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BUILDING (ACADEMIC) VOICES OF POWER:
A CASE STUDY OF ACADEMIC BOOK REVIEWS!

Abstract: Book reviews published in academic journals stand for a highly evaluative
written academic genre. Reviewers are expected to provide an expert assessment of
different elements of the book, thus offering their colleagues in academia guidance into
different disciplinary content and new findings. In those terms, discourse of academic
book reviews may become a resource of power within respective disciplines: the
reviewed material can be acclaimed or discredited, promoted or demoted for various
reasons by a single or multiple academic reviewers.

In this paper we investigated whether discourse features of structure/organisation (as
defined by Swales, 1990 and Motta-Roth, 1995) and stance and engagement (Hyland,
2005b) potentially contributed to the reviewers’ voice of discipline authority (and hence
of power) in academic book reviews in Serbian published in South Slavic Philologist
in the period 2000-2020. Organisation (positioning, emphasis, (re)cycling, omission)
of information in reviews as well as more or less explicit conveyance of attitude and
(in)directness in claims may effectively direct audience interpretation and establish the
reviewer as a valid assessor and ‘figure of power” within the discipline. Preliminary
independent corpus-based analyses showed the reviewers used diverse organisational
discourse patterns as well as predominantly features of stance in order to (c)overtly
convey positive or negative evaluation of the reviewed books and, consequently,
confirm their expertise in the field. In this sense, our preliminary conclusion was
that, with particular features of discourse, inherent characteristics of the genre, such
as evaluation in this case, can be effectively used to, more or less latently, establish
(academic) position of power.

Key words: academic book reviews, evaluative genre, voice of power, rhetorical
structure, features of stance.

1. Introduction

When perusing the contents of a scientific journal, an average researcher is likely
to detect the section with research articles (RAs) as prominent in comparison to the

! The research was funded by the Ministry of Education, Science and Technological Development of the
Republic of Serbia through Grant Agreement on the implementation and funding of scientific research
work, No. 451-03-68/2022-14/200198.
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accompanying sections with other genres such as book reviews, reports, chronicles
or anything similar. Physically speaking, book reviews (BRs) are positioned in the
middle — somewhere between, to put it simply, original pieces of research and
academic announcements. As this seems to be a stable characteristic of journal
organisation, we may ask: is this ‘non-supremacy’ of reviews indicative? While it is
acknowledged that articles were and still are the “master narrative” (Montgomery,
1996 as cited in Swales, 2004, p. 207), the principal form of knowledge production
and display within academia, the STATUS and to it related (discoursal) features of
academic book reviews seem to be slightly understudied.

As Motta-Roth (1996) rightly notes, book reviews “raise an apparent paradox”(
p. 102). Namely, reviews are not (at least not frequently) used as referencing sources
in research genres while at the same time they are written with the sote purpose of
evaluating precisely sources of this kind. Additionally, while it seems that reviews
in many journals do not undergo the reviewing process, acclaimed publishers
accept only reviews that are commissioned and that provide high level of expert
assessment. More to the point, even though reviews are not the outcome of research
in the same manner RAs are, they still convey (reviewer’s) knowledge: knowledge
of publications, other authors, trends and disciplines. Although not involved in a
typical scientific inquiry, reviewers are still knowledge-producers — they not only
express their assessment, but also show both their “status as disciplinary insiders and
their individual competences” (Tse & Hyland, 2009, p. 105).

Given the strong evaluative feature of the genre, the expected expertise
and authority of reviewers, their role in shaping the image of a certain academic
publication, in this paper we argue that, contrary to the expected status we indicated
in the first paragraph, academic BRs and their discourse can be quite efficient means
for assuming and exercising POWER within written academic exchange.

In accordance with our principal argument, we investigated discoursal
mechanisms that may be used to trigger, more or less overtly, the interpretation of
power in academic audience the reviews are supposed to be written for.

2. Methodology’

2.1. Compilation of corpus

Several criteria were applied in corpus selection. These are: a) disciplinary
uniformity and credibility of the journal, b) representativeness of the sample during
a certain time span, c) the language of the reviews and d) comparability of corpus in
terms of the reviewed genre.

Our corpus is comprised of linguistics book reviews published in one of the
most prestigious journals in Serbia, South Slavic Philologist (SSP) from 2000 to

2 Detailed methodology, Excel corpus lists with respective data and corpus analyses are available at
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/| DPnMKWDsksIm902efclbbao3BO04QBCz?usp=sharing
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2020. The book reviews in Serbian® were selected from particular sections in the
journal self-explanatorily named as Reviews and Critique(s). For the purpose of
uniformity only the reviews of monographs* were included. Although the number of
reviews varied, we agreed to include three per volume/issue.

Subsequently, the book reviews were coded. The code implied abbreviation for
the journal (SSP), the year of publication (variable) and the number of the review for
that particular year (variable).

2.2. Analysis of corpus

The general analytical approach we took was top-down corpus analysis (Biber,
Connor, & Upton, 2007, p. 13). Using classifications/models from the relevant literature,
we independently qualitatively analysed the reviews in terms of their rhetorical structure/
discourse organisation and features conveying stance and engagement. The final patterns of
use we present herein are the result of mutual (inter-rater) adjustments. The model for the
analysis of the structure of book reviews was Motta-Roth’s (1995, 1996) move-step/sub-
function taxonomy, whereas Hyland’s (2005a, 2005b) stance and engagement classification
was taken as the yardstick in this case. The choice of these schemes is grounded in their
attestedness in terms of the practicality of the categories they offer. Namely, it seems that the
observed rhetorical stages are identifiable across disciplines (Junqueira, 2013; Moreno &
Suarez, 2009; Suarez & Moreno, 2008), whereas stance and engagement come as a natural
point of interest, given the evaluative nature of the genre and interpesonal stakes such
evaluation implies (Hyland, 2004, pp. 41-42). As for features of stance end engagement, our
initial intention was to use Sketch Engine tool to gain in precision; however, given that no
quantitative analysis was to be conducted and that closer inspection of the reviews revealed
the features on a level beyond individual lexemes, we examined the corpus ‘manually’.

3. Corpus analysis

This section will present and interpret elements of structure and features of
stance and engagement that may convey credibility, authority and, ultimately, power.

3.1. Power in structure

According to the taxonomy Motta-Roth suggested in 1995 and 1996, academic
book reviews contain four principal stretches of discourse that differ in terms of
function of the information they communicate.

3 As the journal accepts submissions in all South Slavic languages, we consulted an expert in
Contemporary Serbian Language and Diachrony of the Serbian Language, Tamara Lutovac-Kaznovac
(Assistant Professor at the Faculty of Philology and Arts, University of Kragujevac), who confirmed
the selected reviews were written in Serbian. We use this opportunity to thank her for indispensable
contribution in corpus selection.

* We assumed reviews of collections of papers, textbooks, handbooks, discipline-specific literature such
as grammar books or dictionaries would have varied discourse organisation.
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Move I serves to introduce the review and the material that is under review in
terms of general information about the publication, format, author, his or her research
contributions and, broadly speaking, to fit the reviewed publication into the discipline
(Motta-Roth, 1996, pp. 109—111). In our corpus this section of the text seems to
be slightly technical, although we frequently observed some (brief) reviewer’s
comment in terms of the uniqueness of the topics covered in the monograph, novelty
of the approach taken as well as respectability and influence of the author. While
positioning the publication within respective discipline or approach and showing
familiarity with the work of the author and colleagues, the reviewer confirms his
or her professional credibility. The following extract situated almost at the very
beginning of the review introduces reviewer’s voice more directly and reveals his
closer acquaintedness with one of the issues raised in the book:

[...] Hosbcka je3muka cTpaTU(UKANHja pa3IUKyje C€ O CTpaTH(PHKALNHUje IPYTUX
CIIOBCHCKHX je3HKa. [...] Polskie gadanie [...] mpencTaBsba y TEPMHUHOIOIIKOM TIOTIICAY
po0ieM 3a mpeBol)eme Ha CPIICKU je3UK. |...]

Jomr mHemrto o mpeBohemy oBor mojma Ha cprcku. llopen HaBeneHHMX CPIICKUX
MPEBOMHIX CKBHUBAJICHATA npuudare, OpObarbe OBaj TOJBCKH TepMUH Moryhe je
MOTIYHHUje 00jaCHUTH CUHTAarMaMa CHOHMAH, Heobasesaw, onywmen (pasz)eosop |...].
[Ta umak, ocTaje OTBOPEHO NMUTAaMmE KaKo NMPEBECTH Ha CPIICKH TEPMHHOJIOTU3UPAHH
HacioB Polskie gadanie. buno kako Ja ce MoOKyIlla IPEBECTH, HE MOXE ce J00UTH
TEPMHMHOJIOIIKN €KBHBAJICHT, jep Halla JMHIBUCTHYKA TEPMHUHOJIOTHja HE parojaxe
oznrorapajyhnm exBuBaieHTOM. EBeHTyallHN €KBHUBAJICHT UMA0 OW OIUCHU KapakTep.
[...] (SSP2005/2, pp. 267-268)

A matter of a gap in research or of inherent conceptual difference among
languages, yet the issue detected enables the reviewer to even ask questions, point
to certain inadequacies of potential solutions and finally ‘justify’ the author of the
monograph:

[...] [TuTame je xommko 6u OMO ymecTaH HAclOB [lobcko npuuarbe Win nak Ilowcko
opomamwe, Ha mTa OW ymyhuBao Benmwku [lowcko-cpncku peunux. A mra pehn
o moryhaoctu [lowcku cnonmanu 206op? Y CBakoM Cilydajy 3HaAMO O KOjOj BPCTH
je3muke KOMyHHKaNWje ce paad, 3axBajbyjyhn aytopoBoMm objammemy. (SSP2005/2,
p. 268)

Furthermore, Move 1 may be more evaluative, thus diminishing the
aforementioned technicality in favour of immediate impression of reviewer’s
expertise, particularly when joined with Move [II that is, as will be shown, highly
evaluative per se:

Hajuosuja monorpadwuja np Crane Puctuh non HaciaoBoM [...] mpeacTaBiba pe3yarar
AyTOPKUHUX JYTOTOJMIIBUX UCTPaXKHUBabha y 00JIaCTH OIKca JISKCUKE CPIICKOT je3uKa
[...]. O Hay4HO] aKTYEJIHOCTU TeMa 3aCTYIJbEHUX Y MOHOTPadHjH CBEIOYH YHECHUIIA
Jla Cy Y B0j IPUMEHCHU METOIOJIOUIKH ITOCTYIIH KOjU Cy pa3pahuBaHu MOCIEIHbUX
JelieHnja y okBHpY Bojehux nuHrBHCTMYKMX mikoia [...]. CuHTe3a meroxa |[...]
obOoralieHa ayTOPKUHOM KOHIICTITyaJTHOM aHAJIU30M [...] MOKa3ajia ce Kao BeoMa
etukacha [...]. Ha Ooraroj rpahu excueprnupaHoj u3 peyHrKa CPIICKOT je3HKa, Kao U
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13 OpOjHUX Jiella ayTOPCKE M HAPOJIHE KILMYKEBHOCTH Ha CPIICKOM j€3HKY, aHAJIU3UPajy
ce [...] xoju gonpuHoce 60JbeM pa3yMeBamby eJIeMeHaTa je3UUKOr CUCTEMA Ca ACIEKTa
wBHxoBe yrnorpebde. [...] Tume peueHsupana MoHorpaduja 3aja3u ¥ y TEOpHjcKa
NPOMUIIUbAA TPAAMIMjE CPIICKE HWHTEPIPETaTHBHE JIEKCUKOrpaduje, a YyjeaHo
ckunypa u Oyayhe npasie kojuma Ou ce 0Ba JTUCHUILIMHA MOIVIA KPETaTH Y CPIICKO]
muareuctuii. (SSP2015/3, pp. 336-337)

Move Il outlines the general organisation of the book into sections and provides
somewhat detailed account of the content of those sections (Motta-Roth, 1996, pp.
111-112). As for the reviews from our corpus, there is a tendency towards longer
and detailed depictions of the information from the monographs. While we do not
neglect this formulation in terms of its potential for influence (hence power) on
prospective readers, as the very selection of the described facts and notions from
the monograph may contribute to its overall relevance, it seems that opinion-based
elements that sporadically appear make the reviewer more ‘visible’ in terms of his
or her attitude and perhaps bring the aspect of scientific credibility of the reviewer
into view. In terms of the effect, descriptive elements can stand in slight discourse
opposition to the elements of assessment, as the tone of argumentation may leave
greater impression on the reader in comparison to the tone of recounting. We believe
this is the case in the following segment that combines Move Il and Move III:

VY Tpehem geny Kmure ayTopka HaBOAM Kparak Iperiesl HajBOKHHUjUX IOMVIea
Pas3IMUUTUX XPBATCKUX U CBETCKUX ayToOpa O TCKCTY, TUCKYPCY, KOHTCKCTY U CTHUKC
J0 KopedepeHnrje 1 CHHOHUMUYHOCTH. 3aTHM CJIEAM OMNIIMPHA aHajiu3a yrnorpede
CHHOHHMMA Y TEKCTY Ha MPHMEPY M3 XPBaTCKUX TeKcToBa. Hajuenthe koHTekcTyamHe
CHHOHHMME IPEJICTaBIbajy PEUU CTPAHOT MOPEKIIA, Ma C€ Y KIbH3H TOOBOPH U O YIIOTpeOn
M03ajMJbCHUIIA, apxauW3aMa, [UjaJIeKTH3aMa, KOJOKBHjajM3aMa, ByJrapu3ama,
eydemm3zama, Kaproumzama ¥ Hekporusama [...]. [...] OOpahen je omnHoc m3mely
CHHOHUMH]E U XUIIEPOHUMHU]jE, XUTIOHUMH]jE, MEPOHUMHU]E U XOJIOHHMHU]E.

lBe cpeaumime mnyrame bepHapauue IletpoBuh kpo3 CHHOHHUMH]Y (TeOpHjcKa
aHaJIM3a CHHOHMMHU]E ca IIJbeM M3paJie CAHOHUMCKOT PEeUHHKa 1 yIioTpeda CHHOHUMA
y TEKCTy) yKasyjy Ha BpPJIO MOJEpaH MpUCTyN oBoM mpoOiemy. CaBpemeHa TeopHja
ce CBE Mame pa3BHja 3aTBOpeHa cama y ce0e, a CBe ce BHUIlE ycMepaBa Ka HEKOM
MPaKTUYHOM NuJby. [{Msb aHamM3e CHHOHMMA Yy OBOj KEbH3M JECTC M3paja BajbaHOT,
MOJIEPHOT CHHOHUMCKOT peYHHKa [...].

Ananuza ynorpebe CHHOHMMA Yy TEKCTy Takohe je opa3 MOAEpHOI MPHUCTYIa OBOM
JIEKCUIKOM oiHOCYy. OBakBa HCTpaKMBama Cy BPJIO peTKa, a BpJo kopucHa [...]. [...]
bepnapauna IlerpoBuh, melhyTum, npoHanaszu paBHOTEXKY H3Mel)y CHHOHUMHjE W
CHHOHUMHYHOCTH |...]. OCHM TOTa, y Fb€HOj KEbH3H CE YCIIOCTaBJba U IPaBa Mepa y Be3n
ca u3bopom nureparype. Hema MHOro ncrpakubaua KOjU y aHaJIM3U HEKOT je3HMYKOT
npobieMa y3umajy y 003up MHUIILbCHa JoMahux ayTopa, ajii | ayTopa ca CJIOBEHCKHUX,
POMaHCKHX M T€PMaHCKHUX je3ndkux mpocropa. (SSP2006/2, pp. 373-374)

After more narrative Move I, Move 1] inherently directs reader’s attention to
(possibly) most prominent and relevant features of the book, assessed in positive or
negative terms (Motta-Roth, 1996, pp. 115-117). In our corpus as well, this section is
aplace of focused expertise, of scientific discussion initiated by the reviewer (perhaps
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with an imagined expert audience) and placement of the reviewed monograph within
the context of that exchange:

Wako rpaMarHyka KaTeropHja IJIaroJCKOT BUAA W€ y PEI OHHMX CCEHIHjaHUX
rpaMaTHYKUX KaTerophja O KOjUMa TeMeJbHA Cas3Hama CEXy jOII Y aHTHUKY
rpaMaTtHyapcky TPAJMIMjy, CTaTyC AaCIEKTOJOTHje [0 JaHAC je HAYeNHO y KpPYyry
JMHTBUCTHYKHUX JUCIUILIMHA OCTA0 HEJOBOJHHO Tpenu3upan. Jla Jiu je To ayToHOMHa
JIMHTBUCTHYKA JUCIMIUINHA WU, KaO OJCIUT MPEIMETHH CETMEHT, MpHUIaga HEKOj
JIPYroj JTUHTBUCTHYKO)j / TpaMaTHUYKO] MUCIMIUIMHU, U K0joj [...]? [...] Konebame
y BE3W C MPHPOIOM KaTeropje IIArojicKor BHAA, KA0 M y BE3W C HaICKHOIINY
MOjeIMHUX TUCIIUIINHA, 1A U CUHTAKCE, HaJl [IarojCKuM BUIOM Beh ayro moctoju y
Jnomahoj muTeparypu, 1a je panuje, y HeKUM NPUITHKaMa, ¥ eKCIUTUIIUTHO U3PaKaBaHO.
VY TOM CMHUCITy 3aHUMJBHBO je TIPUCETUTH CE PaHUjuX pa3MuiUbama Mpewne [puikar
[...]- [...] Wnu, vemrTo kacHuje, Muxamna CreBanosuha [...]. [...] (SSP2006/3, pp.
379-381)

[...]

VcTpakuBIIN HAjBOXHUjE Haja3e O OBMM JIBEMa I0jaBaMa BE3aHUM 3a IJIAroJICKe
JeKceMe Koje JOHOCH peJIeBaHTHA JUTeparypa y japyroj momoBuHH 20. Beka (10
nouetka 90-ux), JaKiie CydeNUBIIN WHTEPIPETAIUje PA3IHUUTHX ayTopa, MPUCTYIIE
pa3IMYUTUX TEOPHUjCKUX yTeMesbewa [...] HoBakoB ce Hajupe ompenenuo 3a
pEUHTEPIIPETAIN]y TPaIUIMOHAIHOT CXBaTaa INIATOJICKOT BHJIA M 3a Y3UMAmE Y
pasmarpame [...]. [...] (SSP2006/3, p. 384)

We also observed instances of Move III opening the review in the form of a

larger section that summarises the general (positive) assesment of the monograph
and announces more detailed (positive) evaluation that follows later on in the text:

Y nuTeparypu O CPIICKOM/CPIICKOXPBAaTCKOM je3WKy MOHOTpadmje O CIOKEHO]
peUeHHIN jon yBeK cy perke. U ma mHuje Te unmmenune, Mmonorpaduja M. Artonuh
[...] 3ay3umana 6m mocedHO Mecto. [maBHM pasnosm 3a To cy cienehu. . Antonuh
oOpaua je BpIo MCIPITHO Taj MpoOIeM, O KOjeM je HalFcaHO MHOTO pamoBa, mehy
KojuMa HHje[JaH HE TPelCTaBiba IMOKYINaj Aa ce MpodjeM cariena U y HeTHHA U Y
nojequHOCTHMA, mTO je M. AnToHmMh yumHmMia. VcTpakuBame je 3aCHOBAHO Kako
Ha KPUTHYKOM TIpOydaBamy JuTeparype [...] ycMepeHoOM Ka CHHTE3M HajOoJber IITO
ce W3 TOT Jiesla JIMHTBUCTHYKE TPaJHIlije MOIVIO MCKOPHCTHTH, Tak0 M Ha LIHPO]
CITABUCTHYKO] ¥ HE CAMO CIaBHCTHYKO] JIUTEpaTypH |...]. Jaspe, pesyarare 1o kojux je
JIOTIUTA U KOje y Kibi3H m3Hocu M. AHToHmh moTBphyje Benmukum OpojeM mpumepa u3
HEKOJINKO (DYHKIIMOHATHO-CTHIICKAX M3Bopa. [...] (SSP2002/2, p. 110)

After the evaluative opening, Moves I and II are combined with another Move

III that focuses on specific aspects rather than on the whole book:
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Bpemencrka peuenuyanpencrapiba He3HaTHO CkpaheHy Bep3unjy IOKTOpCKE AUcepTanyje
[...]. Cynehu o oHOMe mITO Ce y KHU3M M3HOCH, 100po je mrTo ckpahema Tekcra
Jqucepranyje Hucy Omna Beha, jep, ynpkoc oOMMy KibHre, y H0j HeMa HUYEr IITO OU
MOIVIO OWTH M30CTaBJLEHO, a Jla KibHra THME He M3ryou. JenmHo ckpahmBame koje
ce He YMHH OINPaBAAaHUM OJHOCH CE Ha HACJIOB, jep HACJIOB JIOKTOPCKE JHcepTarnje
W. Antonnh HeCcyMIBUBO NpelM3HUje 03HAYaBa MMPEAMET MCTPaKUBamba O]l HACIOBA
o0jasibeHe Kmure [...]. (SSP2002/2, pp. 111-12)
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[...]

C npyre crpaHe, He Mame 3aciyXyje U ojoOpaBame orpenesbeHoct M. Antonnh na
Haj0oJbe MITO je U3 TPaAMLIUOHAIHE TEPMUHOJIOTHjE O BPEMEHCKHM Kilay3ama Morua
npey3eTH KPUTHUYKK porpaljyje M ocaBpeMemaBa, Kako 300I HECYMILMBOI 3Hadaja
HeroBama MPOBEPEHE JIMHIBUCTHYKE TPAIAMIMje TAKO M CTOra IITO OM OUTyYHHjU
HCKOpAaK y TEOPHjCKY JIMHI'BUCTHKY TPAXKHO M BHUILIE IIPOCTOPA Ol OHOTa KOJUM je OHa

y CB0jOj KibU3M pacnonaraia. (SSP2662/2,p—H3)

Waxko y K131 HUje eKCIUTMLIUTHO NPEUIoKeHa HeKa HOBa WJIM PEBHMpaHa Teopuja,
WIN TIPOIIMpEHa Heka oJ noctojehux TeopHja BpeMeHa Kao meradope Hpocropa,
W. Anrtonuh je u n300poM MHOTHMX TEpPMHHA 32 KOj€ CE ONpeleliiia U TyMayemheM
bMXOBOI' Ca/ipikaja YMHOTOME TOAYIIpia W pa3BUIIa JIOKAJMCTHUKE MHTEPIIpPETalnje
BPEMEHCKHUX M3pa3a, OJH. BPeMEHCKUX Kiay3a. [...] (SSP2002/2, p. 113)

In this manner Move III plays a role in general to specific perspectivisation —
the reader is assured from the very beginning that the publication under review is
worth reading and that the details that corroborate this initial assessment are to ensue
somewhere in the review.

Similarly assessment-oriented but in a more succinct form is Move [V.
After detailed Move I1I, Move IV serves as an effective closure, a summary of the
previously stated (Motta-Roth, 1996, pp. 121-122).

In our corpus we observed that Move IV is particularly effective when the
final commentary, though generally positive, offers some qualifications as well.
Potentially negative claims are mentioned in brief and immediately mitigated by the
final positive recommendation as in the following example:

OueBHTHO, KaJI Cy y IUTambY MPEJIONIKe KOHCTPYKIUje He CaMOo SHIVIECKOT U HE CaMo
CPIICKOT, HETO M CBAKOT PYTOT je3uka, Ouhe nmorpedHo, 6ap y HEKMM I10jeJHHOCTUMA,
MTOAIBPTaBaTH CYNTHIHUJUM CEMaHTHUYKUM ,,00pagaMa‘’ pasmarpaHe aaroctu, Oymyhu
Jla, U3 Hajpa3IMuuTHjUX pasliora, yBeK MoXke JohM, M yBEeK Joiasu, Ty W Tamo, JI0
HEKaKBHX ,,CHICHUPUIHNX CiTydajeBa. Anu — nuiryhu oBy kmury [lymka Kinkosan
HUje ,,crenuduyHe cirydajeBe’ OMpayia 3a IpeaMeT CBOTA HM3JIarama, HEro HEMITO
HEyInopeauBo BaxHHje [...]. A 1a ce oHa y CBOM ITOJyXBaTy MOKa3aya yCIICIIHOM, ja
TO, ca 3a/10BOJbCTBOM, Hartamasam. (SSP2001/1, p. 82)

Thus the author may overtly but subtly point to merits and demerits of the
reviewed material, demonstrating unbiasedness and solidarity at the same time.

3.2. Power in stance and engagement
3.2.1. Features of stance

Hedges. Hedges are predominantly used with the aim of presenting certain
information “as an opinion rather than accredited fact” (Hyland, 2005b, p. 178). In
our corpus, reviewers use hedges in order to mitigate a suggestion for improvement
or potentially negative criticism. The observed hedges are: verbal conveying modal
(mohu, mpebamu (bumu nompeban), spedemu) and semicopulative meaning (vurumu
ce, usenedamu); mnominal conveying the meaning of probability (moeyhinocm);
pronominal expressing indefiniteness (newmo, nexu); adjectival expressing
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probability (esenmyanan, mocyh) and indefiniteness (ceojespcman) and adverbial
conveying probability (eeposammno, moocoa, nomenyujanno), approximation
(eomoeso, cxopo), indefinite degree (peramueno), as well as exception and limitation
(bapem, bap, maxap):

[...] 6eposamno 6u 6uno ymecuuje nhu o mpocTHjer Ka cnoxeHujeM [...] (SSP2002/2,
p. 114); Y cBakoM of1 OBHX TPH]y ITOCTYIIaKa C TEKCTOM y TIOHEKOM JIeTalby ModcOa On
ce momo octynutu apykawje [...] (SSP2003/2, p. 179); Esenmyanua 3amepka moena
Ou ce ynymumu OTIC&)KHIM yBOIHUM HartoMeHaMma [ ...] (SSP2006/2, p. 370); Omer, vurnu
ce 11a je n300p NPUKA3UBAHUX TEOPHja O BPEMEHY M0O2d0 Oumu penpe3eHmamueHuju
[...] (SSP2015/1, p. 109).

Boosters. Contrary to hedges, boosters convey authorial certainty and
confidence with regard to the proposition expressed (Hyland, 2005b, p. 179).
Boosters in our corpus enable reviewers to express their agreement with the content
or interpretations offered in the monograph or to emphasise the importance of
those findings for prospective readers. The identified examples include adverbs
(ceaxako, Hecymmuso (as well as synonymous xHema cymre), eguoenmuo, noy30aHo,
(caceum) cucypro, ooucma, YUCMUHY, OYUSIEOHO, OYUMO, OYEBUOHO, (DAKMUYUKLL)
and adjectives (necymmus, cueypan). Additionally, we recorded adverbs intensifying
adjectives and other adverbs (spro, seoma, mako, monuxo, oarexo, uzyzemHo, jout,
nocebHo, HAPOUUMO, 3HAMHO, 3HAYAJHO, Oaut, ymHo20Me, jako), as well as the phrase
u me kako, used by the reviewers to underline their positive assessment of the content
of the monograph:

W300p mpexcTaBHUKA KOTHUTHBHE JHHTBHCTHKE Ha KOje CE€ MPH TOM IIO3HBA je
Jdoucma xoMneTeHTHO o0aBibeH [...] (SSP2001/1, p. 79); [...] Hema cymme na hemo y
HajaBJbEHO] KIbU3U UMATH IPHIIMKY Ja IPaTUMO 8eoMd HHTEPECAHTHO M CBPCUCXO/IHO,
1 je3WYKOj U BaHj€3MUYKOj CTBAPHOCTHU IIPHM]jEPEHO, YTEMEIhCH:E jeTHOT HOBOT ITOTIIeNa
y muarBuctuid. (SSP2011/3, p. 316); 1 nerasbHa obOpana IMOjeqUHHUX MUTAama Y
HoIIaB/biMa [...] U LelMHA OBE KIBbHI€ — CU2YPHO MOTY HOCUTH aTpuOyTe KOPHCHHX
npuiora Hayi# [...] (SSP2013/2, p. 458); [....] u oBa 6eoma WHTEpeCaHTHA TeMa Ce
MIpUKa3yje y jeTHOM u3y3enHo KOHAeH30BaHOM o0muKy. (SSP2020/2, p. 189).

Attitude markers. Markers of attitude convey writer’s affective attitude
in relation to the propositional content (Hyland, 2005b, p. 180). Our analysis
revealed that most of the markers of attitude in our corpus convey positive and, to
a significantly lesser extent, negative reviewer’s attitude towards the propositional
content. Our findings suggest that:

- adverbs carry the meaning of positive evaluation of the actions taken
by the author of the monograph (o6asewmeno, xomnemenmuo, ymecro,
000p0O, KpUMuUuKU, UCYPHHO, OPUINCHUBO, NOOPOOHO, O080BHO, jACHO,
VCHEWIHO, je32PO8Umo, cagecHo, Cmpo2o, CIMpYy4Ho, 0emasHo, MOOepHO,
HOB0, C6COOYX8AMHO, NANCHUBO, DPAZYMBUBD, NPE2IeOHO, 3HALAYKIL,
Ccmyouo3Ho, npeyusHo, yoeomsuso. . ),

- adjectives convey positive assessment of the content/segment of the
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monograph (6ozam, 3nauajan, kopucman, He3aoduNA3aH, HO8, NOY30AH,
V6edbus, 8pedan, 3aHUMMUB, PAZHONUK, Npedo2am, pACKOWAH, TYKCY3aH,
ungopmamusan, Opazoyen, Jen, JjeOUHCMEeH, pedax, U3V3eman,
Ppelesanman, NPUMAM/bUG, KOXEPEHMAH, ,, VOapHU ", 8AXHCAH, Y30PAH...);

- similarly, comparatives and superlatives of both adjectives and adverbs
convey positive evaluations of the aforementioned aspects (zenuiu,
UCTMUHUMUJU, OUMHUJU, C8CODYXBAMHUJ U, BUULEACHEKMHUJU, Y CILONCH CHUJ U,
nompebnuju, Hajboeamuju, HajakmyerHuju, Hajunmepecanmuuju; 6osme,
demaswvHuje);

- metaphors referring to the monograph indicate strong positive evaluation
(pusHuya nooamaxa, pusHUYa NPOYHABARA, (3HAYAJAH) OONPUHOC,
(3Hauajan) dozahaj);

- expressions ¢ mnpagom, ca paziocom and 0odpo je show reviewer’s
agreement with the content of the monograph and

- expressions wmema (je) and naoccanocm introduce negative evaluation.

Furthermore, reviewers indicate their stand in terms of wider reception of the
monograph among audience by means of the verbs of attitude (cuampamu, muciumu,
eeposamul, ouekusamu, Haoamu ce, sxceremu). In some reviews, conditional is used
to signal reviewer’s attitude (6uro 6u udeanuo, ne 6u cmeno, (6u) 6uno 00 eenuke
Kopucmu):

[...] wmema mro je ca OGoraror cmucka kopuurheHe JHUTEparype MPUIIOKEHOT Ha

Kpajy KmHre, Ha KojeM, mHaue, pagoBu Johna R. Taylora cdurypupajy, omamixom

u3octaBibeH mojarak [...] (SSP2001/1, p. 79); Jluteparypa je dobpo onabpana u

seoma 006po v kpumuuku Kopunihena y pany. (SSP2001/3, p. 119); buro 6u udearno

Kaja Ou TpocTpykoMm TabermoM 6uo oOyxBahen cBaku Tononum. (SSP2004/2, p. 249);

Cumampamo na 6u MOXKHa OWIIO 3aHMMIJBUBO YKJBYYMTH M JKAPTOHU3ME M3 CPIICKE

HOBOKOMIIOHOBaHe My3uke [...] (SSP2012/1, p. 183).

Self-mention. In our corpus, the reviewers refer to themselves mostly by means
of first person singular and plural personal pronouns (ja, mu), personal pronoun for
all persons (cebe), first person singular and plural posessive pronouns (moj, Haus) and
possessive pronoun for all persons (csoj).” The accompanying first person singular
and plural verbs (iy nomenymu, océpnyhy ce, nacnawasam, donycmuhy, nasewhemo,
npedcmasmamo, cmo usnoxcunu...) make the presence of the reviewer more explicit.
Third person is rarely used for this purpose; this was the case perhaps only when
reviewers provided their initials in order to underline some specific section of the
text (C. T, U. A., C. Cm.). We also recorded an instance of the phrase nucay osoea
npuxaza the reviewer used to refer to himself in third person perspective:

Iucay osoca npukasza WNAaK cMaTpa YMECHHM Ha m3paszu cienehe Hemoymuue |...]
(SSP2001/2, p. 108); 3a10BOIBCTBO HaM je 1A Kadicemo HEKOIMKO PEYH O OBOj BPEIHO]

* First person plural forms included in this category differ from first person plural forms included in
Reader pronouns, i.e. Reader-mention. In the former case, plural forms point to a reviewer, whereas in
the latter they imply joint presence of a reviewer and reader. Hyland refers to the forms in question as
exclusive (Hyland, 2005a, p. 53) and inclusive (we) (Hyland, 2005b, pp. 182—183).
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Tek 00jaBsbeH0] Kibu3u; (SSP2001/3, p. 110); A moja 3aBpIiiHa Omacka 0 KEbU3H IJIaCH:
[...]1(SSP2005/1, p. 215);[...] ja iy ce, y oBOM mpuKa3y, NPBEHCTBEHO 103a0a6UmMy OBOM
KBUroM u3 yria cpoucruke. (SSP2006/3, p. 376); [...] [ucmakaa U. A.]. (SSP2006/3,
p. 381).

3.2.2. Features of engagement

Reader pronouns/-mention.® In the reviews we analysed, readers are referred to
by means of first person plural personal pronoun (mu), first person plural possessive
pronoun (rawt) and first person plural verb whose semantics shows reference to the
reader (ungpopmucanu cmo, cmo eudenu, casnajemo, suoehemo, iemo wumamu...).
Furthermore, nouns and noun phrases are also used for this type of referencing,
predominantly in the final sections of book reviews. The authors name readers
in general (kopucuuk, uumanay) or some specific categories of readers (nayuna
U CMpY4Ha jaeHOCH, CMYOeHmu, CIAGUCHU, NPOYYa8aoyu, UCMOPUYAPU je3uKd,
npogecopu, makedoHucmu, noroxucmu, punonosu) in order to recommend the book
appropriately (having particular audience in mind). Moreover, nominal referencing
can also underline the importance of the reviewed monograph for the readers or their
fields:

OBa KuUra cmpyuHoj jagnocmu MOAHOCH Ha YBUJ y HAILIO] CPEIIUHU TIPBO OINCEIKHU]E
ucTpaxuBame jeanukux Qakara [...] (SSP2001/1, p. 79); Ilocrasibajyhu oBy Temy y
OKBHpE (ha3u TUHTBUCTHUKE, Ay TOP HaM OTBapa ITyT U y HEKE HOBE YBHE Y Taj OHOC [...]
(SSP2011/3, p. 315); [...] ipBa je acouujauuja Hama, reHUM YUMAaoyuma — HABUKIUM
Ja jeauuke kareropuje oepunuutemo [...] (SSP2016/3, p. 194); [...] 6uhe aparoneHo
IITUBO HE CaMO MAKeOOHUCMUMA U NOIOHUCMUMA — HAMEHCHA je Clasucmuma
wiuporoe cnekmpa. (SSP2017/2, p. 418).

Personal asides. Personal asides lead the reader into the dialogue as the writer
interrupts his or her argumentation in order to provide a reflection on what has
been previously stated (Hyland, 2005b, pp. 183—184). In our corpus this category
seems to be intertwined with Attitude markers and Directives. Namely, Personal
asides are frequently found within brackets, briefly interrupt the course of the text
and mostly function as some additional information, explanation, commentary, even
attitude marker or directive instructing the reader to involve him-/herself in textual
acts. Occasionally, asides may contain exclamation mark, thus showing reviewer’s
emotional state (surprise, excitement, even respect) that permeates objective
argumentation:

[...] Taj Ou Omo M Te Kako OOPOAOIIA0 OHUM CTYACHTHMA OIIIITE JIMHTBUCTUKE KOjU
ou noxkenenu (a mako 6u 006po 6uno da nodxcene!) TEMEJLUTH]E YIIO3HABAKHE C OBOM
kurom. (SSP2001/1, p. 80); [...] y cBojoj kwmu3u Herskovits 1986 (xojy yuixa
Knukosay, no ceoj npunuyu, nHuje umana y pykama, cyoehu no mome wmo je Huje
cmasuna Ha cnucak kopuwhene cmpyune aumepamype), onomumne [...] (SSP2001/1,

¢ Given that some of our examples are beyond the category of Reader pronouns, analogously to Hyland’s
Self-mentions (2005b, p. 181) and for the descriptive purposes of this paper only, we introduced the
term Reader-mention.
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p. 81); [...] cpehy ce pazauuuTH TEPMUHHU [HUjedan ce Huje Yy ROMAYHOCMU YCmanuo:
[...] (SSP2006/3, p. 383); [...] MHAEKC C UMIIO3aHTHUM OpOjeM PyKOITHCa TIOMEHYTHX Y
KEbU3HU: 10 Hautem 6pojary npero 860! (SSP2018/1, p. 156); Oaj npuka3 npeacraBba
HE caMo pereH3ujy Beli U oaBarmbe MOYacTH BETMKOM JIMHTBHCTH M YOBEKY JereHu
Many4eroj. Mmana cam uacm da je ynosHam mokom jednoe Hayunoe ckyna y Hoeom
Caoy, a kacuuje cmo ce euhane y Mocksu. [...] Hucmo nu nacaymune maoa da he mo
bumu wena nocineora kwuea [...J. [...] Howen u cnasa obojuma! (SSP2020/2, p. 186);
Bpewme ce Buiie myTa TemMaTn3upa yHyTap NojeuHuX rnoriasika (yu. 2.). (SSP2020/2,
p. 191).

Appeals to shared knowledge. This category includes markers that suggest
reader’s familiarity with the state of affairs indicated in the discourse (Hyland, 2005b,
p- 184). In our corpus we recorded adverb (onwme, 0oopo) nosnamo, impersonal
verb 31a ce and the noun vurenuya. We generally came across two types of appeals:
to the facts known to a wider community and the facts known only to a certain
(expert) category of readers:

Tlo3namo je na CBaKkH je3WK UMa PEUH 3a KOje HEe MOCTOje CEMaHTHYKU CKBHBAJICHTHE
peun y npyrum jesutiuma. (SSP2001/2, p. 102); [...] MoHOTpaduje 0 CI0KEHO] PeUCHUITH
jour yBek cy petke. 1 na vuje te uurenuye [...] (SSP2002/2, p. 110); Onwme je nosnamo
Jla je pe3yirar OBOT HacTojama mutpomoiura Mojceja [lerpoBuhia Omino ocHuBame
,,claBeHcke mikone™ y Cpemckum Kaprosimma (1726) [...] (SSP2009/1, p. 437).

Directives. Directives may instruct the reader to perform a certain action
or to adopt author’s perspective (Hyland, 2005b, p. 184). In the analysed book
reviews we observed second person singular imperative textual directives (.,
yn.) that instruct the reader to perform some action related to the content of the
monograph. Furthermore, when using first person plural imperative (3axwyuumo,
KpEeHUMO, Ha306umo, 0ooajmo) and construction da + present tense (0a ceedemo, 0a
3aKwyuuMo, 0a Haeedoemo), the reviewer invites the reader to jointly participate in
the signified action. Finally, by means of imperative constructions with verbs (mo#u,
mpebamu, mopamu, (He) cmemu, gabamu), the reader is invited to actually read the
monograph (this happens to be the case mostly in the closure of the reviews).

3axmwyuumo. (SSP2001/3, p. 121); [axkma cTpydHE jaBHOCTH HUKAKO He Ou cmena 0d
3a06ulje OBy campkajuma Toiauko Oorary kmury. (SSP2004/1, p. 220); Ja ceedemo.
(SSP2005/3, p. 279); [...] (8. IIpeozosop, ctp. XIII). (SSP2007/3, p. 272); Hooajmo
TOME J1a je OBy MOHOTpadHjy oCMHUIIJbaBasiia M y4ecTByjyhu y pamy Komucwmje 3a
TBOpOY peun [...] (SSP2018/2, p. 219).

Questions. The aim of questions is to encourage readers to investigate the issue
raised in the form of a dialogue with the author (Hyland, 2005b, p. 185). Given
that book reviews do not belong to research genres, we presumed that there could
be no questions of this sort in the corpus. However, we observed two instances:
the first one (SSP2001/2) is a rhetorical question, whereas the second (SSP2003/3),
somewhat expressive, represents the reviewer’s attitude towards the expertise of the
author of the reviewed monograph and an invitation to an imagined prospective
reader to agree with it.
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[...] [a nu paziuxosarwe ochognux, nedeghunucanux nojmosa 00 peyu ca Kojuma cy
OHU uszpadceHu He 3Hauu yeohere Hosoe sewmaukoe jesuxka? (SSP2001/2, p. 108); A
YHTaJall Ce MUTA: 20e Ou HaM OUo Kpaj 0a cy u Opyeu No36aHu Ha MOM NObY YUHUIU
Koauxo je yunuo (u uunu) Heoewko Boeoanosuh? (SSP2003/3, p. 186).

4. Defining power: redefining genre

In this paper we have explored the status and function of power in academic book
reviews. Considered from the point of view of the usual requirements in terms of the
format of scientific output, book reviews seem to be stranded as research articles maintain
prominence in many respects. While probing into this yet unchallenged supremacy
was beyond the scope of our interest, in this paper we have attempted to provide some
discourse-analytic grounds for different treatment of the genre of book reviews in future
research.

When it comes to discourse organisation, the usual four-move pattern
corroborated in literature was observed. However, non-linear (we could argue
non-hierarchical) positioning of moves brought to light the manners in which the
reviewers might claim their place in the academic sun and influence the image of
the publication within disciplinary circles. We would underline herein that, while
all moves are relevant, the most evaluative one, Move IlI, significantly influences
reading depending on the textual positions it may occupy. Combining Move III
with Move I/Move II or inserting it in their respective places in the review may de-
emphasise technical or purely informative details and emphasise evaluation that
promotes reviewer’s expertise and an image of an academic that can be trusted, at
least when it comes to assessments of the novel disciplinary content.

As for stance and engagement features, an average reviewer uses much of
the abundance of linguistic resources to create desired effects. Depending on the
context, reviewers make their claims and assessments to some degree categorical,
unbiased, professional or, sporadically, personal. They draw reader’s attention to
what he or she already knows or might want to know in the future, more or less
directly addressing them and their professional, academic needs. At the same time
reviewers open scientific dialogues with fellow academics, both the authors whose
work is under scrutiny and prospective readers who may scrutinise as well, ultimately
making perhaps qualified recommendation in light of everything stated.

As can be seen, the discourse we investigated reveals both powerful and
functions of power of the genre; in those terms, we hope academic book reviews
will be further examined from different angles and perspectives: across disciplines,
languages, in relation to other genres, other functions and levels of linguistic
analysis.
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Sources

Srpska akademija nauka i umetnosti i Institut za srpski jezik SANU. (2000-2020).
Juznoslovenski filolog [South Slavic Philologist]. Retrieved from http://www.is;j.
sanu.ac.rs/izdanja/casopisi/juznoslovenski-filolog/
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Amna Byuunhesuh
Anekcannpa Pakuh

OOPMUPAILE (AKAJEMCKHUX) INTACOBA MORKH: CTYIHUJA

312

CIIYYAJA AKAJJEMCKHX ITPUKA3A KIbUT'A

[Iprkasu kmura 00jaB/beHN Y aKaJeMCKUM YacOIMCHMa MpPE/ICTaBIbajy BUCOKO €Ba-
JyaTHBaH IHCaHM aKaJeMCcKu skaHp. Of ayTopa npHKasa o4eKyje ce Ja Mpyxe cTpyd-
HY IIPOLICHY Pa3JIMYUTUX €JIEMEHaTa KIbUTe U J1a Ha Taj HAYMH KOJIere y akaJIeMCKUM
KpPyroBUMa yIyTe y pa3HOJIMKE JUCHUILIMHAPHE CcaJp)kaje U HOBa ca3Hamba. Y TOM
CMHCITY, TUCKYpPC aKaJIeMCKUX NpHUKa3a KEHUTra MOXKE MOCTaTH M3BOp MOhHM y OKBH-
Py 3aceOHUX HAayYHHX JUCHUIUIMHA: NPUKa3aHU Ca/pKaj MOKE OMTH MOXBaJbEH MM
JIICKPEMTOBAH, TPOMOBHCAH WJIH JIETPaJMPaH U3 pa3InuUTHX pa3iiora oj CTpaHe jel-
HOT WJIM BHIIIE ayTOpa MPHKa3a.

Y 0BOM pajly MCTpaKuBajie CMO Jla U JUCKYpCHE OJJIMKE OpraHusanuje (Kako ux
neununry Swales, 1990 u Motta-Roth, 1995) u craBa u ykipyunBama (npema Hyland,
2005b) y akageMCKUM MpUKa3uMa KibHra 00jaBJbeHUM Ha CPIICKOM je3HKY Y JyoicHOC0-
sernckom gunonoey y nepuony 2000-2020. roguHe, MOTSHIIUjATHO JOMPUHOCE HOPMHU-
pamy Iaca ayTopa Kao JUCHUILIMHAPHOT ayTOpUTETa M, MpeMa TOMe, Kao HOCHOIa
mohu. Opranuszanuja (MO3UIHMOHUPAHE, UCTHIIAKE, (PC)IUKINPAhE, H30CTaBhAbE)
nHpopmalja y npukazuMa, Kao 1 Mare MM BUILE eKCIUTUIIMTHO M3HOIICHE CTaBa U
(MH)IUPEKTHOCT y TBPAKHaMa, MOTY ¢(PHUKACHO YCMEPUTH UHTEPIPETAIIN]y YHTATAIA
M YCIIOCTaBUTH CTaTyC ayTopa NpUKa3a Kao BAJIMIHOT OlLiekhHBava u ,,purypy mohu” y
onpehenoj aucturumam. [IpenuMuHapHa He3aBUCHA aHAIK3a KOpITyca MokKasasa je ja
Cy ayTOpHM IpHKa3a KOPUCTIIIM Pa3HOBPCHE 00paciie opraHusaliyje AUCKypea, U, mpe-
TEXHO, KapaKTePUCTHKE CTaBa Kako OM (MpH)/(OT)KPUBEHO NMPEHEIH TO3UTHBHY HIIH
HETaTHBHY OIICHY MPHKA3aHUX KEHra U, CXOMHO TOME, OTBPIIIN CBOjY CTPYYHOCT
y obiacTd. Y TOM CMHUCITY, Halll IPEJIMMUHAPHU 3aKJby4aK OHo je na ce, y3 onpehene
KapaKTepPUCTHKE JIMCKypca, HHXEPEHTHA CBOjCTBA )KaHPa, MOIYT eBalyalije y OBOM
cily4ajy, MOTy e(pMKacHO HCKOPUCTHUTH 3a, Marbe-BHIIE TIPUKPUBEHO, YCIIOCTABIbabE
(akamemcke) no3uije Mohu.
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