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Abstract 
    Background: Hedging generally serves several important rhetorical and epistemic purposes in academic writing, allowing authors to 
qualify their claims, delay potential challenges, and preserve their credibility. This study aimed to identify the most frequently used types 
of hedging devices in basic science and clinical science research studies and to determine whether there was a significant difference in 
the use of hedging devices between these two types of research studies published in the Medical Journal of the Islamic Republic of Iran 
(MJIRI) in 2024.  
   Methods: This study employed a quantitative, corpus-based research design. Three PhD holders in applied linguistics examined the 
whole 150 published papers in 2024 in MJIRI and extracted the hedging devices manually from the conclusion sections of the papers. 
The frequency and type of the hedging devices were counted and recorded. The number and frequencies of the basic science and clinical 
science papers were recorded separately for later comparison.  Hu and Cao’s (2011) simplified taxonomy was used to classify the data.  
Descriptive statistics and Chi-Squared Tests were run using SPSS version 22 to answer the questions.  
   Results: In the clinical science papers, hedging were used 330 times, while the number was 154 for the basic science.  In all four 
categories of the taxonomy, clinical studies enjoyed more hedging devices than basic science ones. The result of the inferential test 
showed that there was no statistically significant difference in using hedging devices between basic science and clinical science research 
studies (P=0.064).   
   Conclusion: Hedging is not limited to specific disciplines but is also influenced by journal standards and cultural factors. The findings 
underline the importance of balancing hedging with clarity, especially in medical writing where precise communication is essential.  
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Introduction 
Communicating precisely in scholarly writing is crucial, 

especially in science and medicine (1). Researchers aim to 
share their findings accurately and highlight the inherent 
unpredictability of research (2). Authors employ hedging 
as a rhetorical strategy to balance making claims with suf-
ficient conviction to sound credible while still maintaining 

caution (3, 4). Hedging allows authors to present their ar-
guments with enough rhetorical strength so that their posi-
tion appears convincing, while also expressing uncertainty 
about knowledge and the norms and conventions that guide 
scholarly published discourse (5).  

Hedging generally serves several important rhetorical 
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↑What is “already known” in this topic: 
Hedging devices help qualify claims, express uncertainty, and maintain 
credibility. Most previous research has concentrated on the types and 
frequency of hedging across various disciplines, highlighting its role in 
reflecting authors' awareness of evidence complexity.   
 
→What this article adds: 

This study contributes to the existing knowledge by providing a detailed 
analysis of hedging practices in the Medical Journal of the Islamic 
Republic of Iran (MJIRI). The results show that hedging is not limited to 
specific disciplines but is also influenced by journal standards and cultural 
factors. The findings underline the importance of balancing hedging with 
clarity, especially in medical writing where precise communication is 
essential.  
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and epistemic purposes in academic writing. It allows au-
thors to qualify their claims, signal politeness, delay poten-
tial challenges, and preserve their credibility. In this way, 
hedging reflects the author's awareness of the complexity 
in the evidence and/or multiple interpretations (6, 7). Hedg-
ing, as well as its epistemic role, also somewhat expresses 
the author's constructed negotiation of the knowledge and 
power relationship with the audience. The aspect of hedg-
ing to the claims, the authors are acknowledging the beliefs, 
values and disciplinary expectations of the audience, just 
simply assisting the construction of credibility without 
commitment of complete certainty. In this way, hedging is 
then also a rhetorical strategy about negotiating humility 
and authority whilst allowing the author to advance their 
position in relation to the interpretive space of the audience. 
Authors often use phrases like "the results suggest," "it ap-
pears that," or "this may be due to" to hedge their arguments 
or claims with tentativeness, mainly in the meaning-making 
sections of academic articles. The conclusion is especially 
important because it highlights the study's key contribu-
tions while often addressing limitations and implications of 
those contributions directly. 

In medical research where findings can impact clinical 
practice, the issue of hedging is even more important. Med-
ical writers must balance the need to present evidence 
clearly with the responsibility not to exaggerate or overstate 
conclusions. Overconfident statements can cause misun-
derstandings about how findings apply in real-world set-
tings, while excessive hedging can hide significant results. 
Thus, while hedging can improve politeness, credibility, 
and disciplinary coherence, to the point of hedging may ob-
scure the implications of results, diminish clarity, reduce 
impact, and downplay the findings. Accordingly, it is im-
perative to find a balance between caution and clarity; on 
the one hand, too little hedging could result in overstated 
claims while too much hedging could reduce readers’ con-
sideration of the contribution. Therefore, examining the use 
of hedging in medical writing can provide valuable insights 
into disciplinary norms, rhetorical strategies, and cultural 
influences on scientific communication (8, 9).  

While several researchers have investigated hedging in 
academic discourse across various disciplines (10-12), 
there has been very little research on hedging particularly 
in medical academic journals (furthermore, no research 
outside of Western contexts or in relation to medical jour-
nals); furthermore, nearly all the research on hedging ex-
amined English-medium or Western journals, therefore we 
have little knowledge of how hedging might work in non-
Western contexts or contexts where the cultural, linguistic, 
and editorial/norms might shape different rhetorical prac-
tices. This is a clear gap in the literature. What this study 
will do, therefore, is address this gap in the academic liter-
ature by examining hedging in the Medical Journal of the 
Islamic Republic of Iran (MJIRI) while furthering our un-
derstanding of how medical researchers are negotiating 
knowledge, credibility, and authority across a broad spec-
trum of academic traditions. Importantly, hedging practices 
may also differ between journals and within a journal de-
pending on the type of research or the background of con-
tributing authors (13, 14). This point is significant because 

it warns us that hedging might be not just discipline-de-
pendent but potentially also dependent on more local as-
pects of research such as type of research and background 
of the author. If these variables determine how authors em-
ploy hedging, investigating these variables in the context of 
MJIRI should help us understand how knowledge and au-
thority are negotiated in medical research. By considering 
these kinds of factors, this study does more than conduct a 
purely disciplinary comparison; it acknowledges authorial 
or contextual variables, which help shape rhetorical strate-
gies. 

This study aims to fill this gap by examining how often 
and what types of hedging devices appear in the conclusion 
sections of articles published in 2024 in the Medical Journal 
of the Islamic Republic of Iran (MJIRI). MJIRI is a re-
spected open-access journal that publishes various articles 
in both basic and clinical medical sciences; therefore, 
MJIRI is a suitable case for exploring academic writing 
trends within a specific yet broad medical context. The 
study also investigates whether hedging varies between 
basic science and clinical science research articles and 
whether Iranian and non-Iranian authors use hedging de-
vices differently. 

This study hopes to help develop a better understanding 
of hedging as a rhetorical strategy in medical writing 
through a quantitative, corpus-based analysis of 151 con-
clusion sections. The study is expected to empirically illus-
trate how authors negotiate between certainty and caution 
in academic discourse. The study's implications may also 
be of interest to academic writing instruction, peer review, 
and editorial policies for those who work with authors from 
varied linguistic backgrounds and cultural experiences. 

In the sciences, especially in medicine, academic writing 
is not just about sharing knowledge; it also involves care-
fully managing uncertainty. One key linguistic tool for han-
dling this delicate balance is hedging, which acts as a rhe-
torical device allowing writers to express claims with a suit-
able level of distance or caution (5, 8). Hedging reflects an 
important epistemological stance that knowledge is provi-
sional, context-dependent, and open to reinterpretation. In 
epistemic discourses where accuracy, objectivity, and cred-
ibility are crucial, hedging serves both rhetorical and epis-
temic purposes; it conveys a level of probability rather than 
absolute certainty and situates claims within the ongoing 
academic dialogue (15, 16). 

This viewpoint can be more thoroughly informed with 
Halliday's position on Systemic Functional Linguistics 
(SFL) and the interpersonal function of language. Halliday 
advances the notion that language serves a communicative 
function by neither broadcasting information exclusively 
nor acting as a static transport of knowledge or meaning; 
language is also negotiating relationships, positions, atti-
tudes, and social roles. Consistent with SFL positions, 
hedging is not simply an epistemic marker of indecisive-
ness, but rather a component of a semiotic / linguistic re-
source which, conceptually, manages the interaction be-
tween writers, and readers. Halliday’s work laid down the 
educational and theoretical ground for future scholars to 
study hedging as a rhetorical practice in relation to its social 
context and disciplinary conventions. 
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Early attention to the brightness of hedges as a descriptor 
for "fuzziness" (17) opened new opportunities for viewing 
hedging as a more complex and multifaceted phenomenon 
observable in real academic settings. Scholarly research on 
hedges, particularly in applied linguistics, shifted away 
from purely semantic analysis towards understanding hedg-
ing as a social and rhetorical phenomenon. (18) created a 
system for classifying hedging devices in medical dis-
course. For instance, he identified a group called modal 
verbs (e.g., may, might) and epistemic adverbs (e.g., possi-
bly, likely), along with imposters and approximate lan-
guage. His systematic classification has provided a valua-
ble framework for studying the forms and functions of 
hedging across various disciplines (19, 20). These markers 
primarily weaken and/or qualify the author’s claims in re-
search studies or articles, while reflecting the discipline-
specific expectations of tentativeness when asserting 
knowledge. 

Corpus-based research has also enhanced our under-
standing of hedging by examining large-scale real-life texts 
across various disciplines, cultures, and languages. Addi-
tionally, research shows that hedging is highly sensitive and 
continually adapts to disciplinary differences (21). For ex-
ample, hard sciences such as medicine and biology tend to 
exhibit lower frequencies of hedging than softer disciplines 
like sociology and linguistics. However, this does not mean 
that hedging is entirely absent or irrelevant in medical writ-
ing (22). In fact, medical research operates within a frame-
work where those involved in medical writing and research 
handle empirical data, clinical applications, and ethical 
codes while balancing the use of hedging strategies (23). 
The conclusion sections of medical and health-related re-
search articles typically contain fewer hedging devices 
overall. Nonetheless, these sections are densely packed 
with hedging, as authors aim to confirm their findings, 
highlight limitations, suggest implications without over-
stating, and call for future research (16, 24). 

Cultural and linguistic influences also affect hedging 
practices. A range of recent studies indicates that writers 
from non-English educational contexts may hedge differ-
ently from those from English educational contexts. This 
may stem from educational contexts, rhetorical traditions, 
or interpretations of authorial voice and stance (25, 26). For 
example, Iranian academic writing hedges differently from 
the Anglophone context, particularly regarding writer re-
sponsibility and epistemic distance (13). Authors such as 
(27)  and  (28) contend that these differences are not defi-
ciencies; they are real legitimate differences in hedging in 
a rhetorical culture that ought to be recognized and 
acknowledged, especially in the international publishing 
space. 

It remains unexplored mainly at the intersection of hedg-
ing and medical writing, especially in non-Western con-
texts. While several studies have examined hedging in 
prominent Western medical journals, comparatively few 
studies have examined how hedging operates in journals 
published outside these dominant, English-language aca-
demic spaces. Such an oversight is important to remedy 
since the journals in question may abide by different edito-

rial policies, audience expectations, and academic conven-
tions. Few researchers have examined the actual genre in 
which these forms of discourse appear, as associated with 
peer-reviewed journals. However, the Medical Journal of 
the Islamic Republic of Iran (MJIRI) offers a rich oppor-
tunity for this kind of analysis. MJIRI is a peer-reviewed, 
open-access journal that publishes research in basic and 
clinical sciences. Although it has only been published since 
2001 and with a relatively small readership, the journal has 
published a wider variety of articles than one might assume. 
This provides an excellent opportunity for researchers to 
examine how authors navigate a purely rhetorical space as 
they adhere to scientific reporting and scholarly persuasion 
conventions, while employing potentially rhetorical strate-
gies to hedge. 

The difference between basic and clinical research also 
provides important context for understanding hedging. 
Both basic and clinical research are empirical but differ in 
terms of practical orientation, epistemological basis, and 
significance. Basic science typically favors exploratory and 
theoretical understanding, and this emphasis potentially 
calls for more hedging language (29). Clinical research usu-
ally engages in practical application, with direct conse-
quences for patients, and therefore may reflect a combina-
tion of authoritative statements and careful hedging (30, 
31). These distinctions suggest that hedging strategies may 
not be similarly mentioned across all articles, a hypothesis 
that is still somewhat under-explored in the literature. 

Recent scholarship is beginning to reframe hedging as a 
strategy of uncertainty and a marker of disciplinary literacy 
and rhetorical competence (32). Hedging is now perceived 
as an indicator of a writer’s ability to interact with readers 
dialogically, locate knowledge claims within extant litera-
ture, and exhibit an authorial stance that demonstrates a 
connection to academic norms (33). As a result, awareness 
of hedging is vital in academic writing pedagogy, espe-
cially for scholars working in multilingual or multicultural 
academic contexts. For novice researchers or researchers 
writing in a second language, improper use of hedging de-
vices may lead to overstatement, which may jeopardize 
credibility, or excessive vagueness, which diminishes the 
relevance of the findings (7, 10). 

In conclusion, hedging is a multi-faceted and compli-
cated type of academic discourse that captures the wider 
epistemological, rhetorical, and cultural dimensions of ac-
ademic communication. Much has been accomplished in 
terms of documenting hedging practices across disciplines 
and languages; however, we need more research to under-
stand how these documented practices are represented in 
under-explored academic spaces. This study adds to those 
dialogues by examining hedging in conclusion sections of 
articles published in MJIRI, with respect to the differences 
in hedging by research type (basic versus clinical). This 
study improves our understanding of academic writing 
practices in one locality and contributes to a global under-
standing of the diversity of scientific rhetoric. This study 
aims to answer the following research questions: 

1. Which types of hedging devices are most frequently 
employed in basic science and clinical science research 
studies? 
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2. Is there a significant difference in the use of hedging 
devices between basic science and clinical science research 
studies?  

The study aims to identify specific hedging patterns and 
encourage greater rhetorical awareness among medical re-
searchers. It highlights how linguistic nuances play a cru-
cial role in constructing scientific dialogues and interpret-
ing medical knowledge. 

 
Methods 
Participants and design  
This content analysis study employed a quantitative, cor-

pus-based research design because it aimed to measure the 
frequency of hedging devices in the conclusion sections of 
articles published in the Medical Journal of the Islamic Re-
public of Iran (MJIRI). Three PhD holders in applied lin-
guistics examined the published studies in 2024 and ex-
tracted the hedging devices manually. 

 
Procedure   
The authors selected an Iranian journal which published 

both basic and clinical science studies and was both in-
dexed in PubMed and Scopus. The inclusion criteria were 
all published papers (basic science and clinical science) in 
the 2024 issue. The exclusion criteria were letters to the ed-
itor and pre-print papers (if any). First, 150 papers were 
downloaded from MJIRI, and the conclusion sections were 
examined. The justification for studying just conclusion 
sections arises from their being relatively independent of 
direct citations. Then, hedging devices were extracted from 
the conclusion sections. Each conclusion section was ex-
amined by three researchers to ensure all hedging devices 
are taken into account. The frequency and type of the hedg-
ing devices were counted and recorded. The number and 
frequencies of the basic and clinical studies were recorded 
separately for later comparison.   

 
Taxonomy 
Considering the taxonomy, the authors had two brain-

storming sessions and checked some handy and frequently 
used taxonomies such as (18) classification, Hyland’s (34) 
pragmatic framework, and Hu and Cao’s  (35) Simplified 
Taxonomy. Finally, they decided to use Hu and Cao’s 
(2011) taxonomy which was an updated and handier ver-
sion. This framework groups hedging devices into four 
types:  

1. Modal auxiliaries (e.g., "may," "would") 
2. Epistemic lexical verbs (e.g., "appear," "assume") 

3. Epistemic adjectives/adverbs (e.g., "likely," "possi-
bly") 

4. Miscellaneous (e.g., "in general," "under certain condi-
tions") 

 
Data Analysis  
We used descriptive statistics to calculate frequencies 

and percentages for each type of hedging device identified 
in the corpus. We performed Chi-Squared Tests to examine 
differences in categorical frequencies of hedging devices 
between basic science and clinical science research studies. 
A bar chart was also used to create visual representations 
showing the frequency and distribution of hedging devices. 
The data were analyzed using SPSS version 22.   

 
Results 
Answering the first question 
The first question examined the types of hedging devices 

most frequently employed in basic science and clinical sci-
ence research studies.  

Commonly employed modal auxiliaries (Table 1) such as 
may, might, would, can, and should appear in statements 
like “This study may guide future in vitro research” and 
“This procedure would likely benefit pediatric patients.” 
Epistemic lexical verbs, including appear, suggest, indi-
cate, and seem, also feature prominently, as seen in exam-
ples like “Results appear to support the use of this method 
as primary treatment.” Additionally, epistemic adjectives 
and adverbs such as likely, possibly, and probably were 
used to qualify claims, as in the sentence “The rise in sui-
cidal ideation notably emphasizes...” Miscellaneous hedg-
ing devices such as in general and at least in part were also 
common; for example, “The gastroprotective action of be-
tahistine is, at least in part, a result of...” 

Table 2 shows the numbers and percentages of the hedg-
ing devices found in 150 studies. As for the clinical science 
(CS), hedging devices with the highest to lowest usage 
were modal auxiliaries (27.9%), miscellaneous (26.1%), 
epistemic lexical verbs (25.8%), and epistemic adjec-
tives/adverbs (20.3%), respectively. Regarding the basic 
science (BS), hedging devices with the highest to lowest 
usage were modal auxiliaries (33.1%), epistemic lexical 
verbs (26.0%), epistemic adjectives/adverbs (25.3%), and 
miscellaneous (15.6%), respectively. 

 
Answering the second question 
The second question investigated whether there could be 

a significant difference in the use of hedging devices be-
tween basic science and clinical science research studies. 

 
Table 1. Sample of hedging devices found in basic and clinical sciences 

Device Type   Samples found in Basic Science studies Samples found in Clinical Science studies 
Modal auxiliaries: 
may, might, would, can, should  "This study may guide future in vitro 

research to validate these data." 
 

“This procedure would likely benefit pediatric 
patients.” 

Epistemic lexical verbs: 
appear, suggest, indicate, seem 

 "This study demonstrated the possible 
molecular pathways..." 

“Results appear to support the use of this 
method as primary treatment.” 

Epistemic adjectives/adverbs: 
likely, possibly, probably, relatively 

"The possible shared genes between SLE 
and DLBCL..." 

"the rise in suicidal ideation notably empha-
sizes..." 

Miscellaneous: 
in general, under certain conditions, overall 

"The gastroprotective action of betahis-
tine is, at least in part, a result of..." 

"In general, 5 attributes... were selected." 
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To answer this question, the researchers ran the Chi-Square 
Test of Independence.  

The result of the inferential test (Table 3) showed that 
there was no statistically significant difference in using 
hedging devices between basic science and clinical science 
research studies (P=0.064). Therefore, we fail to reject the 
null hypothesis.   

 
Discussion 
The results of this study show a clear difference in the 

raw frequency of hedging devices in the conclusion sec-
tions of studies published in the Medical Journal of the Is-
lamic Republic of Iran (MJIRI). As documented in the re-
sults, clinical science studies invoked the use of hedging 
devices a total of 330 times in the conclusion section - a 
usage rate that is more than double the frequency noted in 
basic science studies (154 times) (Figure 1). Certainly, this 
large difference in raw counts is perhaps the main finding 
of importance in this study and should at least warrant some 
theoretical speculation. 

While both basic science and clinical science are empiri-
cal, they differ regarding their practical orientation and 
epistemological basis  (18, 35). Because clinical science re-
lates to patient care, clinical researchers may wish to be 
more rhetorically appropriate to ensure they do not over-
state claims or make problematic and/or exaggerated claims 
from their findings (30), especially in consideration of the 
clinical context. In a clinical context, being more careful 
and nuanced in communicating what you meant can be im-
portant to an author's credibility in terms of a misunder-
standing, especially considering the real-world, and prac-
tice-fit, settings. It also may account for higher communi-
cative marks, which means that some authors have more 
hedges. In a more basic science context, authors may be 

able to/care about being bolder and/or hedging less, in ad-
dition to the fact that papers in the journal were written with 
different positioning regarding hedges (i.e., verbally iterat-
ing fact with validity and/or profession strength) (5). Addi-
tionally, average clinical science papers are longer, and po-
tentially more complex, which require more words, and 
consequently more hedges. 

It is at this point that the interpretation of the Chi-Square 
Test of Independence finds its significance. While the raw 
count of hedges diverges quite a bit between the two fields, 
our inferential test revealed no statistically significant dif-
ference in the proportions of the different types of hedging 

 
Table 2. Frequency of hedging devices found in basic and clinical science studies 

Types Hedging devices Total 
Modal auxilia-

ries 
Epistemic 

lexical 
verbs 

Epistemic 
adjectives/adverbs 

Miscellaneous 

Stud-
ies 

CS Count 92 85 67 86 330 
% within studies 27.9% 25.8% 20.3% 26.1% 100.0% 
% within Hedging de-
vices 

64.3% 68.0% 63.2% 78.2% 68.2% 

% of Total 19.0% 17.6% 13.8% 17.8% 68.2% 
BS Count 51 40 39 24 154 

% within studies 33.1% 26.0% 25.3% 15.6% 100.0% 
% within Hedging de-
vices 

35.7% 32.0% 36.8% 21.8% 31.8% 

% of Total 10.5% 8.3% 8.1% 5.0% 31.8% 
Total Count 143 125 106 110 484 

% within studies 29.5% 25.8% 21.9% 22.7% 100.0% 
% within Hedging_de-
vices 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total 29.5% 25.8% 21.9% 22.7% 100.0% 
 
Table 3. The Result of the Chi-Square Test of Independence for Basic and Clinical Science Studies 

Tests Value df P value 
Pearson Chi-Square 7.256 3 .064 
Likelihood Ratio 7.566 3 .056 
Linear-by-Linear Association 3.667 1 .056 
N of Valid Cases 484   

 

 

 
Figure 1. The above bar chart shows the number and frequency and 
hedging devices found in the studies. Totally, in the clinical science 
studies, hedging were used 330 times, while the number was 154 for 
the basic science.  As the figure shows, in all four categories, clinical 
studies enjoyed more hedging devices than basic science ones.    
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(χ²(3)=7.25, P=0.064). This indicates that although clinical 
science authors use a greater number of hedges overall, 
they use the same proportion of modal auxiliaries, epis-
temic verbs, and other devices as the basic science authors. 
Thus, although the results seem contrary to studies from 
Western contexts  (21, 22), it is possible that MJIRI embod-
ies a more collective rhetorical culture and a unified edito-
rial practice that lingers beyond disciplinary differences re-
garding the use of certain hedge types 

Moreover, our results contribute to the increasing body 
of work concerning cultural and linguistic influences on ac-
ademic writing. We reported on the frequent use of modal 
verbs, which is consistent with findings that Iranian aca-
demic writing privileges epistemic distance  (26) and cau-
tion  (29). This solidifies the emerging consensus that the 
hedging behaviors of non-Anglophone writers should not 
be considered deviations from a standard norm  (13, 25), but 
acceptable and culturally-situated rhetorical alternatives 
(27) and (28). 

Academic or medical researchers, or others who publish 
research articles in non-Western journals, must now recog-
nize the need to balance hedging and clarity in order not to 
obfuscate their results or nullify their values. Along these 
lines, it may be useful for editors to consider constructing 
explicit hedging rules to control or highlight their use of 
language while remaining aware of the various linguistic 
backgrounds of authors. Second, for instructors of aca-
demic writing, it is important that we teach hedging as a 
rhetorical skill, particularly for multilingual scholars who 
are grappling with the international publication process. 

This study provides essential insights into this area of 
study, however, it has limitations. Our analysis was limited 
to the conclusion sections of the articles we analyzed, and 
future inquiry should examine other sections of research ar-
ticles such as introductions and discussion sections, to get 
a fuller picture of hedging use. Future comparative studies, 
that included Western journals, would be beneficial for un-
derstanding how hedging use varied based on culture, dis-
cipline, and journal norms. This information could assist in 
promoting more equitable and effective communication 
across academic disciplines, languages, and cultures. 

 
Limitations  
The study offers interesting insights into the practice of 

hedging in MJIRI, albeit with some limitations. First of all, 
the study is limited to analysis of hedging in conclusion 
sections only. Although the justification for studying just 
conclusion sections arises from their being relatively inde-
pendent of direct citations, this will not allow us to ascertain 
whether hedging is fairly consistent throughout the entire 
study. Other sections might, in fact, display quite dramatic 
variations in hedging because they also serve various rhe-
torical purposes, e.g., introductions or methods. Second, 
the exclusion of conclusion sections with citations, alt-
hough methodologically justified so as to isolate the autho-
rial hedging, may somewhat eliminate instances in which 
hedging interacts with a cited material. Thirdly, although 
we tried to compare basic and clinical science studies, we 
failed to consider potential specific differences between 

particular medical sub-disciplines, which would conven-
tionally hedge quite differently between each other accord-
ing to their epistemic norms and their research practices. 

The final limitation of the study concerns the representa-
tiveness and generalizability of the findings. Since the data 
were extracted solely from research studies published in the 
Medical Journal of the Islamic Republic of Iran (MJIRI) in 
2024, the results may reflect the specific editorial policies, 
disciplinary conventions, and cultural context of this jour-
nal. Therefore, caution is advised in generalizing these 
findings to other medical journals, disciplines, or broader 
scientific communities. Future research could expand the 
corpus to include multiple journals across different regions 
to validate the patterns of hedging use identified here.  

 
Suggestions for Further Research 
Although this study contributes to our understanding of 

hedging in a non-Western medical journal, its focus on con-
clusion sections suggests the need for further research. Fu-
ture research could investigate other sections of a research 
article, such as introductions or discussions, to better un-
derstand hedging practices overall. Additionally, compara-
tive studies that include Western journals may contribute to 
understanding how hedging practices differ based on cul-
tural, disciplinary, and journal norms so we can develop 
more informed theoretical frameworks that also could help 
foster more equitable and effective communication across 
academic disciplines, languages and cultures.  

Building on these directions, future comparative research 
could offer valuable insights by examining: (1) how hedg-
ing practices differ between medical and non-medical stud-
ies, revealing discipline-specific conventions in cautious 
language; (2) whether empirical and non-empirical medical 
articles use hedging differently, suggesting methodological 
influences on rhetorical choices; and (3) how studies pub-
lished in Iranian versus English-language journals vary in 
their hedging strategies, helping to distinguish linguistic 
and cultural impacts from disciplinary norms. 

 
Conclusion 
In summary, this research highlights the significant con-

tribution that hedging makes in the context of medical aca-
demic writing related to scientific safety, situating hedging 
particularly in the non-Western context of MJIRI. The re-
sults support (5) argument about the importance of hedging 
as an important rhetorical device for indicating or manag-
ing certainty in medical academic texts. The absence of dis-
tinct differences in hedging practices between basic science 
studies and clinical science studies challenges previous as-
sumptions regarding discipline-based hedging practices 
(21). Furthermore, the relatively consistent use of modali-
ties across both types of studies indicates that hedging may 
not solely be a discipline-specific phenomenon. Instead, it 
suggests that journal-specific standards or shared academic 
traditions may significantly influence rhetorical activity in 
non-Western medical academic writing. 

In addition to disciplinary issues, the results suggest a 
complicated relationship between caution in language and 
cultural rhetoric. The modal verbs suggest larger trends in 
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Iranian academic writing where epistemic caution is fre-
quently foregrounded (26). This aligns with an emerging 
academic consensus that hedging practices of non-Anglo-
phone writers are not deviations from a standard norm, but 
rather legitimate variants (27). These results give us more 
insight into hedging as a culturally situated practice, as well 
as important implications for academic stakeholders.  

For researchers (especially for those who publish in 
MJIRI and journals of a similar ilk), these results suggest 
that hedging and clarity need to be balanced before vague-
ness turns their results impotent (10). Editors could begin 
to look into explicit hedging guidelines as a way to stand-
ardize language use while also taking into account a range 
of salient linguistic backgrounds. For academic instructors, 
the aim is straightforward: it is essential that we success-
fully teach hedging as rhetorical skill (32), especially for 
multilingual scholars who are tasked with understanding 
how to rise to the complexity of negotiating international 
publication. Following these practical steps could assist us 
in reducing the gap between rhetorical norms and the mul-
tiplicity of voices that can be found in academia. 
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