ANALYSIS OF MODES OF EVIDENTIALITY IN ACADEMIC WRITING IN TANZANIA: A CASE OF POSTGRADUATE STUDENTS’ SEMESTER-LONG ESSAYS AT THE UNIVERSITY OF DAR ES SALAAM
 
Abstract
Writers in academic discourse put different sources to use in to reflect their views and convince readers. The markers for these sources are referred to as evidentiality. This study makes analytical appraisal of modes of evidentially by EFL postgraduate students taking MA (linguistics) at the University of Dar es Salaam in their academic writing. The study was textual analysis in nature, but also a case study in design. It involved 18 university students studying for their M.A. Linguistics degree.  These were selected purposively, having been asked for their consent for their semester long essays to be used for this research. Each essay was read through focusing on linguistics resources of evidential guided by it Hyland’s (2005) interactive resources of metalinguistic. The findings have shown that no-visual evidential attributors were most prominently used in comparison to the visual and the memory. In the hearsay kind of evidentials the most recurring hearsay attributors were those introduced by the dummy subject “it” followed by non-derived verbs. The least used hearsay adverbs attributors were those derived from other categories (verbs and objectives). In the quotative category, it was found that the writers tended to favour generic/group agents for attribution. As for the writer’s degree of certainty, the cognitive verbs were maximally used while in the category of use of adverbials of certainty, ‘obviously was more favoured. It is concluded that the students’ level of interlanguage development was a major determinant of choice of evidential attributors. 
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1. Introduction
Citing the primary source can play a decisive role for the credibility of information, especially with sources that have high levels of societal legitimacy. In everyday conversations people often ask their information bringers, How do you know this? or Were you there? Thus speakers/writers do not simply give neutral facts but make an attempt to show their own viewpoints to their readers, and in so doing they raise interests in the way they present their propositional content as well as their feelings and evaluations (Conrad & Biber, 2000; Hunston & Thompson, 2003; Thompson, 1996). 
In the realm of academic writing, in order to reflect their views and convince readers, writers put different sources to use, one of which is citation (Thompson, 2006).  In fact some languages have grammatical elements like affixes and particles that determine the source of the information being communicated (i.e. whether it is obtained by perception, inference, or hearsay).  These markers are generally referred to as evidentiality (Aikhenvald, 2004). Therefore, evidentiality means marking the sources of information (Aikhenvald, 2004; Hardman, 1986).   
An essential aspect of successful academic writing is making references to the literature. Reference making is also a source of considerable difficulty for most inexperienced writers (Borg, 2000; Campbell, 1990). According to Hyland (2005), in academic writing “evidentiality refers to a community-based literature and provides important support for arguments” (p. 50). As Hyland, (2000) stated, the citation of other texts is important at one of two levels: reference to other researchers' work or ideas can provide support for one’s own position and it can also show the newness of one’s work. Moreover, it can be helpful in exposing the weaknesses in others scholars’ arguments, aligning writers with a particular camp/school/grouping (Thompson & Tribble, 2001).
Myers (1990) maintains that references assist researchers with describing the present state of knowledge so that the writers can then make their claims within the larger disciplinary framework, and establish a narrative context. (Groom (2000) capitalizes that failure to acknowledge the source of ideas can lead to charges of plagiarism, whereas inexpert phrasing of reporting statements can lead to confused or misleading indication of both the writer's and the cited author's stance. All writers are ideally aware that evidentials give credibility and quality to their expressions and that without them a research article could be seriously questioned, if not immediately rejected (Abdi, 2009). 
Thus, the present study assumes that the function of evidentials is to indicate sources of information outside the text in general, and facilitate the interaction between the writer and the reader, in particular. The function of evidentials is not only indicating the source outside the text, but also providing a link between the writer's own statements and other writer' statements.  

2. Theoretical Framework
The study is guided by Hyland’s (2005) metadiscourse strategies to which he posits that these resources include strategies of transitions, frame markers, endophoric markers, evidentials and code glosses that help to guide the reader through the text. Evidentials here indicate the external origin of material in the current text and adds credence to the researched documents by drawing attention to the credibility of its source. The interactional resources  of metadiscourse  consists of hedges,  boosters, attitude  markers, self-mentions and  engagement  markers strategies which help to involve the reader in the argument. Following Hyland (2005), this study uses the term evidential from a new perspective and in fact, proposes a new categorization for this concept in academic texts.
As mentioned above, evidentials are strategies used by writers to refer to other texts as sources of additional information. They guide the readers through the text and help them in recovering the writers’ intentions (Hyland & Tse, 2004).  As Thomas and Hawes (1994) state, evidentals are “metalinguistic representations of an idea from another source” (p. 129). Hyland, in distinguishing academic writing from other genres, states that “In some genres this may involve hearsay or attribution to a reliable source; [but], in academic writing it refers to a community-based literature and provides important support for arguments” (p. 51). In fact, by evidentials we can distinguish who is responsible for a position. As Hyland (1998) states, evidentials perform a similar metadiscoursal role by indicating the source of textual information which originates outside the current text. They, therefore, assist in guiding the reader's interpretation and establishing inter - textuality, capturing the need for academics to display knowledge of other texts in the field.
In some discourse studies of the interaction between the writer and the reader (see Tadros, 1995) the concept of attribution is used to explore ways that writers use to signal other texts as sources of authority. In some earlier models of metadiscourse (e. g. Crismore, 1993 in Connor, 1999) the term 'attributor' is used to name the linguistic resources which have the function of referring to information from other texts.  
.
1.1 Empirical Studies
In the literature, the use of EVs has been investigated together with other metadiscoursal strategies. According to the findings of studies conducted in this area, the differences found in the use of evidentials in academic texts are culture-specific and discipline-specific. What follows is a summary of what has been done in this field. 
Some studies have examined the differences in the use of citation between L1 and L2 writers in published academic texts. Bloch and Chi (1995), for example, studied the ways Chinese and Western academic writers refer to previous texts in their writing is a comparative study on evidentiality. They made a cross-cultural citation use comparison between American and Chinese academics across disciplines and examined the writing in social sciences and in the sciences.  They examined the dates of citations and whether the citations acted as background, support, and whether their use was critical. The findings revealed that American citation practices were noticeably  different  from  those  of  the  Chinese  academics:  the  Chinese  academic writers tended  to  use  older  texts and  used proportionately fewer citations. Although the science writers were similar in their use of citation strategies in both language groups, the Chinese social science writers used citations to support their arguments proportionately less than their American counterparts.
Burneikaite (nd) appraised the use of meta-discourse in graduate students’ writing and focused on the use of evidentials in MA theses written in English by Lithuanian students of two academic disciplines: Applied Linguistics and Business Management. He examined two corpora of non-native English texts, consisting of approximately 300,000 words (a total of 20 MA theses, 10 theses in each discipline) with the purpose of analyzing the strategies used by the students to refer to sources outside the text in order to create a context for their new claims and to link their newly created knowledge to the accepted knowledge in the field.  The paper offers extracts of results of a pilot research into the use of evidentials in English texts written by Lithuanian students and highlights a few disciplinary differences.
Alonso-Almeida & Adams (2012) studied evidentiality in a corpus of medical research papers in English and Spanish focusing on sentential evidentials, i.e. evidentials affecting a complete proposition, in both languages. They found that these devices were more frequent in English than in Spanish, although the two languages used similar constructions to show authors’ source/mode of information.  Their analysis further revealed that the semantic verbs most commonly used in these expressions included attention, thinking, deciding and speaking types in the case of English, and attention and thinking types in the case of Spanish. The ‘seem’ type was also found to be used in both subcorpora, and evidential qualification of this form was found more often in the English subcorpus.  
Jafarigohar and Kheir (2017) carried out a contrastive scrutiny of the ELT academic papers authored by non-native Iranian and native English researchers in terms of the utilization of evidentiality, focusing on the adverbial and epistemic-modality types. The discussion sections of 20 online papers were randomly selected from both groups. Then, guided by Ifantidou’s model (2001) they identified the evidentiality types in the collected corpora, and then classified them into appropriate subtypes based on the subcategories of the model. Furthermore, the frequency and the rate of evidentials in each group were compared and contrasted to appraise their rate differences. The findings revealed that the adverbial type of evidentiality ranked first in frequency, and the epistemic modality was the fourth frequently-used type of evidentiality in both native and non-native ELT papers. Finally, it was observed that there were subtle differences in both the degree and the way these authors draw evidentiality in their papers.
Hyland and Tse (2004) studied on the use of evidentiality in postgraduate dissertations relevant to six disciplines. The found that the humanities and social science disciplines employed more evidentiality than the non-humanities, and that greater evidentiality was applied in the humanities and more interdisciplinary balance of interactive evidentiality was observed in the science dissertations.
Zarei and Mansoori (2007) examined the meta-discursive patterns of evidentiality across Persian and English languages in applied linguistics and found out that both English and Persian languages emphasized coherence-oriented evidentials over interpersonal ones.
As for Tosun & Vaid (2016), their study examined whether or under what conditions firsthand source information is relied on more than non-first hand sources in establishing discourse coherence. Turkish- and English-speaking participants read a series of somewhat incongruous two-sentence narratives and were to come up with a way of completing each narrative so that it would form a coherent story. Each narrative contrasted two source types (firsthand vs. hearsay, firsthand vs. inference, or inference vs. hearsay) and two information types (general vs. particular information) each presented first or second. Analysis of story completions showed greater overall reliance on firsthand information when it was presented second and referred to a particular event. When the firsthand source occurred first and the particular event occurred second, the latter was favored, especially by Turkish participants. Generally, the findings suggest that evidentiality interacts with information type in establishing discourse coherence and that both firsthand and particular information are relied on more when presented later rather than earlier in discourse.
Maci (2019) explored   how evidentiality is realized in the written form of medical posters in order to illustrate how evidentiality is linguistically realized, and what, if any, pragmatic functions it has. The study was based on the analysis of the verbal components of a corpus of 28 medical posters published online between 2002 and 2011.The findings highlight the fact that evidentiality is dependent on the socio-interactional work the speaker does to construct authority, responsibility and entitlement in a particular context.  

In Africa, Ramoroka (2014) investigated the types of reporting verbs used by students to refer to the work of others and the extent to which they evaluate the work of others in their writing. The study draws from a corpus of approximately 80,000 words from essays written by students in two departments at the University of Botswana. The findings showed that students used more informing verbs, associated with the neutral passing of information from the source to the reader, without interpreting the information cited, compared with argumentative verbs (which signify an evaluative role).  
 Most of studies reviewed, save for Ramoroak (2018), focused works on already submitted and examined works or published materials. These are a result of supervisory hands, hence the spontaneity of writing capturing ‘first insight’ experiences by students is lost. The preset study focused on essays by MA Linguistics students in their course work assignments before lecturer comments and assessments were done. To this end, the current study made analytical appraisal of modes of evidentially by EFL MA (linguistics) students of University of Dar es Salaam on their semester-long essays.
2. Materials and Methods
The study was textual analysis in nature, but also a case study in which 18 university students studying M.A. Linguistics program were involved in the study. They happened to be our students for ML 646: Stylistics (10 essays) and ML 645: Language Assessment and Evaluation (8 essays) of 2018 academic year. They were asked for their consent for their semester long essays to be used for this research to which they consented.
Each essay was read through focusing of linguistics resources of evidential guided by it Hyland’s (2005) interactive resources of metalinguistic. The focus was two folds: the essayists’ modes of indication of source of knowledge (both direct and indirect) and indication of the essayists’ degree of certainty in communicating the evidential.
Pre- established metadiscourse markers of evidentially were used as sign posts, then frequencies were established and percentages computed of each.  Then they were organized in their respective thematic categories.
3. Findings
Findings are organized in two themes: The respondents’ indication of sources of knowledge with direct and indirect evidential; and the respondents’ indication of degree of certainty. Each of these have subthemes, which are presented, analyzed and discussed.
3.1 Indication of Sources of Knowledge
Indicating source of knowledge is also known as attribution and the linguistic resources manifesting such attributions are known as attributors. Below are the analyses and discussion of uses of different types of attributors. 
3.1.1 Direct Evidence Attributors
These are linguistic resources used when the writer has some sort of sensory evidence for the action or event he/she describing (de Haan, 2013). In the current study and in line with Hyland (2005) different frequencies were established of use of direct attributors of visual, non-visual and memory nature as summarized in Table 1 below.
Table 1: EFL Learners’ Use of Direct Attributors
	Nature of Evidence
	Linguistic Resources
	Frequency

	Visual
	I/we see
	15

	
	Looks like
	31

	Non visual
	I/we hear
	0

	
	I/we feel
	35

	
	Sounds like
	70

	Memory
	I/remember
	2

	
	I/we recall
	27



The findings in table 1 above are highly telling of the magnitude of no-visual evidential attributors over the visual and the memory. This accounted for 105 (58.5%) frequencies out the total of 180 frequencies of occurrence. The most dominant attributor was sounds like which occurred 70 times (similar to 37%). The attributors of the visual nature ranked second with 46 (26%) frequencies, (17% for looks like and 18% for I/we see). However, attributors of memory nature were least used with 1 remember being used only twice while I/we recall appeared 27 times, which equals 15% of all direct evidence attributors.
The prominence of sounding like and looking like could be attributed to humanities disciplines (linguistics included) tendency to favour impressionisms and perceptionisms over facticity which is more of natural and applied science inclinations. Conversely, the least use of memory evidentials could be explained by the nature of the tasks which did not require much of personal experiences that would require the student to recall.
Similar studies elsewhere include Söderqvist (2020) who investigated the marking of evidentiality in spoken British English that was manifested in the form of sensory evidentiality. The material came mainly from the spoken portion of the British National Corpus (BNC) and the Diachronic Corpus of Present-day Spoken English (DCPSE). Women and men were compared with respect to how frequently they marked inferential evidentiality and the effects of speaker gender and age on how frequently evidentiality markers are used were investigated.  The findings showed that women marked evidentiality more frequently than men. Further, the language of women as well as language characterized by a feminine style were found more likely to feature evidential markers referencing evidence that is only accessible to the speaker. On the other hand, the language of men were characterized by a masculine style were more likely to feature evidential markers referencing evidence that is accessible to other interlocutors in addition to the speaker.  
 Similarly Kalsang, Speas and de Villiers   (2013) analysed two of the three morphemes of direct evidentiality in Tibetan. It was revealed that evidentials did not encoded evidence type per se. Instead, they encode a relation between the situation being reported by the speaker and the situation within which evidence was acquired. It was further noted that, since Tibetan evidentials operate at the illocutionary level, the findings further suggests that illocutionary force is best modeled not as a feature of situations per se, but rather as a relation between relevant situations.
3.1.2 Indirect Evidential Attributors
According to Aikhenvald (2004), indirect evidential (which he dubs in ‘indirectivity’) is used to indicate whether evidence exists for a given statement but does not specify what kind of evidence. In the current study there were three broad categories, of indirect attributors: hearsay, quotative and inference, as presented and discussed below.
3.1.2.1 Hearsay
Michael (2008) refers to hearsay as attributing the proposition to others without the speakers/writers’ committing themselves to its truth conditions. Hearsay in the current study was realised by seven attributors, with varying magnitudes, as Table 2 indicates.
Table 2: Student’s use of Hearsay Attributors 

	Linguistic Resources
	Frequencies

	He/she/it is said
	21

	He/she/it is reputed
	35

	Allegedly
	13

	Reportedly
	21

	It seems
	16

	It is supposed to 
	24

	Apparently
	11



Table 2 above indicates that hearsay was variously realized, more predominantly in he/she/ it is reputed and it is supposed to which occurred 35 (24.8%) and 21 (17%) times, respectively, out of the total of 141 hearsays. Ranking third are it is said and reportedly with 21 (14.8%) frequencies’ each. The least occurring are apparently (11, frequencies, similar to 7.8%) and allegedly (13 frequencies, similar to 9.2%). 
Two observations can be made about the findings above: the most recurring hearsay attributors were those notably introduced by the dummy subject “it” followed by non-derived verbs. Secondly, the least used hearsay adverbs attributors were those derived from other categories (verbs and objectives). These show that the choice of hearsay attributors was most likely determined by the writers’ stages of interlanguage development.
Elsewhere, Caro (2004) anaysed the verbs of hearsay in newspaper reporting in English and Spanish. The verbs considered include basic verbal processes such as say, tell, claim and report in English, and their counterparts decir, relatar and declarar in Spanish. They found that the direct speech quotation often occupied the initial position in the clause, thus foregrounding the information conveyed by it and backgrounding the subject entity and predicate which often transmit knowledge or given information, or at least considered to be less informative than the quotation itself The Spanish examples with initial quotations often inverted subject and verb, the latter being “triggered” by the object to occupy the second position, thus resulting in an OVS pattern.  
3.1.2.2 Quotative
This set of indirect evidential is used when the speaker/writer has been told about the action or event by another person (de Haan, 2004). The use of quotative evidential in the current study is as shown in Figure 1 below.

Figure 1:  Students’ Use of Quotative Attributors
The quotative indirect evidential attributers were three. The most prevalently used was authors/ scholars) argue that the frequencies of use of which are 247 (73.5%) out of the total of 335 quotative indirect attributors. This was followed by ‘X’ tells/reports that, which had frequencies of 73 (21.7%). The least used was the respondents claimed/argued which was used only 15 times, which equals 4.5% of all quotative indirect attributors. Findings of quotative attributors also tell about the interlanguage development of academic register where in early or novice stage, the writers tend to favour generic/group agents for attribution. 
Related studies include Michael’s (2008) study on quotative analysis of naturally occurring conversations between speakers of Nanti (Arawakan) residing in southeastern Peru, focusing on a system which functionally contrasts lexical quotatives with grammaticalized evidential quotatives, notably on form of self-quotation. In this kind of quotative evidential, a speaker quotes himself or herself as a way of individuating their commitment to a position that contrasts with that of another speaker. The results show that lexical and grammaticalized quotatives were interactionally distinguished in that one is used for utterances with stronger social consequences.  
3.1.2 Inferring
These are evidentials that function as hedges, in which the writer withholds degree of commitment to validity of proposition in which they write about (Yang, 2014). In the current study, inferring was realized via inference and assuming, as discussed below.
3.1.2.1 Inference Attributors
De Haan (2001) views inference as a grammaticalized way of showing that the speaker/ writer makes their statement based in deduction from facts, and not on direct observation of the action itself. In the current study, table 3 below summarizes how inference attributors were variously used.
Table 3: Students’ Use of Inference Attributors

	Linguistic Resources
	Frequencies

	 They suggest
	104

	Presumably
	63

	Seems to
	73

	Must be/must have
	22

	suppose
	16

	So, we conclude that
	21



Table 3 shows that 6 attributors were used to mark inference in evidentiality. The most widely used was they suggest which had frequencies of 104 (34.8%) out 299 total frequencies of inferences. This was followed by seem to and presumably with 73 (24.4%) and 63 (21.1%) frequencies of occurrences, respectively. The least used are suppose, so we conclude and must be, with 16 (5.3%), 21 (7%) and 22(7.4%) frequencies, respectively.
In a study by Faller (2002), the enclitic -ch´a was noted to be used for information that the speaker “acquired” by reasoning. This includes mere speculations, assumptions, hypotheses, as well as inferences, that is, deduction, abduction, and induction. Conversely, the reportative enclitic -si was used when the speaker obtained information from others, which includes secondhand and third hand information, general hearsay/rumor and folktale.


3.1.2.2 Assumption
Unlike inference, assumption is based on in the writer’s observation of the state of affairs that is not directly related to the event they claim is based on but based on our general knowledge of the world (Willet, 19988; Bergovist & kittila, 2020).
In the current study, only two attributors for assumption were used. The first, consequently, had frequencies of 142 (88.2%) out of 161 assumptions used. The other is I/we assume the frequencies of use of which is minimal (used 19 times, similar to 11.8%).
3.2 Speaker’s Degree of Certainty
This refers to a range of linguistic devices to which writers show their attitudes towards and show level of commitment (or lack thereof) of the propositions they make (Holmes, 1988; Myers, 1989). The current study respondents also made use of these linguistic resources; namely, proposition attitude adverbs of certainty and epistemic modals.
3.2.1 Propositional Attitude verbs
These are cognitive verbs that concern cognitive relations people bear to propositions. These verbs like “believe”, “hope” and “know”, are followed by ‘that’, then fuller sentences expressing a proposition (Nelson, 2019). In the current study, the three propositional attitude verbs were used variously as illustrated in figure 2.

Figure 2:  Students’ Use of Prepositional Attitude Verbs
Generally, as shown in figure 2, the cognitive verbs were minimally used. The ‘know’ verb was used 17 times, (which equals77%) out of 22 frequencies of use of epistemic verbs. The ‘think’ and ‘suspect’ were minimally used as the further accounted for 18% and the latter 5% of total frequencies of epistemic verbs.
3.2.1 Adverbials of Certainty  
These adverbs refer to a cluster of metadiscourse structures known as ‘boosters’ which are used for indicating speaker confidence, certainty and precision (Hackoff, 1972). In the current study 6 adverbials of certainty were variously employed, the frequencies of which are summarized in Figure 3.


Figure 3: Students’ Use of Adverbials of Certainty
Figure 3 shows the predominance of obviously which accounted for 35% of the total of 107 frequencies of occurrence of the adverbs of certainty. This was followed by preferably then surely the frequencies which are 61 (20%) and 49 (61%), respectively. The least used are certainly and undoubtedly the occurrences of which are 27 (25.2%) and 29 (27%), respectively.
Elsewhere, studies of similar kind have been carried out. For example, Biber and Staples (2014) analysed the occurrence of stance adverbs in the Hong Kong Corpus of Spoken English. The authors found that the most frequently used adverbs were actually, maybe and probably with frequencies of use higher than 1 per 1,000 word, obviously with frequencies of 0.3-0.4 per 1,000 words and perhaps with frequencies of 0.1-0.2 per 1,000 words. Among the differences in use between NSs and NNSs, maybe and actually were used more frequently by NNSs, while obviously was used more by NSs, especially in interviews. Probably was used more frequently by NSs, while really was used by NSs and NNSs alike, especially in conversations. 
Another study is Kang (2017) who explored the usage of the synonymous evidential adverbs clearly and obviously. The analysis was based on the data from Corpus of Contemporary American English by looking at both spoken and written context. The findings revealed that although clearly and obviously can be used interchangeably in contexts, some differences of the two also exists. Both adverbs function as an epistemic adverb, but the difference between the two is that clearly can also function as a manner adverb when collocated with several verbs. Regarding evidentiality of the two adverbs, clearly was found to carry high evidentiality with truthfulness while obviously was noted to give an evaluation of the information without guaranteeing truthfulness.
3.2.3 Epistemic Modals
These, according to Palmer (2007), serve the function of propositional modality that relate to the writer’s attitude towards the truth-value of the proposition. In other words, these modals concern the way writers communicate their doubts and certainties and were used by the respondents in their papers, but with differing magnitudes as summarized in Table 4.
Table 4: Students’ Use of Epistemic Modals

	Linguistic Resources
	Frequencies

	May
	41

	Might
	52

	Can
	69

	Could
	83

	Will
	209

	Should
	116



According to Table 4, two modal auxiliaries were mostly used. These are will and should the frequencies of use of which are 209 (36.7%) and 116 (2.4%), respectively, out of the total of 570 frequencies. Could and can marked third and fourth with frequencies of 83 (14.5%) and 69 (12%), respectively. The least occurring was may with 41 (7.2%) occurrences only. Generally, the data show that the respondents used epistemic modals of certainty and compulsion more than those communicating possibility. 
Sakyi (2019) did a similar study that explored, described and discussed the expression of modality and evidentiality by the use of available forms in Akan discourse. It was found that Akan uses modal auxiliaries, modal adverbs, predicative modal adjectives, verbs and verbal constructions to express epistemic, deontic and dynamic modalities.  It was further noted that Akan utilizes only lexical verbs, verbal and adjectival constructions to express evidentiality. Ahm and Yap (2015) also examined  the  epistemic  strengths  of  hearsay  evidential  markers tako, tay; tanta, tanun, tamye, and tamyense in conversational discourse and how they are used not only to indicate the strength  of  an  interlocutor’s  epistemic  claims  but  also  to  perform  interpersonal and  intersubjective  functions.  They noted that tako has the pragmatic function of asserting the speaker’s epistemic knowledge about a particular topic in the ongoing discourse, whereas tay is used to deliver information with a neutral epistemic stance. Tanta is employed to intentionally not assert the information provided by the speaker, and in this way helps to mitigate any potential threat to the face needs of the addressee while tanun has the function of detaching the speaker from his or her own prior utterance which could be face-threatening.  
4. Summary and Conclusion
The findings indicated the predominance of the use of no-visual evidential attributors over the visual and the memory ones. The attributor that was the most prominently used was “sounds like” while attributors of memory nature were least used.   
In the indirect evidential attributors,  hearsay kind of evidentials the most recurring hearsay attributors were those notably introduced by the dummy subject “it” followed by non-derived verbs. The more predominantly used were “he/she/ it is reputed” and “it is supported” whereas the least occurring were ‘apparently’ and ‘allegedly’.  As for the quotative,   the most prevalently used was “authors/ scholars argue that” while the least used was “the respondents claimed/argued”. Similarly, in inferencing, the most widely used was “they suggest”,  followed by “seem to” and “presumably” while  the least used are “suppose” , “so we conclude” and “must be”.   As for the writer’s degree of certainty, the cognitive verbs were maximally used and in the category of use of adverbials of certainty, ‘obviously was more favoured. 
We conclude that the favouring of most of evidential attributors was influenced by a) humanities disciplines’ (linguistics included) tendency to favour impressionisms and perceptionisms over facticity which is more of natural an applied science inclinations, b) the nature of the tasks that the students are assigned to write about, and c) the students’ level of interlanguage development was a major determinant of choice of evidential attributors.
Pedagogical implications of the findings are that more instructed academic writing is required in the realm of attribution, notably in variability of evidential attributors. Secondly, in the process or grooming students into the community of practice of academic writing, the groomers need to take note of areas where students’ poor background in academic writing needs improvement and take time to lend a helping hand.
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Frequencies	
 X tells/reports	The respondents claimed/argued	Authors/scholars say/argue that	73	15	247	



I/we think	I/we know	I/we suspect	4	17	1	
Frequencies	
Preferably	Certainly	Possibly	Undoubtedly	Surely	Obviously	61	27	33	29	49	107	



