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The use of hedging in EFL students’ academic writing

Academic writing in English is a special genre which requires maintaining a certain tone and adhering to
conventions accepted in the scholarly community. Writers should strive to express their stance appropriately
by avoiding overly categorical statements and overgeneralizations. One of the ways to achieve this is using
hedging strategies. Therefore, teaching hedging should be an obligatory aspect in an academic writing course
to develop EFL (English as a foreign language) students’ academic writing competence. This study aimed to
explore the EFL students’ usage of various hedging types and academic writing teachers’ perceptions of
hedging instruction. To this end, corpus analysis of undergraduate EFL students’ forty academic essays was
conducted to identify hedging types according to the framework of Salager-Meyer, and six academic writing
teachers have been interviewed to elicit their perceptions. It was revealed that of all seven types of hedges
found in the essays, students could appropriately utilize mainly two types. This demonstrates that EFL learn-
ers struggle when expressing tentative statements in academic writing. The interview findings also imply that
more attention should be given to teaching hedging explicitly and considering integrating more practice in the
syllabus for the academic writing course. This study might be helpful in raising awareness of the problems
associated with hedging instruction in academic writing classes as well as contributing to the literature in ac-
ademic writing research.

Keywords: academic writing conventions, hedging, teachers’ perceptions, EFL students, hedging instruction,
claims, devices, hedging types, strategies.

Introduction

The relevance of developing academic writing skills in students at higher education institutions is unde-
niable, given the growing need for the development of research and the increasing visibility of universities in
the international academic arena [1]. Academic success among students of Kazakhstani higher educational
institutions depends on efficient academic writing skills [2; 53]. However, few EFL (English as a foreign
language) learners are able to write academic papers at the required level, although they might have high
proficiency in using the grammar rules and academic vocabulary. The previous research consistently indi-
cates that major challenges students encounter in academic writing are related to insufficient knowledge of
conventions and inability to use language tools to ensure logical expression [3], [4; 150]. There are nine
characteristics that define academic writing: complexity, formality, precision, objectivity, accuracy, hedging,
responsibility, organization, planning. As such, this paper is focused on one of the significant features of ac-
ademic writing — hedging and highlights the importance of developing hedging strategies of undergraduate
EFL students.

Gillet et al. [5] contend that academic writing frequently requires a cautious approach, and
there are numerous ways to express caution. A technique known as hedging is a method of softening claims
without undermining one’s stance in a manner that is acceptable in academic writing. Numerous studies
[6-10] have looked into the types and functions of hedges. A communication device known as hedging is
used to either increase or decrease the impact of assertions [8]. The hedges such as probably, likely, perhaps,
could, might, etc. help to create a proper rhetorical and interactive tone by covering affective and epistemic
meanings in academic discourse. Moreover, hedging displays the authors’ attitude towards the reader as well
as how certain they are that the assertion is true. Therefore, writers should be careful to communicate their
message according to the expectations of the academic community. The following example by Salager-
Meyer [11; 2] presents a clear explanation of what hedges are:
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One could state a proposition as a fact (e.g., “This medicine will help you recover quickly”), or one
could use a hedge to distance oneself from that statement, e.g. ““I believe that this medicine could help you
recover quickly”.

Thus, hedging is a metadiscourse device that authors employ when they want to weaken the impact of a
claim as well as to express respect towards someone’s views or results. In fact, various scholars have defined
hedging in different ways; for example, as “items of language which a speaker uses to explicitly qualify
his/her lack of commitment to the truth of a proposal he/she utters” [7; 281]; or as linguistic devices to show
the degree of commitment to a claim [8]. Therefore, hedging devices take a significant part in academic writ-
ing, signaling the writers’ position in accordance with their attitude towards the claim.

From the perspective of stance, hedging reflects the writer’s epistemic positioning and degree of com-
mitment to propositions, contributing to the construction of an academic voice. This aligns with the notion of
epistemic modality by Palmer [12], where hedging signals probability and possibility. Nevertheless, in the
context of second language writing, studies have shown that learners often struggle with the appropriate use
of hedging due to limited linguistic resources and insufficient awareness of disciplinary conventions, which
highlights the importance of explicit instruction in academic writing [5-7].

However, academic writing textbooks contain little information and tasks for practicing hedging. As
Salager-Meyer noted, this aspect is “largely ignored in pedagogical materials...” [11; 11]. This view is sup-
ported by Hyland, who also emphasized that hedging exercises are under-represented in academic writing
coursebooks [8]. On this basis, we hypothesize that students have insufficient awareness of hedging strate-
gies, which can hinder their success in academic writing. In addition, despite the significance of using hedg-
ing in academic writing, there is a scarcity of empirical studies that focus on the EFL students’ use of hedg-
ing in academic essays through the analysis of hedging types and frequency of use, triangulated by the teach-
ers’ practices and perceptions from pedagogical perspectives. The research on hedging is mainly cross-
disciplinary since it is conducted at the intersection of pragmatics, linguistics, semantics and applied linguis-
tics [13]. The current research also has some features of these areas as it contains the analysis of corpora as
well as the perceptions of writing instructors towards hedging and teaching it in academic writing classes.
This study is expected to address a gap in the literature on hedges because their proper usage is essential in
the process of differentiating fact and evaluation.

Students majoring in “Foreign Language: Two foreign languages” (TFL) in a Kazakhstani University
under investigation are required to write academic essays as part of the requirements for Academic Writing
course. To this end, we aim to explore the use of hedging in academic essays of TFL students as well as to
determine the teachers’ perceptions in hedging instruction. For this purpose, we analyse students’ essays and
conduct interviews with academic writing instructors.

Hedging classifications:

According to Banks [6], Hyland [8], and Skelton [10], hedges can be broadly categorized as those that
focus on the content (epistemic) and those that focus on the reader (interpersonal). For example, Skelton [10]
divided hedges into three types such as copulas other than to be, lexical commenting verbs and modal verbs.
Further, Salager-Meyer’s [14] earlier taxonomy divided hedges into five types: shields (can, may),
approximators (about, approximately), authors’ personal uncertainty and direct engagement (I believe), emo-
tionally charged intensifiers (really, surprisingly), and complex hedges (would seem somewhat).

Since hedging is a subjective phenomenon that is applicable in a specific context, many scholars have
been arguing on which words and phrases should be classified as hedges and which temporarily serve their
function in a particular context only. Clemen [15] suggests a list of the common hedging devices such as ep-
istemic qualifiers, personal pronouns, indirect constructions, parenthetical constructions, subjective condi-
tionals and other grammatical structures. Some scholars have also reported the use of passives, agentless and
impersonal constructions as a way to hedge [13; 15].

Some known hedge words classifications made by scholars are briefly summarized in Table 1 below.
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Table 1
Taxonomies of hedge words
Prince Skelton Myer SaI:;alg;gr— Hyland Salager — Meyer
(1982) (1988) (1989) (1994) (1996) (1997)
Approxi- | Copulas, Subject com- | Shields, Approxi- | Reader and Modal auxiliary verbs, Adjec-
mators, modal verbs, | plements other | mators, Personal Content orient- tival, nominal, adverbial, and
Shields lexical than be, Lexi- | doubts and direct | ed, among them | modal phrases, Approximators
commenting | cal verbs, involvement, writer and accu- | of degree, time, frequency,
verbs Modal verbs Emotionally racy-oriented and modal lexical verbs, com-
of condition, charged intensifi- pound hedges, If- clauses,
Probability ers Introduction phrases
adverbs

Most taxonomies, in general, share similar ideas and they have a balance between each other. However,
Salager — Meyer’s [11] pragmatic framework of hedging types presents an integration of most of the earlier
identified hedges. Taxonomy of Salager — Meyer includes the types that have not been previously attributed
to the hedging category, such as some of the modal lexical verbs (Table 2).

Table 2
Classification of Salager— Meyer (1997)

Modal auxiliary verbs (MAVS) may, might, can, could, should, would

Modal lexical verbs (MLV) Seem, indicate, suggest, estimate, appear, tend, think, argue,

propose, assume

Adjectival, Adverbial, Nominal modal phrases
(AANM)

Adjective: probable, likely, possible
Nouns: possibility, assumption, suggestion
Adverbs: probable, perhaps, practically, apparently

Approximators of frequency, degree, quantity,
and time (AFDQT)

approximately, about, usually, often, generally, a lot of

Introduction phrases (IP) we feel that, believe, in our view

If clauses (IfC) if anything, if correctly

Compound hedge words (CH) seems likely, it would appear, would seem somewhat

As it was mentioned before, the literature review showed the limited research on hedging from peda-
gogical perspectives. Previous studies explored how often advanced learners use hedges and boosters in their
essays and whether there was a difference between men and women in using these devices, examined the
prevalence of hedging devices, as well as their various forms and functions in the discussion sections of re-
search articles, and looked into the effect of direct and indirect approaches to data-driven learning on EFL
undergraduate students’ mastery of hedges [16].

In the first study, the findings showed that hedges and boosters were used more often in the academic
essays’ introductions and discussions than in the rest of the essays. Also, both men and women used hedges
more than they used boosters. The next research indicated that the frequency and forms of the hedging words
were statistically significantly different between qualitative and quantitative research publications. As for the
last-mentioned, experimental study, both approaches had strengths and limitations; however, students’ per-
ceptions of teaching hedges through the analysis of corpora were positive.

Other researchers compared empirical and non-empirical academic publications to investigate the varia-
tions in their usage of hedging and boosting in English and Chinese-Medium journals. The authors of empir-
ical and non-empirical academic articles were also compared. The findings demonstrated that abstracts pub-
lished in English-medium journals had noticeably more hedges than those published in journals in the Chi-
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nese language. Later work by Firoozjahantigh et al. [17] examined the effect of explicit instruction of hedg-
ing and boosting devices through a process-based approach and found that it has a positive effect on the de-
velopment of EFL learners’ academic writing skills. Hollman et al. [18] focused on Japanese EFL students’
use of hedges may, might and could in academic writing and found the frequent but inappropriate use of the
modal verb could. They attributed this to the influence of L1 and to the given topics. Overall, previous re-
search presents the integration of corpus analysis to identify the hedging patterns and pedagogical decisions
for more effective corpus-informed hedging instruction.

Materials and Methods

The study is guided by the following research questions:

1. Which types of hedging do TFL students use most in their academic essays?

2. Which types of hedging do TFL students use least in their academic essays?

3. What are academic writing teachers’ perceptions of teaching hedges in academic writing?

Study design

This study utilized explanatory sequential mixed methods to maintain objectivity and rigour of findings.
The quantitative part included a frequency count of the hedges used on the basis of corpus analysis, followed
by the qualitative method to interview the academic writing teachers and identify their perceptions of teach-
ing hedges in their courses.

Participants and Data Collection

The consent forms were sent to academic writing teachers and undergraduate TFL students who have
taken the course on academic writing. Consequently, 70 academic essays written by TFL students were col-
lected for the data; 40 of them were randomly selected for analysis by using a random number generator pro-
gram. In this investigation, two 2nd year bachelor’s TFL groups shared their academic essays. The English
proficiency level of these students according to CEFR is B1-B2. As for academic writing instructors, the
consent form was sent to all academic writing instructors of the University; 6 of them agreed to be inter-
viewed. The sampling strategy of teachers involves convenience sampling. The research tool was a semi-
structured interview consisting of 5 questions that were designed in order to determine the teachers’ percep-
tions of teaching hedging. The academic writing teachers’ demographics information is presented below. To
ensure anonymity and confidentiality, the participants were coded as AWT1 (Academic writing teacher 1),
etc. As seen from Table 3, all participants have been teaching academic writing for many years, and the dis-
tribution of the holders of Master’s and PhD degrees is equal. Two of them are males, and four informants
are females. Each interview lasted about 20-25 minutes and was delivered in English, at a place and time
convenient for each participant.

Table 3
Academic writing teachers’ demographics
Working experience as I -
Codes Age Gender an AWT (years) Featured qualifications and position
AWTL Male 3 MSc in “Educat.ional. Leadership” (2022),
Nazarbayev University
PhD student, Scientific internship at the University
AWT2 Female 6 of Cambridge, UK (2018)
AWT3 Female 10 PhD, assistant professor (2010)
AWT4 Male 7 PhD, assistant professor (2014)
AWTS Female 4 MSc in Applied Linguistics and SLA, University of
Oxford
AWT6 Female 5 MA in TEFL (Two foreign languages) (2019)
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Procedure and data analysis

1) Academic essays written by TFL students

A guantitative examination of 40 essays submitted by undergraduate TFL students for the Academic
writing class in 2023 served as the basis for the study. We used a quantitative method (frequency counts) in
order to identify students’ awareness about hedging by calculating and analyzing the frequency of hedge
words in academic essays. The corpus analysis method was applied to the data to be analyzed. The research-
er reviewed each student’s entire essay, looked for hedges, and then categorized them using Salager-Meyer’s
[11] taxonomy since it shows the most frequently utilized hedging categories. Two steps were taken during
the coding process. When a hedge item was identified, it was manually recorded in the collection table. By
doing this, the context in which a hedge appears is preserved. The next phase involved coding hedges. By
doing so, the author was able to identify the hedge words that are used more frequently, in addition to captur-
ing the frequency distributions of types of hedges in general. The steps in the inquiry process included identi-
fying the hedges, calculating the types and frequencies, and interpreting the findings.

2) Academic writing instructors

Thematic analysis by Braun and Clarke [19] was used for semi-structured interviews held with academ-
ic writing teachers. In thematic analysis, we generated initial codes, then labelled them and generated catego-
ries, and next defined and named themes. This procedure was conducted manually since the current research
is small-scale and writing on paper ensures the control of the data.

Results and discussion

In Table 4, we present the distribution of all types of hedging in academic essays written by TFL students.

Table 4
Students’ use of hedging types in academic essays
Adverbial, Approxi-

Modal Modal | Adjectival, mators of Introducto- Com-
Types of Hedgings | auxiliary | lexical Nominal frequency, rv phrase If clauses pound

verbs vebrs modal degree, and yp hedges

phrase time

Number of students
using hedging by
type (n) (out of 40) 37 19 15 34 8 5 7

Research question 1. Which types of hedging do TFL students use most in their academic essays?

The results demonstrate that the students use various hedging devices in academic writing. However,
the most utilized ones are Modal Auxiliary Verbs (MAVs) and Approximators of frequency, degree, quanti-
ty, and time (AFDQT). According to the taxonomy of Salager-Meyer [10], MAVs include the following
modal verbs: may, might, can, could, should, would. AFDQT consists of the following lexical items: approx-
imately, about, usually, often, generally, a lot of. As shown in Table 4, various MAVs have been identified in
37 essays out of all 40 students’ essays, whereas AFDQT were used by 34 students.

The total number of utilized MAVs is 143 items, which constitute 47 % among all seven types, and
AFDQT is 83 units, that is 27,3 %, found in almost all students’ essays.

Research question 2. Which types of hedging do TFL students use least in their academic essays?

In contrast, some other types were not used extensively. For instance, Introductory phrases (8 times,
2,6 %), If clauses (8 times, 2,6 %), and Compound hedges (10 times, 3,3 %) were the hedging types that ap-
peared least in students’ essays; only 5-7 students out of 40 could use them appropriately. However, as Fig-
ure 1 indicates, it should be noted that all types of hedging were found, despite the fact that they were used in
various amounts.

The bar chart below (Fig. 1) presents a distribution of all hedging types in academic essays written by
TFL students.
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Figure 1. The distribution of all types of hedging in the students’ essays

Research question 3. What are Academic writing teachers’ perceptions of teaching hedges in academic
writing?

Below is a table demonstrating the results of thematic analysis. Overall, four themes emerged from the
data reflecting the academic writing teachers’ perceptions of hedging instruction: Functions of hedging, Lim-
itations of using hedges, Pedagogical constraints in hedging instruction, and Teachers’ practices in hedging
instruction.

Table 5
Thematic analysis of AWT responses

Samples of initial open codes

Categories

Themes

Indicate uncertainty, protect the
claims, soften the claims, avoid criti-
cism

Epistemic functions of hedges

Functions of hedging

Respecting other viewpoints, to be
polite, relate to the reader

Interpersonal functions of hedges

Moderate use, not overuse

shows uncertainty, sounds unconfi-
dent, unconvincing claims, inappro-
priate context

Moderate use of hedges

The danger of undermining one’s
claims

Limitations of hedging

Little information in the textbooks, not
sufficiently covered, little attention in
syllabus, underestimate the im-
portance

lack of practice, few exercises, 1-2
hours of teaching hedges

Insufficient coverage in the textbooks
and syllabi
Superficial instruction of hedging

Pedagogical constraints in
hedging instruction

Include in final assessment, provide
example, explain appropriate use, cre-
ate exercises myself

Using explicit explanation

instruction

Discuss the importance of hedges,
justify limited use, and identify the
hedges in the articles

Raising awareness

Teach mainly modal verbs,

Limited focus

Teachers’ practices in hedging
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Theme 1. Functions of hedging.

All participants showed awareness of hedging devices and described their functions in academic writ-
ing. They acknowledged the significant role of hedging in protecting and softening the claims, avoiding criti-
cism and displaying respect to other scholars’ views. Teachers consistently listed both epistemic and inter-
personal functions of hedging. For example, AWT1 response reflects other participants’ answers: “Yes, |
teach hedging in my classes. | think that students should learn how to protect their claims, and there is a
question of respecting other viewpoints.”

Theme 2. Limitations of hedging.

Although hedges play a central role in academic writing, several teachers admitted that they should be
used carefully due to some limitations. Given that extensive use of hedges might lead to undermining one’s
own stance and reducing confidence in assertions, it was noted that students should use them cautiously. A
participant’s response is reflective of this point: | can say that | partially agree. It is required where it is ap-
propriate. That means we should use it moderately” (AWT 6). Another respondent supported this concern:
“The reason is that we know the use of hedging is required for academic essays, but we should do it moder-
ately. Overuse can lead to unconvincing claims”. (AWT 3).

Theme 3. Pedagogical constraints in hedging instruction.

Despite the significance of hedges and the multiple functions they perform, all participants unanimously
stated that hedging receives very limited attention in academic writing textbooks. As a result, teachers do not
include this topic in the syllabus, and students do not have enough opportunities to practice it. For example,
according to the participants’ answer: “Perhaps, there is little information in the textbooks, therefore students
pay little attention to that. That means the importance of hedging is not sufficiently conveyed in the text-
books” (AWT3). Another response confirms that insufficient pedagogical materials lead to inappropriate use
of hedges.

“It seems that students are short of practicing because of a lack of information on hedging types, so they
sometimes do not know how to use it appropriately” (AWT6). Another teacher explicitly stated that under-
representation of hedging in academic writing textbooks results in superficial instruction and underestima-
tion of some important hedging types, needed to show sophistication in producing academic texts. The fol-
lowing quote represents this conclusion: “I teach hedging, but only 1-2 hours of the whole course duration”
(AWT?2).

Theme 4. Teachers’ practices in hedging instruction.

All participants share a belief that consistent practice can enhance the awareness of students in using
hedges and their overall positive outcomes in academic writing. Regardless of insufficient information in the
textbooks, they try to create exercises themselves and discuss the importance of proper use of hedges. As
they report, they consider: “It comes only with constant practice, so it would be better to include hedging
into assessment criteria, so students will have to pay more attention to it” (AWT 4). However, teachers ad-
mitted that they teach mostly modal auxiliary verbs and some other types: “I teach mostly modal auxiliary
verbs” (AWT6);

“I teach all of them, but it seems to me that modal auxiliary verbs and adjectival, adverbial and nominal
modal phrases are used more frequently than others” (AWT5).

Overall, the results revealed awareness of academic writing teachers of the functions of hedges and
their significant role in academic texts. However, due to some pedagogical constraints, such as limited cov-
erage of this feature in the academic writing textbooks and syllabi, small amount of time allocated for hedg-
ing instruction and a deficiency of practical tasks, EFL students have insufficient knowledge and skills in
using various hedging strategies. The findings suggest an urge for material development, particularly for
teaching all hedging types. Also, contrary to the teachers’ beliefs, the essay analysis revealed very few occur-
rences of adjectival, adverbial and nominal modal phrases, although modal auxiliary verbs have been used
extensively.

Conclusions

According to the results of essay analysis, it can be concluded that TFL students are aware of hedging
strategies since all hedging types have been identified in their writings. However, the students’ hedging us-
age in academic essays should be improved because there were sentences where hedging was required but
students missed that.

Also, we can summarize that mostly only two types of hedging — Modal auxiliary verbs and
Approximators of frequency, degree, quantity, and time out of seven by Salager-Meyer’s taxonomy were ap-
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plied by students. The reasons behind such findings might be that teachers pay more attention to teaching
these types. Also, modal verbs and adverbials are widely used not only in academic writing but in all other
genres, and possibly, they have been mastered earlier. This finding corroborates the results of Salager-Meyer
[11] and Hollman [17], who found the most frequent use of the modal verb could in students’ writings. Other
types were also found, but their distribution was rare. The least used types were introductory phrases, if-
clauses and compound hedges. It aligns with the findings of Hyland [8] that L2 students often have difficul-
ties in applying compound hedges in their academic writing. These results also imply that students and
teachers should pay more attention to other types of hedge words and practice them in order to be able to use
hedging strategies efficiently.

As for the teachers’ perceptions regarding hedging instruction in academic writing classes, it should be
noted that some teachers admitted they gave little attention to teaching hedges. They attributed this neglect to
the deficiency of practical tasks on hedging in the academic writing textbooks and insufficient time allocated
for teaching this aspect. Nevertheless, all academic writing instructors confirmed that hedging strategies are
vital in preserving academic tone and thus should be paid more attention to. They recommended practicing
this strategy in order to improve the performance of academic writing students. Based on their answers, we
generated some suggestions on how to improve hedging instruction in academic writing classes, which are:
including various types of hedging in assessment criteria; applying hedging in making claims and proposi-
tions; giving the tasks to identify hedges in scientific articles; providing examples, templates and models;
explaining the importance of using hedging moderately and appropriately.

The pedagogical goal of this study was to highlight and evaluate the situation regarding the use of hedg-
ing strategies in academic essays of TFL students, as well as to dive into the academic writing teachers’ be-
liefs and perceptions of hedging and its instruction in academic writing classes. It is believed that the current
research can help students, teachers, and material developers to understand the crucial importance of hedging
strategies in maintaining academic style and tone. In addition, it contributes to the scientific literature on
hedges by presenting insights from an EFL context, where the limited use of hedging can lead to unqualified
claims. Therefore, more research is needed to explore the hedging instruction and factors underlying the un-
derestimation of such an essential feature of academic writing to address the challenges and inform academic
writing pedagogy.
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J.E. lllaiikenosa, C.b. Tynenona, A.T. Yaknukosa, M.b. bekTypoBa

AFBUIIIBIH TiJIIH IIETeJI TUIi peTiHAe OKUThIH CTYAeHTTEePAiH
aKaJeMHUSJIBIK Ka3yAa XeKUHITi KOJJaHYbI

AFBUIIIBIH  TUTIHAET1 aKaJeMHUsUIBIK JKa3sy — Oenrimi Oip eKmiHAI caKTayIbl >KOHE aKaJeMHSIIBIK
KaybIMJIACTBIKTA JKaJITbI KaObLIJaHFaH KOHBEHIMSJIAapFa CoHKec KeJy/li Talal eTeTiH epeKile XaHp. ABTOp-
Jap ©3 YCTaHbIMAAPBIH JKETKUTIKTI Typae Oinmipyre THIPBICYBl KepeK, MIaMaJaH ThIC KaTErOpHsIIbIK
TYXKBIPBIMIAP MEH JKalmbulaylapaaH ayiak 0onysl kepek. bynm makcaTka eTymiH Oip KOJIBI — XEKHHT
KOJIIaHy, COHJIBIKTAH XEKHMHITI OKbITY arsumiblH TimiH met Tini (EFL) peringe yiipeHeTiH cTyneHTTepiH
KY3BIPETTLUIITIH AaMBITY YIIiH aKaJeMHUSUIBIK Ka3y KypCHIHBIH MIiHAETTi acleKTici OOMysl KepeK. 3epTTeyaiH
Makcatel — EFL cTymeHTTepiHIH XEIDKWHTTIH OpTYpJi TYpPJEPiH KOJAAHYBIH JKOHE aKaJeMISIIBIK Ka3zy
MYFalIMJIEpiHIH XeIDKUHTKE OKBITY OMIiCTEpl Typansl TyciHikTepiH 3eprrey. Ochl MakcarTa Canarep-Meiiep
TYKBIPBIMJIAMachlHa COWKEC XeIDKMHT TypiepiH aspikray yuriH EFL crymentrepiniy 40 axaxeMHsIIBIK
ICCEeCiHIH KOPMYCTBIK Tajgaybl >KYpri3ingi, COHHai-ak oJIap/AblH TYCIHIKTepiH HAKTbUIAy YIIIH aiThl
aKaJIEMISIUIBIK JKa3y MYyFaliMiMEH cyxOaTTtap >Kyprizinmi. ODccenepie Ke3AeCeTiH KeTi TYPAIH IlnHIe
CTYACHTTEp HETI3IHEH €Ki TYpiH METKITKTI TypAe KOJIaHa alfaHbl aHBIKTAIABL byl cTymeHTTepaiH
aKaJeMISUIBIK JKazyJda TY)KBIPBIMAApIb! OUNnipyae KUbIHIBIKTapra Tam OonaThlHBIH Kepcereai. CyxOar
HOTIDKENepl XEIDKUHT OOMBIHIIA OKBITYFa KeOIpeK KeHIT 0eiy »oHe aKaJeMILSUIBIK jKazy KypcTapblHa
MPaKTUKAJIBIK JKaTTHIFYTapIsl Ke0ipek KoCy KaKeTTUNriH kepcereni. OCBI 3epTTey aKaAeMHSUIBIK XKazy
cabaKTapbIH/Ia XePKHHT TYPICPiH OKBITYMEH OaiiilaHbICThl KHBIHABIKTAP Typasibl XabapaapibIKThl apTTHIpYFa
JKOHE aKaJJeMHSUIBIK a3y OOMbIHIIA 3epTTey 9AeOHETiHE Yiiec KOCYybl MyMKIH.

Kinm ce30ep. akaAeMHsUIBIK jKa3y epeenepi, XEMKHMHT, OKBITYIIBIHBIH KO3KapacTapbl, aFbLIIIBIH Tifi
CTYICHTTEPI, TYXKBIPBIMIAP, KYpalaap, XePKHHT TypJiepi, CTpaTerusiap.

J.E. lllaiikenosa, C.b. Tynenosa, A.T. YaknukoBa, M.b. bekTypoBa

Hcnonb3oBaHue XeKUPOBAHKS B AKAJeMUYECKOM NMUCbMe CTY/IeHTaAMHU,
H3YYAIOIIUMM AHTJIMHCKUH A3bIK KAK MHOCTPAHHBIH

AxaileMuIecKoe MIChMO Ha aHTITHHCKOM SI3BIKE — 3TO OCOOBIH skaHp, TpeOyromuii cCoOMoaeHNs OTIpeieNieH-
HOTO TOHA M COOTBETCTBHUS OOLICHIPHHSATHIM B HAYYHOM COOOIIECTBE KOHBECHIHSM. ABTODHI JOJDKHBI CTpe-
MHTBCSI a[IeKBaTHO BBIPaXKaTh CBOIO MO3UINIO, H30eras 4pe3MepHO KaTerOpPUYHBIX yTBEP:KACHUH U 00001m1e-
Huid. OfMH U3 CHOCOOOB MOCTIKEHMS 3TOM LENH — MCIOIb30BAHUE XEIKUPOBAHMS, MMOITOMY OOyueHHUE
XEIKUPOBAHHIO JJOIKHO OBITH 00sS3aTENIbHBIM aCIIEKTOM Kypca aKaJeMUYeCKOTo MUChMa JUI Pa3BUTUS KOM-
NETEeHIUU CTYACHTOB, U3YYaIOIINUX aHTTIMICKui kak nHocTpanHbld 36K (EFL). Llensto manHOTO Mccienosa-
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HHS SIBISIETCS M3YyYSHHE HCIONB30BaHUs cTyAeHTaMd EFL pa3nudHbIX TUIOB XEIPKHPOBAHUS M BOCIPHATHS
MpenoaBaTeIIMH aKaJeMHUECKOTO MHChbMa METOJ0B 00ydeHHs XeIKHUpoBaHHIO. [lIst 3Toro ObLT MpOBEIEH
KOPILYCHBII aHaJIu3 COpPOKa akaJeMHU4ecKUX 3cce cTyAeHToB EFL i BBIABIEHMSA TUIIOB XEIKUPOBaHUS B
COOTBeTCTBUU ¢ KoHIenued Canarep-Meiiep, a Takke NPOBEACHBI HHTEPBBIO C LIECTHIO MPENOaBaTEIIMU
aKaJIeMHUYECKOT0 IMChbMa JUI BBIICHEHHS UX BOCHPUATHA. BbIIO BBIABICHO, YTO U3 BCEX CEMH TUIIOB, BCTpe-
YAIOIUXCS B 3CCE, CTYAECHTHl MOIJIM aJ€KBAaTHO HMCIOJIb30BaTh B OCHOBHOM JIBa THUIA. DTO JEMOHCTPUPYET,
YTO CTYJCHTHI UCHIBITHIBAIOT TPYAHOCTHU TP BBIPAXKEHUU IIPEABAPUTEIILHBIX YTBEPKICHUN B aKaJIEMUUECKOM
nHuchbMe. Pe3ynbTaTel HHTEPBBIO TaKKE YKa3bIBAIOT HA HEOOXOAMMOCTh YAENATH OONbIE BHUMaHHSA 00yde-
HHIO XEPKMPOBAHHUIO M PACCMOTPEHHIO BO3MOXHOCTH BKITIOUEHHs OONBIIEro KOJMYECTBA MPAKTUIECKUX YII-
paxkHeHHUil B IporpaMMy Kypca akaJeMHUecKoro nuchMa. JlaHHoe HccleJ0BaHUE MOXKET COCOOCTBOBATH ITO-
BBIIICHUIO OCBEJIOMIIEHHOCTH O MPOOJIeMax, CBA3aHHBIX ¢ OOyYEeHHEM CMSTYalONIUM BBIPAKCHUSIM Ha 3aHfA-
THSIX TI0 aKaJIeMHYEeCKOMY IHChbMY, a Tak)Ke BHOCHT BKJIAJ B JIUTEPATypy IO MCCIEIOBAaHUSIM B 00JIaCTH aKa-
JIEMAYECKOr0 IIChbMa.

Knrouegvlie cnosa: npaBuJia aKaA€MHUYECKOI'0 MMChbMa, XCIKUPOBAHUE, BOCIIPDUATHE npenonaBaTeneﬁ, CTYACH-
ThI, U3Yy4arouue aHTJIMACKUH Kak HHOCTpaHHLIﬁ, 06yquHe HCIIOJIb30BAHHUIO CMATYarOIHUX BLIpa)KeHPIﬁ, yT-
BEPKACHUA, CPEAACTBA, TUIIBI XCIPKUPOBAaHUA, CTPATETUU.
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