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Annotatsiya. Ushbu maqolada akademik diskursda iqtibos keltirish tipologiyalari va
baholovchi sharhlarning kesishishi, xususan, adabiyotlar tahlilini (literature review)
shakllantirish jarayoni tizimli ravishda tadqiq etiladi. Sifatli adabiyotlar tahlili shunchaki
xronologik ro‘yxat emas, balki dinamik va tanqidiy tizim ekanligidan kelib chiqib, tadqiqotda
integral va non-integral iqtiboslardan strategik foydalanish muallif ovozini qanday belgilashi
va ritorik nufuzni (etosni) ganday o‘rnatishi o‘rganiladi. Bundan tashqari, matnda “hedging”
(ishonchni yumshatish) va “boosting” (aniqlikni kuchaytirish) usullari orqali tavsifiy bayon
qilishdan tanqidiy baholashgacha bo‘lgan meta-diskursiv sharhlarning lingvistik spektri
dekonstruksiya qilinadi. Tadqiqot natijalari shuni ko‘rsatadiki, ushbu mikro-lingvistik
mexanizmlarni o‘zlashtirish matn yaratish jarayonida kognitiv yuklamani sezilarli darajada
kamaytiradi, “patchwriting” (ko‘chirmakashlik) xavfini oldini oladi va ilmiy bo‘shliglarni
aniqlash uchun zarur bo‘lgan tahliliy chuqurlikni oshiradi.

Kalit so‘zlar: adabiyotlar tahlili, iqtibos tipologiyasi, integral iqtibos, non-integral iqtibos,
baholovchi sharh, ritorik kompetentsiya, xedjing va busting, akademik diskurs.

AHHOTanMA. B 1aHHON cTaThe MpelCcTaBI€HO CUCTEMHOE HMCCIEeI0BaHUE TepeceueHust
THUMOJOTHIA IIUTUPOBAHUS U OIEHOYHOTO KOMMEHTHPOBAHHS B aKaJIEMHUUECKOM JHMCKYpCe, C
0COOBIM aKIIEHTOM Ha MOCTpOeHUE 0030pa auTeparypsl. cxoast u3 TOro, 4To Ka4eCTBEHHBIN
0030p JUTEpaTyphl MpeICTaBIseT COOON AMHAMUYHYIO KPUTHYECKYIO CTPYKTypy, a He
MIPOCTO XPOHOJIOTHUECKUHN CITUCOK, B PA0OTE N3y4aeTcsl, KaK CTPATeTHIeCKOe UCTIOIh30BAHHE
MHTETPATPHOTO W HEMHTETPaIbHOTO IUTHPOBaHUA (OpPMUPYET aBTOPCKUM TojoC U
yCTaHaBIMBAeT  pUTOpUYECKH  aBTopuTeT. Kpome  TOoro, JeKOHCTpyuUpyeTCs
JMHTBUCTUYECKUN CIIEKTP METAJUCKYPCHBHBIX KOMMEHTapHeB - OT OIHCATEILHOTO
M3JI0KEHHS 10 KPUTUIECKON OLIEHKH C MCTIOIb30BAaHUEM TEXHUK X€KHUPOBAHUSA (CMATYECHUS
yTBepXkaeHui) u OycTuHra (yCWJICHHS YBEPEHHOCTH). Pe3ynbraThl TMOKa3bIBaIOT, HTO
OCBOEHHE 3TUX MHUKPOJMHTBUCTUYECKUX MEXaHH3MOB 3HAUYUTEIIEHO CHIKACT KOTHUTHBHYIO
HArpy3Ky TpH TeHEepaluyd TEKCTa, MUHUMH3UPYET PUCK MATYpAWTUHTA (HEKa4eCTBEHHOTO

nepedpasupoBaHusl) MU yrayodseT aHaJTUTUYECKH MMOTEHIHA, HCO6XOJII/IMI)II/I
BBISIBIICHUS TIPOOEIIOB B CYIIECTBYIONIUX UCCIIEIOBAHMSIX. /
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KnioueBble cioBa: 0030p JMTEpaTyphbl, THUIOJOTHS IIMTUPOBAHUS, HWHTETPaTbHOE
[UTUPOBAaHWE,  HEWHTETPaIbHOEC  I[MTHPOBAHUE,  OIECHOYHOE  KOMMEHTHPOBAHHE,
pUTOpUYECKasi KOMIIETEHITUS, XSHDKUPOBAHNE U OYCTUHT, aKaIEMUYECKUAN JTUCKYPC.

Annotation. This article examines the relationship between citation typology and
evaluative commentary in academic discourse, with a focus on how these interact in the
construction of literature reviews. Rather than treating citation as a mechanical requirement,
this study considers how the choice between integral and non-integral citation forms shapes
authorial voice and rhetorical positioning. It also analyses the meta-discursive dimension of
academic writing, tracing how hedging and boosting strategies allow writers to signal their
stance toward existing scholarship. The results suggest that developing awareness of these
micro-level linguistic choices helps writers engage more critically with sources, reduces the
likelihood of patchwriting, and improves the analytical quality of literature reviews.

Key words: literature review, citation typology, integral citation, non-integral citation,
evaluative commentary, rhetorical competence, hedging and boosting, academic discourse.

Introduction

Academic writing is not simply a matter of presenting information — it requires the writer
to actively position themselves within an ongoing scholarly conversation. Nowhere is this
more evident than in the literature review, which functions as a structured critical evaluation
of existing research rather than a neutral summary of prior work (Boote & Beile, 2005). To
construct such a review effectively, writers must demonstrate what Hyland (2002) describes
as rhetorical competence: the capacity to select, frame, and respond to sources in ways that
establish their own scholarly voice. Central to this competence is the recognition that citations
serve purposes well beyond attribution. They are rhetorical instruments through which writers
signal their relationship to a source, project disciplinary credibility, and establish ethos,
construct ideological alignments, and mark boundaries between established fact and
speculative claim (Swales, 1990). A widely used distinction in this regard is between integral
citations — where the cited author appears as a grammatical subject — and non-integral
citations, where the source is placed in parentheses and the proposition itself takes centre
stage (Thompson & Tribble, 2001).

The decision to use one form or the other is not arbitrary. It reflects disciplinary norms,
the writer’s stance toward the cited work, and the degree of critical distance the author wishes
to maintain. In humanities and social sciences, integral forms are common because they
foreground the interpretive role of individual researchers. In contrast, natural sciences tend to
favour non-integral structures, which project an impression of objective, data-driven findings
(Harwood, 2005).

Alongside citation choice, evaluative commentary plays an equally important role in
shaping how a literature review reads. Writers do not simply report what sources say — they
respond to them. This response takes the form of meta-discursive commentary, ranging from

neutral reporting verbs (e.g., states, shows) to critically evaluative markers (e.g., N‘ /
= s ,/—'
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overlooks, fails to consider). Writers also rely on hedging (softening the degree of certainty
behind a claim) and boosting (asserting it more forcefully) to communicate their stance
toward the literature and to signal where they identify unresolved questions (Kwon et al.,
2018).

For students at early stages of academic writing, these distinctions are not always intuitive.
Misreading a source’s rhetorical intent — for instance, treating a speculative argument as an
established finding — can lead to shallow synthesis, unintentional misrepresentation, or
patchwriting: the tendency to reproduce a source’s phrasing with only surface-level changes
(Petri¢, 2007).

This points to a broader gap in academic writing instruction. Students are routinely told
to engage critically with the literature, but explicit teaching of how to do so at the linguistic
level remains rare. Without guidance on the functions of different citation types and
commenting strategies, many literature reviews default to a descriptive list of what each
source says, rather than building a coherent analytical argument.that

Against this background, the present study examines how citation typology and evaluative
commentary intersect in academic literature reviews. Drawing on rhetorical genre theory and
corpus-based approaches, it investigates how different citation forms and meta-discursive
markers shape the analytical quality and persuasive force of a review. The aim is to produce
a framework that can support the development of academic writing skills — helping writers
engage more deliberately with sources and reduce the cognitive demands of integrating them
into a coherent argument.

Conclusion

The analysis presented in this study confirms that writing a strong literature review
requires more than collecting and summarising relevant sources. It depends on the writer’s
ability to recognise and apply a range of rhetorical choices — most notably, the selection
between integral and non-integral citation forms, and the use of evaluative meta-discourse.
These choices determine whether a text reads as a passive list of summaries or as an engaged,
critical synthesis. As the findings show, integral and non-integral citations are not
interchangeable: each carries different implications for how authorial presence and evidential
weight are distributed across the text. Writers who understand this distinction are better
equipped to align their work with disciplinary expectations and to make their own analytical
voice audible.integral and non-integral citations

These findings carry practical implications for academic writing instruction. Rather than
treating citation as a procedural requirement, writing courses should address it as a rhetorical
act — one that involves deliberate decisions about how to frame a source and how to respond
to it. When students develop this awareness, they are more likely to produce literature reviews
that genuinely engage with existing scholarship and identify meaningful directions for further
research. In the context of an increasingly interconnected academic environment, this kind of
rhetorlcal hteracy is not an optional refinement but a basic condition for meaningful scholarly
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