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All truth passes through three stages. First, it is 
ridiculed. Second, it is violently opposed. Third, it is 
accepted as being self-evident. (Arthur Schopenhauer)

1 Introduction

It is now generally accepted that synchronic studies can benefit from, 
be enhanced and informed by diachronic considerations which help 
us understand why specialized languages have come to be as they are. 
‘History is who we are and why we are the way we are’, said the US 
‘celebrity’ historian, David McCullough. In that sense, Bazerman (1988) 
claims that it is necessary to understand why certain forms of expression 
arise, why they evolve and why they disappear. He further stresses that 
it is only through the analysis of language as a historical phenomenon 
than one can understand the rhetoric of today’s scientific discourse. 
Along the same lines, Atkinson (1996: 334) forcefully remarks that ‘the 
study of scientists’ communicative practices across historical times is 
a crucial aspect in the study of science’. Hyland (2000) echoes these 
opinions by asserting that diachronic analyses of scientific discourse are 
an important way of looking at the constitutive relationship between 
writers and their texts in the sense that they show that language and 
communities are mutually entailed and constituted. 

This is probably why there has lately been an increasing interest in 
the analysis of scientific issues and texts from a diachronic standpoint. 
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This interest is reflected in a wide array of publications that have 
analyzed scientific texts either from a micro- and macro-linguistic per-
spective (e.g. Gunnarsson, 1997), from a more sociologically oriented 
standpoint (e.g. Atkinson, 1996; Bazerman, 1988; Gross et al., 2002) or, 
more strictly, from a systemic functional linguistics angle (e.g. Banks, 
2008).

Using many of the procedures of rhetorical and register analysis, the 
above-mentioned diachronic research has been able to reveal important 
changes in several academic genres (although mainly in the sacrosanct 
research article) and to underline how the writers’ rhetorical strategies 
have changed as a response to the needs, conceptions and practices of 
the scientific community.

Through the analysis of the evolution of a certain number of rhetori-
cal features pertaining to a genre that is increasingly being seen as an 
important locus of disciplinary discourse research, viz. the academic 
book review, here we would like to further illustrate how instructive 
the diachronic exploration of scientific discourse can be. We shall focus 
on the rhetorical evolution of a specific socio-pragmatic phenomenon 
that is an ‘integral feature of the book review genre’ (Hyland, 2000: 61) 
and that represents the ‘common thread that holds the genre together’ 
(Giannoni, 2002: 356), a phenomenon without which, it is worthwhile 
underlining, there would be no science at all. We are here referring to 
academic criticism (hereafter abbreviated as AC), an element that is 
essential to the dynamic process of scientific knowledge construction 
and that has received several ‘labels’ in the literature (see Lorés, 2009 
for an overview). 

The present study then builds on the findings of the previously 
published research on scholarly book reviews (hereafter abbreviated as 
BR(s)) by examining the evolution of the AC-related variables we men-
tion in Section 2 below. Its originality lies not only in the wider range of 
variables studied but also in the methods used to analyse our raw data 
(see Section 3 below). 

Academic criticism: a working definition

We define an AC as a negative remark uttered by a book reviewer 
towards the stance adopted by a book author/editor or towards a given 
aspect or sub-aspect of the book under review ‘in relation to a criterion 
of evaluation with a higher or lower degree of generality’ (Moreno and 
Suárez, 2008: 18). This means that ACs are not identified as grammati-
cal units but as functional/semantic ones. i.e. as ‘any structural unit, 
irrespective of its lexico-grammatical configuration, that contains both 
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234 Stance and Voice in Written Academic Genres

the (sub)-aspect commented upon and what is said about it’ (cf. Thetela, 
1997; Lorés, 2009). Two examples:

1. Dr. Gant is too much inclined to radical operations (AC1) and 
unfortunately pays insufficient attention to conservative treatments 
(AC2) (1896).
2. The discussions are balanced and critical (positive evaluation), 
but, in our opinion, they are not critical enough (AC1) (2008).

In Example 1 above, we have two ACs, the first one (AC1) being made 
up of nine words and the second (AC2) of six words. By contrast, in 
Example 2, we have two evaluative acts: a positive speech act (the first 
independent clause) and a negative one (the second independent clause 
or AC1). As we said before, we will only deal here with negatively critical 
elements such as the two clauses of Example 1 and the second inde-
pendent clause of Example 2 (‘they are not critical enough’).

2 Corpus and variables 

We analysed the evolution of ACs in a corpus of 150 BRs published in 
English-medium leading medical journals in three distinct periods, each 
one made up of 50 BRs: the closing years of the nineteenth century 
(1890–1900 or Period A), the mid- twentieth century (1950–60 or Period 
B) and the first decade of the twenty-first century (2000–10 or Period C), 
amounting to a total of 71,065 running words. We thus adopted here 
a genre-based approach, which has been recognized as ‘the most devel-
oped and comprehensive rhetorical theory to address writing in recent 
times’ (Dias et al., 1999: 18). 

The analysis was entirely based on paper copies of the 150 BRs. The 
first step was to carefully read each BR several times so as to identify 
all instances of ACs. This done, we examined two categories of pre-
established variables related to the different ACs recorded in each BR: 
(1) 17 quantitative or numerical variables whose frequency of occur-
rence could be counted (cf. Section 2.1 below) and (2) 4 categorical or 
qualitative ones whose frequency of occurrence could not be counted 
(cf. Section 2.2 below). These latter were dichotomic (i.e. they answered 
a yes/no question).

2.1 Quantitative/numerical variables (17 items)

(a) The length of the BR itself or the number of running words making 
up each BR.
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(b) The AC itself: how frequent and how long is it? We counted the 
number of ACs and the number of running words making up the ACs 
recorded in each BR. 

(c) The voicing (or ‘volume’) of the AC: was it direct or epistemically 
hedged? In Example 2, the AC is hedged by means of the expression ‘in 
our opinion’. In Example 3 below (italics added), the AC is hedged by 
means of the epistemic verb ‘to seem’ and the modal ‘might’, whereas 
the AC voiced in Example 4 (‘a view which is erroneous’) is direct.

3. Some chapters will seem unsatisfactory and incomplete to the 
general practitioners. Further criticism might be made upon certain 
chapters … on the ground of imperfect classification. (1956)
4. In the chapter on special diagnosis, the statement is found that 
the normal glands are surrounded by connective tissue corpuscles, 
a view which is erroneous. (1899)

Moreover, in order to grade the strength of the book reviewers’ feelings, 
that is, to assess the extent to which they commit themselves to their AC 
or to which they ‘turn up or lower the volume’ (Martin, 2000), we also 
recorded the number of attitude markers or emotionally charged expres-
sions, such as ‘amazingly’, ‘with regret’, ‘unfortunately’ (see Example 1 
above), ‘surprisingly’, and of emphatic expressions or boosters (cf. Hyland, 
2000; Lafuente Millán, 2008; Tse and Hyland, 2009), such as ‘greatly’, 
‘definitely’, ‘too much’ (see Example 1 above), ‘very’, ‘undoubtedly’, 
‘strongly’, ‘extremely’, ‘absolutely’.

(d) The location of the AC: was it voiced at the beginning, the middle 
or the end of the BR?

(e) The ‘judge’ (the book reviewer) presence in the BR. This refers to the 
way the book reviewer uses personal pronouns as mechanisms to project 
his voice onto the text: Does he refer to himself by means of the first 
person singular subject and object pronoun ‘I/me’, the inclusive ‘we’, the 
exclusive ‘we’, the indefinite pronoun ‘one’ or the nominal phrase ‘this 
reader/reviewer’? By inclusive ‘we’ we mean the first person plural subject 
and object pronoun (‘we’/’us’) that refer both to the authoring scholar 
(the book reviewer) and the reader binding ‘writer and reader together as 
members of a disciplinary in-group’ (Hyland, 2002: 35). By contrast, the 
exclusive ‘we’ specifically excludes the addressee and only refers to the 
authoring scholar(s) (see Kuo, 1999; Lafuente Millán, 2008).
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236 Stance and Voice in Written Academic Genres

(f) Was the target of AC an animate agent (the book author/editor) or 
an inanimate entity (a book chapter, the whole book)? 

2.2 Categorical/qualitative variables (four yes/no items)

(a) The visibility/invisibility of the book reviewer. If the book reviewer 
did not identify himself in the BR by means of the devices mentioned 
in (e) above, then he was classified as ‘invisible’.

(b) Presence of sarcasm/irony in voicing the ACs.

3 Data analysis

The above-mentioned variables were recorded in each BR according 
to the first two authors’ interpretative skills. Ambiguous and doubtful 
cases were measured against the interpretation provided by a Spanish-
speaking specialist informant, a medical doctor fluent in reading and 
writing English. Throughout the process of data recording, a close read-
ing of the immediate co-text and careful consideration of the larger 
rhetorical context were taken into account.

The raw data obtained were analysed with two different methods 
usefully complementing each other: on the one hand, a mathematical 
model called ‘principal component analysis’ (PCA, see below) that nor-
malizes the raw data and indicates gross patterns or trends, and, on the 
other, close contextual/analytical readings to explore the finer texture, 
the meaning and the implications of these trends. The PCA (see below) 
was run by means of the STAT-ICTF program.

Through a PCA, a table of quantitative data (the frequency of the 
21 above-mentioned variables in each one of the 150 BRs examined) 
is reduced to a set of graphs that highlights the similarities and differ-
ences among the observed individuals (the 150 BRs). These similarities 
and differences are of course shown in the initial data recording table, 
but, because of the size of the table – a simple listing of numbers (21 
variables recorded in 150 BRs) – these similarities and differences can-
not be readily appreciated. On the graphs (see Results, Section 4 below) 
each BR block (A, B, C) of 50 BRs each is represented by a point in a 
multidimensional space. Similarly, the variables are characterized by 
their distribution in the three blocks (Saporta, 1990). 

4 Results: variable distribution around the axes

When reading the graphs one should keep in mind that the further 
a variable is from the centre of the circle of correlation, the more 
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 representative it is, i.e. the more it characterizes the block – A, B or C – it 
is associated with. 

4.1 Numerical variables (Figure 15.1) 

Figure 15.1 clearly shows that the numerical variables can be divided 
into three distinct groups:

1. Group 1, made up of four variables, those on the upper part of the 
plane: inanimate, the personal pronoun ‘I’, the nominal phrase ‘this 
reader’, and the inclusive ‘we’.

2. Group 2, made up of four variables, those near the centre of the circle 
of correlation: the pronoun ‘one’, ‘end’, ‘hedged’ and ‘begin’. 

3. Group 3, made up of nine variables, those on the left-hand side/
lower part of the plane: ‘number of ACs’, ‘direct’, ‘mid’, ‘emotion’, 
‘BR length’, ‘AC length’, ‘animate’, ‘booster’ and exclusive ‘we’.

Figure 15.1 also indicates the position of Block A (end-of-nineteenth-cen-
tury BRs), Block B (mid-twentieth-century BRs) and Block C (beginning-
of-twenty-first-century BRs). It clearly shows that Blocks A and C sit in 
stark contrast, whereas Block B is closer to Block C than it is to Block A.

The combined representation of the three blocks (A, B and C) and of 
the 17 numerical variables allows us to state that Block A is  characterized 

Figure 15.1 Numerical variables: AC: number of academic conflicts; Anim: ani-
mate; Boost: boosters; DCT: direct; EMO: emotion; ex we: exclusive ‘we’; Inan: 
inanimate; In we: inclusive ‘we’; read: This reader, this reviewer
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238 Stance and Voice in Written Academic Genres

by those variables making up Group 3, Block C by those variables mak-
ing up Group 1, and that Block B is not featured by any specific group 
of numerical variables at all, but rather by the absence of the numerical 
variables that characterize Block A. 

Regarding the four numerical variables of Group 2 (‘end’, ‘begin’, 
‘hedged’ and ‘one’), Figure 15.1 shows that they are situated near the 
centre of the circle of correlation, which means that they are not well 
represented. In other words, they cannot be said to characterize any 
block in particular.

4.2 Categorical variables (Figure 15.2) 

The first thing that strikes the eye when reading Figure 15.2 is the 
extreme position of the ‘irony’ variable. It is indeed located on the far 
left-hand side of the plane, whereas its opposite ‘no irony’ is found on 
the right-hand side of the plane. The ‘visible’ variable is associated with 
Block A, but it is not that far from Block C, whereas the ‘invisible’ vari-
able is encountered on the right-hand side of the plane, near Block B.

We can thus conclude that ‘irony and ‘visibility’ characterize Block A, 
whereas ‘no irony’ characterizes blocks B and C. 

4.3 The projection of the 150 individuals on the plane 
(Figure 15.3) 

Figure 15.3 shows the projection of the 150 individuals (the 150 BRs) 
onto the plane. It can be seen that the BRs making up Block A are much 

Figure 15.2 Categorical variables: Vis: visible; Inv: invisible
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more spread over the plane than are those making up blocks B and C 
which both form two more homogeneous groups. 

5 Discussion

Our results convincingly show that medical BRs of Block A (those pub-
lished at the end of the nineteenth century) in many respects stand in 
sharp contrast with the BRs published during Block C (beginning of the 
twenty-first century) and with Block B (mid-twentieth century) whose 
distinctive trait, as we have seen, is rather the absence of specific features 
(especially those numerical and categorical variables present in Block A) 
than the presence of any distinctive feature in particular. Moreover, the 
fact that Block A BRs were found to be spread over the plane means that 
they form a much more heterogeneous group than their blocks B and C 
counterparts. This is why we will organize our discussion by comparing 
these blocks.

5.1 The book review length and the number and length of 
academic conflicts 

BR length, number of ACs and AC length are among the best repre-
sented variables (those further from the centre of correlation). Indeed, 
not only the number of ACs but also their length was found to be a 
characteristic of the BRs from Block A. This can be explained by the 
fact that nineteenth-century book reviewers tended to use the BR as 

Figure 15.3 Projection of the 150 individuals (book reviews) onto the plane: 
Block A: 1–50; Block B: 51–100; Block C: 101–150
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240 Stance and Voice in Written Academic Genres

a  ‘rhetorical platform’ (Tse and Hyland, 2009: 118), not only to report 
long verbatim quotes from the book they were reviewing (Salager-
Meyer, 2010) but also to explain, in great detail, how and why their 
opinions differed from that of the book author. 

Besides, nineteenth-century book reviewers used the BR as a floor 
from which to make their voice about related topics audible. In other 
words, they used to make long critical digressions about issues that 
were not directly related to the criticisms uttered. It was not unu-
sual, for example, to find one- or even two-page-long ACs in a BR 
from Block A. This was never found in book reviews from Block B or 
C, thus corroborating in a sense the previous fairly robust research 
finding that today’s academic BRs contain more praise than blame 
(Hyland, 2000; Shaw, 2009; Moreno and Suárez, 2009). In a sense, 
then, nineteenth-century medical BRs resemble today’s philosophy 
BRs that were found to be much longer and discursive than their biol-
ogy counterparts (cf. Tse and Hyland, 2009). 

We should finally keep in mind that at the end of the nineteenth 
century, space/word limit was not an issue for scientific journal edi-
tors. As a consequence, the book reviewer felt free to include as much 
tangential information and be as verbose/critical as he wanted. What 
is more, books were then the main means of knowledge dissemination 
in all disciplines (Gross et al., 2002; Salager-Meyer, 2010) and were not 
competing with research papers or case reports for print space. Today, 
the situation is quite different, and medical BRs are relegated to the last 
section of the journal because, as the Publishing Research Consortium 
recently reported, researchers in all disciplines and across the world rate 
journal articles as the most important type of information, to the point 
that the future of BRs, at least in the medical field, is uncertain. In addi-
tion, from the journal’s perspective, the BR makes no contribution to 
journal impact factor (Lee et al., 2010)

5.2 The volume of the judge’s critical stance

5.2.1 Direct vs hedged

Another very well-represented variable that characterizes BRs from Block 
A is ‘direct’, which means that the majority of the ACs recorded during 
that period were unhedged, thereby undermining the book author’s 
credibility. Examples such as the two following abound in Block A BRs: 

5. The chapter on puerperal septicemia is unnecessarily complicated 
and the kernel of truth lost in masses of old ideas. (1895)
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6. It is the work of about sixty contributors and presents many of the 
faults of a book prepared in that manner. … Practically, such a book 
contains numerous weak articles, much repetition, and lacks unity 
and oneness of purpose…. The editor has failed in many directions. 
(1897)

As a matter of fact, very few ACs were hedged in our whole BR corpus. 
This is evinced by the fact that the ‘hedge’ variable was found near 
the centre of the circle of correlation, which indicates that it is not 
characteristic of any particular period/block. This stands in contrast 
with other genres, such as the scientific research article – at least 
that written in English – where hedges have been found to be quite 
frequent because they help writers to ‘express tentativeness and pos-
sibility’ (cf. Hyland, 1996: 433), thus making their subjective opinion 
more acceptable to the reader. Not so in BRs: there book reviewers 
are generally direct in voicing their ACs and, unlike research article 
authors, have apparently never been preoccupied by protecting their 
reputation as scientists. We must say that BRs do not rank high in the 
hierarchical scale of professional scholarship, and academic institu-
tions rarely, if ever, give their scholars credit for publishing BRs (Lee 
et al., 2010).

Although hedges were quite few, it is worth mentioning that modal/
semi-modal and epistemic verbs were the favoured hedging device in 
Block A BRs, whereas expressions such as ‘in our/my opinion/experi-
ence’ were more frequent than modal verbs in blocks B and C, as 
Examples 7 and 8 illustrate (see also Example 2 above):

7. Dr. Adams’ directions are clear and practical, though we may differ 
in the execution of the details. (1896)
8. It seems to us that allotting of space to the different subjects has 
not been entirely judicious. (1899)

At any rate, as Hyland (1998) rightly argues, while hedges have an epis-
temic and affective function in knowledge-making genres, their princi-
pal purpose in review genres is to mitigate the interpersonal damage of 
critical comments.

5.2.2 Emotion, boosters and irony/sarcasm

These three variables were clearly associated with the ACs recorded in 
Block A, where emotional involvement was mainly expressed by means 
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242 Stance and Voice in Written Academic Genres

of adverbs such as ‘amazingly’, ‘unfortunately’ and the verb ‘to regret’ 
(Examples 9 and 10):

9. The opinion of American surgeons is unfortunately not expressed 
by Dr. Alligham, and we regret to have it appear as being so in an 
American book. (1899)
10. The nutritive disturbances of rickets should not be overlooked, 
but regrettably physicians do not seem to realize their severity and the 
resulting damage to the system. (1897)

Boosters are frequently seen as rhetorical strategies whose core func-
tion is complementary to that of hedges which consists in qualify-
ing the commitment to the truth of the proposition uttered by the 
speaker/writer (Tse and Hyland, 2009; Hyland, 2011). They were quite 
frequent in late nineteenth-century BRs which used them to reinforce 
the image of the expert writer and project an image of aptitude and 
(over)- confidence (see Examples 11 and 12 below): 

11. Here lies our chief criticism. The abridgment is too great and too 
much has been assumed as to the reader’s knowledge. (1899)
12. The subject of puerperal fever is certainly not so intricate as the 
author would lead us to believe; it is certainly not due to zymotic causes. 
(1895) (This last sentence is written in italics in the original so as to 
make even more emphasis upon the scholarly dispute.) 

The discourse of Examples 11 and 12 is a categorical discourse of assur-
ance that leaves readers in no doubt as to the worth of the judge’s robust 
stance. Having said that, if we consider that nineteenth-century BRs were 
written by men, and even though we did not regard the gender factor, our 
results tend to echo the finding of Tse and Hyland (2009) who report that 
males use more boosters in academic writing than females. Few boosters 
were found in today’s BRs, probably because an appropriate degree of 
courtesy is now considered necessary and because libel laws apply. Today 
boosters must also be used with caution if book reviewers do not want to 
sound as if they are making too great an imposition on the reader.

Nineteenth-century book reviewers were also quite ironic and sar-
castic, another distinctive feature of the ACs recorded at that time. 
Examples, like the one below from 1899, abound. For lack of space, we 
will limit ourselves to just one example:

13. Psychiatrists and psychologists ought to read this book, even if 
only to be enraged.
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5.2.3 The ‘bench of the accused’

The difference here is clear too. At the end of the nineteenth century, 
the ‘bench of the accused’ was occupied by an animate agent: the book 
author/editor, as Examples 1, 6 and 7 above illustrate. This does not 
imply that a chapter or the book itself could not be found ‘guilty’ of the 
flaws mentioned in the BR, it did occur (see Examples 3 and 4 above), 
but, as a whole, authors were the guilty ones. Needless to say that such 
a rhetorical strategy was very face-threatening to the book author, even 
when the AC was hedged as in Example 14 below:

14. We regret that Dr. Rae has not thought it necessary in such a 
treatise as this, to introduce and criticize some of the later ideas on 
the pathology and treatment urged by many of the Continental 
American authorities. (1898)

By contrast, in Block C it was most of the time an inanimate entity that 
was found guilty of the flaws mentioned in the BR, as Examples 15 and 
16 instantiate. The AC is somewhat softened, then, by the fact that the 
AC target is an impersonal/inanimate object:

15. The chapter on neurosurgical approaches does not clearly explain 
the indications for surgery. (2007)
16. The book also lacks any comment on the occurrence of Parkinson’s 
disease in young adults and fails to mention the genomic impact of 
the dopaminergic agonists. (2008)

The above examples clearly illustrate the progressive objectivization and 
impersonalization of scientific writing that has also been mentioned by 
previous research in other academic genres, such as the research article 
and research article abstracts (e.g. Atkinson, 1996; Gross et al., 2002; 
Lorés, 2008).

5.2.4 The judge’s presence: from expert to ordinary reader

Exploring the pragmatic functions that pronouns fulfil in the instances 
found, and following Tang and Suganthi’s (1999) cline, we observed 
that, when visible, book reviewers do not use pronouns as ‘architects 
of the text’ nor as ‘recounters of the research process’, but as ‘opinion 
holders’ or ‘originators’. 

According to our findings, it is in Block A where the judge’s voice is 
most clearly audible, and this ‘audibility’ or visibility manifested itself 
through the extensive use of the ‘exclusive we’ personal pronoun 
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(Kuo, 1999; Hyland, 2005). It underscores the strong authorial voice, 
the persuasive authority and credibility of the book reviewer who takes 
full responsibility for his claims. Example 17 illustrates this point quite 
well:

17. We wish we could share Munde´s enthusiasm in regard to 
Alexander’s operation, but, as we have frequently stated, our results 
are the very reverse of his. (1898)

In this sense, we fully agree with Hyland (2001) when he states that 
the use of the exclusive ‘we’ by single authors is an expression of 
dominance created by the distancing that the majestic (the royal ‘we’) 
or authoritative plural produces. It could be argued that the pronoun 
referred to several book reviewers. Not so, because back then, BRs were 
written by one reviewer only (even today, it is rare for BRs to be written 
by several reviewers although it is more frequent than it was back in the 
nineteenth century). 

By contrast, a close analysis of today’s BRs shows that reviewers iden-
tify themselves through three linguistic means or self-mention markers 
(Hyland, 2001: (1) the first personal pronoun ‘I’ (Example 18), (2) The 
expression ‘This reader/reviewer’ (Example 19), or (3) the ‘inclusive we’ 
(Example 20). Here are a few examples drawn from Block C BRs:

18. I was also disappointed that the clinical aspects received rela-
tively little space. (2008)
19. This reviewer believes that the figures are often poorly labeled and 
difficult to interpret. (2007)
20. Contrary to what is stated in Chapter 3, we all know that this 
treatment is not the panacea. (2006)

By resorting to the inclusive ‘we’ today’s ‘judges’ presuppose a certain 
amount of knowledge (usually disciplinary) on the part of readers and 
bring them into the text as knowledgeable members of their discipli-
nary community. They thus align themselves with their reading peers 
as co-members sharing understandings and values and pursuing simi-
lar objectives. By using ‘I’ or ‘this reviewer/reader’, the ‘judge’ is no 
longer the assertive expert talking on behalf of the scientific commu-
nity as it was in the nineteenth century, but the voice of an ordinary 
reader. This use of the first personal pronoun somewhat tones down 
the criticism. As Hyland and Diani (2009: 11) point out, personal 
 attribution conveys the limitation of the criticism, representing it as 
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‘the writer’s individual opinion rather than the objective characteristic 
of the volume’.

It is in Block A where the judge is most clearly visible and in Block 
B (mid-twentieth century) where it is was most invisible (i.e. not lin-
guistically represented by any personal pronoun at all). The fact that 
the writer is almost totally invisible in Block B BRs leads us to conclude 
that it is not only the discipline or the language culture which influ-
ences the degree with which writers project themselves in their texts, 
but that the time factor also plays an important role in the sense that 
it dictates the choice of more or less impersonal mechanisms to present 
their  standpoints. Hence, when Hyland (2011: 28) points out that any 
individual’s presentation and interpretation of self varies from one situ-
ation to another according to the ‘purpose of the encounter, the audi-
ence, and the individual’s relationship with that audience’, the time 
dimension or historical context should be added to the list of variables 
that enact such self-projection in academic writing.

5.3 The position of criticism within the book review

As we said before, not much can be concluded about the position of 
the AC in the BR over time, except that they are mostly found in the 
middle of BRs, especially in Block A. The other two possible locations 
(at the beginning or at the end) were rare, probably because the latter 
positions are much more threatening to the book author. This corrobo-
rates the findings of other researchers who found that critical remarks 
at the end of a BR are an infrequent phenomenon because reviewers 
tend to close their reviews by reminding the reader of the positive 
rather than the negative points (Gea Valor, 2000; Moreno and Suárez, 
2009) in order to project an overall positive impression of the book 
under evaluation. 

Example 21 is an instance of an AC that opens the BR, and Example 
22 illustrates an AC as a closing move, but again, both positions were 
found to be quite infrequent in our whole corpus (note the hedge in 
Example 21 and the emotional adverb in Example 22, both making the 
ACs less face-threatening to the book author):

21. The title of the book is somewhat misleading. The pieces do each 
deal with some aspect of science, but they do not quite add up to 
a ‘panorama of 25 centuries of scientific thought and method’. The 
articles are not all of a type. (1958) 
22. Regrettably, the book will fail to increase the non-psychiatric 
 clinician knowledge. (1959) 
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6 Conclusion

This diachronic study of ACs in medical BRs has shown that late 
 nineteenth-century BRs are not only longer and more critical than mid-
twentieth- and early twenty-first-century BRs, but more heterogeneous. 
There is also evidence that book reviewers were more visible and ‘audi-
ble’ in late nineteenth-century BRs than book reviewers from blocks 
B and C, and that the way they projected authorial self has changed 
over time. Indeed, early book reviewers showed a greater willingness to 
make bold and emotional statements and boost their critical arguments 
than their later counterparts, thus highlighting a more personal and 
engaging style. Moreover, the voice of late nineteenth-century book 
reviewers was that of assertive experts, whereas that of their beginning-
of- twenty-first-century counterparts is that of ordinary readers. Finally, 
an increasing depersonalization or objectivization has been observed in 
the entities accused of the flaws mentioned in the BRs. 

We hope that this study brings new insight to the evolution of the 
expression of written scholarly dispute, an aspect that is crucial to sci-
entific writing. As Sir Karl Popper (1959: 54) indeed wrote in The Logic of 
Scientific Discovery: ‘The wrong view of science betrays itself in the crav-
ing to be right; for it is not his possession of knowledge, of irrefutable 
truth, that makes the man of science, but his persistent and recklessly 
critical quest for truth.’

Notes

1. This research was supported by Grant CDCHTA-M-976-09-06A. We would 
also like to thank Dr Abdel Fuenmayor and George Jabbour for their insightful 
comments.

References 

Atkinson, D. (1996) ‘The philosophical transactions of the Royal Society of 
London 1675–1975: a socio-historical discourse analysis’, Language in Society, 
25, 333–71.

Banks, D. (2008) The development of scientific writing. Linguistic features and histori-
cal contexts (London: Equinox). 

Bazerman, C. (1988) Shaping written knowledge. The genre and activity of the research 
article in science (Madison, Wis.: University of Wisconsin Press).

Dias, P., A. Freedman, P. Medway and A. Paré (1999) Worlds apart: acting and writ-
ing in academic and workplace contexts (Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum).

Gea Valor, M.L. (2000) A pragmatic approach to politeness and modality in book 
review articles. SELL Monograph (Valencià: Universitat de Valencià).

9780230302839_16_cha15.indd   2469780230302839_16_cha15.indd   246 5/14/2012   7:38:40 PM5/14/2012   7:38:40 PM

PROOF



F. Salager-Meyer, M. Ángeles Alcaraz Áriza and M. Luzardo Briceño 247

Giannoni, D.S. (2002) ‘Hard words, soft technology. Criticism and endorsement 
in the software review genre’ in Gotti, M., D. Heller and M. Dossena (eds) 
Conflict and negotiation in specialized texts (Bern: Peter Lang), pp. 335–63.

Gross, A.G., J.E. Harmon and M. Reidy (2002) Communicating science: the scien-
tific article from the 17th century to the present (New York: Oxford University 
Press).

Gunnarsson, B.L. (1997) ‘On the socio-historical construction of scientific 
 discourse’ in Gunnarsson, B.L., P. Linell and B. Nordberg (eds) The construction 
of professional discourse (Longman: London), pp. 99–127.

Hyland, K. (1996) ‘Writing without conviction? Hedging in science research 
articles’, Applied Linguistics, 17, 433–54.

Hyland, K. (1998) ‘Boosting, hedging, and the negotiation of academic knowl-
edge’, Text, 18 (3), 349–82.

Hyland, K. (2000) Disciplinary discourses: social interactions in academic writing 
(London: Longman).

Hyland, K. (2001) ‘Humble servants of the discipline? Self-mention markers in 
research articles’, Journal of Pragmatics, 34, 1091–112.

Hyland, K. (2002) ‘Directives: power and engagement in academic writing’, 
Applied Linguistics, XXIII (2), 215–39.

Hyland, K. (2005) ‘Stance and engagement: a model of interaction in academic 
discourse’, Discourse Studies, VII (2), 173–91. 

Hyland, K. (2011) ‘Projecting an academic identity in some reflexive genres’, 
Ibérica, 21, 9–30.

Hyland, K. and G. Diani (2009) Academic evaluation: review genres in university set-
tings (Basingstoke, UK: Palgrave Macmillan).

Kuo, C.H. (1999) ‘The use of personal pronouns: role relationships in scientific 
journal articles’, English for Specific Purposes, 18 (2), 121–38.

Lafuente Millán, E. (2008) ‘Epistemic and approximative meaning revisited: 
the use of hedges, boosters and approximators when writing research in 
different disciplines’ in Burgess, S. and P. Martín-Martín (eds) English as an 
additional language and research publication and communication (Bern: Peter 
Lang), pp. 65–83.

Lee, A.D., B.N. Green, C.D. Johnson and J. Nyquist (2010) ‘How to write a schol-
arly book review for publication in a peer-reviewed journal: a review of the 
literature’, The Journal of Chiropractic Education, 24(1), 57–69.

Lorés Sanz, R. (2008) ‘Genres in contrast: the exploration of writers’ visibility 
in research articles and research article abstracts’ in Burgess, S. and P. Martín-
Martín (eds) English as an additional language and research publication and com-
munication (Bern: Peter Lang), pp. 105–23.

Lorés Sanz, R. (2009) ‘(Non)-critical voices in the reviewing of history discourse: 
a cross-cultural study of evaluation’ in Hyland, K. and G. Diani (eds) Academic 
evaluation: review genres in university settings (Basingstoke, UK: Palgrave 
Macmillan), pp. 143–60.

Martin, J.R. (2000) ‘Beyond exchange: appraisal systems in English’ in Thompson, 
G. and S. Hunston (eds) Evaluation in text: authorial stance and the construction of 
discourse (Oxford: Oxford University Press), pp. 142–75.

Moreno, A.I. and L. Suárez (2008) ‘A study of critical attitude across English and 
Spanish academic book reviews’, Journal of English for Academic Purposes, VII 
(1), 15–26.

9780230302839_16_cha15.indd   2479780230302839_16_cha15.indd   247 5/14/2012   7:38:40 PM5/14/2012   7:38:40 PM

PROOF



248 Stance and Voice in Written Academic Genres

Moreno, A.I. and L. Suárez (2009) ‘Academic book reviews in English and 
Spanish: critical comments and rhetorical structure’ in Hyland, K. and 
G. Diani (eds) Academic evaluation: review genres in university settings (Palgrave 
Macmillan), pp. 161–78.

Popper, K. (1959) The logic of scientific discovery (London: Routledge). 
Publishing Research Consortium. www.publishingresearch.net
Salager-Meyer, F. (2010) ‘Academic book reviews and the construction of 

 scientific knowledge (1890–2005)’ in Gea Valor, M.L., I. García Izquierdo and 
M.J. Esteve (eds) Linguistic and translation studies in scientific communication 
(Bern: Peter Lang), pp. 39–68.

Saporta, G. (1990) Probabilités, analyse des données et statistique (Technip: Paris).
Shaw, P. (2009) ‘The lexis and grammar of explicit evaluation in academic book 

reviews, 1913 and 1993’ in Hyland K. and G. Diani (eds) Academic evaluation: 
review genres in university setting (London: Palgrave), pp. 217–35. 

Tang, R. and J. Suganthi (1999) ‘The “I” identity: exploring writer identity in stu-
dents academic writing through the first personal pronoun’, English for Specific 
Purposes, 18 (Supplement 1), S23–S39.

Thetela, P. (1997) ‘Evaluated entities and parameters of value in academic 
research articles’, English for Specific Purposes, 16 (2), 201–18.

Tse, P. and K. Hyland (2009) ‘Discipline and gender: constructing rhetorical iden-
tity in book reviews’ in Hyland, K. and G. Diani (eds) Academic evaluation: review 
genres in university settings (Basingstoke, UK: Palgrave Macmillan), pp. 105–21.

9780230302839_16_cha15.indd   2489780230302839_16_cha15.indd   248 5/14/2012   7:38:40 PM5/14/2012   7:38:40 PM

PROOF




