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Abstract

In a global academic environment, increasing attention has been paid to the international use of English for publication purposes. The chapter presents a corpus-based study of the differences between authors’ final versions – seen as a case of writing in English as Lingua Franca – and published versions of papers. The economics component of the SciELF corpus – a collection of unrevised articles by ELF users – is compared to a larger corpus of published articles in Business and Economics. The comparison confirms the “cooperative imperative” of ELF users, though limited to a restricted range of general markers, and suggests a “selling imperative” in the process of revision, emphasizing authorial presence through personal deixis, epistemic markers and lexical cohesion.
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1. Introduction

The global dimension of academic activity, publications and research has given increasing importance to the need for a common language, with English having established itself as the dominant language in academic publications. Thanks to its superior resources for academic inquiries, at the end of the Second World War “the United States became both the world’s greatest producer and consumer of research” (Hyland, 2015, p. 46), contributing to the spread of English in the international academic panorama. The use of English as the preferred language for publication can be referred to as a “language variety used to perform very restricted purposes between people who do not share a common language” (Hyland, 2015, p. 63). 
The major role of non-native speakers of English in the field of international publications suggests looking more closely at the area of English as a Lingua Franca, where mutual understanding and explicitness can be more important than correctness (Mauranen, Hynninen & Ranta, 2010; Mauranen, 2012) and endonormative activity is intense (Hynninen, 2013). An ELF perspective moves away from the idea of an English owned only by native speakers to a view of English as shaped by its users, especially in the global context of academic use. 
The prevalence – or dominance – of the use of English in academic publishing has created the idea of a discrimination between native and non-native speakers. Research has shown that scholars from all over the world live with “anxiety” and “resignation” the impossibility to choose the language they publish in (Ferguson, Pérez-Llantada & Plo, 2011; Lillis & Curry, 2010), but at the same time they also contribute to the richness of perspectives in their disciplinary communities (see also Canagarajah, 1996; Flowerdew, 1999, 2001; Pérez-Llantada, 2014). Moreover, academic writing is not part of that “natural acquisition” of a language, but it is acquired through lengthy formal education (Ferguson et al., 2011). Features that are specific to a language variety such as technical taxonomies, lexical density, rhetorical structures and grammatical patterns, have to be learnt by all native and non-native speakers alike (Römer, 2009; Tribble, 2017). 
The use of a lingua franca involves an effort from both native and non-native speakers, with the aim of communicating academic contents in an efficient and effective way. These efforts lead to a process of a constant remodeling of the structures used to communicate. In particular, academic speakers are being asked to adopt a “cooperative imperative” that asks for a language accommodation to ensure communication (Seidlhofer, 2009). In oral contexts, we need to continually modify and fine-tune our language in order to communicate with other people. The cooperative imperative assumes the tendency to strive for greater explicitness in search for mutual understanding (Mauranen et al., 2010, p. 184). 
The need for greater explicitness, which Mauranen (2012) sees in terms of careful use of metadiscourse, indicating local organisation and negotiating topics, might characterise both spoken and written forms of academic ELF. In order to create a more explicit and defined text, and to lead their addressees to a specific interpretation, both speakers and writers use expressions that help readers to organise, classify, and evaluate propositions in the text. In other words, they use metadiscourse, a combination of references to the discourse itself, contributing to the organisation of the evolving text rather than to the subject matter.
When it comes to publishing in English, however, the gate-keeping function of reviewers, editors and publishing companies cannot be ignored and the language that gets published is probably the result of a mediation between unedited ELF use and reference to native-speaker standards. When looking at published papers, increasing attention is being paid to the contribution of “shapers” (Burrough-Boenisch, 2003) or “literacy brokers” (Lillis & Curry, 2006, 2010), i.e. the different kinds of mediators who are involved in the production of the final text to be published, such as academic supervisors, language professionals, reviewers and editors. An increasing number of papers have studied the role played by literacy brokers in determining what gets accepted for publication; they have tried to trace the factors that influence the L2 author’s identity (Englander, 2009) and their relation (or lack of) to native-speaker standards (Anderson, 2010; Heng Hartse & Kubota, 2014).  
From an editorial point of view, the main focus during the revision for publication is supposed to be on content and argument, rather than on grammar and syntax (e.g. Bornmann, Wymouth, & Daniel, 2010; Coniam, 2012; Gosden, 2003; Hewings, 2004; Mungra & Webber, 2010; see also Hyland, 2015). It is known, among literacy brokers, that there is room for great variation in rhetorical structures and language features in different linguistic and cultural contexts and that content may be predominant on form. However, as also shown by Lillis and Curry (2010, p. 93), the difference between academic brokers and language brokers is not always clear-cut. Methodologically textual histories have proved to be fruitful in mapping language changes introduced by editors (Flowerdew & Wang, 2016; Lillis & Curry, 2010; Mur-Dueñas, 2012).
The purpose of this chapter is twofold. On the one hand, we want to explore the nature of written ELF, to see to what extent the claims made about ELF and its explicitness or its “cooperative imperative” also hold true in the contexts of structured academic writing, with its traditional interest in reflexivity and intertextuality (cf. Section 2 below): how do proficient non-native English speakers use metadiscursive resources? On the other hand, by comparing what happens in this respect in unedited and published articles, insights can be gained into the difference between ELF writing and the standard set by published texts: what features distinguish unedited texts from published texts? This may also be related to the role of literacy brokers in the publishing process: what could be the impact of literacy brokers on the standard language of published research genres?
The structure of the chapter is the following. The next section presents the background to the study and the key assumptions as to academic discourse. Section 3 presents the corpora used for a comparative study of unedited texts and published texts, as well as the main methods chosen to develop the analysis through the study of keywords and concordances. The analysis is presented in Sections 4 and 5, with a focus on frequency and co-text of words characterising unedited and edited texts. The results show that the unedited English in our corpus (Section 4) is characterised by prototypical evidentials, reporting verbs and nouns. On the other hand, the edited corpus is characterised by deictic and conjunctive cohesion and epistemics (Section 5). The final remarks (Section 6) draw some conclusions as to the nature of written ELF and the potential role of literacy brokers.


2. Background: reflexivity and intertextuality in academic discourse

Hyland’s work has been extremely influential in academic discourse studies, both in drawing attention to the persuasive nature of academic discourse and in focusing on a writer’s development of an appropriate relationship with readers through metadiscourse (e.g. Hyland, 2005). His focus on writer’s stance and reader’s engagement contributes to a dialogic view of academic discourse: always presenting and supporting a position, and at the same time projecting the communicative needs and reactions of a potential audience. Readers have a constitutive role in how writers construct their claims, as the recognition of alternative voices is essential to consensus-making in academic argument (see also Hyland, 2014).
Hyland’s (2005) model of metadiscourse provides a useful framework for an analysis of the range of phenomena that are collected under the heading. His definition of metadiscourse is extensive, thus including a wide range of phenomena that help us conceptualise the interaction between the writer and the reader through the text, including the writer’s awareness and projection of a potential audience in academic discourse. Under the heading of “interactive metadiscourse” he includes the features used to organise propositional information in ways that are likely to be coherent and convincing for the intended audience (2005, p. 50): transition markers (e.g. similarly), frame markers (labelling discourse act, e.g. to summarise), endophoric markers (see Figure 2), evidentials (defined as attribution to sources – according to X, Z states – , rather than indicating the source of information in general, as in the linguistic literature) and code glosses (additional explanations, examples, definitions: namely, e.g., such as). “Interactional metadiscourse”, on the other hand, refers to resources that involve readers in negotiating the author’s perspective; these include: hedges and boosters (variously acknowledging or excluding alternative views), attitude markers (indicating the writer’s affective rather epistemic attitude), forms of self-mention and engagement markers (reader pronouns, imperatives and references to shared knowledge). 
Another key issue of academic discourse that does require specific attention from native and non-native speakers alike is that of textual voices, i.e. the construction of a reliable authorial voice (Hyland & Sancho-Guinda, 2012) and the efficient involvement of other voices, such as the scientific community and the relevant literature.
Authorial voice is a manifestation of the writer’s presence in the text not only through the use of self-mention and illocutionary frames (verbal markers referring to discourse act) (e.g. I will argue), but also through expressions of stance, typically manifested by evaluative language use (e.g. interesting, significant, etc.) and modality. Authorial voice also carries on an ongoing dialogue with the reader (e.g. you, consider) and with the scientific community, prominently but selectively included by reporting other voices. These other voices – the discourse community and specific sources – are significantly reported through the use of evidentials, especially reporting verbs (e.g. claim, show, suggest) and labelling nouns (e.g. thesis, proposal, etc.). 
The key distinction regarding other textual voices is between what Sinclair (1988) calls averral and attribution. Averral refers to propositions put forward by the writer, while attribution indicates the case where a proposition is indicated as deriving from a source. Attributed voice, or reported speech, can be further divided into different categories, including the traditional distinction between direct quotations and indirect reports, but also specific attention to how lexical choice can be used to signal the author’s position as to the quoted text (Thompson, 1996).


3. Materials and methods

The analysis is based on the comparison of two corpora. The first one is composed of texts from the SciELF corpus, a collection of articles written by users of English as Lingua Franca for academic discourse in different disciplines. These papers have not undergone a professional proofreading and most of them are final drafts of unpublished manuscripts. The SciELF corpus is composed by 150 articles, for a total of 759,300 words (an average of 5,062 words per article). Authors of these papers come from 10 different L1 backgrounds (Finnish, Czech, French, Chinese, Spanish, Russian, Swedish, Italian, Brazilian Portuguese and Romanian).[footnoteRef:1] [1:  For further information see http://www.helsinki.fi/elfa/wrelfa.] 

The SciELF corpus is divided into two main categories: the Sci corpus and the SSH corpus. The first one is composed by 78 articles from sciences (Sci) and represents 43% of total, with an average of 4,185 words per article. The second one is composed by a lower number of articles, 72, from the social sciences and humanities (SSH). These were found to be much longer on average than the articles in the Sci corpus, with 6,012 word per article. The articles in the Sci category are drawn mostly from the Natural Sciences (79%) and Medicine (18%); those in SSH are drawn from Social Sciences (45%), Humanities (34%) and Behavioural Sciences (21%). 
The present study is based on a small subcorpus of the SciELF, collected from articles in the field of Economics, for a total of 24 articles and 108,552 words (4,523 average words per article). It is interesting to notice that the subcorpus spans across the two main sections (Sci/SSH), as most mathematical areas of economic theory present features of model-based scientific argument. The economic subcorpus contains 10 articles listed as “Sci” and 14 listed as “SSH”. In the rest of the present chapter, examples from SciELF will be identified following the coding used in the SciELF corpus.
The L1s of the authors are mainly Russian, Czech and Romanian, followed by Italian, Finnish, Spanish and Brazilian Portuguese. The data are presented in Table 1.
Table 1. SciELF-Economics: Overview of the subcorpus by author L1.
	L1
	No. articles
	No. words
	% of total
	words/article

	Russian
	7
	31,084
	29%
	4,441

	Romanian
	4
	25,197
	23%
	6,299

	Czech
	6
	20,836
	19%
	3,473

	Italian
	3
	13,612
	13%
	4,537

	Finnish
	2
	9,265
	9%
	4,633

	Spanish
	1
	5,633
	5%
	5,633

	Portuguese (Brazil)
	1
	2,925
	3%
	2,925

	
	24
	108,552
	
	4,523



The SciELF-Economics corpus was contrasted with a reference corpus composed of published articles in Business and Economics. The reference corpus (5 million words) includes papers by native and non-native English authors. The reference corpus is thus meant to be representative of published articles, irrespective of the language background of their authors. The contrast between the two corpora is intended to highlight differences between the author’s final versions (“pre-print”) and published versions of papers in Business and Economics, thus potentially representing the final result of the activity of literacy brokers (Lillis & Curry, 2010) and their contribution to final published versions. Examples from the corpus of published materials will be identified by the title of the journal they were taken from.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  The corpus comprises 808 articles from the following journals: European Economic Review, International Journal of Industrial Organization, International Review of Economics and Finance, European Journal of Political Economy, Journal of Corporate Finance, Journal of Development Economics, Journal of Socio-Economics, The North American Journal of Economics and Finance; Academy of Management Journal, Administrative Science Quarterly, Business Strategy Review, Journal of Marketing Research, Business and Society Review, Journal of World Business, Marketing Science.] 

The comparison was meant to map the structures of ELF manifested in the Sci-ELF subcorpus and the range of features potentially characterising the process of revision for publishing by the language brokers.
A preliminary overview of keywords was produced using WordSmith 6 (Scott, 2012). This analysis allowed us to find the words occurring with unusual frequency in the corpus under investigation as compared to their frequency in a reference corpus. These include both positive (overused) and negative keywords (underused). Our attention was mostly focused on general language items. Starting from this perspective, we identified candidate metadiscursive items, especially metalinguistic verbs/nouns used as frame markers (reflexivity) and “evidentials” as defined by Hyland (2005), i.e. expressions introducing citations (intertextuality). Leaving aside all the content words, our focus was not on those keywords that manifest the “aboutness” of a text, but rather on the style adopted and the characteristics of the genre, with a view to tracing markers of explicitness (Mauranen, 2012).
The analysis was divided into two phases. The first phase explores keywords looking for candidate metadiscursive items (especially metalinguistic verbs and nouns) focusing on frame markers and evidentials (and thus highlighting the role of reflexivity and intertextuality in academic discourse). The second phase of the study, based on concordance analysis, is centred on identifying the semantic-pragmatic function of the selected metadiscursive items: evidentials, metadiscursive verbs and nouns, forms of self-reference etc. We considered, for example, whether the reference was to self vs other, and whether this “other” was specified in general or specific terms (i.e. with reference to the whole community or to specific sources) or unspecified, i.e. general inclusive reference. 
The results of the analysis of positive and negative keywords are presented separately. Positive keywords, significantly more frequent in the SciELF-Ec corpus, can be regarded as typical of non-native unedited text, whereas negative keywords, significantly less frequent in the SciELF corpus, can be regarded as profiling the features of published texts. In both sections, while focusing on one type of text, we use the other for comparison, moving from keyword selection to concordance analysis, to check the metadiscursive status of the items and to analyse their context of use.


4. Positive keywords: features of unedited text

4.1 Overview

The comparison between the SciELF-Economics (SciELF-Ec) and the Business and Economics corpus of published articles (Pub-BE) starts from the analysis of the positive keywords, with a focus on intertextuality and reflexivity in unedited texts.
The most interesting result in the context of positive keywords is the frequency of according (to): the word form occurs 107 times, 97 of them followed by to, with a normalised frequency of 9 occurrences pttw (per ten thousand words) as against 3 pttw in the reference corpus. Its function is not exclusively evidential, but certainly mostly so: 93 occurrences were actually used to attribute a string of text to a textual voice different from the author’s, including flexibly both specific (according to Blamey et al.) and general reference (according to psychological research). A case of specific reference can be seen in Example 1:

(1) According to Jiménez, Sanz-Vallé most of the broad empirical studies on the relation between innovation and performance provide evidence that this relation is positive. (SSH12)

From a linguistic point of view, it is interesting to notice that ELF seems to privilege this particular form of evidential (according to), a form which represents the least interpretative choice – and maybe the most prototypical attributor. While clearly pointing to a source, the expression does not position the writer as to the quoted author or the quoted text: this reduces the impact of the textual voice of the writer by indicating attribution without expressing the writer’s position. On the other hand, the expression represents the most easily identifiable attributor and the least complex lexico-grammatical choice both for the ELF writer and reader, as it reduces choices at the level of lexical element and tense. It is thus an example both of explicitness and of simplification, responding to the need of the cooperative imperative in ELF.
Another group of positive key words is represented by a conspicuous group of potentially metadiscursive verbs and nouns, i.e. expressions that are typically found in frame markers (e.g. here we analyse, we present an analysis). The lexical range found in the keyword list is reasonably wide, but some of the verbs and nouns represent peculiarities of one or few texts. It was thus decided to limit the analysis to those that occurred in at least 50% of the texts (i.e. 12). The candidate metadiscursive items occurring in at least 50% of the texts are listed in Table 2, with their frequency, normalised frequency (pttw) and the number of texts they occur in. 

Table 2. Selected metadiscursive verbs and nouns.
	Rank
	Key word
	Frequency
(SciELF-Ec)
	pttw
	Text
	Reference Corpus Frequency
(Pub-BE)
	pttw
	Keyness

	81
	analyse
	32
	3
	12
	69
	<1
	125,99 

	120
	approach
	133
	12
	22
	2.368
	4
	94,21 

	124
	research
	244
	22
	24
	5.852
	11
	92,87

	127
	analysed
	25
	2
	12
	64
	<1
	91,69

	214
	methods
	56
	5
	13
	757
	1
	59,68

	221
	considered
	75
	7
	18
	1.340
	2
	52,80

	231
	analysis
	181
	16
	23
	4833
	9
	50,96

	233
	characteristics
	86
	8
	14
	1692
	3
	50,78

	243
	presented
	67
	6
	13
	1.157
	2
	49,95 

	252
	mentioned
	36
	3
	12
	405
	<1
	47,72

	254
	paper
	115
	10
	20
	2684
	5
	46,83

	267
	method
	57
	5
	12
	945
	2
	45,39

	269
	factors
	110
	10
	16
	2572
	5
	44,59

	282
	methodology
	34
	3
	13
	403
	<1
	4251

	286
	aim
	26
	2
	14
	240
	<1
	42,12

	287
	evaluation
	42
	4
	13
	653
	1
	36,90



4.2 Analyse/analysed/analysis

Looking at the concordances of the verb analyse, we noticed it was mostly used in self-reference: only 2 of the 32 occurrences explicitly report other studies (mainly to illustrate differences with the current study). One of these occurrences is a reference to a methodological tool and the other one is a general methodological statement. A similar situation is found in the concordances of the word form analysed: only 2 of the 25 occurrences explicitly refer to other studies, to illustrate differences with the current study, whereas the vast majority is used for self-reference, either in main clauses (Example 2) or in pre- or postmodification of a noun phrase (Example 3): 

(2) On the basis of the above-mentioned model and the research in the available literature, we analysed the particular areas which have an influence on family businesses. (SSH14)
(3) […] about two thirds of all the crashes analysed took place before 1940. (Sci 62)

This tendency to self-reference is confirmed in the published corpus, but with a much more varied pattern: only 57% of the occurrences are or could be broadly interpreted as cases of self-reference. 
The marked preference of unedited texts for the lemma (used in self-reference) seems to suggest that the notion of “analysing” is perceived by many to represent the prototypical activity of authorial writing in Economics. 
If we consider the related noun analysis, we notice first of all that self-reference (e.g. our analysis, this analysis, the analysis, etc.) still accounts for the vast majority of occurrences in the unedited SciELF-Ec texts (126/181) but other-reference is also found in a significant number of cases (55), with 24 occurrences of specific citations (e.g. event study analysis as described by McKinley) and 31 cases of generic reference (e.g. event study analysis). Examples of self- and other-reference are often found together, frequently in relating one’s own work to other studies, as in the paper outline below (Example 4); the first reference to the notion of “analysis” identifies a field of study that the writer wants to consider, whereas the second and third (analysed, analysis) refer to the study carried out by the writer:

(4) We continue by discussing the family as a level of analysis in family entrepreneurship research and explore how such a perspective extends our understanding of values in family firms. We consequently present our findings from a secondary/primary data based study based on interviews with family business owners or business consultants from organisations involved in family businesses in the analysed countries. We then identified the values which are included in the FEO model and finally added the values which were manifested within the framework of our analysis. (SSH14)

Concordance analysis also shows that the noun is often qualified by premodification (ANOVA analysis, cluster analysis, comparative analysis, data analysis, performance analysis, etc.) and/or followed by prepositions such as on, of or for that specify the kind of analysis. It is also frequently found in cataphoric and anaphoric reference, as in Examples 5 and 6:

(5) [T]hese data will also be covered by the analysis below. (SSH50)
(6) This paper analyses borrowing process in one Russian bank that is a regional subsidiary of Agency of Housing Mortgage Loans, national provider of residential housing mortgages. This analysis takes into account the underwriting process and choice of loan limit by bank, choice of contract terms including having government insurance and performance of all loans issued by the bank operation period from 2008 to 2012. (Sci 64)

Another pattern that emerges from concordance analysis is distributional and highlights the different behavior of texts that were classified as “hard science Economics” vs Social Science and Humanities. Reference to specific types of analysis is more frequent in the Sci component (96 occurrences in 10 texts, an average of 9.6 per text) than in the SSH (87 occurrences in 14 texts, an average of 6.2 text).
Variation across the SSH and the Sci components of the main corpus emerges as interestingly related to the main argumentative strategies in the field. The Sci component privileges model-based reasoning and makes ample use of general and specific references to analytical methods, whereas the SSH component privileges empirical studies and limits the methodology to a few descriptive statements and implications.
Considering the study of analysis/analyse/analysed on the whole, we can conclude that the expressions are used to indicate the general function of economic study and contribute greatly to local textual organisation. The preference for “analysis” as the prototypical general process representing economics discourse can also be related to the typical association of analys* with self-reference. These features can be related to an ELF tendency to strive for greater explicitness in search for mutual understanding (Mauranen, 2010, p. 184) in that they contribute to the cohesion of the text and facilitate understanding. On the other hand, it should be noticed that the choice of a general verb points to the topic and the focus of the study, rather than to the structure of argument, which could be indicated by more specific lexical items such as assume, suggest and so on. From this point of view then, the preference for the general word may respond to the needs of the L2 speaker, and may facilitate understanding on the part of the L2 reader, but does not always make the text more explicit.

4.3 Metadiscursive verbs

In the list of the candidate metadiscursive verbs, we also found several general verbs in the –ed form, typically used to represent the main procedures of research: considered, presented, mentioned among others (e.g. implied, realised, characterised, recognised, restated, surveyed, used in a smaller number of texts). 
It is interesting to notice that the verbs that are used most extensively, while certainly metadiscursive in nature, are characterised by different processes (verbal for mentioned, mental for considered and material for presented) and do not manifest a high degree of authorial interpretation in the representation of the process. For one thing, they are all mostly related to a noun group rather than to a projected clause, thus introducing a topic more than a claim (even when projecting a claim would be possible, as in the case of mentioned and considered). Moreover, the mental or communicative action is barely interpreted in terms of the degree of complexity that is expected of the object. The choice of “mentioning” (136 occurrences) characterises the speech act reported as brief and cursory and it is mostly associated with typical metadiscursive phraseology: above-mentioned (19 occurrences), as (was previously/ explictly/ has already been) mentioned (above) (16) or should/could/needs to/will be mentioned (10). The choice of “considering” qualifies the process with an element of more careful study: only 17/181 occurrences, however, are active patterns (e.g. we considered it relevant to provide…) while the overwhelming majority (164/181) are passive forms (e.g. laïcité is often considered not just a legal issue). Finally, the choice of “presenting” (164 occurrences of presented) merely implies the presence of a recipient and typically refers to an act of ostension (the data presented in Table 2) and to the various formats adopted for the presentation of data.
Figure 1 provides a quantitative overview of how the verbs relate to different textual voices.

Figure 1. Considered/mentioned/presented: Textual voices in SciELF-Ec.


The –ed form is used largely for self-reference (often in passive constructions and followed by locative adverbials such as here, in Table 1, in 2.2, etc.), but also for reporting discourse (primary or secondary sources). From the point of view of these distinctions, the verbs show different patterns, with considered often used to represent general opinions (Example 7), mentioned almost equally used in reporting specific voices (Example 8) (as well as authorial voice, e.g. as mentioned above) and presented mostly used for authorial voice (Example 9). 

(7) Innovation performance is generally considered as a crucial component of long-term competitiveness of countries and regions. (SSH12)
(8)  Creel (2008) mentioned several reasons for that. (Sci65)
(9) The result of our research is presented in a table (Tab. I). (SSH14)

Comparing the references of these three general verbs in the SciELF-Ec corpus and in the Pub-BE corpus, we noticed a much lower use of these specific verbs in published materials. The corpus of published materials also presented a comparatively much greater use of self-reference: this was particularly noticeable as far as mentioned and presented were concerned, where the percentage of self-references was around 88% (vs. 50% and 59% respectively in unedited texts), whereas for considered it was around 54% (vs 30% in unedited texts).
As for the word form aim, 	its use is largely nominal and will be discussed below. Only 2 of the 8 verbal occurrences contribute to introducing the purpose of the paper (we aim to), while the rest refer to economic agents or factors in the world of the text.

4.4 Metadiscursive nouns

Concerning the candidate metadiscursive nouns, the focus was again on the nouns occurring at least in 50% of the texts. We also excluded occurrences in abstracts, acknowledgments and references for the sake of comparison, and specific words that could be characteristic of specific methodologies (survey, questions, respondents and so on). The quantitative data are reported in Table 3.

Table 3. Candidate metadiscursive nouns.
	Rank
	Word form
	Freq.
(SciELF-Ec) 
	Pttw
	N.of texts
	Reference Corpus Freq.
(Pub-BE)
	Pttw 
	Keyness

	120
	approach
	133
	12
	22
	2368
	4
	94,21

	124
	research
	244
	22
	24
	5852
	11
	92,87

	204
	methods
	56
	5
	13
	757
	1
	59,68

	231
	analysis
	181
	16
	23
	4833
	9
	50,96

	233
	characteristics
	86
	8
	14
	1692
	3
	50,78

	254
	paper
	115
	10
	20
	2684
	5
	46,83

	267
	method
	57
	5
	12
	945
	2
	45,39

	269
	factors
	110
	10
	16
	2572
	5
	44,59

	282
	methodology
	34
	3
	13
	403
	<1
	42,51

	286
	aim
	26
	2
	14
	240
	< 1
	42,12

	287
	evaluation
	42
	4
	13
	653
	1
	36,90



The items fall neatly into categories that are often used for the analysis of academic discourse. The study of concordances shows that word forms like paper and research are the most used nouns for self-mention (Example 10), nominal aim is mostly used for the statement of purpose (Example 11), approach, method/s and methodology are markers of methodological statements (Example 12), while characteristics and factors act as general labelling (metacognitive) nouns typically used in forms of prospection or encapsulation (Example 13):

(10) In this paper we analyse the daily dynamics of the index in 1896 – 2011. (Sci62)
(11) The aim of this paper is to analyse the state of art of macroprudential policies with specific reference to the case of the European Union and the supervisory architecture to-be with the introduction of the Banking Union. (SSH 43)
(12) The calculation has used the weighted error propagation methodology and has assumed uniform probability distributions. (SSH50)
(13) The sample characteristics are summarised in table 1. (SSH53)

To summarise this first part of analysis on the distinguishing features of unedited texts, based on a study of keywords and concordance analysis of items defining unedited text, we may conclude that the corpus seems to be characterised by prototypical uses, such as the phrase according to for “zero stance” reporting, and a restricted range of metadiscursive verbs and nouns that are easily interpreted. In this framework, we notice a preference for:
a.  frame markers constituted by prototypical verbs referring to general illocutionary processes, pointing to topic and focus (e.g. consider), rather than to argumentative moves (e.g. show); 
b.  prototypical general labelling nouns, pointing to general metacognitive elements, identifying elements of cognition (e.g. characteristics, factors) and text (e.g. paper), rather than event (e.g. change) or discourse (e.g. claim); 
c. explicit marking of self-mention in stating methods and purpose, preferably in locative patterns (in this study) rather than direct personal forms (we study).
The association between the use of metadiscursive verbs and nouns would support the importance of reflexivity or intertextuality in academic discourse, as well as the tendency of unedited texts to rely on a narrower range of general metadiscursive items.


5. Negative keywords: features of edited text

The study of negative keywords illuminates the peculiarities of the corpus of published materials, as illustrated in Table 4.

Table 4. Negative keywords: focus on published texts.
	Rank
	Word form
	Freq.
(SciELF-Ec)
	pttw
	Texts
	Reference Corpsus Freq.
(Pub-BE)
	pttw
	Keyness

	410
	may
	160
	14
	21
	11.584
	21
	-30,12

	418
	examine
	3
	<1
	3
	1.240
	2
	-32,19 

	419  
	given
	50
	4
	20
	4.925
	9
	32,45 

	423
	this
	541
	48
	24
	33.053
	61
	-32,77 

	427
	likely
	34
	3
	8
	3.877
	7
	-33,87 

	429  
	whether
	26
	2
	13
	3.296
	6
	34,03

	437
	thus
	58
	5
	17
	5.691
	10
	-37,19

	445
	relationships
	9
	<1
	6
	2230
	4
	-44,52

	446
	will
	139
	12
	22
	11.286
	21
	-44,77

	450
	had
	40
	4
	14
	4.875
	9
	-47,45 

	451
	when
	123
	11
	21
	10.448
	19
	-47,54 

	454
	these
	183
	16
	22
	14.324
	26
	-50,31 

	455
	I
	144
	13
	21
	12.025
	22
	-52,05 

	464
	relationship
	20
	2
	9
	3.655
	7 
	-57,63

	470
	effects
	45
	4
	11
	6.032
	11 
	-67,38

	474
	if
	127
	11
	22
	12.198
	22
	-76,08

	480
	would
	72
	6
	17
	8.527
	16
	-79,37 

	491
	that
	925
	82
	24
	72.434
	133
	-257,17



A preliminary observation could be made about the verb form examine, the only general metadiscursive verb that is more frequent in edited texts. The frequency of the form – probably counterbalancing the insistence of the SciELF-Ec texts on analyse – is associated with a complex set of patterns. The most frequent context is that of sentences identifying the purpose of the study, as in Example 14:

(14) As an early exploratory step, however, this research set out to examine the different impact of affective and cognitive advertisements in two ways. (Business Strategy Review)

The study of the clusters and collocates of examine seems to confirm its key role in highlighting the nature of economic study in edited texts: 122 occurrences (out of 1,240) are actually found in the cluster we examine, mostly followed by whether or by meta-cognitive nouns: the impact, the effect(s), the robustness, the relationship(s), the role, the extent, etc.
Edited texts also show an increased use of general labelling nouns with an organisational function: where SciELF-Ec privileged factors and characteristics, published texts emphasise relationship/s and effect/s. As these “stance nouns” (Jiang & Hyland, 2016) often construct important links in textual cohesion, we might notice that these links are altogether more focused on effects than causes in published texts:

(15) Whereas prior research has focused on the consumption effects of higher actual volume […], we focus on the effects of perceived volume. (Journal of Marketing Research)

Significant quantitative variation is also found in expressions of stance and epistemicity (may, likely, will, would) and forms of causal/conditional conjunction (given, thus, whether, if, when, that). Published texts intensify the voice of the author by highlighting the presence of authorial assessment of probability and guidance in causal/temporal relations:

(16) Controllable events (e.g., losing and gaining large customers and sales) are more likely to reflect a person's skills and efforts. Thus, we expect that controllable events will have a higher impact on intention magnitude than uncontrollable events. (Journal of Marketing Research)

Finally, and most importantly, the observation of the negative keywords shows a marked underuse in ELF of textual and personal deixis (I, this, these). Published texts, on the other hand, are characterised by an intense use of personal self-reference and cohesive forms realised by textual deixis.


6. Final remarks

The comparison of a corpus of ELF writing and a corpus of published texts has highlighted differences in markers of authorial voice and metadiscourse. The SciELF-Ec corpus seems to be characterised by prototypical metadiscursive elements: frequencies insist on a restricted range of evidentials, frame markers pointing to topic and focus, as well as prototypical general labelling nouns and forms of locative self-mention. This seems to confirm the role of the cooperative imperative often noticed in ELF: the dialogue between textual voices is emphasised through the use of a restricted range of explicit markers of self/other reporting (prototypical verbs referring to general illocutionary processes and prototypical general labeling noun identifying elements of cognition and text).
The importance of reflexivity or intertextuality in academic discourse was also noticed in the corpus of published articles: the texts are characterised by an increased use of deictic personal self-mentions, deictic and conjunctive cohesion and epistemic markers of authorial presence. This may be the result of a combination of factors. On the one hand, this might depend on the presence of both native speakers and non-native speakers of English among the authors in the corpus of published materials. The higher incidence of first person pronouns might be due to the tendency of native English speakers to use first person pronouns to a much bigger extent than non native speakers (see for example Lorés-Sanz, 2011; Molino, 2010; Mur- Dueñas, 2007; Yakhontova, 2006). On the other hand, no such explanation holds for other elements, such as the cohesive use of demonstratives and conjuncts. The increased emphasis on personal and textual deixis, as well as on markers of epistemicity, could also be due to the work of reviewers and editors aiming at compensating for a lack of personal and textual self-reference, and thus highlighting both authorial voice and reader guidance. Literacy brokering would thus tend to produce greater textual cohesion and increased use of epistemic markers of authorial presence, in line with native-speaker usage. The specific features highlighted are also discussed in the literature on literacy brokering: see for example the editorial additions noticed by Flowerdew and Wang (2016, p. 46) to improve the cohesion and coherence of the text.
If this could be confirmed, we could say that, if there is evidence of a “cooperative imperative” in the language of ELF writers, there might be a “selling imperative” in the process of language brokering in English-medium publications: the emphasis on marking authorial stance and epistemicity (the intensified use of transitions, self-mentions and hedges) seems to point to the need to highlight the novelty of the study and the contribution that scholars are bringing to the debate. 
The comparative study of the corpus of published articles thus seems to suggest that this increased visibility of the author is probably the result of both the increased presence of native writers of English and the result of literacy brokering activity. However, one major concern regarding the possible interpretation of this data is, of course, the fact that it is not possible to separate native speaker texts from non-native speaker texts in the corpus of published texts. If the percentage of native and non native authors could be established, it would be possible to assess the impact of the number of native speakers on the global picture that emerges. A more concrete possibility in the near future will be to study the specific textual histories of the texts in the SciELF-Ec corpus, along the lines of the methodology traced by Lillis and Curry (2010) or Mur-Dueñas (2012), as they gradually get published and complete their path through the final stages of revision and editing. Future research on this topic should test the present findings on the corpus of the final published versions of the papers in question, so as to be able to isolate the specific changes introduced by literacy brokers. It would also be interesting to replicate the study on other disciplines to explore further both written ELF and its variation across disciplines. 
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