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Abstract—This paper is a comparative study of evidentiality in abstracts of English and Chinese research
articles. This study chooses 50 English linguistics abstracts and 50 Chinese linguistics abstracts. This paper
first describes the lexicogrammatical realizations of evidentiality both in English and Chinese linguistics
abstracts. Then, it specifically compares the use of reporting evidentials and inferring evidentials in English
and Chinese abstracts. The findings are: the frequency of evidential use in English abstracts is higher than
that in Chinese abstracts; the lexicogrammatical realizations of evidentiality in English abstracts are much
more various and complex than those in Chinese abstracts. Besides, the analysis and comparison of the use of
reporting and inferring evidentials in English and Chinese abstracts shows that the objectivity of English
abstracts is higher than that of Chinese abstracts, and accordingly, the Chinese writers may bear higher
responsibility for the information than English writers do. This study may be beneficial to the learning and
teaching of academic writing in China, and on the other hand, it will enrich the study of evidentiality in
academic discourses.

Index Terms—evidentiality, lexicogrammatical realizations, abstracts of English and Chinese research articles

I. INTRODUCTION

Evidentiality is a pervasive linguistic phenomenon in almost all languages in the world and there have been many
studies concerning it from various angles. This paper studies evidentiality in abstracts of English and Chinese research
articles (RAs in the following). It describes the lexicogrammatical realizations of evidentiality both in English and
Chinese linguistics abstracts in great detail and tries to find the similarities and differences between the
lexicogrammatical realizations of evidentiality in English and Chinese abstracts.

Il. RELATIVE STUDIES ON EVIDENTIALITY AND RESEARCH ARTICLE ABSTRACTS

A. Relative Studies on Evidentiality

American Anthropologist Boas in 1911 first found that a kind of grammatical realization in American Indian can be
used to express the information source and the degree of commitment (Boas, 1911). Since then the linguists have paid
more attention to this kind of phenomenon and they called it evidentiality and the lexicogrammatical realizations are
called evidentials. The initial stage of evidential researches focused on describing the grammaticalised evidential
systems of the highly inflectional languages. The milestone of the development of evidential studies is the publishing of
Evidentiality: The linguistic coding of epistemology (Chafe & Nichols, 1986). From then on, scholars have studied
evidentiality from different perspectives.

Chafe (1986) defines evidentiality in the broad sense. According to Chafe (1986), evidentiality not only refers to the
information sources, but also the speaker’s attitude toward the information. In his study, he indicates that there are
differences in the evidential use between the academic writings and conversations.

Aikhenvald &Dixon (2003) and Aikhenvald (2004) are the representatives of defining evidentiality in the narrow
sense. In their opinion, evidentiality is only used to indicate the information source. In their studies, they make more
efforts on evidentiality in different languages, especially in some lesser known languages, but they only pay attention to
the grammatical evidentials without giving attention to the lexical ones. Aikhenvald (2003, 2004) examines over 500
languages and finds that not all languages have evidentiality as a grammatical category. Willet (1988) compares the
grammatical evidentials in thirty-eight languages.

In China, evidentiality has also been approached by scholars from different perspectives. The first type is the
introduction of evidentiality, and the representative is Hu (1994, 1995). The second type is the use of evidentiality to
analyze certain discourses, such as Yang (2009), Wang (2009) and Cui (2014). Yang (2009) studies the evidentiality in
applied linguistics and proposes her classification of evidentiality based on the characteristics of RAs. Cui (2014) makes
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a comparative study of the use of verbal evidentials in English and Chinese RAs, whose findings show that there are
significant differences in the use of verbal evidentials between English and Chinese RAs. He just pays attention to the
verbal evidentials and ignores other kinds of evidentials, such as noun evidentials, adjunct evidentials and so on. The
third is the study of evidentiality in Chinese, such as Zhu (2006) and Ma (2011). Zhu (2006) pays much attention to the
evidentiality in Chinese and illustrates the unique expressions of the semantics of Chinese evidentials, but he just gives
the general description of Chinese evidentials without studying it in certain type of discourse. Ma (2011) classifies the
types of evidentials in spoken mandarin Chinese and develops a hierarchy for the evidentiality in terms of degree of
reliability.

In the previous studies above, we can see that although achievements have been made, more work still need to be
done in the studies of evidentiality. First, studies of Chinese evidentials are few and there are almost no studies of the
description of lexicogrammatical realizations of Chinese evidentials in great detail. Second, there are few studies about
the comparative study of evidentiality in English and Chinese evidentials. It is right here that this study finds its
research space.

B. Relative Studies on Research Article Abstracts

Research article abstracts are the important parts of RAs, and they are the concentration of the RAs and the writers’
ideas. The studies of abstracts have attracted the attention of scholars, for example, Graetz (1985), Swales (1990), and
Bhatia (1993). Swales (1990) indicates that the “Introduction-Method-Results-Discussion” (IMRD) macro-structure is
also suited to the abstracts. Ju (2004) compares the macro-structure of English and Chinese abstracts based on the
IMRD framework. Other scholars, for example, Ge (2005) studies not only the macro-structure, but also the linguistic
features of abstracts. She makes a cross-disciplinary study of the abstracts of electronic engineering, finance and
surgery RAs based on the IMRD framework. Zeng (2005) and Teng (2008) study the hedges and modifiers respectively
in abstracts of English and Chinese RAs. Huang (2012) studies evidentiality in abstracts of English RAs and shows that
writers consciously use evidentiality to express their ideas and findings in their abstracts writing.

The previous studies of abstracts include the macro-structure and lexicogrammatical features of abstracts and the
studies also touch upon the cross-cultural and cross-disciplinary studies of abstracts, but few efforts have been made to
a systematic study to evidentiality in abstracts. Therefore, the evidential angle is a potential and new way to understand
the abstracts deeply. In addition, there are not any comparative studies of evidentiality in abstracts of English and
Chinese RAs.

In sum, studies of Chinese evidentials are few and there are almost no studies of the description of lexicogrammatical
realizations of Chinese evidentials in detail. Studies of eidentiality in abstracts are few and no comparative study of
evidentiality in abstracts of English and Chinese RAs. Therefore, this paper compares the use of evidentiality in English
and Chinese abstracts to explore the influence of cultural factors on the writers’ choice of evidentiality in their abstracts
writing. In addition, this paper will describe the lexicogrammatical realizations of evidentiality in abstracts of English
and Chinese RAs in detail, which will enrich the study of evidentiality in academic discourses.

I1l. METHODOLOGY AND DATA COLLECTION

This research establishes two corpora: abstracts of English and Chinese linguistics RAs. Each corpus consists of 50
abstracts of RAs. The total word number of abstracts of English and Chinese RAs is 8036 and 8912 respectively. The
English linguistics RAs are randomly chosen from the Internet (www.Elsevier.com). The chosen journals of this study
are: Journal of Pragmatics, Lingua, Language & Communication, Cognition, Journal of English for Academic
Purposes and so on. The word number of abstracts in English linguistic RAs is similar. The Chinese linguistic RAs are
randomly selected from the authoritative journals of Chinese linguistics. The journals, such as, Contemporary
Linguistics, Journal of Foreign language teaching, Foreign Language Teaching and Research are selected.

The data-coding of this research is by doing sampling manually at the first stage to identify all the potential
lexicogrammatical realizations of the different evidential types. Then, different markers are adopted to tag the
lexicogrammatical realizations of the different evidentiality in the text documents. Besides, the software Antconc 3.2.4
is adopted to count and show all the lexicogrammatical realizations of evidentials and the concordance patterns of
evidentials in English and Chinese abstracts. Finally, Microsoft Office Excel is used to draw the figures accordingly.

This study adopts quantitative method. By showing the results of data analysis of different evidential types, the
author draws a picture of the lexicogrammatical realizations and the distribution of evidentials in English and Chinese
abstracts. By showing the similarities and differences between the use of evidentials in English and Chinese abstracts,
its aim is to explore the influence of cultural factors on the writers’ choice of evidentials in abstracts of English and
Chinese RAs.

IV. How Is EVIDENTIALITY LINGUISTICALLY MANIFESTED IN ABSTRACTS OF ENGLISH AND CHINESE RAS

As we have indicated, evidentiality can be defined in the broad sense and in the narrow sense. This paper takes the
view of evidentiality in the broad sense, that is, evidentiality, is not only used to refer to the source of information, but
also refer to the speaker’s attitude toward the information. In this paper, we accept the classification of Yang (2009) and
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classify evidentials into four types: inferring evidentials, reporting evidentials, sensory evidentials and belief evidentials.
Then how evidentiality is linguistically manifested in abstracts of English and Chinese RAs?

A. Lexicogrammatical Realizations of Evidentiality in Abstracts of English RAs

As we have illustrated, this paper classifies evidentials into four types: inferring evidentials, reporting evidentials,
sensory evidentials and belief evidentials. The following part will describe the lexicogrammatical realizations of the
four evidential types in English abstracts one by one.

1. Inferring evidentials

Inferring evidentials are classified into two types: inference and assumption. According to Yang (2009), inference
involves an inferential process based on visible evidences, while assumption indicates an inferential process based on
logic reasoning, sheer assumption or general knowledge (Yang, 2009). Based on the corpus, inferring evidentials in
abstracts of English RAs are realized mainly by modal verbs, modal adjectives and relational process.

Modal verbs are the most typical realizations of inferring evidentials, for example, shall, should, can, may, will,
would, could etc. The different modal verbs can indicate different degrees of modal values and different degrees of
commitment to the factual status of the information (Yang, 2009). For example:

(1) Consequently, theories of ‘language’, including both pragmatics and linguistics, must be ‘liberated’ from the
reference- or semantics-centric perspectives; instead, they should start from‘the bottom up’, from the deictic center of
sociocultural interaction, i.e., ‘discourse’.

(2) This paper argues that closer attention to social factors, and especially to power relations, may enrich the
theoretical study of language.

Different modal verbs are used in the above examples. The three modal verbs have different modal values, for
instance, must has higher value than should in (1), and should has higher value than may in (2).The three modal verbs
indicate the writer’s different degrees of commitment to the factual status of the proposition he present. The writer in (1)
bears higher responsibility for the information than the writer does in (2).

Modal adjectives are usually used with it structure. In the corpus of English abstracts, the only one form is it’s
possible that. It will be illustrated in the following example.

(3) On the other hand, it is possible that the assertive mode is subsumed under the evidential system in some
languages or under the speech acts system in others.

In the above example, the author uses it is possible that to modify the proposition “the assertive mode is subsumed...”.
With the use of modal adjectives, the writers express their opinions toward the proposition in an objective way, which
matches the objectivity of RAs.

The relational process can also be used to realize the inferring evidentials, such as, seem to, and it (would) seem that
etc. For example:

(4) It would seem that Caffarel’s suggestion supplies an alternative way of looking at the interpersonal metafunction
rather than a structure which distinguishes between English and French.

In sum, inferring evidentials can be realized by three types of lexicogrammatical realizations based on the corpus of
English abstracts. The writers use different inferring evidentials to indicate his different degrees of certainty to the
information, and at the same time, different inferring evidentials can also show the writers’ intrusion into the
propositions subjectively or objectively, and either in an explicit or in an implicit way.

2. Reporting evidential

Reporting evidentials include self-reporting evidentials and other-reporting evidentials. Self-reporting evidentials
indicate that information is acquired from or related to the writer’s own researches, while other-reporting evidentials
indicate that information sources are others’ researches, arguments and experiments etc. Reporting evidentials can be
realized by several types of lexicogrammatical forms.

First, (author + date) form can be used to realize reporting evidentials. This kind of form occurs frequently in the
corpus of English abstracts. For example:

(5) In essence, by not giving direct answers, the examples underscore the creative and powerful crafting of political
discourse by skilled speakers to assuage the appearance of culpability in actions or inactions which could prove
politically damaging while providing ‘‘appropriate’” responses (Berlin, 2007; Harris, 1991; Janney, 2002)within the
context of an investigative hearing.

In the above example, the author uses (Berlin, 2007; Harris, 1991; Janney, 2002) to indicate that the information is
acquired from Berlin, Harris and Janney. In this way, the writers cite the opinions, findings and arguments of the
authoritative to strengthen the persuasion of their opinions and findings. This is a typical realization that is adopted by
writers in English abstracts.

Second, verbal forms can also be used to realize reporting evidentials. Based on the corpus of English abstracts,
several examples will be illustrated in the following.

(6) This paper argues that closer attention to social factors, and especially to power relations, may enrich the
theoretical study of language. It takes its departure from Searle’s work in the philosophy of language and on the
foundations of social reality.

(7) While everyone agrees that slurs are offensive, there is disagreement about the linguistic mechanism responsible
for this offensiveness.
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(8) On the basis of the analysis it can also be concluded that, in the absence of pragmatic information, use or
interpretation predicted by grammar can often be evaluated as only typical or even underspecified, and, if the context is
more specific, it can determine the utterance meaning to a greater degree.

(9) Furthermore, the three types of interpretations offered to the participants: ORIGINATING IN, RECIPE FROM
and REMINDS OF, were shown to form an implicational hierarchy, which could explain the ‘‘asymmetric’’
preferences attributed to them by the participants in the experiments.

In the above examples, we can see that three kinds of verbal forms are used by the writers: verb+ that structure in (6)
and (7), it is verbed that structure in (8) and be verbed structure in (9). The above examples show that the information
sources can be human, nonhuman, or even concealed, either specific or unspecific, for example, in (6) and (8) the
information source is nonhuman and specific, while the information in (7) is acquired from the unspecific human and in
(9) the information source is concealed by the writer.

Third, nouns can also be used to realize reporting evidentials. Based on the data, the nouns used in the English
abstracts are claim, view, conclusion, and proposal. For example:

(10) These definitions include reference to the speech act participants, a point which supports the view that
what-d’you-call-it words can be considered deictic.

Based on the corpus, the nouns are usually used together with that structure, as in the above example the view that.

Fourth, adjuncts are forms which can also be used to realize reporting evidentials. The adjuncts in the English
abstracts are according to X, in X’s approach. Example will be showed in the following.

(11) According to Caffarel the interpersonal analysis of the French clause is in terms of a Negotiator and a
Remainder, where the obligatory components of the Negotiator are the Finite, the Subject, and the Predicator.

As we have discussed, reporting evidentials are divided into self-reporting evidentials and other-reporting evidentials.
Adjunct forms of reporting evidentials are usually adopted to realize other-reporting evidentials. In the above example,
with the use of adjunct forms, the writer indicates the information source without showing the evaluation of the
information and the information source. The adjunct forms of reporting evidentials are objective which matches the
objective nature of RAS.

3. Sensory evidential

Sensory evidentials indicate that the information is acquired from the writer’s first-hand experience. The information
sources are various sensory channels. Sensory evidential occurs only once in English abstracts, just as Chafe (1986) has
found very low frequencies of sensory evidentials in his studies of evidentiality in spoken and academic English. The
case is illustrated in the following example.

(12) Second, we will see that their evidential meaning can be reconstructed step by step by taking into account such a
dialogical value as well as the lexical meaning of the verb they are compounded with.

In (12), sensory evidential is realized by personal pronoun plus see. The writer uses we will see to show that the
information is from the writer’s sensory channel. Sensory evidentials are relatively subjective which is opposite to the
objective nature of RAs. This may be the reason why the frequency of sensory evidentials is very low in English
abstracts.

4. Belief evidential

Belief evidentials indicate that information comes from the writer’s opinion, either in a subjective or in an objective
way. In the 50 passages of English abstracts, the belief evidentials are: we argue that, I/ shall/will argue that, it is/ will
be argued that. The verbal form of argue is adopted by the writers to demonstrate the writers’ opinions without the use
of other mental-state verbal forms. Some examples will be listed in the following.

(13) In this paper | argue that, far from discarding the insights of Grice, Austin and others, a discursive approach to
interpersonal pragmatics 1V should embrace those aspects of non-discursive pragmatics that provide us with a
‘tool-kit” and a vocabulary for examining talk-ininteraction.

(14) As to (ii), it will be argued that, in a first stage,se fairehas been increasingly used in contexts that display
subjective perspectivation of the change of state.

In (13), the writer shows his opinion towards the proposition in a subjective way, while in (14) the writer expresses
his opinion in an objective way. The objective way of expressing the writers’ opinion is much more persuasive and
easier to be accepted by the readers.

The above has shown the lexicogrammatical realizations of evidentiality in abstracts of English RAs. The following
section will show the lexicogrammatical realizations of the four types of evidentials in abstracts of Chinese RAs.

B. Lexicogrammatical Realizations of Evidentiality in Abstracts of Chinese RAs

1. Inferring evidential

As we have discussed, inferring evidentials indicate that information is based on what has been observed or known.
Based on the corpus, inferring evidentials in the Chinese abstracts can be realized by modal verbs, modal adjuncts, but
no modal adjectives and relational process occurs in Chinese abstracts.

Modal verbs are the most frequently used realizations of inferring evidentials in Chinese abstracts, such as i/ 1%/

24 (ying lying gai /ying dang, should), r]/=] PA( ke/ke yi, can), Zi(bi xu, must) and so on. For example:
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(15) 1EE WA M oiB T 2 R0B AR 1 7 56 3 1 B Y 2K, e P 31 L 24 e 37 v ) Ad AR DG 2R 2 LU IR 2 R bR
HEIRm P ARE R,

zuo zhe ren wei she hui yu yan xue ying zhu bu jian li wan shan de li lun fan shi gi nei bu ying dang jian li ke tong qi
ta xiang guan xue ke can bi de xue ke ping pan biao zhun ti gao xue shu sheng wang du

(16) Fr IRELIRAE B A b SR (B2 B RT BRI 3E— 5 825 BRI 1 5 SERR R B, A7 B T 1 i oAt
HARE B IR AR RS

giao shi li lun zai zong ti shang shi shi bai de dan shi ta ke yi gi fa ren men jin yi bu si kao geng jie jin yu yan shi ji de
li lun ye you zhu yu liao jie gi ta dang dai yu yan xue liu pai chan sheng de bei jing

In the above examples, the writers use different modal verbs to illustrate different degrees of modal values, for
example, N/ (yinglying dang, should) in (15) has higher value than 7] LA(ke yi, can) in (16), and meanwhile the
writer in (15) bears higher responsibility than the writer in (16) does.

Modal adjuncts in Chinese abstracts can also be used to realize inferring evidentials. In Chinese abstracts, only one
form is adopted, that is %P (chang shi xing de, tentatively), the case will be illustrated in the following.

(17) AN “NHITE S %7 W€ SGHAT 7B UEAVEHT, Sl ) i A RIS 5 AR AR B IR AESE .

ben wen dui ren zhi yu yan xue de ding vi jin xing le kao zheng he ping xi chang shi xing de gou hua chu ren zhi yu
yan xue de ji ben li lun kuang jia

In the above example, with the use of i {4 Hh(chang shi xing de, tentatively), the writer expresses their
uncertainty toward the proposition. In this way, the writer spares the spaces for the discussion about the information.

2. Reporting evidential

As we have discussed above, reporting evidentials can be classified into self-reporting evidentials and other-reporting
evidentials. Reporting evidentials in Chinese abstracts can also be realized by verbal forms, (author + date) form, and
adjuncts. Noun patterns don’t appear in Chinese abstracts.

Verbal forms are the most frequently used realizations of reporting evidentials based on Chinese corpus. The typical
verbs are: $ZH! (ti chu, propose), 51 (giang diao, emphasize), 8 (shuo ming, show),iAN (ren wei, think) and
so on. Some examples will be illustrated in the following.

(A8)ASCAE AT W iR X LR Ui Rl b R EHHAIE T 2Rt QIHNE S FRe i,

ben wen zai fen xi tao lun zhe xie mo shi de ji chu shang ti chu yao chong xin ren shi yu yan xue neng de jie gou
chuang xin yu yan xue neng ce shi

(19) 1EENA AL STE 5 S RLIE AP AT 58 35 B BB YU =X, FL Py 82 24 2 7 AT () oAy A 50 22 R 2 B 2 B4
PRt SR R A .

zuo zhe ren wei she hui yu yan xue ying zhu bu jian li wan shan de li lun fan shi gi nei bu ying dang jian li ke tong qi
ta xiang guan xue ke can bi de xue ke ping pan biao zhun ti gao xue shu sheng wang du

In the above examples, the writers use verbal forms to show that the information sources are either from their own
opinions or extra sources. The writers offer the specific information sources and emphasize the information sources
rather than the information itself. The information sources can also be human or nonhuman, specific or unspecific.
Concealed information source doesn’t occur in Chinese abstracts. For example, Z<3Z (ben wen, this paper) in (18) is
nonhuman, and /£ (zuo zhe, the author) in (19) is human and specific.

(Author+ date) form can also be used to realize reporting evidentials. Only one case of this form occurs in Chinese
abstracts. It will be shown in the following.

OVEXXEMERBFE (NHETE HES5EFEE) & 7T AEMER VR ERENR R R
S SR SE PR TR AR, ISR A2 2 R S AITEWS R SR 5K

pan wen guo he tan hui min de xin zhu dui bi yu yan xue li shi yu zhe xue si kao gei le wo men yi ge li xing de ren shi
yi ge xue ke li lun ti xi de jian li yi kao liang xiang ji chu gong cheng na jiu shi xue ke li lun shi he fan chou xi tong de
yan jiu

It is not the typical (author+ date) form in (20), it is realized by authors+ writing. The writer uses the form to indicate
that the information is acquired from the new writing of Pan Wenguo and Tan Huimin. In this way, the author
strengthens the persuasion of his information by mentioning the writing of Pan Wenguo and Tan Huimin.

Reporting evidentials can also be realized by adjuncts in Chinese abstracts. The typically used adjuncts in Chinese
abstracts are:LA... NZHE AL (vi ... wei can zhao dian, in terms of...), #24f(gen ju, according to). Only these two forms
occur in Chinese abstracts. For example:

(21) AURE/RFOIFEESFHEBASER, HRES. F5E5HSKR, i — ML U RE S %
R EEAT 1 B

ben wen yi suo xu er de pu tong yu yan xue li lun wei can zhao dian wei rao yu yan fu hao yu she hui de guan xi dui
jinyi ge shi ji de dang dai yu yan xue de fa zhan jin xing le shu li

In the above example, the writer uses adjuncts to indicate that the information is acquired from extra sources rather
than the writers’ own studies and arguments. Just like reporting adjuncts in English abstracts, adjunct reporting
evidentials in Chinese abstracts are usually adopted in other-reporting evidentials. In the above example, the writer
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adopts Saussure’s general linguistic theory in (21). In this way, the writer just introduces the information sources
without any evaluation of the information sources and the information itself.

3. Sensory evidential

Based on the data, we find that no sensory evidential occurs in Chinese abstracts. As we have illustrated, the sensory
evidentials indicate that the information is acquired from the writer’s sensory channels. This kind of evidence is
relatively subjective and sometimes its reliability is questioned. This may be the reason that Chinese writers consciously
avoid the use of this kind of evidence.

4. Belief evidential

Belief evidentials indicate information that is acquired from the writer’s own opinion. There is only one case of belief
evidential in Chinese linguistic abstracts. The case will be discussed again in the following.

(22) b BATNREE RS N HE 5 F 0 R R A AR 2R E 1

yin ci wo men ren wei jiao yu yan xue bi ying yong yu yan xue geng neng zhun que biao shu ben xue ke de xue ke shu
xing

In (22), the writer adopts the form FATIAA (wo men ren wei, we think) to indicate that the proposition is from his
or her own opinion. Belief evidential in Chinese linguistic abstracts is realized by personal pronoun A7 (wo men,we)
plus mental-state verb A4 (ren wei, think). The information source is the writer and it is he or she that should be
responsible for the truth of the proposition. Therefore, belief evidentials are subjective, which is opposite to the
objectivity of research articles. It may be the main reason that the writers of both English and Chinese abstracts adopt a
few belief evidentials in their writing.

In the above section, the lexicogrammatical realizations of evidentials in abstracts of English and Chinese RAs are
illustrated. There are similarities and differences between the lexicogrammatical realizations of the Chinese and English
abstracts, which will be illustrated in the section 5.1.

V. DATA ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION

A. Distribution and Frequency of Evidentials in Abstracts of English and Chinese RAs

TABLE 1
THE DISTRIBUTION OF FOUR TYPES OF EVIDENTIALS IN ABSTRACTS OF ENGLISH AND CHINESE RAS
Abstracts | Inferring evidentials Reporting evidentials Sensory evidentials Belief Total
evidentials
Raw Frequency per Raw Frequency per Raw Frequency per Raw Frequency | Raw Frequency
data 1,000 words data 1,000 words data 1,000 words data per 1,000 data per 1,000
words words

English 61 7.59 84 10.45 1 0.12 13 1.62 159 19.79
abstracts
Chinese 48 5.39 28 3.14 0 0 1 0.11 77 8.64
abstracts

Table 1 shows the distribution of four types of evidentials in English and Chinese abstracts. From the table, we can
see that the frequency of evidentials in English abstracts is higher than that in Chinese abstracts (the frequency is 19.79
and 8.64 respectively), which indicates that writers of English abstracts have higher awareness of using evidentials than
Chinese writers do. The table also shows that both in English and Chinese abstracts, inferring evidentials and reporting
evidentials are the two most frequently used evidentials. Reporting evidentials are the most frequently used evidentials
in English abstracts (the frequency is 10.45) while inferring evidentials are the most frequently used in Chinese
abstracts (the frequency is 5.39). Sensory evidential occurs only once in English abstracts and none in Chinese abstracts.
Although the frequency of belief evidentials is low in English abstracts (1.62), it is much higher than that in Chinese
abstracts (0.11).
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TABLE 2

LEXICOGRAMMATICAL REALIZATIONS OF EVIDENTIALITY IN ABSTRACTS OF ENGLISH AND CHINESE RAS

Abstracts Evidential types Evidentials Raw data Frequency per 1,000 words
Sensory We will see that 1 0.12
can 23 2.86
may 10 1.24
will 6 0.75
Modal verbs must 6 0.75
might 5 0.62
should 4 0.50
Inferring could 2 0.25
shall 1 0.12
Relational process | It(would) seems 2 0.25
that
seem to 1 0.12
Adjectives Itis possible that 1 0.12
English abstracts show 15 1.87
demonstrate 6 0.75
suggest 6 0.75
argue 5 0.62
find 4 0.50
claim 3 0.37
Verbs indicate 3 0.37
note 2 0.25
conclude 2 0.25
hypothesize 2 0.25
Reporting propose 1 0.12
agree 1 0.12
discuss 1 0.12
Author + date 24 2.99
Nouns claim 2 0.25
view 2 0.25
conclusion 1 0.12
propose 1 0.12
Adjuncts In x’s opinion 1 0.12
according to 1 0.12
Belief I (will/ shall) argue that 5 0.62
It (will be) is argued that 5 0.62
We argue that 3 0.37
Sensory - - -
A LA/W] (can) 21 2.36
IR LI 24 12 135
(should)
Modal verbs ¥ (will) 4 0.45
. 2(will) 8 0.34
Inferring e 2 0.22
Hugcan) 2 0.22
ﬁHE(may) 1 0.11
DAZBI(must) 1 0.11
P (should)
) Modal adjuncts il 2 0.22
Chinese (tentatively)
abstracts I Cthink) 7 079
2 ! (propose) 3 0.34
1t B (show) 2 0.22
& i (indicate) 2 022
. 2 0.22
87 (reveal) 2 092
Verbs % W](show) 1 0.11
Reporting ik (maintain) 1 0.11
71 (emphasize)
™ 3 (show) 1 0.11
K H(find) 1 0.11
27N (show) 1 0.11
il B} (demonstrate) 1 0.11
R4 (according to) | 2 0.22
Adjuncts Bl 92 18 A (in
terms of) 1 0.11
Belief FATI A (We think that) 1 0.11

1407

Table 2 shows the distribution of lexicogrammatical realizations of evidentials both in English and Chinese abstracts.
In Table 2, we can see that the lexicogrammatical realizations of evidentiality in English abstracts are much more
various than those in Chinese abstracts. In inferring evidentials, modal verbs are the most frequently used forms both in
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English and Chinese abstracts. Relational process and adjectives are also used to realize inferring evidentials in English
abstracts, while modal adjuncts occur in Chinese abstracts. In English abstracts, verbs are the typical way to realize
reporting evidentials. Then follow (author + date) form, nouns and adjuncts. In Chinese abstracts, verbs are also the
most frequently used realizations of reporting evidentials, but we can see that the (author + date) form in Chinese
abstracts occurs only once and the frequency is 0.11, while in English abstracts the frequency is as high as 3.11. As we
have indicated, no sensory evidential is adopted in Chinese abstracts. And in English abstracts, the sensory evidential
occurs only once. Belief evidentials in English abstracts are realized by either I/ we plus argue that subjectively or It
(will be) is argued that objectively. From the table, we can see that the writer intends to keep a balance between
subjectivity and objectivity. In Chinese abstracts, the belief evidential occurs only once. As we have discussed, the
belief evidentials are subjective, and with the use of belief evidentials, the writer himself will bear much responsibility
for the information. This may indicate that Chinese writers try to avoid or decrease the use of belief evidentials in order
to be objective.

In the above, the distribution and frequency of four types of evidentials has been examined and discussed. As we
have indicated, inferring evidentials and reporting evidentials are the two most frequently used evidentials both in
English and Chinese abstracts. Therefore, the following two sections will show the similarities and differences between
the use of these two types of evidentials in English and Chinese abstracts.

B. Reporting Evidentials in Abstracts of English and Chinese RAs

This section will compare reporting evidentials in abstracts of English and Chinese RAs from three perspectives: the
verbal form, the (author+ date) form, and the information sources.

1. Verbal forms in abstracts of English and Chinese RAs

As we have indicated, verbs are the most frequently used realizations of reporting evidentials both in English and
Chinese abstracts. According to Francis et al. (1996), the verbs can be classified into three types: Argue verbs, Think
verbs, Show and Find verbs. As their names indicate, information of the Argue verbs is acquired from writing and other
forms of communication, the information of Think verbs is acquired from thinking, and Show and Find verbs is
acquired from visual channel. The three types of groups also indicate different reliability and commitment of the
information. For instance, Show and Find verbs are always factive, therefore, they tend to have much more reliability
than the other two types of verbs.

In Table 2, no Think verb occurs in English abstracts. The most frequently used verb is show, and then follow
demonstrate, suggest and argue. The verbs show and demonstrate all belong to Show and Find group, which indicates
that the writers pay more attention to the factual status of the propositions.

In Chinese abstracts, the verb A& (ren wei, think) is the most frequently used verb. A N (ren wei, think) belongs
to Think group. As we have discussed, the three types of verbs indicate different degrees of certainty and reliability of
the information. Among the three groups, Think group bear the lowest certainty and reliability of the information. And
accordingly, by using this kind of verbs, the Chinese writers bear higher responsibility for the truth of the information
they present than the writers of English abstracts do.

In sum, verbs are the most frequently used forms both in English and Chinese abstracts. The writers of English and
Chinese abstracts tend to use different types of verbal groups. In English abstracts, no Think group is adopted, while
in Chinese abstracts the verb 1A% (ren wei, think) is the most frequently used verbal form. The writers of English
abstracts tend to put much more value on the factual status of the propositions than Chinese writers do.

2. (Author + date) forms in abstracts of English and Chinese RAs

As we have shown, the frequency of (author + date) form in English abstracts is much higher than that in Chinese
abstracts (3.11, 0.11 respectively). This kind of realization of reporting evidentials is relatively objective, which is
identical to the objective nature of RAs. In this way, the writer cites other scholars’ arguments to strengthen the
persuasion of his argument and research. In English abstracts, the use of (author+ date) form is frequent, while in
Chinese abstracts, it occurs only once. Examples will be illustrated in the following.

(23) In this paper, I explore the relationship between Relevance Theory and Jaszczolt’s Default Semantics, framing
this debate within the picture of massive modularity tempered by the idea of brain plasticity (Perkins, 2007).

In (23), the information is acquired from the extra source rather than the writer himself or herself. The writer adopts
(author + date) form to indicate the information source without any subjective evaluation of the information. In this way,
it is the cited author rather than the writer that is responsible for the truth of the information. In the above example, it is
Perkins that bears the responsibility for the information rather than the writer. This form of realization is objective for
without involving too much subjectivity. (Author + date) form is the second frequently chosen realization of reporting
evidentials in English abstracts, while it occurs only once in Chinese abstracts. This indicates that the writers of English
abstracts put more value on the objectivity of the abstracts of RAs than Chinese writers do.

3. Information sources of reporting evidentials in English and Chinese abstracts

As we have illustrated, the reporting evidentials can be classified into self-reporting evidentials and other-reporting
evidentials. In English abstracts, self-reporting and other-reporting evidentials occupy 58% and 42% respectively of the
total reporting evidentials, while in Chinese abstracts percentage of self-reporting evidentials is much higher than
other-reporting evidentials(71% and 29% respectively). This indicates that, in English abstracts, the writer tries to keep
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a balance between self-reporting evidentials and other-reporting evidentials, while in Chinese abstracts the writer pays
more attention to the research and finding of the writer himself or herself.

TABLE 3
INFORMATION SOURCES OF REPORTING EVIDENTIALS IN ENGLISH AND CHINESE LINGUISTIC ABSTRACTS
Abstracts Information sources Other-reporting Self-reporting Total
English Human specific 27 77.1% 11 22.4% 38 45.2%
abstracts unspecific 2 5.7% 0 0% 2 2.4%
Non-human 3 8.6% 28 57.1% 31 36.9%
Concealed 3 8.6% 10 20.5% 13 15.5%
Total 35 100% 49 100% 84 100%
Chinese Human specific 1 12.5% 1 5% 2 7.1%
abstracts unspecific 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Non-human 7 87.5% 19 95% 26 92.9%
Concealed 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Total 8 100% 20 100% 28 100%

As we have indicated, information sources can be human, non-human or concealed, specific or unspecific. Table 3
shows the information sources of reporting evidentials in English and Chinese abstracts. In English linguistic abstracts,
human sources are the main sources of reporting evidentials, occupying 47.6%, and then follow non-human information
sources and concealed sources. In human sources, the specific human sources are dominated. In other-reporting
evidentials, specific human sources are the most frequently used information sources (77.1%). This means that the
writers tend to put emphasis on the cited researchers instead of the information itself. In this way, the writer can show
his respect for the previous researchers and also make his study connect with the previous studies. And, on the other
hand, citing the authoritative researchers can strengthen the persuasion and reliability of his findings and arguments. In
self-reporting evidentials, the non-human information sources are dominated, occupying 57.1% of the total
self-reporting evidentials. This shows that in presenting his own study, the writers adopt this study, this paper, the
figure, the table and so on to speak for themselves instead of Is and wes. In this way, the writers improve the reliability
of the information and increase the objectivity of the RAs. The use of specific human sources in other-reporting
evidentials and non-human sources in self-reporting evidentials all aim to improve the persuasion and reliability of the
information. In this way, the writers of the English abstracts increase the objectivity of the information, which is
identical to the objectivity of RAs.

The situation is different in Chinese abstracts. Different from the information sources of reporting evidentials in
English abstracts, in Chinese linguistic abstracts, the non-human information sources are the most frequently used
sources (92.9%) and the human information sources only occupies 7.1% of the total reporting evidentials. The
information sources of reporting evidentials in Chinese abstracts are much simpler than those in English abstracts. In
Chinese linguistic abstracts, information sources only include specific human and non-human sources. Neither
unspecific human nor concealed information sources occurs in Chinese linguistic abstracts. In other-reporting
evidentials, non-human information sources are the main information sources and the writers adopt other linguistic
theory, arguments of other schools, writings and so on to strengthen the persuasion of his research and argument. The
specific human sources occupy only 12.5% of the total other-reporting evidentials. In self-reporting evidentials just like
English linguistic abstracts, the non-human information sources are absolutely dominated (95%).

The comparison of information sources of reporting evidentials between English and Chinese abstracts shows that the
information sources of reporting evidentials in English abstracts are much more various and complex than that in
Chinese abstracts. The writers of English linguistic abstracts try to choose different information sources of
self-reporting and other-reporting evidentials to improve the persuasion and reliability of the information and match the
objectivity of the RAs, while Chinese writers choose either specific human sources or non-human sources as
information sources. The Chinese writer gives more value on his own researches and studies. Accordingly, the
subjectivity of Chinese abstracts is higher than that of English abstracts. And the Chinese writers will bear much more
responsibility for the information they present than writers of English abstracts do.

C. Modal Verbs in Abstracts English and Chinese Research Articles

As we have illustrated, modal verbs are the most typical realizations of inferring evidentials both in English and
Chinese abstracts. Modal verbs in English abstracts occupy 93.4% of the total inferring evidentials and in Chinese
abstracts modal verbs occupy 96%. Different modal verbs have different degrees of modal value and indicate different
degrees of certainty of the writers toward the information. Value of modal verbs can be classified into low value,
median value and high value. For example, might indicates low value, should median and must high value. This section
will discuss modal verbs of inferring evidentials in English and Chinese abstracts.

From Table 2, in English abstracts, the most frequently used modal verb is can, and then follow may, will, must and
might. Can, may, and might are all modal verbs with low value, and will median value and must high value. Table 4
shows the occurrence of modal verbs with different modal value in English and Chinese abstracts. As table 4 indicates,
in English abstracts, the use of low value modal verbs is dominated (the percentage is 70.2%), with the use of modal
verbs with high value and median value. The two most frequently used modal verbs in English linguistic abstracts are
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can and may, which shows that low value of modal verbs are frequently chosen to express low degrees of certainty of
the writer towards the proposition. In this way, the writer tries not to be assertive and to negotiate with the readers. On
the other hand, we can see that high value modal verbs occupy 10.5% of the total modal verbs. With the use of high
value modal verbs, the author can emphasize the strength of his commitment to the information. Writers should show
his certainty of the information. Only in this way, the reader may accept his argument and research. The frequent use of
modal verbs with low value and less frequent use of high value modal verbs all serve to improve the objectivity and
persuasion of the abstracts.

TABLE 4
OCCURRENCES OF MODAL VERBS WITH DIFFERENT MODAL VALUE IN ENGLISH AND CHINESE ABSTRACTS
Abstracts High value Median value Low value Total
English abstracts 6 10.5% 11 19.3% 40 70.2% 57 100%
Chinese abstracts 1 2.2% 20 43.5% 25 54.3% 46 100%

In table 2, we can see that in Chinese linguistic abstracts ] LA/m] (ke yi/ ke, can) and NiZ/N/N 24 (ying
gailying/ying dang,should) are the two most frequently used modal verbs, with the low frequency of other modal verbs.
As we have indicated, 7] L/7] (ke yi/ke, can) is the modal verb with low value and N iZ/N/N 24 (ying gailyinglying
dang,should) with median value. This indicates that Chinese writers not only pay attention to the low value modal verbs
but also put value on the median value modal verbs. As table 4 shows, in Chinese linguistic abstracts, the writers almost
keep a balance between the use of modal verbs with low value and median value (the percentage is 54.3% and 43.5%
respectively). And on the other hand, Chinese writers, opposite to writers of English abstracts, try to avoid the use of
high value modal verbs. In Chinese abstracts, high value modal verb occurs only once.

In sum, the frequency of modal verbs in English abstracts is higher than that in Chinese abstracts. Modal verbs with
low value dominate English abstracts, while in Chinese abstracts the use of modal verbs with low value and median
value is almost in balance.

VI. CONCLUSION

This paper studies evidentiality in abstracts of English and Chinese linguistics RAs. Both English writers and
Chinese writers adopt four types of evidentials consciously to indicate information sources and their commitment to the
information they present. The findings are: the frequency of evidentiality in English linguistics abstracts is higher than
that in Chinese linguistics abstracts, which indicates that the awareness of the use of evidentiality of writers of English
abstracts is higher than that of Chinese writers; Inferring evidentials and reporting evidentials are the two most
frequently used evidentials both in English and Chinese abstracts, while reporting evidentials are most frequently used
in English abstracts and inferring evidentials are most frequently used in Chinese abstracts; Low frequency of sensory
evidentials are adopted both in English and Chinese abstracts. Besides, the analysis of reporting evidentials and
inferring evidentials indicates that English abstracts are more objective than Chinese abstracts, and accordingly, the
Chinese writers may bear higher responsibility for the information sources and the validity of the information they
present.

This study may be helpful to enrich the study of evidentiality in academic discourses, and on the other hand, it may
be beneficial to the learning and teaching of academic writing in China.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

This work was supported by Chinese National Social Science Grant [grant number: 13CYY087] and Program for
New Century Excellent Talents [NCET grant number: NCET-13-0884].

REFERENCES

[1] Aikhenvald A. & R. Dixon. (2003). Studies in Evidentiality. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

[2] Aikhenvald A. (2004). Evidentiality. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

[3] Bhatia, V. K. (1993). Analysing Genre: Language Use in Professional settings. Longman, London &NY.

[4] Bloch, J, Chi, L. (1995). A comparison of the use of citation in Chinese and English academic discourse in Academic Writing in
a Second Language: Essays on Research and Pedagogy. Norwood: Ablex.

[5] Boas F. (1911). Handbook of American Indian Languages Part 1. Washington: Government Printing Office.

[6] Chafe, W., & J. Nichols. (1986). Evidentiality: The Linguistic Coding of Epistemology. Norwood: Ablex.

[7] Cui, L., &Cheng, X. G. (2014). Contrastive study of the applications of verbal evidentials in Chinese and English academic
papers. Journal of Dalian University of Technology, 2, 115-119.

[8] Francis, G, Hunston, S. and E, Manning. (1996). Collins COBULD Grammar patterns 1: verbs. London: Harper Collins.

[9] Ge,D. M, &Y, R.Y. (2005). Genre analysis of academic articles. Modern Foreign Languages (Quarterly), 2, 138- 146.

[10] Graetz, N. (1985). Teaching EFL Students to Extract Structural Information from Abstracts, Reading for Professional Purposes.
ACCO, Leuven Belgium.

[11] Huang, J. W, &Liu, M. L. (2012). Evidentiality in abstracts of English research articles. Journal of Heilongjiang College of
Education, 7, 128-129.

© 2015 ACADEMY PUBLICATION



THEORY AND PRACTICE IN LANGUAGE STUDIES 1411

[12]
[13]
[14]
[15]

[16]
[17]

[18]
[19]
[20]
[21]
[22]

[23]

Hu, Z. L. (1994). Evidentiality in Language.Foreign Languages Education Research, 1, 9- 16.

Hu, Z. L. (1995). Evidentiality in Chinese and discourse analysis. Journal of Hubei University, 2, 13- 23.

Ju, Y. M. (2004). Genre analysis and abstracts in English and Chinese research articles. Foreign Language Education, 2, 32- 36.
Ma Li. (2011). Study on evidentiality in spoken mandarin Chinese. Proceedings of 2011 6th IEEE Joint International
Information Technology and Artificial Intelligence Conference (ITAIC 2011), 2, 283- 287.

Swales, J. M. (1990). Genre Analysis: English in Academic and Research Settings. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Teng, Y. J. (2008).The comparative analysis of the use of modifiers in abstracts of English and Chinese academic articles.
Foreign Languages and Their Teaching, 11, 40- 43.

Wang, Q., & Zhou, J. L. (2009). Study of hedges in discussion part of medical papers. Journal of Shandong University of
Technology, 4, 93-96.

Willet, T. (1988). A Cross-linguistic survey of the grammaticalization of evidentiality. Studies in Language, 12, 51- 97.

Yang, L. X. (2009). Evidentiality in English Research Articles. Unpublished PhD thesis. Xiamen: Xiamen University.

Yang, L. X. (2013). Review of evidential studies in China. Journal of Shanxi University, 6, 64-68.

Zeng, Y. W., & Hu, F. (2005). Hedges in abstracts of English academic papers. Shandong Foreign Language Teaching Journal,
2, 40- 42.

Zhu, Y.S. (2006). Evidential studies in modern Chinese. Modern Foreign Languages, 4, 331-337.

Linxiu Yang is currently an associate professor at the Foreign Languages School of Shanxi University, China. She obtained her
PhD in July 2009 in Xiamen University. Her current research interests include functional linguistics and discourse analysis. She has
published over 10 academic articles in the areas of discourse studies, functional linguistics and foreign language teaching and
learning in Journal of Pragmatics and Discourse Studies.

Yu Tian is currently a postgraduate of Shanxi University, China. Her research interests are Functional Linguistics, and discourse
analysis. She is currently interested in evidentiality in English and Chinese academic discourses.

© 2015 ACADEMY PUBLICATION



