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Digital technologies are having a major impact on the way academics communicate, especially as web-mediated genres are influenced by the extended participatory framework of the Web (Herring et al. 2013) with its potential impact on both language choice and communicative practices. The affordances of the web environment do not only lead to an adaptation of the role of authors, texts, and readers (Yus 2015): they also extend the reproducibility of texts and question their authenticity, as hypertextuality increases the potential for intertextuality. Interactivity has great impact on the way writers and readers perceive each other. Access to the web increases access to knowledge, but at the same time creates new problems of selection and somewhat hides the limits of participatory mechanisms. Virtual communities are rapidly created, extended and maintained through shared knowledge and forms of communal bonding (Yus 2011: 110). 
	Web-mediated genres have attracted increasing attention in discourse studies (Garzone et al. 2007), with a focus on interactive patterns, discourse identities and discourse pragmatics in particular (cfr. Herring et al. 2013). It is particularly interesting to study the changes that the new technologies are bringing about in “reshaping” academic writing (Barton/Lee 2013: 2), especially in the way scholars communicate with different audiences, within and without their scientific community. How does all this influence both language choice and communicative practices by increasing the range of interactive patterns and discursive identities construed in each text? What are the effects of the potential multiple audiences of any online text? What kind of dialogue is created and what characterizes the debates that take place online?
	Starting from an overview of the features of scholarly online discourse, the present chapter focuses on blogs with the aim to explore the limits and the potentialities of their knowledge dissemination(KD) function. Blogs have proved to be interesting material for the study of writer/reader interaction (cf. Gil-Salom/Soler-Monreal 2014), patterns of agreement and disagreement (Bolander 2012) and even open conflict (Luzón 2013). The pervasiveness of explicit subjectivity markers (Bondi and Seidenari 2012, Bondi and Diani 2015) has also highlighted that these are often resources for constructing authority and expertise, thus giving bloggers visibility and identity as members of a discipline (Luzón 2012: 162). It is often the case that the blogger’s visibility and positive reputation contribute to developing readers’ trust in the position taken and in the credibility of the information (e.g. Danielson 2005). Blogs have also been shown to introduce increased possibilities for collaborative research, interaction and feedback (Mauranen 2013; Kuteeva 2016). Discussions can add to bodies of knowledge and build a reputation, but there is no control on the audience. Scholars can variously adopt (and adapt) different communicative strategies in relation to stakeholders from different backgrounds. But is KD the dominant function of academic blogs? Why do academics blog at all? And how does their online discourse differ from the traditional formats of the research article?
	Using economics as a case study, the analysis centres on contrasting the scientific production of well-known economists with their blogs. While clearly keeping in mind the “evaluatively charged’ nature of blog posts (and comments)” (Bondi/Seidenari 2012), the chapter looks at academic blogs as public arenas for knowledge construction, knowledge dissemination, and identity management. The focus is on how researchers interact at different levels with different types of audiences engaging them in clarifications. In particular, we aim to study an aspect of metadiscourse – i.e. the use of code glosses, elements that “supply additional information by rephrasing, explaining or elaborating what has been said, to ensure the reader is able to recover the writer’s intended meaning” (Hyland 2005:52), reflecting the writer’s prediction about the reader’s knowledge base. Code glosses have been shown to vary across written genres, showing for example higher frequency in instructional genres like textbooks than in research genres like the research article (Hyland 1998). They have also systematically been included in the categorization of communicative strategies typical of popularization (Calsamiglia/Van Dijk 2004; Garzone 2006).
The chapter is structured as follows. Section 2 deals with the background literature on KD and blogs. Section 3 presents a case study of two well-known economists (Paul Krugman and Tyler Cowen) whose academic writing and blogging styles are compared in terms of the use of code glosses. Section 4 provides a quali/quantitative analysis of markers of reformulation and exemplification. Section 5 discusses the results in the light of the affordances of blogs.
2. Background
The present study is part of a larger project on KD[footnoteRef:1], which sees the notion as central to innovation in research and institutional change. The growth of specialization has created the need to make knowledge accessible also to non-experts (or experts in other fields), adopting communicative tools that can reach an ever growing, but not always indefinite, globalized audience. The process is often seen as one of reformulation of expert discourse (e.g. Gotti 2014), where expert knowledge is mediated to a new target audience in a different language. The process is not just one of simplification for the public at large, but rather one of recontextualization (Calsamiglia, van Dijk, 2004:  371). [1:  	National research project financed by the Italian Ministry of University and Research: “Knowledge Dissemination across media in English: continuity and change in discourse strategies, ideologies, and epistemologies (PRIN 2015TJ8ZAS).] 

1.1. Knowledge dissemination
KD is the transfer of knowledge within and across communication settings, with the expectation that knowledge will be used by the receiver to change practices or viewpoints or for intellectual growth (see also Bondi 2017: 64). Knowledge dissemination and knowledge utilization have often been seen as inseparable and knowledge use is conceived as an active learning process, where the passage from one context to the other is inseparable from the effective use of the transferred knowledge (e.g. Hutchinson and Hubermann 1993).
This double perspective is relevant to different organizations and individuals involved in KD, though with different emphasis and aims. The content to be disseminated and the medium of communication are certainly two important factors of variation in knowledge dissemination, but the source of the message and the intended users should also be regarded as essential elements of analysis.
The source of the message certainly influences the reasons for KD (or even the existence of KD aims). Business organizations, for example, often use the expression “knowledge transfer” (mostly under the superordinate label of “knowledge management”) to refer to the practical problem of transferring knowledge from one part of the organization to another, i.e. organizing knowledge, distributing it and ensuring its availability for future users. The issue is of obvious importance in international mergers and acquisitions (e.g. Bresman et al. 1999), but it is also a key element in the relations between industry and research (e.g. Cohen 2002). 
Universities and public research institutions, in turn, have paid increasing attention to knowledge transfer, recognizing it as a strategic mission, and often identifying it with the need to “to better convert knowledge into socio-economic benefits”, “to disseminate and to more effectively exploit publicly-funded research results with a view to translating them into new products and services” (Commission of the European Communities 2008: 2). The academic literature on knowledge transfer in university–industry research partnerships is burgeoning (e.g. Geuna/Muscio 2009 and the recent survey by de Wit-de Vries et al. 2018). 
The perspective of other public bodies and non-profit organizations may add further dimensions: in biomedical contexts, in matters of heath or social care, the issue of KD is often paid great attention through specific bodies (cfr. for example the American “National Centre for the dissemination of disability research”, or the British NIHR – National Institute for Health Research - Dissemination centre) and often looked at in terms of “knowledge translation”, an attempt to bridge “the gap between what we know and what we practice” (Davis et al. 2003: 33) with a view to changing health outcomes using evidence-based clinical knowledge. This means translating not only from basic science to applied developmental studies or clinical trials (“bench to bedside”), but also and translating evidence from controlled trials to practitioners, in a process that is “variously referred to as dissemination, knowledge brokering, promotion of evidence-based practice, implementation and knowledge utilization” (Green et al. 2009: 151). Beyond medical education and professional development, educating society at large on health risks is also a major concern of public communication; this becomes a particularly critical issue when exploring the degree of accuracy, alteration and bias of disseminated knowledge, in particular in the case of sensitive topics, resulting from the transfer of specialised notions to the lay public (e.g. Garzone 2017).
As we will see below, when it comes to individual researchers or research groups, the promotion of knowledge may be inseparable from the promotion of their own image and approach. Elements of identity management may indeed be present in all organizations, but they certainly become more prominent when the research disseminated also contributes to constructing the reputation of a scholar or of the approach advocated by the scholar.
	Domain-specific knowledge is communicated in specialized and popularizing discourse to address different stakeholders. Unsurprisingly, the increasing importance of KD has led to the emergence of a wide range of genres – from newspaper or journal articles to more recent web-mediated genres, which cater to different needs. Specific genres have developed over time and have been tailored to the addressees’ needs: the press first and different web-mediated genres nowadays, with their growing level of participation and interaction and the consequent intercultural and multimodal challenges offered by the web. The new media and the new environments imply changes in textual processes (increasing for example the degree of interactivity and participation), but it is still worth investigating if they have an impact on the traditional communicative strategies long adopted in popularizing: use of metadiscourse, definitions, exemplifications, repetitions, reformulations, analogies and metaphors; reader/listener engagement, simplification and explicitation strategies; multimodality (see for example Calsamiglia/Van Dijk 2004 and Garzone 2006). The applied linguistics literature on popularizing (see Myers 1989, 2003; Calsamiglia/Ferrero 2003; Ciapuscio 2003) has often related its findings to the asymmetry of relations between the voices involved, looking both at writer-reader relations (Myers 1991; Varttala 1999) and at the relations between quoting and quoted voices (Minelli De Oliveira/Pagano 2006). These are certainly made more complex by media that reach a vast, often unpredictable audience and that can actually multiply textual voices through direct links to other texts.
	Finally, it would be interesting to explore further the different reasons that guide people’s interest in acquiring new knowledge, as people might access new information and acquire new knowledge for many different purpose, ranging from getting guidance in their practices, exploring or confirming viewpoints or simply to satisfy their curiosity and pursue personal intellectual growth. The literature on the user’s perspective is still limited. The interactive nature of many web-based tools allows some exploration of the issue, as for example through the analysis of comments on blogs (e.g. Bondi 2018a, 2018b, 2018c)
1.2. The medium: blogs between academic dialogue, reputation management and outreach
Blogs have been in existence in the cyberspace community for over 20 years. The term “weblogs” was created by Jorn Barger to describe the list of links that “logged” his travels across the web (see e.g. Baron 2008:108). According to Herring et al. (2005), blogs fill an intermediary role about midway between standard HTML documents, such as personal home pages, and asynchronous computer-mediated communication (CMC), such as newsgroups, bulletin boards, or e-mail discussion lists: they are more frequently updated, include more exchange among people, and have a higher percentage of text (as opposed to multimedia) than standard Web pages. On the other hand, they are also more asymmetric (i.e., dominated by main authors) and less frequently updated than CMC sites such as newsgroups. Other essential features are that blogs are predominantly text-based, entries appear in reverse chronological order and they usually contain links to other sites (Baron 2008:110). They are not collaborative like wikis, which involve many authors collaborating on one text” (Myers 2010: 2-7), but they are at least potentially interactive, as readers can usually comment on the posts they read.
	Blogs soon appeared to be particularly useful for promoting knowledge in cross-cultural environments (Ojala 2005), but they also turned out to afford a combination of self-expression and sharing (Herring et al. 2005). In terms of pragmatic action, as highlighted by Miller and Shephard (2004: 9), “when bloggers talk about blogging, two themes […] are ubiquitous: self-expression and community development”.
	The role played by self-expression makes them ideal for an analysis of the language of evaluation (Bondi and Seidenari 2012; Bondi and Diani 2015; Luzón 2011, 2012, 2013), thus providing evidence for blogs to be seen as virtual places for “you to have your say” (Baron 2008: 99). The pervasiveness and significantly high frequency of 1st person pronouns and adjectives reflects the high degree of subjectivity of blogs (Bondi and Seidenari 2012) and can be taken as an indication of the significant role that the writer’s self plays in the phraseological realizations of evaluative meanings that favour explicit subjectivity, even if with culture-specific phraseology (Bondi and Diani 2015). 
	Interactivity also becomes prominent, with concessive patterns (Bondi and Diani 2015) confirming that blogs are sites for persuasion and exchange of opinions. Great emphasis is placed by Puschmann (2013: 87-101) on addressivity and audience design, i.e. the conceptualization of the readership that emerges from bloggers’ style, together with other features, such as deixis, i.e. contextual reference to a deictic centre, defined in time and person (even if probably less defined in space), or relative freedom from politeness minimizing face-threatening acts.
	The new practice can involve bloggers in parallel conversations with different types of interlocutors belonging to the “community of blogging practice” (Schmidt 2007), thus showing that “the genre regulating, pre-existing community does not apply to web-based genres” (Mauranen 2013: 30). The other participants envisaged by scholars can be seen as the collective witness of experimental science, but also as the universal audience of argumentative discourse in general (Mauranen 2013). The specificity of the online environment determines the difficulty of predicting ideal readers and of establishing room for negotiations and predictions, as well as the reader’s possibility to comment, engage in conversations and foster a higher sense of community (Yus 2015). Blogs create conditions of “context collapse”, i.e. “the loss of a definitive separation between audiences and discussants” (Puschmann 2015: 32). 
	When blogs are kept by academics, this context collapse somehow blurs the distinction between scholarly and public communication, between communication inside or outside the disciplinary community. Blogs often give origin to interwoven polylogues (Bondi 2018c), addressing the interests of different types of participants on separate planes and engaging participants in parallel conversations, some of which are more clearly oriented to sharing views, while others aim at knowledge dissemination and others still at knowledge construction proper. 
	Scholars use blogs for many different reasons. Blogs offer increased possibilities for collaborative research, interaction and feedback. They can be the site where research is developed, as “research blogs enable scientists to engage with their academic and other communities, present and discuss their work in progress, and receive feedback from their peers” (Kuteeva 2016: 432) and “unknown, heterogeneous, and varied audiences may participate in co-constructing research debates” (Mauranen 2013: 30-31). Discussions can add to bodies of knowledge. At the same time, however, blogs can be instrumental for self-promotion and reputation management, for example constructing bloggers’ identity as members of a disciplinary group, highlighting their authority and expertise (Luzón 2012: 162) and enhancing their visibility, reputation and trust (Luzón 2011: 518-9). The effectiveness of the materials posted may influence the scholar’s reputation and this in turn may emphasize the credibility of the information provided. As shown elsewhere (Bondi 2018c), expert blogs are at the same time a site for the co-construction of research and for the dissemination of results or theories, or at least a site for dialogue with the whole range of potential readers. This makes them not only distinct from academic publications but also from traditional forms of media discourse.
	The focus of the present study is on the potential KD function of blogs and on the communicative strategies adopted to support this process. Intertextuality remains a key element of blogging: just as the first blogs resembled information services by just listing links to interesting sites, present day scholarly blogs typically originate from other texts that are published online (academic papers, statistics, policy documents etc.) and present the blogger’s comments on them. Linguistic reflexivity is thus confirmed as an important element of digital discourse (Barton and Lee 2013:123), but the recontextualization of the initial source becomes prominent: does this mean that outreach is the primary function of scholarly blogs? Or does self-expression and perhaps even self-promotion – or reputation management - dominate? In order to assess the role played by outreach in blogs, we look at recontextualization strategies, focusing in particular at the use of code glosses as they are exploited in blogging and in research writing by two well-known economists, with a view to studying quantitative and qualitative variation.
3. Materials and Methods
2.1. Choice of corpora 
Blogs seem to offer new interesting opportunities to professionals, institutions, but above all academics in the field of economics: according to Onalytica, listing the top 200 most influential economics blogs, there are four economics professors among the top five blogs. Blogs are seen as the most important new outlet for economists, as they “provide a way for academic economists to re-enter a public debate from which they have been largely excluded, or excluded themselves, in recent years” (Quiggin, 2011: 437). Blogs can thus contribute to increasing dissemination of economic research and improving impact, while at the same time putting policy back to the centre of academic interests.
	The present study is based on a small corpus of materials produced by two well-known American economists – Paul Krugman and Tyler Cowen – for different communicative contexts – journal articles and blogs. The two case studies are representative of different economic positions: Paul Krugman, Emeritus at Princeton, Nobel Prize 2008, is often described as liberal or even Keynesian, while Tyler Cowen (George Mason University), probably the most influential economic blogger in the US, is typically characterized as pro free market. Krugman’s blog — “The Conscience of a Liberal”, www.krugman.blogs.nytimes.com — is now no longer linked to the university and has become a NYT blog only. Cowen’s blog — “Marginal Revolution”, managed in collaboration with Alex Tabarrok, – http://marginalrevolution.com/ — has been one of the top economics blogs since 2003. 
	A caveat is in order: we are certainly dealing here with extremely successful cases, “A-list blogs”, as the best known (most read and most linked to) bogs are often referred to (Bruns and Jacobs 2003: 2). In the case of academia, these could be properly regarded as “celebrities” and therefore any conclusion drawn from this study will be more representative of “academic celebrity blogs” than academic blogs in general.
	For each of the two authors we collected 100 posts with their comments, as well as 10 journal articles. The posts covered the years 2012 and 2016 and were selected randomly from a much wider production. The comments – as these are extremely popular blogs – were limited to the first 15-20 items, depending on where the specific thread would end, as comments often branch off into multiple subthreads. The choice of articles, mostly based on availability, spans across a much wider time range[footnoteRef:2]. Table 1 illustrates the size of the corpora in number of words.  [2:  	Tyler Cowen: 1983. The Rate of Return in General Equilibrium: A Critique. Journal of Post Keynesian Economics 5/4, 608-617; 1996. What Do We Learn from the Repugnant Conclusion? Ethics 106, 754-755; 1997a. Discounting and Restitution. Philosophy and Public Affairs 26/2, 168-185; 1997b. Should Central Banks Target CPI Futures? Journal of Money Credit and Banking 29/3, 275-285; 2002. The Esteem Theory of Norms. Public Choice 113, 211-224; 2005. Self-deception as the Root of Political Failure. Public Choice 124, 437-451; 2006. Terrorism as Theater: Analysis and Policy Implications. Public Choice 128, 233-244; 2007. Caring about the Distant Future: Why it Matters and What it Means. The University of Chicago Law Review 74/1, 5-40; 2008. Why Everything has Changed: The Recent Revolution in Cultural Economics. Journal of Cultural Economics 32/4, 261-273; 2017. Why Hasn't Economic Progress Lowered Work Hours More? Social Philosophy and Policy Foundation 34/2, 190-212.
	Paul Krugman: 2000. Can America Stay on Top? Journal of Economic Perspective 14/1, 169-175; Fujita, M. & Krugman, P. 2004. The New Economic Geography: Past, Present and the Future. Papers in Regional Science 83/1, 139-164; Krugman, P. 2005. Is Fiscal Policy Poised for a Comeback? Oxford Review of Economic Policy 21/4, 515-523; 2007. Will There Be a Dollar Crisis? Economic Policy 22/51, 436-467; 2008. Trade and Wages, Reconsidered. Brookings Papers on Economic Activity 1, 103-154; 2009. The Increasing Returns Revolution in Trade and Geography. American Economic Review 99/3, 561-571; 2010. The Theory of Interstellar Trade. Economic Inquiry 48/4, 1119-1123; 2011. The New Economic Geography, Now Middle-aged. Regional Studies 45/1, 1-7; Eggertsson, G.B & Krugman, P. 2012. Debt, Deleveraging, and the Liquidity Trap: A Fisher-Minsky-Koo Approach. Quarterly Journal of Economics 127/3, 1469-1513; 2014. Currency Regimes, Capital Flows, and Crises. IMF Economic Review 62/4, 470-493.] 


Table 1. Corpora used for the study.

	Author
	Posts
	Comments
	Articles

	Cowen
	36,750 words
	109,422
	67,111

	Krugman
	45,329
	148,512
	76,576

	Total
	82,079
	257,934
	143,687



For the purpose of the present study, the quantitative data are based on the 2016 corpus of posts and on the articles of both economists. Reference to comments will only be made in general terms, to discuss the nature of the community taking part in the discussion stimulated by the blog posts.
2.2. Methods 
The study combines corpus and discourse analysis (e.g. Baker 2008), by comparing blog posts and journal articles, as well as posts and comments inside the same blog. 
	The blog posts and journal articles were first analyzed using Wordsmith Tools 7.0 (Scott 2017). The quantitative study started with an overview of keywords. The software defines keywords as word forms with frequencies that are higher or lower than an expected standard in statistically significant ways. Frequency data can be used as a starting point for an overview of quantitative variation. By contrasting the wordlists of posts and articles, we highlighted the distinctive features of each genre (those that vary in statistically significant ways). 
	The focus was on general language, and in particular on elements of metadiscourse (Hyland 2005). When grouped by semantic or functional category, these general language elements can help explain the role of KD strategies such as: use of metadiscourse, definitions, repetitions, reformulations, analogies and metaphors, reader/listener engagement, simplification and explicitation strategies, multimodality.
	Concordances were then studied to identify the actual communicative acts performed in the context. This also meant paying attention to syntactic patterns and to collocation, colligation and “semantic preference”, i.e. the tendency of a word form to co-occur with specific word forms, specific functional units or sets of lexical elements characterized by specific semantic traits (Sinclair 2004).
Keeping in mind work on strategies of recontextualization (e.g. Calsamiglia and Van Dijk 2004; Garzone 2006; Luzón 2012, 2013), we focused on adjusting information to the readers' knowledge and information needs, and thus paid particular attention to reformulation and exemplification. These are regarded by Calsamiglia and Van Dijk (2004: 372) as “types of explanation”. Reformulation or paraphrase is usually accompanied by appositions, parentheses, dashes, quotes and metalinguistic expressions establishing a link between “old and new knowledge”. Exemplification, on the other hand, offers specific examples of general phenomena, to clarify general questions and to make them closer to the audience and more easily remembered (2004: 383). In meta-discourse studies, the two phenomena – reformulations and exemplifications – are dealt with together and subsumed under the heading of code glosses. 
	Reformulations guarantee textual cohesion and facilitate discursive progression by providing a retrogressive interpretation of the previous utterance and thus allowing speakers to explain, rephrase, reconsider, summarize or even distance themselves from it. They expand on the information previously given and facilitate - or guide - the hearer's understanding. If reformulations are often regarded as “repairs” in unplanned discourse, it is obvious that they are purposeful in writing. According to Hyland (2007), they work both in the direction of Expansion (i.e. providing an explanation or an implication) and Reduction (in the form of paraphrase and specification). The clear identification of these processes is far from easy. 
	In the pragmatic literature they have long represented an interesting open question: (Cuenca, 2003; Saz Rubio and Fraser, 2003; Garcés Gómez, 2009; Dal Negro and Fiorentini 2014). The literature typically considers different types of reformulation. The most obvious is the one that can be characterized as paraphrastic, based on a semantic equivalence between two members (overtly marked by means of a reformulation marker), e.g Central America Free Trade Agreement (CAFTA). But reformulations can also be (to a varying extent) non-paraphrastic, thus producing a new formulation of the utterance. Non-paraphrastic reformulations are supposed to entail a change in the enunciative perspective, leading to a hierarchical subordination of the first segment to the reformulated segment (Garcés Gómez, 2009: 17). The distinction between paraphrastic and non-paraphrastic, however, is not clear-cut either: where does paraphrase stop? And how far are the two elements “almost the same thing” but not identical? Rather than just expressing an equivalence, it is often a matter of “creating” the equivalence (Cuenca 2003: 1072). 
	If we look at the following extract, for example, we may be able to see three occurrences of reformulation producing different changes in perspective:

(1) The Euro Is Flat. […] So it comes as something of a shock to look at Eurostat data (pdf) on real GDP per capita (or productivity, which look similar). Sure, Greece and Portugal are relatively poor, with GDP per capita of 82 and 77 percent, respectively, of the EU average; this means roughly 76 and 71 percent of the eurozone average, since the euro countries are a bit richer than the EU as a whole. Meanwhile, Germany is at 120 percent of the EU, or 112 percent of the EZ.
But it’s no different, really, than the US situation (look under per capita GDP). Alabama is at 74 percent of the US average, Mississippi at 67, with New England and the Middle Atlantic states at 118 and 116.
In other words, as far as underlying economic inequalities are concerned, the EZ is no worse than the US. […] (Krugman, 22/06/2012) (My italics)

In the first two cases, introduced by this means and or, the author is simply introducing a different way of calculating GDP (in relation to the EU or the Eurozone). In the final sentence (introduced by in other words) the author is drawing evaluative general implications from the data presented and looking at the same data from the point of view of what they mean in terms of inequality. It will also be apparent that the first two cases may be considered an expansion of the previous segment, in that information is provided, but they could also be more specifically considered a “modification” (Del Saz Rubio and Frazer 2003), as they correct the previous statement in order to better adjust to the speaker's perception of the situation, much in the same way as the final one, which draws the conclusion on economic inequality. 
	Arguably, conclusions could be distinguished from reformulations in terms of their argumentative role, even if, from the point of view of discourse, there is a very close relationship between the two and the connectors used are often the same (Pons Borderia 2013: 162). While well aware of the interest of assessing different classifications of reformulation and defining it more precisely, this study is limited to a quali-quantitative exploration of the general category of code glosses (reformulations and exemplifications) in dissemination discourse. For purposes of comparability, we chose to adopt the widest definitions and the list of markers used by Hyland (2005) and Hyland (2007).
3. Analysis
3.1. Preliminary: general language keywords
The general overview of keywords basically confirmed results obtained in other studies of blogs (Bondi 2018a, b, c). We looked at the keyword lists (calculated by comparing the corpus of posts and the corpus of articles in both directions) and scanned for general language, language that would not be determined by the specific topic of the texts (as no full comparability could be established in terms of themes). This was taken as indicative of the genre or the style that characterizes the genre. Occasionally it was necessary to look at the concordances to make sure the word forms were not content-related. The usual caveat applies to the analysis of evaluative terms, as they can only be understood in context: the word form repugnant, for example, was discarded from the list of keywords characterizing articles, because a look at its concordance clearly showed that it refers to a specific theory, usually denominated the Repugnant Conclusion. On the other hand, bad was included as characterizing posts, because its occurrences clearly provided examples of basic negative assessment (and were not for example used in basic economic terminology like bad bank). 
	Table 2 below reports the general language keywords that characterize journal articles (JAs) and are used in at least 5 texts. Contracted forms of auxiliary and modal verbs have been ignored. The table reports frequencies, normalized frequencies (per thousand words, ptw), and the number of articles they are found in; it also includes frequency and normalized frequency of the same items in posts, for comparison.
	The word forms listed illustrate aspects of style, rather than content. The list contains many word forms referring to elements and relations typical of economic reasoning (model, models, theory, factor) and their use of mathematics (function, equation, values) and logical demonstration (each, must), together with words referring to the structure of the extended text, typical of journal articles (section, conclusion). Evaluative language is limited to central and present, widely shared values among scholarly communities, pointing to a need for generality and current relevance.

Table 2. General language keywords characterizing articles.

	Word form
	Freq.
Jas
	Normalized frequency
Ptw
	N. of texts
	Freq.
Posts
	Normalized frequency
Ptw

	Model
	281
	2,0
	17
	53
	0,6

	Theory
	226
	1,6
	16
	36
	0,4

	Values
	124
	0,9
	11
	9
	0,1

	Central
	181
	1,3
	15
	26
	0,3

	Models
	173
	1,2
	15
	28
	0,3

	Conclusion
	99
	0,7
	10
	8
	0,1

	Function
	77
	0,05
	9
	4
	0,0

	External
	65
	0,5
	10
	2
	0,0

	Self
	121
	0,8
	12
	16
	0,2

	Section
	71
	0,5
	14
	4
	0,0

	Must
	150
	1,0
	18
	27
	0,3

	Equation
	47
	0,3
	8
	1
	0,0

	Factor
	91
	0,6
	13
	11
	0,1

	Present
	70
	0,5
	16
	6
	0,1

	Each
	108
	0,8
	17
	17
	0,2



Table 3, on the other hand, reports the general language keywords that characterize posts (when compared to journal articles), limited to those that are used in at least 10 texts. The table reports frequencies, normalized frequencies (ptw) for both corpora, and the number of posts attesting the use of the keywords listed.
	The table shows the presence of first person forms (am), forms of self-reference and reference to links (post, addendum, pdf, here), evaluative words and intensifiers (bad, big, right, really, huge), hedges (maybe, basically, thing) together with words referring to basic relations (still, too). and forms of dialogism (yes).

Table 3. General language keywords characterizing posts.

	Key word
	Freq. in posts
	Normalized
Frequency
Ptw
	Texts
	Freq. in Jas
	Normalized
Frequency
Ptw

	Am
	197
	2,4
	156
	24
	0,2

	Here
	186
	2,3
	115
	56
	0,4

	Bad
	99
	1,2
	49
	32
	0,2

	still
	157
	1,9
	89
	85
	0,6

	Big
	98
	1,2
	67
	36
	0,3

	right
	122
	1,5
	70
	62
	0,4

	Too
	107
	1,3
	72
	53
	0,4

	Say
	123
	1,5
	78
	71
	0,5

	really
	105
	1,3
	69
	55
	0,4

	maybe
	60
	0,7
	41
	19
	0,1

	wrong
	53
	0,6
	41
	16
	0,1

	Pdf
	19
	0,2
	17
	0
	0,0

	anyone
	28
	0,3
	26
	4
	0,0

	Post
	50
	0,6
	40
	20
	0,1

	basically
	30
	0,4
	24
	6
	0,0

	thing
	58
	0,7
	47
	29
	0,2

	Yes
	37
	0,5
	33
	12
	0,1

	addendum
	15
	0,2
	15
	0
	0,0

	huge
	34
	0,4
	26
	11
	0,1



A special role can be played by say and yes. The use of yes contributes to creating a personal voice and the impression of a dialogue with question and answer sequences, typically representing concessive patterns introduced by questions (see examples 2 and 3) or potential objections (examples 4 and 5), simulating a dialogue with readers.

But, some readers may say, haven’t I myself used this kind of framework, both in my original liquidity trap analysis and in work with Gauti on deleveraging? Yes indeed — (Krugman, 20/06/2016)
But didn’t the Smoot-Hawley tariff cause the Great Depression? No. There’s no evidence at all that it did. Yes, trade fell a lot between 1929 and 1933, but that was almost entirely a consequence of the Depression, not a cause. (Krugman 04/03/2016)
So I don’t see an obvious reason to believe that current rates are too low. Yes, they’re near zero — but that in itself doesn’t mean too low (Krugman 18/06/2016)
Perhaps most significantly, high nominal demand economies such as Jamaica and Brazil (yes there are still a few left!) still appear capable of generating quite high rates of unemployment. (Cowen 21/08/2016)

The marked presence of say, finally, is not due to forms of third-person reporting, but largely to forms representing the dialogue with the reader (58 occurrences out of 123, i.e. almost 50% of all occurrences), as in 6, 7 and 8, and to the use of say introducing an exemplification, as in example 9 and 10 below (27 occurrences out of 123, i.e. over 20%).

You might say that it is always thus. But, you know, it isn’t. (Krugman 19/08/2016)
And let me also say that the narrative of disaster is coloring some (not all) financial reporting. (Krugman 02/07/2016)
This raises the bigger question, however, of what exactly did drive economic recovery. I say don’t be fooled by wartime gdp figures (Cowen 10/11/2016)
China’s growth is much slower today than it was in say, 2010 or 2007. (Cowen 28/01/2016)
It’s not quite as slam-dunk a case as it was in, say, 2013, but it’s still very strong. It’s still time to borrow and spend. (Krugman 07/08/2016)

Overall then, intertextuality and evaluation are confirmed to be key elements of the post, but the combination of first-person reference, forms of spoken discourse and markers of dialogicity also testifies to the blogger’s awareness of a reader who might want to participate in discussion. The post is a site for disseminating knowledge, but also – if not above all - at the same time for maintaining a dialogue with the virtual community and managing the reputation of the blogger by reaffirming his positions.
3.2. Code glosses: reformulation and exemplification
An analysis of code glosses was carried out starting from potential discourse markers of reformulation and exemplification. The list of markers used by Hyland in previous studies (2005; 2007) was checked against the close reading of a sample of 20 posts, and was used to run concordances of all the elements listed. The concordances were studied to exclude uses that were not amenable to forms of code glosses. The quantitative overview is presented in Table 4.

Table 4. Code glosses in posts and journal articles

	Corpus
	Code glosses No.
	Average frequency per text
	Frequency per 10,000 words (pttw)

	Articles
	750
	37.5
	52,19

	Posts
	403
	2.01
	49,09

	Total
	1,153
	5,24
	51,07



The data show that there is no significant quantitative evidence of an increased use of code glosses in posts as against journal articles. There is rather a slightly higher frequency in journal articles. 
	If we try to distinguish reformulation and exemplification (cf. Table 5), once again we do not see any marked difference: in both cases reformulations are more frequent than exemplifications and the frequency across genres is remarkably similar for exemplifications, and only just a bit higher for reformulations in journal articles.

Table 5. Exemplifications and reformulations 

	
	No. in posts
	Frequency (pttw)
	No. in articles
	Frequency (pttw)

	Exemplification
	172
	20.95
	311
	21,64

	Reformulation
	231
	28.14
	439
	30,55

	Total
	403
	49,09
	750
	52,19



This of course does not in itself mean that code glosses are not characteristic of blog post discourse. Posts are after all mostly very brief arguments, mainly focusing on one specific point, and this may explain the restricted need to elaborate. The average of about two code glosses per text, in texts whose average length is just above 400 words, is still noticeable.
	Other interesting aspects of code glosses can be highlighted when looking at the markers used. Language choice varies across the two media, as shown in Figure 1 below. The figure reports only markers that were found to have at least 10 occurrences altogether. Minor categories (with frequency <10) are listed as “other” markers and actually include: an example, defined as, known as, particularly, put it another way.
	The figure shows that there are marked preferences that distinguish language choice in the two media. Journal articles show a preference for that is in reformulation, and such as and for instance in exemplification. Posts, on the other hand, show a preference for more informal markers of exemplification, such as say and like, whereas they tend to use markers like in fact and especially in reformulation.
	The choice of say in exemplification is strictly related to its hypothetical meaning in presenting assumptions (Say you had only an hour to spend at this sale) and also often found in hypothetical contexts:

If it’s seen as permanent – if, say, investors see strong US demand but Europe stuck in secular stagnation – we should expect a strong dollar to undo a lot of the gains. (Krugman 28/02/2016)

The choice of in fact and especially in reformulations seems to suggest that this is more often a matter of specification or implication than paraphrase. It also interestingly accompanies argumentative sequences where the blogger is considering (and rejecting) possible beliefs of the reader:

Lopsided growth that delivers huge gains to a small elite while bypassing a majority of Americans didn’t start a few years ago. It started, in fact, during the Reagan years.

Figure 1. Code gloss markers

Other interesting features are revealed by considering the distribution of markers in the text. A peculiar use of reformulation, for example, is found in the closing of posts, where the reformulations offered tend to present highly evaluative implications of the main argument presented, so as to elicit reactions in the form of comments and thus start the discussion. Examples are provided below in 13 and 14: 

And this is telling us something significant: namely, that supply-side economic theory is and always was a sham. It was never about the incentives; it was just another excuse to make the rich richer. (Krugman 28/12/2016)
Trade growth, which exceeded overall output growth in the late 20th century, now seems stagnant. Many export industries are automated and hence don’t create as many middle-class jobs as they used to. In other words, today’s world may resemble the 19th century more than the last few decades. Do read the whole thing. (Cowen,16/08/2016)

The specificity of these reformulations, however, lies more in the function of a post closing than in their own nature. Reformulations highlighting evaluative implications are found in journal articles too, though mostly for intermediate steps in the argument, whereas in posts they act as final steps triggering reactions and discussion.
	A reading of the comments that follow the post confirms the effectiveness of many of these provocative closings, which are often picked up in the discussion. The ensuing exchange of opinions creates complex polylogic patterns often involving different types of participants on separate planes, variously oriented to just sharing views, sharing knowledge or even participating in knowledge construction. What we have called “celebrity blogs” often see the participation of an extremely wide range of commenters, bringing all levels of expertise to the discussion.
5. Concluding remarks
This study has focused on the notion of knowledge dissemination and on the role of blogs in knowledge dissemination today. The issue has been explored through a case study of two well-known economists, by comparing their blog posts and their scholarly production of journal articles.
	A comparison of the general lexis of the two corpora highlighted the presence in journal articles of word forms referring to elements and relations typical of economic reasoning and mathematical demonstration, together with words referring to the structure of the extended text, with limited use of evaluative language, pointing to generality and current relevance. Blog posts, on the other hand, appeared characterized by first person and other forms of self-reference, intertextuality and a marked presence of evaluative words, intensifiers and hedges. It was also important to note that language choice contributes to creating a personal voice and the representation of dialogue with readers. The prominence of the writer is counterbalanced by a collaborative development of discourse, where the reader is presented as a partner in an open and ongoing dialogue. Overall, then, posts of this kind turn out to be not only sites for disseminating knowledge (and opinions), but above all for managing the blogger’s image (and reputation) in public dialogue with the virtual community.
	The comparative analysis of code glosses in posts and journal articles by the two authors did not highlight any intense use of code glosses in posts. From a quantitative point of view, code glosses were almost as frequent as in research articles. The expectation that they might be more frequent, as in instructional genres (cf. Hyland 2007), did not prove correct in these A-blogs. There were peculiarities in the personal tone, in the constant reader engagement and in the frequent involvement of evaluative elements, both attitudinal and epistemic. But the most likely inference from the observation of code glosses in “academic celebrity blogs” is that these are not used to instruct the readers, but rather to engage them in the development of the article. 
	This confirms the impression that scholarly blogs of this kind do not explicitly address the general audience only. Both Krugman and Cowen also write newspaper columns and most probably see their journalistic activity as the one oriented to the general audience (Bondi 2018c). Rather than geared on an audience that may need more support in understanding economic issues, posts seem to be oriented to stimulating discussion in an undefined audience, which may include both experts and non-experts. Blogs thus become a site of interwoven polylogues, addressing the interests of different types of participants and engaging different types of participants in parallel conversations.
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Code gloss markers

Posts	(*)	Called	especially	e.g.	for example	for instance	I mean	i.e.	in fact	in other words	in particular	indeed	like	namely	or X	say	specifically	such (*) as	that is,	this/that means	which means	OTHER	1.83	0.37	2.56	0.24	1.34	2.19	0.85	0.24	3.78	1.95	1.46	1.22	11.21	0.73	6.94	3.29	0.49	2.44	2.44	1.58	0.85	1.0900000000000001	Articles	(*)	Called	especially	e.g.	for example	for instance	I mean	i.e.	in fact	in other words	in particular	indeed	like	namely	or X	say	specifically	such (*) as	that is,	this/that means	which means	OTHER	1.95	1.1100000000000001	1.67	0.63	1.81	4.87	0.35	1.1100000000000001	2.16	1.46	2.16	2.44	5.92	1.53	6.96	1.67	1.25	6.68	4.5199999999999996	0.97	0.21	0.77	



