, eTICTIKTEp, Genricis
ecimgikTep, 6iniMre cinTeme, pyUTOpUKaNbILL, CypawiTap, ekiHWi agam eciMaikTep, LWeriHy, HaWwTbl cypaliTap
>K3He «byn >kacay (CblH eCiM)» LypbIbIMbl CUALLTHI >Kaimbl WongaHbInaThiH agicTepgiy, 36,5% Liypaigbl.
BipiHWi afamHbIy ecimaT 6i3 akageMusanbIL, npo3agarbl GipwaTap Maubi3gbl hyHKLUANapas!l opbiHAaNab,
Mblcasbl, >Kasyllbl OLbIpMaHra akafeMuanbIll, AMCKYPCLLA LWAThICyra KOMEKTECEAl, OlbIpMaHra «CeHiMainik
OpHbIHaH» 6arbITTaifbl, OWbIPMaHbl «apryMeHT aplbiibl» 6arbiTTaigbl dK3He awnapaTThl >ka3balla
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M3TiHMeH LypacTblpagbl. [lereHMeH, 6i3NHKNO3T Ti ecimgiriHeH repi, GipiHLi agamHbIL MEH 3KCKO3NBTi
eciMgiri, oublpmaHfapra »asyLUblHbIL, KB3LapacbIMeH Kenice Me, XKoU, na fereH MaceneHi wewyre MYMKIHAIK
Gepy YwWiH Kelibip >kargaiinapga uonainsl 6onap egi. CoHAbILTaH, 3p HauThbl >Karganga ecimiikTi OHbIL,
(hyHKUMACLIHA BalinaHbICThl Taujay BTe Malbl3fbl.

TYm Hdi cB3gep: MHKN03MBT i eciM, IKCKNO3MBT i eCiM, OLbIPMaH MeH >KasyLlbl apacbiHAArbl LapbiM-LaTbIHAC,
anckypc

AKAJEMMWYECKOE MNCbMO: POJ1Ib MECTOVMEHWW MEPBOIO JINLIA B
OTHOLWEHNAX HATATENA N MNCATENA

AHHOTALMA: B faHHON CTaThe ONUCbIBAETCH Ba>KHOCTbPa3BUT WS COOTBETCTBYHLMX OTHOLIEHNA MeXXay
nucaTensMu U UX YUTaTeNs MU «Kak feMOHCTpaLns abCoNOTHOW UCTUHbI, IMMUPUYECKUX [OKA3aTeNbCTB
unn 6e3ynpeyHoit noruku» (XaineHg, 2001). CornacHo pagy uccnefoBaHuil, 4TOoObl CO34aTb akafeMUyecKu
y6eMTeNbHYI0 UAEHTUYHOCTb, aBTOpPbl UCMONL3YIOT pasfuyHble NpPueMbl B CBOEM [UCKYpCe, Takue Kak
ynoMuHaHue cebs, Xxef>KMpoBaHue U BycTepbl, OLEHOUYHbIA KOMMEHTapui, MeXXIMYHOCTHbIA MeTaaucKypc,
BbI6OP TeMbI UMapKepbl No3uuun. OLHUM U3 CMOCOO0B NOALEP>KaHUA B3aUMOLeCTBUSA YuTaTens unucaTens
ABNAeTCA obpalleHne K uuTaTensaM Kak K yyacTHUKaM AUCKypca, Yemy cnoco6CTBYHOT BKIHOUATENbHbIE
MeCTOMMEHUS UAM MECTOUMEHUS BTOPOro Nnua, MeXXAOMEeTHUS, BONPOChl, AUPEKTUBLI U CCbIKU Ha 06LLue
3HaHusA. CornacHo XaineHgy (2001), ncnonb3oBaHue BKNOUUTENbHBLIX MeCTOUMEHUIA B 240 nccnefoBaHHbIX
UM cTaTbaX cocTasnseT 36,5% OT 06Lero uncna MCcnoib30BaHHbIX NPUEMOB, TakWX Kak MmnepaTuBsbl,
06si3aTeNbHble MOAaNbHble aro/bl, HeonpeaeneHHble MECTOMMEHMUSA, CCbIKU Ha 3HaHWS, PUTOpPUYECcKue
BOMPOCbI, MECTOUMEHNUSA BTOPOro nua, 0OTCTYNNEHUS, HACTOALME BONPOCHI, U CTPYKTYpa «3TO0 (Hapeuue)
caenaTb». MeCTOMMEHME MEPBOrO Mua Mbl BbINOAHAET PSAJ Ba>KHbIX (DYHKUWIA B akafemMWuyeckoli npose,
HanpuMMep, OHO MO>KeT MOMOYb MMcaTEeNo BOBMEYL YMTaTeNeil B akageMUUYeCcKuini AUCKypc, 06paTuThbCs K
ynTaTeNo «C NO3NLMUM [JOBEPUs», BECTU unTaTens «yepes apryMeHT» U CTPYKTYpMpoBaTb MHGhOpMaLuIo
B MUCbMEHHOM TeKCcTe. TeM He MeHee, 3KCK/03MBHOE MECTOUMEHME Al B HEKOTOPLIX Clyyasx obi1o 6bl 6onee
YMECTHbIM MO CPABHEHUIO C MHK/HO3MBHBLIM Mbl, YT 06bl MPeAOCTaBNTh YN TAaTeNIM BOSMOXKHOCTh PELUNTb,
COrNIaCHbI I OHU C TOYKOI 3peHnst nucaTens uam HeT. CnefoBaTeNbHO, 04eHb BAXKHO BbIGPATh MECTOMMEHME
C COOTBETCTBYIOLEHA yHKLMER B KaXKAOM KOHKPETHOM Clyyae.

KnoueBble CnoBa: WHKO3UBHOE MeCTOUMEHME,
upTaTeneM 1 nucaTenem, AMCKYpC

9KCKNMHO3MBHOE MECTOMMEHMNE, OTHOLWIEHNA MeXKay

INTRODUCTION

With the development of science, the ability
of researchers to write effectively has become
essentially important. This is because their

dialogue. Nevertheless, it is argued that the text
oriented solely on the writer rather than the writer
and the reader together may cause a lack of trust,

research and the results of the research should not
only be presented in a proper academic style but
should also be persuasive.

A number of studies have shown that in
order to create an academically convincing
identity, writers use a variety of devices in their
discourse such as self-mention, hedges and
boosters, evaluative commentary, interpersonal
meta-discourse, theme selections and stance
markers. However, according to Hyland (2001),
while most of the devices are mainly directed at
revealing the writer’s positions, less attention is
given to the ways readers are engaged into the

lack of interest and lack of attention amongst the
audience. Contrariwise, once the reader feels that
he or she is involved in discussion, for example,
asked questions, this piece of academic writing is
likely to achieve its main objective, i.e. to convince
the reader of the writer’s views and claim for the
originality, significance and trustworthiness of
the work. Thus, it is significant to develop “an
appropriate relationship with his or her readers
as the demonstration of absolute truth, empirical
evidence, or flawless logic” (Hyland, 2001).
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BUILDING A RELATIONSHIPWITH

THE READER

Predicting the potential readers, their
interests and needs can help to achieve interaction
between the reader and the writer in academic
discourse. However, since academic texts may
be read by diverse audiences, for example,
“specialists, students, practitioners, lay people,
and interested members of the discipline”, it
is not always possible to predict the potential
audience (Hyland, 2001). Nevertheless, in order
to build *“an appropriate relationship” with
their readers, writers have to count on readers’
previous knowledge of the subject and other
related works in the field, and their capability to
comprehend the “intertextuality between texts”
(Hyland, 2001).

One of the ways to maintain reader-
writer interaction is referring to readers as the
participants ofthe discourse by using inclusive or
second person pronouns, interjections, questions,
directives and references to shared knowledge
(Hyland, 2001).

In one of his studies, Professor Ken Hyland
(2001) investigates 240 research articles in eight
different disciplines and conducts interviews with
experienced researchers from the same fields in
order to examine the ways readers are positioned
in the published academic texts and identify the
features researchers prefer to use to address their
audience.

The data analysis shows that the usage
of inclusive pronouns in the selected research
articles comprises 36.5 % of the total features,
leaving behind imperatives (21.3 %), obligation
modal verbs (9.4 %), indefinite pronouns (9.2
%), knowledge references (8.2 %), rhetorical
questions (6.6.%), second person pronouns
(3.4%), asides (1.9%), real questions (1.9 %), and
the structure it is (adjective) to do (1.6%). Thus,
the research findings demonstrate that one of the
most common reader-oriented features exploited
in academic writing is inclusive personal
pronouns.

FIRST PERSON PRONOUNS

It is claimed that first person inclusive
pronoun we is most helpful in engaging readers
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in academic discourse, and, therefore, most often
selected by writers whereas pronoun you appears
to be a rarely used reader feature (Hyland,
2001). But why does this happen? Hyland
(2001) suggests that this might be because
writers deliberately attempt to avoid the usage
of you so as to minimize “any implication that
the writer and reader are not closely linked as
members of the same disciplinary community”.
In the meanwhile, inclusive pronoun we invites
the readers into discussion and makes them the
participants of the debate.

Pronoun we performs a number of important
functions in academic prose. Particularly, Hyland
(2001) names such functions as “appeal to
scholarly solidarity”, addressing the reader “from
a position of confidence”, and “guiding readers
through an argument”. Some of the researchers
interviewed by Hyland claim that although it is
not seen as a specific strategy, they use we in their
writing in order to engage readers, “lead readers
along with me”, locate the writer in a network,
and show that “you are just doing and thinking
what they might do and think”.

Harwood (2005) mentions that first person
pronouns | and we can help the writer to structure
the information within a written text by, for
example, enumerating some significant points,
express personal views, explain employed
methods (e.g. in aresearch article), acknowledge
funding individuals or organizations and etc.

The choice ofpersonal pronouns in academic
writing can also demonstrate how writers build
their relationship with the audience and may help
to control the level of authorial presence in an
academic text. Hence, it is crucial to choose a
pronoun with the appropriate function in each
particular case.

While some uses of | and we *“carry much
greater threat to face”, and, therefore, expose
the writer “to attack by the audience”, inclusive
pronouns are argued to be “low-risk examples
of intervention” from the side of the writer
(Harwood, 2005).

Before looking into the usage of inclusive
pronoun we in detail, we have to mention the
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difference between the types of first person
pronoun we. The personal pronoun we can be
inclusive or exclusive. While inclusive pronoun
we involves both the writer and the reader,
exclusive pronoun we implies the writer or
writers only. Being aware of their difference, we
also need to mention that, comparing to some
other languages, there is no formal differentiation
between exclusive and inclusive we in English.
The exception is the imperative lets which is
inclusive. However, let us is mostly exclusive.
While this lack of formal differentiation can
harden the analysis ofacademic prose, researchers
claim that it can be used by writers in a beneficial
way. Harwood (2005) explains that possibility to
subtly move from inclusive to exclusive uses of
personal pronoun, and vice versa, sometimes even
in the same sentence, can help to reach certain
effects, which makes “the inclusive/ exclusive
ambivalence <...> politically advantageous for
the writer”. For instance, the phrase We can see
includes both the reader and the writer. However,
the phrase We can conclude implies the writer
as the only participant because the writer alone,
not the reader, can give a conclusion. Yet this
movement between exclusive and inclusive
functions can occur within the same sentence.
In fact, we in the phrase We can conclude is
exclusive, but it is obvious that researchers
sometimes intentionally choose to use personal
pronoun we rather than | to make the reader feel
involved. Harwood (2005) points out that “this
simulated involvement will hopefully make the
reader more receptive to the writer’s claims for
rhetorical effect”.

The employment of inclusive pronoun we
may have some positive effects on academic
prose. First, the reader’s feeling of involvement
into an academic dialogue which comes from the
use of inclusive pronoun we can reveal writer’s
delicate and thoughtful attitude towards his or her
readers and set a friendly and polite tone within
the writing (e.g. As we can see, ...). This also
demonstrates that the academic debate is being
constructed by the efforts of both the reader and
the writer (Wales, 1980). Second, since inclusive
we refers to both the reader and the writer, it helps
to establish the presence of the author in the text

on the one hand, and, engage the reader into the
discourse on the other. Third, once the message
is transmitted (with the help of inclusive pronoun
we) that the writer and the reader “think alike”,
and then accepted by the readership, the writer
gets an opportunity to “speak on the audience’s
behalf” (Harwood, 2005).

According to Hyland (2001), writers can use
inclusive personal pronouns to add a positively
polite element to their written discourse by
responding to imaginary questions and objections
from the imaginary audience. By doing so,
apart from demonstrating polite attitude to the
readership, writers also pursue the aim to make
their texts more convincing for the readers. Thus,
they make all efforts to persuade readers of their
views and explain their hypotheses.

In the previous paragraph we regarded
personal pronouns as positive politeness devices.
However, in some cases they can also be used
as negative politeness devices. For instance,
inclusive pronoun we can sometimes be employed
for its effect to reduce the writer’s responsibility
“for an imperfect state of affairs” (Harwood,
2005). This appears to be a necessary measure
if there are, for example, certain limitations
to mention or a lack of knowledge or a lack of
understanding on the part of the writer (e.g. We
have not fully understood...). In this case, as
Harwood (2005) claims “inclusive we spreads
any culpability for the lack of knowledge across
the entire discourse community”.

Inclusive pronouns also serve as negative
politeness devices while making a criticism so
that they could minimize the face-threatening act
(FTA) to the readership. According to Harwood
(2005), writers attempt to reduce the threat in
order to secure ratification for their claims.

One of the ways to mitigate the FTA is
avoiding specificity of the criticism. Myers
(1989) argues that mentioning specific
researchers in a criticism would increase face-
threatening risks. Although inclusive pronoun we
is considered to be arelevant way to minimize the
risks, researchers suggest that using first person
exclusive pronoun | rather than inclusive we (e.g.
I think., Ifeel.) would be more appropriate in
some cases (see, for example, Markkanen and
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Schroder, 1992) because by using | the writer
who has a certain view leaves an opportunity to
the readers to decide whether or not they agree
with the view (Harwood, 2005). The use of we
in these cases can be regarded as more face-
threatening as it considers the reader’s attitude
towards the discussed issue equivalent to that of
the writer.

In one ofhis corpus-based studies, Harwood
(2005) investigates forty research articles in
order to examine how academic writers use the
personal pronouns | and we in their discourse.
Because multiple-authored articles cannot use
the personal pronoun | due to the number of
authors, for this research only single-authored
articles were chosen to ensure the possibility
of the use of both first person pronouns | and
we. The results of the research show that almost
all instances of we in the selected research
articles from soft disciplines such as Business
and Management and Economics are inclusive
rather than exclusive whereas in hard disciplines
such as Physics and Computing Science most

of the instances of we are exclusive. This
appears to occur because writers from soft fields
mostly prefer using | rather than we to refer to
themselves. At the same time, writers from hard
disciplines choose to use exclusive we rather
than | to refer to themselves. As a result, first
person pronoun | is rarely used in the hard
disciplines.

CONCLUSION

To sum up, researchers claim that many
writers from both soft and hard disciplines tend
to move between exclusive and inclusive first
person pronouns in their academic prose. While
exclusive pronouns | and we are often used to
present novelty, inclusive personal pronoun
we may help to involve the readership into the
reader-writer dialogue and, thus, make the
academic texts more persuasive. We can also be
employed in order to share responsibility with
the audience for “an imperfect state of affairs”
(Harwood, 2005).
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