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Abstract.This article explores the phenomenon of subjective attitude in scientific texts,
focusing on English and Uzbek academic discourse. While scientific style is traditionally
associated with objectivity, neutrality, and factual accuracy, researchers inevitably introduce
their own evaluative stance and personal voice into their writing. The study highlights the
ways in which subjective attitudes are conveyed in English through hedging, boosting, and
authorial presence, whereas in Uzbek scientific texts modal expressions, evaluative words,
and culturally embedded rhetorical devices play a central role. By comparing linguistic and
pragmatic strategies in both languages, the article argues that subjectivity is not a deviation
from scientific norms but a necessary component of persuasive academic communication.
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Scientific discourse is conventionally associated with objectivity, impersonality, and
factual precision. Yet, modern linguistic and discourse-analytic research convincingly
demonstrates that complete objectivity in scientific texts is unattainable. This is because
every researcher, regardless of discipline, inevitably introduces their evaluative stance,
epistemic positioning, and interpretive choices into the process of knowledge construction.
Subjectivity, therefore, should not be seen as a violation of scientific rigor but as an essential
mechanism through which ideas are contextualized, communicated, and made persuasive.

From a pragmatic perspective, subjectivity in academic texts reflects the epistemic
responsibility of the author: scientists do not simply report data, they also interpret it, assess
its significance, and situate it within existing scholarly debates. The strategies employed to
achieve this goal vary across languages and cultural traditions, which makes comparative
analysis particularly fruitful.

In the English-language academic tradition, a substantial body of research (Hyland, 1998;
Paltridge, 2006) has identified hedging as a central device in expressing subjectivity. Hedging
markers such as may suggest, it is possible that, seems to indicate function to lower the
degree of certainty and invite the reader into an open-ended dialogue. Such caution reflects
the cultural value placed on critical argumentation and peer negotiation in Anglo-American
academia.

By contrast, boosting strategies serve the opposite purpose: they reinforce the validity of
the researcher’s claims and guide interpretation. Expressions like undoubtedly prove, it is
clear that, these results demonstrate project a sense of confidence and intellectual authority.
The interplay of hedging and boosting thus creates a rhetorical balance between humility and
assertiveness, ensuring both credibility and persuasiveness.

F48A



CONFERENCE OF ADVANCE SCIENCE & www.tijst.org
EMERGING TECHNOLOGIES

Furthermore, English scientific texts frequently include explicit authorial markers, such as
we argue, our findings, | contend. These forms underscore the researcher’s responsibility
while legitimizing subjectivity as an inherent component of scientific communication. The
presence of the author is not regarded as a weakness; rather, it signals transparency and
accountability in the construction of knowledge.

Uzbek scientific discourse, rooted in different cultural and intellectual traditions,
reveals subjectivity through modal constructions and evaluative vocabulary. Modal verbs and
expressions such as kerak, mumkin, lozim, shart highlight necessity, obligation, or probability.
For instance, “Bu masalaga ehtiyotkorlik bilan yondashish kerak” does not merely describe a
fact but conveys the author’s evaluative stance toward the research outcome.

Another salient feature is the frequent use of evaluative adjectives and adverbs—muhim,
dolzarb, asosiy, samarali. These lexical choices place the findings within a broader social,
cultural, and national framework, often aligning them with state priorities or collective
scientific goals. Thus, subjectivity in Uzbek texts reflects not only individual interpretation
but also the orientation toward communal relevance and societal advancement.

Additionally, authorial markers such as bizningcha, fikrimizcha, nazarimizda are explicitly
used to frame the researcher’s viewpoint. Unlike English academic writing, where subtlety
and indirectness are valued, Uzbek discourse tends to foreground the author’s interpretive
role, underscoring the cultural emphasis on clarity, authority, and shared responsibility.

When compared, English and Uzbek academic writing reveal distinct rhetorical
preferences shaped by cultural traditions:

« English emphasizes dialogic interaction, balancing caution and confidence through
hedging and boosting. The text is designed to invite critique and foster academic debate.

« Uzbek emphasizes evaluative clarity and collective orientation, situating research
findings in relation to national priorities, ethical responsibilities, and communal benefit.

These differences are not merely linguistic but epistemological, reflecting broader
intellectual traditions. Anglo-American academic culture privileges critical dialogue and
argumentation, while Uzbek scholarly culture highlights consensus-building, social relevance,
and collective advancement of knowledge.

Recognizing subjectivity as an integral dimension of scientific communication has several
implications:

1. For Discourse Studies — It demonstrates how linguistic choices embody epistemic
values and disciplinary practices.

2. For Cross-Cultural Scholarship — It highlights the necessity of cultural sensitivity
when evaluating scientific texts produced in different traditions.

3. For Academic Training — It suggests that researchers should be explicitly taught how
to use subjective strategies effectively, both in their native language and in international
academic English.

Conclusion

Subjectivity in scientific discourse is not an obstacle but a constitutive feature of academic
writing. It reflects the author’s interpretive engagement, rhetorical strategy, and cultural
positioning within the global scientific community. English and Uzbek traditions illustrate
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two complementary ways of integrating subjectivity: one through rhetorical negotiation of
certainty, the other through modal and evaluative clarity tied to communal priorities.

By examining these cross-linguistic practices, we deepen our understanding of how
science is not only discovered but also communicated, negotiated, and legitimized. Such
awareness enables scholars to navigate the complexities of multilingual academic
environments with greater rhetorical competence and cultural sensitivity.
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