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One of the chief academic writing skills is the ability to anticipate readers’ objections to
the claim and respond to those with an appropriate degree of respect and conviction
by employing hedging and boosting strategies (cf. Barton 1995, Booth et al.2008).
Proper balance between hedges and boosters is an important feature of academic
prose and serves to indicate author's willingness to sound polite, as well as
persuasive (e.g. Myers 1989, Hyland 1996, 1998). Learners were found to use a more
limited set of hedging and boosting devices than English native speakers, and to
experience particular difficulties in adding an appropriate degree of tentativeness to
their claims (e.g. Hinkel 2005, Hyland & Milton 1997, McEnery & Kifle 2002). However,
learner corpus studies investigating hedging in L2 writing are still scarce and tend to
focus on individual genres (e.g. argumentative essays), rather than provide a
comparative analysis of the phenomenon across various text types.

This study focuses on the use of hedging and boosting devices by German learners in
acknowledging and responding to readers’ objections to a claim in structures such as
“[One could assume/Of course/This may be...]. But [it should be kept in mind that/l
think/sometimes...]". The structures will be analysed in two text types:
argumentative essays and term papers. The contribution addresses the following
research questions:

1. Which hedging strategies are employed by German L2 writers when
acknowledging and responding to readers’ objections in their writing?

2. Are there genre-induced differences as to the use of hedges & boosters by
German learners?

The analysis draws on two types of learner corpora: the International Corpus of
Learner English (ICLE; Granger et al. 2009) and the Corpus of Academic Learner
English (CALE; Callies & Zaytseva 2013).
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