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ABSTRACT

Scientific writing exhibits distinctive linguistic characteristics. One such feature is the prevalent
use of inanimate subjects paired with active verbs, a common strategy in academic writing to
convey impersonality and objectivity (Hyland, 1996; Johns, 2001; Master, 1991, 2001; Mauranen,
2001; Seskauskiené, 2009). This study focuses on examining the lexico-grammatical patterns in
research article abstracts, particularly the usage of active verbs combined with inanimate
subjects as in "The present study attempts to...". The dataset for this analysis comprises 720
abstracts randomly selected from fields including biology, engineering, chemistry, physics,
economics, linguistics, psychology and sociology. Recognizing the cultural and disciplinary
variations in scientific language, the research evaluates Turkish-written abstracts (n=240), their
English translations (n=240), and abstracts written originally in English (n=240). This research
seeks to examine how frequently academic writers in Turkish and English employ inanimate
subjects paired with active verbs to convey their stance within abstract sections. The findings
reveal both similarities and differences across languages and disciplines. The study indicates that
abstracts in Turkish and English commonly use inanimate subjects to maintain an objective tone.
However, abstracts originally written in English demonstrate a stronger focus on authority and
competition within the scientific discourse community, marked by more frequent use of the
active voice. Additionally, a comparison across disciplines reveals that social science abstracts
frequently make use of inanimate subjects, while those in the natural sciences tend to favor the
passive voice. These findings suggest that the choice of lexico-grammatical structures for
expressing stance is shaped by both cultural norms and disciplinary conventions in academic
writing.
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INTRODUCTION

The grammatical system of every language possesses the ability to generate meaning, enabling users to
construct interpretations through various grammatical structures. In the context of scientific discourse, these
structures are utilized to define, classify, explain, and justify scientific knowledge. Scientific language
incorporates specific grammatical patterns that shape scientific understanding and reinterpret human
experiences (Halliday & Matthiessen, 1999). This language reflects the cultural norms of its discourse
community, with social and cultural influences shaping how scientists perceive their world and formulate
logical arguments. Every discourse community adopts its own institutional language, distinguished by specific

ways of defining and classifying issues (Reeves, 2005, p. 99).

Based on this perspective, extensive research has been conducted on research articles (RAs), examining their
rhetorical and lexico-grammatical features. A significant component of most RAs is the informative abstract,
which summarizes the study’s purpose, methodology, findings, and conclusions. The abstract serves as a tool to
promote the research and persuade readers to engage with the full article. Abstracts follow specific rhetorical
moves (Hyland & Tse, 2005) and are regarded as "a valuable source for investigating the cultural causes and
consequences of linguistic and rhetorical differences across languages" (van Bonn & Swales, 2007, p. 95). In
recent years, the abstract has gained considerable scholarly interest, with studies focusing on its rhetorical
pattern (e.g., Bhatia, 1993; Cross & Oppenheim, 2006; Graetz, 1985; Lorés, 2004; Huckin, 2001; Santos, 1996;
Swales, 1990) and comparative analyses examining disciplinary and cultural variations (e.g., Martin-Martin,

2002; Melander et al., 1997; Van Bonn & Swales, 2007; Ventola, 1994; Yakhontova, 2002, 2006).

Research focusing on metadiscourse in Turkish abstracts remains limited. While studies by Ekog (2008), Akbas
(2012), and Onder Ozdemir & Longo (2014) have focused on metadiscourse markers, other research, such as
those by Kafes (2012), Candarli (2012) and Cakir & Fidan (2015) has examined the rhetorical structure of

abstracts. They have highlighted significant variations in how abstracts are constructed.

There is also research addressing stance expressions employed in abstracts. For instance, Uysal and Akpinar
(2008) examined indirectness markers in conference abstracts written by Turkish and Indian academics. Cakir
(2011) analyzed grammatical metaphor and the use of active versus passive voice in Turkish and English
abstracts, while Kafes (2009) studied modal verbs. Additionally, Fidan & Cakir (2015) investigated verb usage,
and Cakir (2016) explored stance adverbs. These studies demonstrated clear differences in how native English

and non-native Turkish academic writers utilize stance expressions.

Given the relatively limited research on abstracts in Turkey compared to the extensive studies on research
articles, this study aims to address this gap. It provides a comparative analysis of English and Turkish journal
abstracts, focusing on the use of active verbs with inanimate subjects. The research investigates how Turkish
and English academic writers in the social and natural sciences use these constructions to convey scientific

meaning and establish an objective stance in their abstracts. The study operates under the assumption that,
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despite shared conventions within the global scientific discourse community, cultural differences may lead to

variations in lexico-grammatical choices. Specifically, the study seeks to address the following research

questions:

e What similarities or differences exist in the use of the IS+AV pattern between abstracts authored by Turkish
and English academic writers?

e How does the use of the IS+AV pattern compare between the soft and hard sciences?

Methodological Framework

Stance in Academic Discourse

Authorial stance reflects how writers present their perspectives on the elements of their work. Researchers
have studied this concept under various terms and definitions. Hyland (2001, p. 176) describes stance as a
"textual voice" that communicates the writer's attitudinal approach. Similarly, Biber (1988, p. 204) defines it as
"the ways in which an author or speaker overtly expresses attitudes, feelings, judgments, or commitment
concerning the message." Essentially, stance is conveyed through linguistic markers that reveal the writer's
level of certainty and their perspective on a given proposition (Biber, 2006). According to Conrad and Biber
(2000), stance reflects the author’s attitude toward a topic, event, or individual, often referred to as attitudinal

stance.

Research has extensively analyzed various grammatical structures to identify how stance is constructed in
scientific writing (e.g., Conrad & Biber, 2000; Getkham, 2016; Hunston & Thompson, 2000; Hyland, 2005; Silver,
2003;) and in abstracts (e.g., Hyland & Tse, 2005; Stotesbury, 2003). The way writers build their authorial
stance is closely tied to their selection of stance markers. Yakhontova (2002) emphasizes that national
academic discourse communities often concentrate on presenting their research rather than persuading others
of its importance. This preference reduces the need to justify their work’s significance, which might account for
the infrequent use of the verb "aim" in abstracts written by native English speakers, aligning with the norms of
English academic writing. Similarly, Becher (1989) notes significant disciplinary differences in scientific writing:
hard sciences favor an objective and impersonal tone, whereas soft sciences lean towards a subjective

perspective, resulting in a more personalized writing style.

Inanimate Subjects With Active Verbs (IS+AV pattern) as Stance Expression

In recent years, extensive research has focused on the nature of scientific language. Efforts have been made to
outline its distinctive lexico-grammatical characteristics. Scientific discourse is notably defined by its use of
specialized terminology and linguistic structures, including the passive voice, grammatical metaphors, and the
"inanimate subject + active verb" (IS+AV) pattern. The IS+AV pattern has been labeled as metonymy or
metaphor (Low, 1999; Stdlhammar, 2006). English academic language prefers this pattern in drawing

conclusions (Johns, 2001, p.56), e.g.: the evidence suggests, the results show or expressing the aim of research
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e.g.: the paper aims to, the study tries to. Therefore, the three most frequently used verbs are
show/demonstrate, suggest and indicate. Research suggests that this pattern is employed to build objectivity

and anonymity in the text through removal of human agency.

Johns (2001) examined the IS+AV pattern in popular scientific prose. Master (2001) studied the pattern in
scientific research articles in hard sciences and determined that this pattern was mainly used in presentation,
change-of-state-or-location, explanation and cause-and-effect. Seskauskiené (2009) analyzed the pattern in
English linguistic research articles and found that this construction was mainly used in explanation
environments. Akbas and Hardman (2017) analyzed linguistic patterns, including the use of inanimate subjects,
in the discussion sections of 90 dissertations from the Social Sciences. The dissertations were authored by
native English and Turkish speakers as well as Turkish speakers of English. Findings showed that Turkish native
writers and Turkish authors writing in English tended to adopt a more impersonal stance, relying heavily on
implicit references to the author. In contrast, native English speakers used more explicit linguistic devices to
construct their texts.

Within the framework outlined above, this study tries to add to the current literature on stance in scientific
discourse by examining inanimate subjects with active verbs (IS+AV) of research article abstracts written in two

languages, Turkish and English and from eight disciplines.

METHOD

Research Design

This study utilized a mixed-methods research design, combining both qualitative and quantitative approaches
(Creswell, 2012). Specifically, both qualitative and quantitative document analyses were performed, employing
techniques from text linguistics. Each IS+AV pattern in the abstracts was identified, and its interaction with
active verbs was analyzed within the contextual framework. Quantitatively, the frequency and functional
distribution of the IS+AV pattern were calculated, and comparisons were made across three groups of research

article abstracts.
Data Collection

For this study, abstracts were randomly selected from research articles published in peer-reviewed national
and international journals affiliated with professional disciplinary associations across eight fields between 2005
and 2009. These fields include four from the social sciences (Psychology, Sociology, Economics, and Linguistics)
and four from the natural sciences (Physics, Biology, Engineering and Chemistry). Only empirical research
articles were included in the dataset. To ensure the reliability of findings in this comparative analysis, an equal
number of abstracts—30 from each discipline—were chosen. The final dataset comprised 720 abstracts: 240
originally written in Turkish (TR-ORI), 240 corresponding parallel texts translated into English (E-PR), and 240

abstracts originally written in English (E-ORI).
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Several remarks have to be made regarding the data. In this study, the translations of the Turkish abstracts are
referred as parallel texts because the Turkish source text and English target text may render meaning using
various different clauses. Due to this the number and size of clauses in the abstracts varies. Besides, parallel
texts convey meaning using different grammatical patterns and wording. Hence, the translations do not always
employ verbatim transfer of the source texts. On the contrary, the writer of the discourse community may
make changes while constructing a parallel text in English, although they have equivalent patterns in the target
language that they could refer to. Clearly, the abstract pairs in the national journals can be a translation or a

“reconceptualization” (Van Bonn & Swales 2007, p. 96) of the other.

We assume that the abstracts are translated from Turkish into English. However, we are aware of the fact that
some academic writers might have written their abstracts first in English and then transferred it into Turkish.
But since we are dealing with parallel texts, our main concern is how the academic writer constructs scientific
meaning in Turkish and English within the discourse community, so the direction of transfer is not the main
focus of this study. Abstracts written by native English speakers were chosen, with the assumption that the
authors are native speakers of English and based at Anglo-American universities. Similarly, abstracts by Turkish
authors were selected from scholars affiliated with Turkish universities. After the abstracts were collected, a
word count was performed, as the number of clauses and overall length can differ between the source and

target texts. The total number of words for the corpus is provided in Table 1.

Table 1. Number of words in the corpus

Text Number of words
T-ORI 26798
E-PR 32785
E-ORI 37508
Total 97091

Data Analysis

Initially, the source, target, and original texts were examined to determine the frequency of active verbs used
with inanimate subjects. Thus, in each abstract, the occurrences of IS+AV pattern were identified. The data
from the analysis were analyzed using the Wilcoxon and Man Whitney-U tests. Using these statistical tests, text
pairs (T-ORI, E-ORI, E-PR) as well as the soft and hard sciences were compared. Wilcoxon and Man Whitney-U
tests were applied to the raw frequency count to compare differences on active verbs with inanimate subjects
and to determine what the level of significance was. As the length of abstracts varies both within each
discipline and across languages, converting the raw data into standardized figures and calculating the

frequency of active verbs with inanimate subjects per 100 words allows for a more meaningful comparison.
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FINDINGS

Distribution of the IS+AV Pattern Across Languages

The use of active verbs with inanimate subjects in abstracts was examined across eight disciplines. Following
the corpus analysis outlined earlier, the frequency of active verbs with inanimate subjects was calculated and
categorized. Table 2 and Figure 1 display the frequency of these verbs per 100 words, highlighting the cross-

linguistic variation within each category.

Table 2. Overall distribution of active verbs with inanimate subjects across languages

T-ORI E-PR E-ORI TR/ING TR/ING ING
(Turkish abstracts) (English translation) (English original KON PR KON/
abstracts) ING PR
Mean + Median Mean + Median Mean *+ Median p’ p’ p’
SS (Min- SS (Min-Max)  SS (Min-Max)
Max)
(S+AV 109 + 0 (0 - 159 + 125 (0 - 126 * 95 (0 - o 0,000%** 5
S+ 17,6 100) 19,3 100) 15,3 85,7) 0,005 0,206

Wilcoxon Test p<0.01

Table 2 illustrates that the frequency per 100 words of active verbs with inanimate subjects showed a varying
distribution across texts. The frequency of IS+AV in Turkish original abstracts was 10.9 + 17.6, with a median of
0 (ranging from 0 to 100). This indicates a low overall usage of active verbs with inanimate subjects in Turkish,
with some abstracts showing a very high frequency. In the English translated abstracts, the mean frequency
increased to 15.9 + 19.3, with a median of 12.5 (ranging from 0 to 100). This suggests that in translated texts,
IS+AV is used more frequently than in Turkish abstracts. The frequency in original English abstracts was similar
to translated ones, with a mean of 12.6 + 15.3 and a median of 9.5 (ranging from 0 to 85.7). Although this
shows a preference for the IS+AV pattern, it is less frequent compared to translated English texts, indicating
that translation might influence the frequency of this pattern. The difference between Turkish and English
original texts (T-ORI vs. E-ORI) was highly significant (p < 0.001), suggesting that English abstracts tend to
employ the IS+AV pattern more frequently than Turkish abstracts. In contrast, the comparison between English
original and translated abstracts (E-ORI vs. E-PR) did not show a statistically significant difference (p = 0.206).

This suggests that the pattern’s usage is relatively stable between the two forms of English.
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Figure 1. Distribution of the IS+AV pattern, passive and active voice across languages

While Turkish abstracts exhibit a lower frequency of IS+AV, they tend to use passive voice more often. Figure 1

highlights the distribution of passive and active voice across languages. In Turkish, the passive voice appears to

be favored in the same contexts where English abstracts employ the IS+AV pattern. Therefore, the difference

between Turkish and English is not merely about the use of IS+AV but also about the choice between active and

passive constructions, with Turkish leaning more towards passive structures.
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Figure 2. Distribution of the IS+AV pattern focusing on aim across languages

The study also focused on specific verbs used in the IS+AV pattern, such as "show", "demonstrate"

, "suggest",

and "indicate", which are commonly found in scientific and academic writing. These verbs convey actions or

processes performed by inanimate subjects (e.g., "The results show..."). Figure 2 demonstrates the use of the

verb "aim" in the IS+AV pattern. Interestingly, this verb appeared more frequently in Turkish and translated

English abstracts compared to original English texts, indicating a preference or stylistic difference.
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The overall findings regarding the distribution of the IS+AV pattern indicate that English abstracts tend to
employ this structure more frequently than Turkish abstracts, with the highest frequency observed in the
English translated abstracts. The influence of passive voice in Turkish abstracts complicates the comparison,
suggesting that the observed differences may not be attributed solely to the use of the IS+AV pattern, but also
to the distinct linguistic structures favored in each language. Moreover, the use of specific verbs, such as "aim,"

underscores further differences in the ways academic writing is structured across languages.

Distribution of the IS+AV Pattern Across Soft Sciences and Hard Sciences

The findings presented in Table 3 offer a detailed analysis of the distribution of active verbs with inanimate
subjects (IS+AV) across different academic fields, specifically comparing the social sciences and the natural
sciences. The data reveals significant differences in the frequency of IS+AV usage between these two broad

disciplinary categories, with social sciences showing a notably higher frequency of such structures

Table 3. Distribution of active verbs with inanimate subjects in social sciences and natural sciences

social sciences natural sciences
IS+AV Mean  SS Median Mean + SS Median p'
(Min-Max) (Min-Max)

T-ORI 0,000%**
(Turkish 18,3 £21,2 12,5 (0 - 100) 3,5+7,7 0(0-33,3)
abstracts)
E-PR 0,000***
(English

. 26,4 + 20,0 25 (0 - 100) 55+11,4 0(0-50)
translation)
E-ORI 0,001*

English original

(English original - ;4 12,9(0-857) 7,8+11,3 0(0-50)
abstracts)

Wilcoxon Test p<0.01
In social sciences, Turkish abstracts exhibited a mean frequency of 18.3 + 21.2 active verbs with inanimate
subjects, with a median of 12.5 (range: 0 to 100). This indicates a moderate but significant use of the IS+AV
pattern within this discipline. In contrast, natural sciences in Turkish abstracts showed a much lower mean
frequency of 3.5 + 7.7, with a median of 0 (range: 0 to 33.3). This difference suggests that Turkish authors in

the natural sciences tend to use this structure far less frequently.

In the social sciences, English translations showed the highest frequency of IS+AV across all categories, with a
mean of 26.4 + 20.0 and a median of 25 (range: 0 to 100). This indicates that translated texts in the social
sciences employ IS+AV more frequently than both their original English counterparts and their Turkish
translations. For the natural sciences, the frequency was much lower, with a mean of 5.5 + 11.4 and a median

of 0 (range: 0 to 50). This aligns with the patterns observed in Turkish abstracts, where natural sciences
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generally showed a preference for other syntactic structures, such as passive voice, rather than active verbs

with inanimate subjects.

The social sciences in English original abstracts showed a mean of 17.4 + 17.3, with a median of 12.9 (range: 0
to 85.7), indicating a moderate use of the IS+AV structure. While the frequency was lower than in the English-
translated abstracts, it still outpaced the natural sciences. The natural sciences in English original abstracts
demonstrated a mean frequency of 7.8 + 11.3 with a median of 0 (range: 0 to 50). Although slightly higher than
in Turkish natural science abstracts, the frequency remains relatively low when compared to the social

sciences.

The Wilcoxon test revealed statistically significant differences between the social and natural sciences in all
language groups. In both Turkish (p = 0.000) and English (both translated: p = 0.000, and original: p = 0.001),
the difference in IS+AV frequency between the social and natural sciences was highly significant. The highest p-
values were found in the Turkish data (p = 0.000), which shows a strong correlation between academic
discipline and the use of the IS+AV pattern. This is particularly notable in the social sciences, where the pattern

is used more frequently across both languages and types of texts.

The results indicate a clear preference for the IS+AV pattern in the social sciences compared to the natural
sciences. This may reflect the nature of writing in these fields. Social sciences often engage in discursive and
analytical writing, which may lend itself to the use of active verbs with inanimate subjects, particularly when
discussing theories, models, or concepts (e.g., "The theory suggests.." or "The data demonstrate.."). In
contrast, natural sciences tend to favor passive voice to emphasize the research process or results rather than
the agent performing the action. This is consistent with the generally more impersonal, object-focused writing

style in the natural sciences, where the subject (the agent) is often less emphasized.

Interestingly, English-translated abstracts from the social sciences showed the highest proportion of IS+AV
usage across all texts in the corpus. This finding could be attributed to the translation process, which may

influence the syntactic structures in the target language.

The findings suggest that the social sciences tend to employ the IS+AV pattern significantly more frequently
than the natural sciences across both Turkish and English abstracts. This difference is particularly evident in the
English-translated texts from the social sciences, which exhibit the highest frequency of IS+AV usage. These
findings highlight the disciplinary and linguistic nuances that influence academic writing, suggesting that the
choice of active verb constructions with inanimate subjects may be linked to both the nature of the discipline

and the translation process itself.
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Figure 3. Overall distribution of active verbs with inanimate subjects in each domain

The analysis of disciplinary variations in the distribution of active verbs with inanimate subjects (IS+AV)
revealed notable differences across eight academic disciplines, as summarized in Figure 3. The data shows the
mean frequency of IS+AV usage in Turkish original abstracts (T-ORI), English translated abstracts (E-PR), and
English original abstracts (E-ORI) for each discipline. These findings underscore the impact of both disciplinary

focus and language on the use of IS+AV patterns.

The mean frequency of IS+AV in Turkish economics abstracts was 11.9. This suggests that Turkish authors in
economics utilize IS+AV at a moderate rate, with a preference for active constructions involving inanimate
subjects. The frequency in the English translations decreased slightly to 10.2, reflecting a slight reduction in the
use of this pattern post-translation. In English original abstracts, the frequency further decreased to 7.8,
indicating that in the English context, economics authors may prefer less frequent usage of the IS+AV pattern

compared to their Turkish counterparts.

The frequency in Turkish sociology abstracts was 8.3, which is moderate but lower than in economics.
Translated English abstracts in sociology had a frequency of 7.1, showing a slight decrease in the use of IS+AV
compared to Turkish sociology texts. In English original abstracts, the frequency remained at 7.8, suggesting a

stable usage of IS+AV in the sociology discipline in both Turkish and English.

Turkish psychology abstracts exhibited a lower frequency of 5.5, indicating a preference for other grammatical
structures, potentially more passive forms. The English translation showed a similar trend with a frequency of
4.7. In English original psychology abstracts, the frequency increased to 8.4, suggesting a shift in writing style in

English that favors the IS+AV pattern more than in Turkish psychology texts.

Linguistics abstracts in Turkish displayed a moderate usage of 9.9 IS+AV constructions. The frequency in English

translations decreased to 6.3, reflecting a reduction in the use of this pattern when moving from Turkish to
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English. The English original abstracts in linguistics showed the lowest frequency of 5.6, indicating that in

linguistics, there may be a stronger preference for other syntactic structures.

In Turkish physics abstracts, the frequency of IS+AV was 6.2, suggesting a moderate use of this structure. In the
English translations, the frequency remained similar at 4.7, indicating that IS+AV usage does not significantly
change between Turkish and translated English physics texts. In English original abstracts, the frequency of
IS+AV further decreased to 4.7, suggesting that the pattern is less frequently used in the natural sciences, such

as physics.

Chemistry abstracts in Turkish had a mean frequency of 5.2, with IS+AV used at a lower rate than in economics
or sociology. In English translated abstracts, the frequency increased slightly to 5.7, but remained relatively
low. In English original chemistry abstracts, the frequency rose to 7.1, suggesting a slightly higher use of IS+AV

in the English context, though still relatively moderate compared to other fields.

Turkish biology abstracts showed a mean frequency of 5.9, indicating a moderate but relatively low use of
IS+AV in comparison to the social sciences. English translated abstracts in biology had a slightly lower frequency
of 4.7. In English original abstracts, the frequency was 5.4, maintaining a steady but lower frequency of IS+AV in

biology.

Turkish engineering abstracts exhibited the lowest frequency of IS+AV at 4.2, suggesting a preference for other
syntactic forms, possibly passive voice. The frequency in English translations was 3.4, continuing the trend of
relatively low IS+AV usage in engineering. In English original abstracts, the frequency increased to 6.5, which
represents a higher use of active verbs with inanimate subjects compared to the Turkish engineering abstracts,

but it is still among the lowest across disciplines.

The data reveals that social sciences tend to have higher frequencies of IS+AV usage compared to the natural
sciences across both languages. Among the social sciences, economics and sociology exhibited the highest use

of IS+AV, especially in Turkish, with a noticeable decline in English, particularly in the original English abstracts.

In the natural sciences, disciplines like chemistry, biochemistry, and engineering consistently showed lower
frequencies of IS+AV usage, with the highest frequencies observed in chemical engineering and biology, where
slight increases were noted in the English versions of abstracts. This suggests that while the natural sciences

still make use of IS+AV, they do so far less frequently than the social sciences.

CONCLUSION and DISCUSSION

The cross-linguistics analysis of abstracts has revealed that English translated abstracts and English (E-ORI)
abstracts equally make use of active verbs with inanimate subjects to construct stance. In both text pairs a
similar grammatical patterning of active verbs with inanimate subject occurrences has been identified. This

finding coincides with the features of scientific discourse. In academic writing, lexico-grammatical features such
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as active/passive voice, grammatical metaphor, modality and inanimate subjects play a crucial role in
establishing author's stance. The analysis indicated that field specialists construct their scientific discourse by
making use of active verbs with inanimate subjects, a typical feature of the scientific language. The qualitative
analysis of the same text pairs suggests that although both writing cultures follow the requirements of
scientific discourse in employing active verbs with inanimate subjects, there is variation in the distribution of
voice. Turkish writers showed a preference for agentless passive constructions. These findings suggest that the
IS+AV pattern and the passive construction are favored in Turkish abstracts revealing an objective stance where
the presence of the author is implicit. Although, the translated abstracts show a similar distribution of the
IS+AV pattern and the passive construction, there is a slight increase in the IS+AV pattern and a decrease in the
passive construction, indicating a tendency towards disciplinary writing practices of English academic discourse.

It can be seen that English abstracts reveal an explicit stance by employing most frequently the active voice.

The cross-disciplinary analysis suggests that natural and social sciences construe scientific knowledge using
different lexico-grammatical constructions. The academic writer in natural sciences may validate their
argument by referring to quantitative evidence, while academic writers in social sciences have to draw on
various linguistic constructions for reasoning. Thus, the distribution of active verbs with inanimate subjects was
higher in social sciences. Research on academic discourse has highlighted that writers in the soft and hard
sciences engage with their audiences in distinct ways (Hyland, 1998, 2001). Becher (1989) argues that scientific
text production in the hard and soft sciences follows different processes. In hard sciences, authors emphasize
objectivity, while in soft sciences; they display a more subjective approach. This results in an impersonal tone in
the hard sciences and a more personalized stance in the soft sciences. The varying patterns of active verbs with
inanimate subjects across disciplines may reflect differences in how scientific knowledge is constructed. These
findings suggest that different disciplines may have distinct norms regarding the use of rhetorical features, such

as active verbs with inanimate subjects.

The findings of this study indicate that the verb "aim" is frequently used in Turkish and translated abstracts but
appears less often in English original abstracts. This suggests that the IS+AV pattern with the verb "aim" in
Turkish abstracts serves to emphasize the focus of the study—what the research is about—rather than its
significance. As Yakhontova (2002) observes, national academic discourse communities tend to describe the
study's content rather than argue for its importance. In contrast, English abstracts often place less emphasis on
this descriptive approach and instead focus on explaining the significance of the research, reflecting the

expectations of the English-speaking academic community.

Additionally, the study reveals that while the Turkish scientific community generally prefers the passive voice,
English scientific discourse favors using active verbs with inanimate subjects and the active voice. This
difference further underscores the cultural distinctions between the English and Turkish academic
communities. As Yakhontova (2006) suggests, in the global English-speaking scientific community, academic

writers aim to "sell" their research by highlighting its importance and constructing a persuasive argument. This
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is in line with Van Bonn and Swales (2007), who note that English academic writing often seeks to explicitly
assert the writer's stance, making it clear why the study matters. On the other hand, in Turkish academic
writing, the focus remains on presenting the facts and informing the reader about the study’s content, with the
author's presence remaining implicit. This contrast highlights the distinct rhetorical conventions and cultural

expectations that shape the writing styles in these two academic traditions.

In this context, Turkish scientific discourse, as part of a local academic community, leans more towards "telling"
about the study, where the writer conveys the data and provides information to the reader. Therefore, it can

be concluded that scientific communities use distinct linguistic strategies to express their stance.

It is clear that additional comparative studies are necessary to draw definitive conclusions from these findings.
One limitation of this research is that the English abstracts from native speakers were randomly selected from
academic journal websites based on the authors' affiliations and names, which does not guarantee that they
were written by authentic native English speakers. Another limitation is that this study focused on abstracts

from only eight disciplines.

SUGGESTIONS

Academic writing programs should foster cross-cultural awareness, particularly in relation to differences in
writing styles, such as the use of active verbs with inanimate subjects and voice preferences between Turkish
and English. It is essential to create discipline-specific writing guides that highlight common grammatical
structures, rhetorical strategies, and voice conventions, helping writers navigate the distinct norms of their
fields. Additionally, future research should investigate how various disciplines, like social and natural sciences,
employ language to construct knowledge, and explore more academic genres to expand our understanding of
linguistic features. Incorporating non-Western languages and academic traditions into research will provide a
global perspective on scientific writing conventions, enhancing the international impact of academic work.
Finally, a broader analysis of lexico-grammatical features beyond just inanimate subjects with active verbs is

necessary to gain a deeper understanding of how academic stance is conveyed in discourse.
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