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            Abstract
          
        

        
          This study presents a corpus-pragmatic investigation into the functional re-orientation of the maximizers entirely and perfectly within the academic spoken register of the Michigan Corpus of Academic Spoken English. By analyzing 119 combinatorial tokens through a dual quantitative-qualitative framework, this research challenges the prescriptive semantic dualism that traditionally governs these lexemes. Quantitative profiling reveals a notable mirror-image distribution: entirely exhibits a dominant negative semantic prosody (69.1%), whereas perfectly manifests a predominant value-neutral, technical prosody (67.2%). Qualitative discourse criticism further uncovers a prominent pragmatic convergence: in STEM lectures, these modifiers function as objective indicators of strict parameter compliance, while in humanities seminars, they are strategically repurposed as advanced politeness tools to manage interpersonal vulnerability. Notably, the study suggests that entirely instantiates epistemic hedging through negated frames, while perfectly serves as a concessive cushion—a mechanism closely aligned with Brown and Levinsonʼs politeness theory—to mitigate face-threatening acts during intellectual critique. These findings indicate that lexical items of divergent diachronic origins converge toward common pragmatic objectives, providing informed pedagogical suggestions for Data-Driven Learning and advancing the understanding of register-specific discursive competence in global academic environments.
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