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AHHOTauwmA: Llenblo uccnenosaHmsa aBnsgeTcs npoBefeHMe CpaBHUTENIbHONO aHanusa cpeacTs
yKaszaHuMa Ha aBTopa HAY4YHOro TeKCTa, B YAaCTHOCTM MCMOIb30BAaHUSA MECTOMMEHUS we ‘Mbl,
KaKk cpeacTtBa ybexaeHUs B akaAeMUUYEeCcKOM Auckypce. NMpoBOoAMTCA CpaBHUTENbHbIM aHanu3
Hay4HbIX TEKCTOB, BbINOJIHEHHbLIX MAarncTpaHTaMuU-IMHIBUCTAMU U KUTAWCKMMU Yy4YE€HbIMU, ANS
KOTOPbIX AHFIMNCKUIM A3bIK ABNSEeTCa MHOCTpaHHbIM. CpepacTtBa, ykKa3bliBakwume Ha aBTopa
Hay4YHOro TeKCTa, BbIMNOJIHAT putopuyeckme dyHkumm ybexaeHus. Ona aBTOpOB, MULLYLLMX
Ha HepOAHOM £3blke, OBJlageHMEe YKa3aHHbIMU PUTOPUYECKUMU (PYHKUUSAMM npeacTtaBnsaer
coboi NMpoABUHYTbI HaBblKk akageMmyeckoro nucbMma. O6bEKT nccnegoBaHus — CTPYKTYpHble
3neMeHTbl ¢dpa3, yKa3biBawowWmMx Ha ceba Kak Ha aBToOpa HayyHoro Tekcta. LUenb
nccnenoBaHUS COCTOUT B TOM, YTOoObl MpoaHanu3npoBaTb XapakKTEPUCTUKU CPpeAcTB yKa3aHus
Ha aBTOpa Hay4YHOro TeKCTa B HaYy4HbIX CTaTbAX KUTAMCKUX JIMHITBUCTOB, ONy6NMKOBAHHbLIX Ha
QHIIMACKOM $3blKE B MeXAYHApOAHbIX >XYypHanax, B3saTbix W3 6a3bl gaHHbix ILJA_C, n
KWTAaNCKNX Maructepckux pucceprtauumii, BblbpaHHbIX M3 6a3bl gaHHbix CLMA_C. [lpeamer
nccnenoBaHMs — CXOoACTBa M pas3fiMuMg B WCMONb30BaHMWM CpeacCTB YKa3aHWsS Ha aBTopa
HayyHoro Tekcta B ILJA_C wn CLMA_CB wMeTogonorum wuccnenoBaHuUs UCMNOSb3yeTcs
KOPNYCHbIA nNoaxon, AUCKYpC-aHanu3 (akageMmyeckui AUCKYpPC), CpaBHUTENIbHbIA aHanNU3 Ha
MaTtepuane akKaAeMuyeckoro nmcbMma. HoBuM3Ha JAaHHOro wuccneaoBaHWs 3ak/K4yaeTcs B
aHanM3e KOJIJIOKAUMOHHBLIX XapakKTepuctuk wn ocobeHHoCTen ynoTpebneHus  NUYHbIX
MEeCTOMMEHWUN, Npexae BCero, MeECTOMMeHns we ‘Mbl’ B TekcTax 6a3 aaHHbix CLMA_C n ILJA_C.
MccnepoBaHme nMno3BONSET OUEHUTb YPOBEHb KOPPEKTHOCTM B MCMNOJIb30BAaHUW CpeacTs
yKaszaHua Ha aBTOopa Hay4YHOro TeKCTa aBTOpaMu, KOTOpPble MULWYT HAa AHIJIMACKOM Si3blke Kak
MHOCTPAaHHOM. Pe3ynbTaTbl MNOKa3blBAOT 3Ha4YUTEsIbHblE pa3nnMunuss B  UCMONb30BaHUMU
paccMaTpuBaeMbIX CPeACTB B HaYYHbiX paboTax, BbIMOJHEHHbIX KUTAWCKUMU JIMHITBUCTAMU W
MarmctpaHTamMu: JMHIBUCTbl OTAAQKT MNPUOPUTET B UCMNOAb30BAaHUM CPeACTB YKa3aHuUsA Ha
aBTOpa Hay4yHOro TekCTa ANS peasM3aunnm KOHTaKToycTaHaBNMBatoWwen GyHKUUU, BblpaXeHus
MO3ULUMMU U OUEHKW; MarncTpaHTbl-IMHIBUCTbI — MNPEUMYLLECTBEHHO ASIS OMUCaHUSA BbIBOAOB
nccnepoBaHUs; Takxe obBHapyXeHbl pa3/iMyMsl B COYETAaeEMOCTM pacCMaTPMBAEMbLIX €4UHUL,.
AHanu3 nokasan Heob6XoAMMOCTb BblaeNleHUs CTPYKTYPHbIX 3/1eMeHTOB ¢pa3, yKasbiBatowmue
Ha cebs Kak Ha aBTOpa Hay4YHOro TeKCTa, KaK acnekTa Hay4dHOro TeKCTa, KOTopbli TpebyeT

0co60ro BHUMMaHUA B paMKax o6yquvm akageMnyeckomMy nmcbmMmy.

KnoueBble cnoBa:

cpeacTBa ykKalaHus aBTopa, COYeTaeMOCTb, aHIMIMACKUIA KaK MHOCTPaHHbIA, akaaeMuyeckoe
NMUCbMO, Maructepckass gucceptauusi, CpaBHUTENbHbLIN  AHAIM3, HAy4YHbIA TEKCT, ANCKYpC-

aHann3, NMYHbIE MECTOMMEHNSA, KUTanckmne MarncTpaHThbl

Introduction

Academic discourse serves as a crucial medium for knowledge dissemination and scholarly
exchange. With the development of functional linguistics and the sociology of scientific
knowledge, it has been increasingly recognized that academic discourse not only conveys
scientific information and produces credible texts but also expresses rich interpersonal
meanings (see: F. Jiang M, K. Hyland Iﬁ, F. Jiang IQl). The credibility and acceptance of a
paper depend not only on the reliability and validity of the research itself but also on the

persuasiveness of the author’'s argumentation, namely academic persuasion. We should also

consider the studies of Russian linguists V. V. Zueva Il and 1. Yu. Shchemeleva Ql,
devoted to the use of means of indicating the author of a scientific text. This is a relevant
direction for theoretical and practical research, since English has become widespread as the
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language of scientific communication.

The premise is that the presentation of viewpoints should adhere to academic discourse

conventions to resonate with readers 121, The process of persuasion and argumentation is
most directly manifested when authors intervene in the discourse explicitly through

linguistic means, organize text segments, evaluate discourse content, and guide readers in

co-constructing discourse N1l fFor example, the phrase ‘we show that’ compared to ‘the
results show that’ highlights the author's involvement in the research findings, aiding
readers in identifying the author’s innovative contribution. Thus, self-mention serves as an
important means of interactive persuasion and enhancing the author’s visibility in academic
discourse.

Self-mentions, such as ‘I, ‘my’ and ‘we’, play crucial role in academic discourse, signaling
the author’s presence and fostering engagement with the reader. They serve as essential
tools for establishing authorial identity and advancing persuasive arguments. Despite their

growing importance in academic writing and knowledge construction IM, Chinese novice
writers face challenges in utilizing self-mentions effectively to craft their academic texts

and present coherent arguments (see: Y. sun 1291 and 3. Wang & F. Jiang 121). This
difficulty is compounded by the limited emphasis on the lexical and grammatical aspects of
self-mention in existing literature, which tends to focus more on their rhetorical functions

(see: K. Hylandm, F. Jiang MI, M. Walkova [Al). Furthermore, traditional Chinese
pedagogy often neglects the instruction of self-mention, with some educational materials

even discouraging its use in academic writing (see: K. Bennettﬁl, F. Jiang & K. Hyland
Iﬁl), further hindering students’ acquisition of effective self-referential techniques. M.

Walkova [211 suggests that rhetorical function is just one aspect of self-mention usage, and
phrase structure pose greater obstacles for second language authors to master self-
mention.

Hence, this research, utilizing self-compiled corpora of Chinese linguistic MA theses and
international journal articles, compares the collocational and chunk features of ‘we’ usage
between novices and experts, with the objective of offering insights and references for the
comparative analysis of academic English writing instruction.

Therefore, this study primarily focuses on three tasks concerning the examination of self-
mention ‘we’: firstly, extracting strong left and right collocates around ‘we’ and categorizing
them from both disciplinary culture and semantic functional perspectives; secondly, utilizing
corpus-driven methods to compute high-frequency chunks guided by ‘we’ in both corpora and
summarizing the overall chunk characteristics in CLMA_C and ILJA_C; and finally, conducting
a comparative analysis of the collocation features and chunk characteristics between
Chinese learners and international journal authors.

Based on these three tasks, the research methodology of this study primarily employs a
corpus-driven approach and academic discourse analysis. The examination of chunk
characteristics of self-mention ‘we’ necessitates a bottom-up corpus-driven approach, while
the comparison of collocation features of self-mention ‘we’ between Chinese linguistic MA
novices and experts requires detailed analysis. Understanding the differences between the
two groups relies on the application of academic discourse analysis.

The object of this study is to perform a comparative analysis of self-mention ‘we’ between
Chinese linguistic MA novices and linguistic experts. The subject of this investigation is to
examine the resemblances and disparities in the collocational patterns and chunk structures
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of self-mention ‘we’ within the academic discourse of these two groups.

Previous research has identified various functions of self-mention in academic persuasion.

K. HyIandIﬁ1 found that self-mention enhances the persuasiveness of academic discourse
through five main functions: stating research objectives, introducing research processes,
explaining arguments, presenting research results, and expressing personal contributions.

R. Tang & S. John [201 argued that the persuasive function of self-mention constructs
different academic identities for authors, such as ‘guide’, ‘recounter, and ‘opinion-holder
thereby influencing readers’ acceptance of viewpoints. Additionally, disciplinary differences

and author groups can also influence the use of self-mention. K. HyIand[21 and F. Jiang [z
found that self-mention is significantly less frequent in natural sciences compared to
humanities and social sciences. However, recent studies indicate a significant change in this
trend, with a notable increase in the use of self-mention in natural sciences, primarily in the

form of ‘we’ (see: F. Jiang & K. Hyland Iﬁl). Regarding differences in the author groups

using self-mention, M. Walkova 1211 and X. Yang [23] found that second language learners
tend to use self-mention less frequently compared to native speakers, thereby downplaying

their personal knowledge contributions. K. Flgttum L&l suggests that this covert
presentation contradicts the English writing culture, which emphasizes explicit presentation

of key information. J. Wang and F. Jiang I&, and X. Yang [23] found instances of underuse
and misuse of ‘we’ in Chinese students’ academic writing, suggesting that differences in
self-mention usage between students and experts warrant further systematic investigation.

The majority of previous studies in this area have primarily focused on identifying various
rhetorical functions of self-mention, with minimal attention paid to collocational phrase
structures. In fact, for second language (L2) writers, mastery of rhetorical functions
represents an advanced writing skill, which cannot be achieved without a proficient
command of the structural aspects of self-mention phrases.

Given this context, the present study employs a corpus-driven approach to contrast the
collocational and chunk features of the use of the self-mention pronoun ‘we’ between
Chinese linguistic MA novices and linguistic experts. Through this analysis, the aim is to
gain insights into how novice scholars construct discourse, present knowledge, express
academic stances, and establish interpersonal interaction when utilizing self-mention ‘we’ in
academic writing. Therefore, the research questions are: (1) What are the collocation
characteristics and chunk features of self-mention ‘we’ in Chinese linguistic MA theses and
international linguistic journal articles? (2) Concerning these collocation characteristics and
chunk features, what are the similarities and differences between them? And what are the
reasons?

Research methodology

This study uses two corpora: the self-built Chinese Linguistic MA Theses Corpus (CLMA_C)
and the International Linguistic Journal Articles Corpus (ILJA_C). The CLMA_C contains
804,935 words and contains 50 English Master of Arts theses written by Chinese
postgraduate students in linguistics. The ILJA_C contains 802,490 words and contains 100
articles written by established linguistic experts. The research methodology involves the
following steps:

1. Utilizing the GraphColl feature of the LancsBox 6.0121 software to calculate strong left
and right collocates around the pronoun ‘we’ and categorizing them based on disciplinary
culture and semantic functional perspectives.
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2. Employing the N-grams feature of LancsBox 6.0 to compute high-frequency chunks within
both corpora, and summarizing the overall chunk characteristics associated with the use of
‘we’ in CLMA_C and ILJA_C.

3. Conducting a comparative analysis of the collocation features and chunk characteristics
between Chinese learners and authors of international journal articles.

Analysis and discussion
1. Overall collocation characteristics of ‘we’ in CLMA_C and ILJA_C

In this section, LancsBox 6.0 was utilized to calculate the frequency of left and right
collocates of ‘we’ in the CLMA_C and ILJA_C corpora respectively. These frequencies were
then sorted by MI3 score, a metric designed to rebalance the Mutual Information (MI) score
by assigning greater importance to frequent words and lesser importance to infrequent ones

071 This approach is influential for identifying strong collocates of a given search item. The
detailed data concerning the left collocates of ‘we’ are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Left collocates of ‘we’ in CLMA_C and ILJA_C

CLMA_C ILJA_C

Collocates MI3 Frequency Collocates MI3 Frequency
in 21.70 78 in 22.20 671
of 20.63 569 of 21.40 618
this 19.97 511 this 20.67 297
from 19.96 236 and 20.63 483
and 19.51 206 as 19.77 278
above 19.29 358 what 18.08 104
as 18.74 95 if 17.71 79
o) 18.05 201 is 17.59 171
is 17.62 92 for 17.47 149
when 17.48 186 here 16.51 50

Notes: To facilitate the presentation and comparison of data analysis, the minimum
threshold for MI3 is set to 16.

Regarding the similarities, in both sets of data, the words ‘in’, ‘of’, ‘this’, ‘and’, ‘as’ and ‘is’
are observed as collocates of ‘we’. This indicates that these words are commonly used in
association with ‘we’, whether by Chinese master’s students learning English or by authors
of international authoritative journals. These words are primarily utilized for constructing
discourse structures and logic, as exemplified by phrases such as ‘in this section, we..., ‘as
we have seen...” and ‘is what we call...".

In terms of their differences, four words appear exclusively in each set of data: ‘from’,
‘above’, ‘so’ and ‘when’ in CLMA_C, and ‘what’, 'if, ‘for’ and ‘here’ in ILJA_C. These words
reflect different linguistic functions and styles. ‘From’, ‘above’, 'so’ and ‘when’ are primarily
used to express relationships such as source, context, causality, and time, as seen in

’

phrases like ‘from this perspective, we..., ‘above all, we..., 'so we can conclude...” and
‘when we..., which are exemplified in complete sentences (1) to (4). These collocations
align with the hypothesis that Chinese master’s students emphasize guiding readers

through discourse structure and logic when using ‘we’.
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(1) From this perspective, we should interpret the features of human communications and
social processes, symbolization of social structures, and the language process in which
social members constitute social semiotics (CLMA_C).

Sentence (1) elucidates the purpose, which is to understand social semiotics, and
subsequently delineates the steps that ‘we’ need to undertake.

(2) From above all we can conclude that conjunctive Adjuncts are not the constituents
within Mood structure but they from a constituent on their own, which is the part of the
clause (CLMA_CQC).

Sentence (2) highlights the shared journey of analysis ‘we’ have undertaken and presents
the conclusion.

(3) So we can conclude that the source selection in the legal metaphors, to some extent, is
subject to the already existing targets (CLMA_C).

Sentence (3) emphasizes the shared investigation ‘we’ are conducting and the resulting
observation.

(4) However, when we move onto the next stage of Interpretation, we find that the
authentic recording of the direct citing form definite news source is rather limited (CLMA_C).

Sentence (4) highlights the transition in the discussion ‘we’ are making and presents a
challenge encountered.

In all four sentences, the use of ‘we’ creates a sense of a shared journey with the reader.
The author guides the reader through their analysis or interpretation, making the thought
process and reasoning clear. This reinforces the hypothesis that Chinese master’s students
might use ‘we’ strategically to enhance clarity and guide readers through the logic of their
arguments.

W hile ‘what’, ‘if, ‘for’ and ‘here’ are mainly used to express questions, hypotheses,

’

purposes, and positions, as shown in phrases like ‘what we propose..., 'if we assume...,

’ ’

‘for this reason, we...’ and ‘here we present.... These collocations also align with the
hypothesis that authors of international authoritative journals or disciplinary experts

prioritize using ‘we’ to present their academic positions and innovations.

In academic writing, employing words such as ‘what’, ‘if,, ‘for’ and ‘here’ in conjunction with
‘we’ to express questions, hypotheses, purposes, and positions is crucial for showcasing
academic positions and knowledge innovations for authors of international authoritative
journals or disciplinary experts. The following are examples and their explanations:

(5) What we found was that Victoria was seemingly working through three central questions
in her accounts of her L2 writing (ILJA_C).

In this example, ‘what’ introduces the content discovered by the authors, emphasizing the
three central questions that Victoria appears to be addressing in her description of second
language writing.

(6) If we assume that L2 speakers are much more likely than L1 speakers to face problems.

Here, 'if’ introduces a hypothetical scenario where it is assumed that L2 speakers are much
more likely than L1 speakers to encounter problems.

(7) For this reason, we might expect to find it in the informal written conversations that
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occur in online environments.

In this instance, ‘for’ introduces the reason or justification behind an expectation, indicating
that it is logical to anticipate finding something in informal written conversations that occur
in online environments.

(8) Here, we present a conceptual model for studying adolescent L2 writers and their writing
and we identify distinct vantage points for understanding and researching this population.

In this example, ‘here’ introduces the current location or context of the discussion,
emphasizing that the authors are presenting a conceptual model for studying adolescent L2
writers and their writing, as well as identifying distinct vantage points for understanding
and researching this population.

These examples demonstrate how using these key words in conjunction with ‘we’ can
emphasize authors’ academic positions, knowledge innovations, and research viewpoints.
Such clear expression aids readers in understanding authors’ perspectives and facilitates
comprehension and evaluation of research results.

The calculated numerical data pertaining to the right collocates of ‘we’ in CLMA_C and
ILJA_C are presented in Table 2, organized in descending order based on their MI3 scores.

Table 2. Right collocates of ‘we’ in CLMA_C and ILJA_C

CLMA_C ILJA_C

Collocates MI3 Frequency Collocates MI3 Frequency
can 24.18 568 be 21.54 599
see 21.99 199 have 20.43 276
find 21.32 197 can 19.86 181
be 20.37 459 see 19.66 147
will 20.22 163 will 19.14 113
have 20.10 234 find 18.33 95
know 19.69 91 believe 18.08 51
say 17.90 69 do 18.03 115
get 17.04 53 discuss 17.42 62
should 17.03 66 know 17.32 65
need 16.66 43 use 17.08 100
mention 16.63 42 argue 16.88 52
discuss 16.48 44 would 16.64 62
do 16.33 66 examine 16.61 53
conclude 16.20 32 observe 16.58 40
must 16.08 34 need 16.40 51
use 16.06 80 consider 15.99 48
analyze 15.93 50 present 15.88 42
go 15.77 33 focus 15.41 40
think 15.49 37 identify 15.11 38

Notes: To facilitate the presentation and comparison of data analysis, the maximum
threshold for MI3 is set to 15.

Due to the predominance of verbs as right collocates in both corpora (exceeding 90%), we

classify them based on their semantic functions as verbs, following D. Biber et al. 4l The
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Table 3. Semantic functions of the right collocates of ‘we’ in CLMA_C and ILJA_C

Semantic functions

CLMA_C

ILJA_C

State or attribute

be, have

be, have

Ability or possibility

can, will, should,

must

can, will, would, should

Cognition or|see, find, know, say, |see, find, know, believe,
judgment conclude, think argue, consider,
. do, discuss, use,
] do, discuss, use, get, )
Action or process examine, observe,

mention, analyze, go ) .
present, focus, identify

Necessity or
need need

purpose

From Table 3, it is evident that both Chinese master’s English learners and authors of
international authoritative journals exhibit consistency in the classification of semantic
functions. When paired with verbs, they generally reflect a scientific research status,
demonstrating academic credibility and cognition, and describing academic research
processes and purposes. Examples include phrases like ‘we have made a/an... analysis’, ‘we
can assume’, ‘we see... as’ and ‘we discuss....".

However, there are differences in the specific vocabulary choices for the semantic functions
of ‘Cognition or judgment’ and ‘Action or process’. In the "Cognition or judgment" category,

Chinese master’s English learners tend to use more cognition-oriented verbs such as ‘say
and ‘conclude’ to describe their findings or conclusions. For instance:

(9) For example, when we say ‘by and large’, it only requires retrieving from the memory
knowledge of the idiom (CLMA_C).

(10) We conclude that the reverse form ‘Ground-Figure’ in news headlines greatly
contributes to the strong emphasis of certain information (CLMA_C).

On the other hand, authors of international authoritative journals tend to use verbs from
the ‘judgment’ category to engage in subjective arguments, such as ‘believe’, ‘argue’ and
‘consider. These verbs, when paired with ‘we’, indicate the authors’ stance and guide the
reader on interpreting the presented information. For example:

(11) We believe that the observed pattern of use of boosters can be plausibly explained in
terms of the nature of the supports that claims in empirical vs. non-empirical academic
articles are typically based on (ILJA_C).

Sometimes, they also utilize verbs from the ‘possibility’ category such as ‘would’ to convey
a certain degree of humility and caution, as exemplified by:

(12) We would argue that such a dialogue is important for at least two reasons (ILJA_C).

Moreover, Chinese master’s English learners tend to use more general action verbs (e.g.,
‘do’, ‘get’) and ‘mention’ to introduce topics when paired with verbs from the “Action or
process” category, reflecting their developing research skills. However, they also employ
verbs like ‘analyze’, indicating deeper analysis. Examples include:

(13) Through analysis, we get that Chinese writers tend to employ more generic headings
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than that of Canadian writers (CLMA_CQC).
(14) The second point we mention here is the features of metaphor (CLMA_C).

(15) On the one hand, the interaction we discuss in this study is a sort of social interaction
(CLMA_Q).

Authors of international authoritative journals, on the other hand, tend to use action verbs
that reflect more rigorous research activities like examining, observing, presenting, and
identifying. Their process verbs focus on collaboration (e.g., ‘discuss’) and applying methods
to reach focused conclusions. Examples include:

(16) In the second part, we examine themes that emerged across the various interviews
(ILJA_C).

(17) We observe three discourse markers - you know, and, and right? (ILJA_C).
2. Overall chunk characteristics of ‘we’ in CLMA_C and ILJA_C

This section will present the chunk characteristics of Chinese linguistic MA novices’ and
experts’ aided with LancsBox 6.0. I will examine the four-word chunks in patterns guided by

\ ’

we'.

Table 4. Four-word chunks characteristics guided by ‘we’ in CLMA_C and ILJA_C

CLMA_C ILJA_C

4-word Text
Frequency Text span Frequency 4-word chunks

chunks span

we can see We believe
68 24 12 10

that that the

we can find we were able
28 14 8 5

that to

we can see we would like
26 13 7 6

the to

we can say we would argue
22 9 7 5

that that

we find that we can see
19 7 7 6

the that

we can
15 9

conclude that

we are going

13 5

to

We can see
11 5

from

we can get
10 7

the

we can find
9 7

out

we can find
8 6

the

we know that
6 6

the
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Notes: The chunks appear with a minimum frequency of 6 times, and the text span of
chunks appears with a minimum frequency of 5 times.

According to K. Hylandlﬂ, chunks or lexical bundles can be functionally categorized into
three types: research-oriented, text-oriented, and participant-oriented. Research-oriented
bundles assist writers in organizing their activities and experiences in the real world. Text-
oriented bundles concern the organization of the text and its meaning as a message or
argument. Participant-oriented bundles are used to establish a relationship between the
author and the reader, expressing the author’s attitudes, evaluations, and positions. Based
on these types, I have categorized the provided lexical bundles as Table 5.

Table 5. Functional categories of four-word chunks guided by ‘we’ in CLMA_C and
ILJA_C

Types CLMA_C ILJA_C

we can find that, we

. can find the, we can
Research-oriented
conclude that, we can

bundles
get the, we can find
out
Text-oriented we are going to, we
bundles can see from

we can see that, we

o . we can see that, we | believe that the, we
Participant-oriented
can see the, we can |were able to, we would
bundles .
say that like to, we would argue

that

In terms of similarities, both Chinese master English learners and international
authoritative journal authors use research-oriented, text-oriented, and participant-oriented
bundles to achieve discourse and interpersonal functions in academic papers.

Concerning their discrepancy, there are significant differences in the frequency and type of
bundles used by the two groups. Chinese master English learners tend to use research-
oriented bundles and text-oriented bundles, such as “we can find that”, "we can conclude
that” and “we can see from”, mainly to describe research results and activities.

(18) By analyzing these processes, we can find that quotation marks are used in these
processes for three times (CLMA_C).

International authoritative journal authors, on the other hand, tend to use participant-
oriented bundles, such as ‘We believe that the’ and ‘we would argue that, mainly to
establish a relationship with the reader and express the author’s evaluation and position.

(19) We would argue that such a dialogue is important for at least two reasons (ILJA_C).

These similarities and differences may reflect the different purposes and styles of the two
groups in academic writing. Chinese master English learners may focus more on presenting
the research process and data, while international authoritative journal authors may pay
more attention to presenting the research contribution and opinion. This is consistent with

the findings of other studies (see: L. Sun Iﬁl, B. Lou [@), indicating that Chinese master
English learners use metadiscourse to construct their identity in academic English writing,
with lower overall frequency, evaluator identity, and interlocutor identity compared to
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international journal authors.

To enhance the level of academic English writing, Chinese master English learners can learn
from the bundle usage patterns of international authoritative journal authors, appropriately
increasing the frequency of bundle usage, especially participant-oriented bundles, to

improve the persuasiveness and communicative effectiveness of academic papers.
Conclusion

Based on the research analysis conducted, it is evident that there are notable differences in
the usage patterns of ‘we’ in Chinese linguistic MA theses (CLMA_C) and international
journal articles (ILJA_C). In CLMA_C, where Chinese MA novices engage in academic
discourse, ‘we’ is predominantly paired with collocates such as ‘in’, ‘of’, ‘this’, ‘and’, ‘as’ and
‘is’, indicating a focus on constructing discourse structures and logic. Additionally, unique
collocates like ‘from’, ‘above’, 'so’ and ‘when’ suggest a strategic emphasis on guiding
readers through discourse structure and logic. Conversely, ILJA_C authors, presumed to be
disciplinary experts, utilize ‘we’ with collocates like ‘what’, ‘if/, ‘for’ and ‘here’ to express
questions, hypotheses, purposes, and positions, showcasing academic positions and
knowledge innovations.

Further analysis of four-word chunks guided by ‘we’ reveals functional categorizations into
research-oriented, text-oriented, and participant-oriented bundles. While both groups
employ these bundles to achieve discourse and interpersonal functions, Chinese MA novices
tend to use research-oriented and text-oriented bundles to describe research results and
activities, whereas ILJA_C authors predominantly utilize participant-oriented bundles to
establish a relationship with the reader and express evaluation and position.

These findings underscore the need for Chinese MA novices to enhance their academic
writing skills by learning from the usage patterns of international authoritative journal
authors. Increasing the frequency of bundle usage, particularly participant-oriented bundles,
can improve the persuasiveness and communicative effectiveness of academic papers.
Additionally, understanding the nuanced differences in usage patterns can aid in
constructing a stronger academic identity and effectively communicating research
contributions and opinions.
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Pe3ynbTaTbl Npoueaypbl peLueH3npoBaHUA CTaTbu

B cBsA3M C MNOANTUKON [ABOKHOrO C/I€MNOr0 pPEeLEH3NPOBAHUS JIMYHOCTb pPEeLEH3eHTa He
packpbiBaeTcs.
Co cnuckom peleH3eHTOB U34aTe/IbCTBa MOXHO O3HaKOMUTLCS 34ECh.

MpeactaBneHHass Ha paccMoTpeHue cTaTbsl «CpeacTBa yKa3aHMa Ha aBTopa B Hay4HbIX
TEKCTaX: KOPMNycHOe uccrefoBaHue», npeanaraemMasl K nybnmMkaumm Ha aHrIMACKOM si3blke B
XypHane «Litera», HeCOMHEHHO, faABNsETCsA akTyaJibHOW, BBMAY oO6paleHnsa aBTopa K
nccnepoBaHuo npobrneMmbl aBTOpCcTBa, KOTOpas cCcTajla BaXHOW B HawuM AHM, BBUAY
NOPOXAEHUS HaYUYHbIX TEKCTOB B TOM UUC/IE€ UCKYCCTBEHHbIM MHTENNIEKTOM, a TakXe pa3BUTOro
KonupanTuHra. ABTOop obpawaeTcs K MaTepuany aHrnos3bl4HOrO Hay4YHOro AUCKypca B
peueH3upyemoi paboTe.

Llenbto pgaHHOroO wWccnenoBaHUs  ABNASETCS CpPaBHUTENbHbIM  @aHaAW3  WUCMNOb30BaHUS
aBTOPCKOTO0 ‘Mbl’ KNTAaUCKMMU MarmcTpamMun JIMHIBUCTUKM M cneumanuctamMmn B 06acTm s3bika.
MpeaMeTOM p[aHHOrO WUCClefOBaHUS ABASETCS M3ydeHMe CXOACTB M pas3inyuMin B
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cnoBoco4yeTaHusax u dparmeHTapHbIX CTPyKTypax CamMoynoMumHaHus "Mbl" B akageMUYeCcKoM
ANCKypCce 3TuxX ABYX rpynm.

MpakTMyeckMM MaTepmanoM UccreaoBaHMUsa SBUICA KOPNYC Marnctepckmx paboT no KuTamckomn
JMHIBUCTMKE W CTaTelh B MEeXAYHapOAHbIX >XypHasaxX Ha aHrIuMncKkoMm  sa3bike. B
peueH3upyeMmoli paboTe MCNONbL3YKTCA ABa KOpnyca: CaMOCTOSATE/NIbHO CO3AaHHbIA KOpMyc
Marumctepckmx pabor no kutamcko numHreuctmke (CLMA_C) wn «kopnyc cTaten B
MeXAYHapOAHbIX JIMHrBUCTUYECKNX xypHanax (ILJA_C). CLMA_C coanepxut 804 935 cnos wu
50 Marncrtepckmx gncceptaumm Ha aHrIMACKOM A3blKe, HaNMCAHHbIX KNTAWCKMMM acnmMpaHTaMm
B obnactm nuHremuctmkn. ILIJA_C copepxut 802 490 cnos u 100 cTaTtel, HanmcCaHHbIX
NPU3HaHHbIMWU JUHIBUCTUYECKUMWN IKCNEpPTaMU.

CTaTbs 9BMA€TCHS HOBATOPCKOMW, OAHOM U3 NepBbIX B POCCUNCKOWN NIMHIBUCTUKE, MOCBSALLEHHOMN
nccnepgosaHuio nogobHonm Tematukm B 21 Beke. B cTaTbe npeactaB/sieHa MeTO40M0rMMUSA
nccneposaHusa, BbI6Op KOTOpOW BMNOJIHE ajekBaTeH UensM W 3agadam paboTel. ABTOp
obpawaeTca, B TOM 4uc/ile, K Ppas/IM4HbIM MeTogaM ANna NOATBEPXAEHUS BbIABUHYTOM
rmnoTtesbl. [Nns peweHns uccnepoBaTeNbCKMX 3ajady B CTaTb€ MCMOJAb30BaJIUCb Kak
obweHaydyHble MeToAbl, TaK JIMHFBUCTMYECKME W CTaTUCTMYEeCKMe, B TOM 4Yucae MeToabl
CMN/IOWHOM BbIGOPKM, OCHOBHbLIMM MeTOoAaMU SABUINCb JIEKCMKO-CEMAHTUYECKUI aHanms u
KOPMyCHble MeToAbl.

MccnenoBaHme BbLIMOJIHEHO B PYyC/ie COBPEMEHHbIX Hay4dHbIX MoAX0[o0B, paboTa cocTouT U3
BBeAEHUHA, cojepxXawero nNocCTaHOBKY npobnembl, OCHOBHOW 4acTu, TpaAWULUMOHHO
HauyMHawwywcs ¢ o630pa TeopeTUYECKUX WCTOYHUKOB W  HAYYHbIX HamnpaBJ/IEHUN,
nccnenoBaTeNbCKYO WM 3aKIKUYUTENbHYH, B KOTOPOW npeacCTaBfieHbl BbiBOAbl, MOJIyYE€HHbIe
aBTopoM. B wuccnepoBaHum aBTOop npepnaraet pas3paboTaHHyld MeTOAWKY TMpoOBeAeHus
TEKCTOBOW 3KCNepTU3bl.

Bubnuorpadusa ctatbm HacumTbiBaeT 23 UCTOYHUKA, CPeAN KOTOPbIX NpeacTaBieHbl TPyAbl Kak
Ha PyCCKOM, TaK M MHOCTPAHHOM Si3blKaX.

K coxaneHuto, B CTaTbe OTCYTCTBYIT CCbUIKM Ha QyHAaMeHTanbHble paboTbl, Takue Kak
KaHAnAaTCKME U AOKTOpPCKME anccepTauunmu.

MpuBeaeHHble 3aMeYaHUss HUCKOJIbKO He yMansalT OrpoMHON paboTbl, NpoBeAEHHOW aBTOPOM
M He yXyawarwT obwero mnoJIOXUTENbLHONO BMOeYyaTeHuss OT peueHsunpyemon paboThbl.
OnevaTkn, opdorpadumyeckme m CUHTAaKCMYECKMe OoWwnbKM, HETOUYHOCTM B TeKCTe paboTbl He
obHapyxeHbl. PaboTta saBnsgeTca HOBATOPCKOW, nNpeAcCTaBAslWEN aBTOPCKOe BUAEHUE
peweHns paccmatpuaemoro sonpoca. CtaTted, HECOMHEHHO, 6yaeT Nosie3Ha WUPOKOMY KpPyry
nuny, dwunonoraMm, MarmcTtpaHTaM UM acnupaHTamM nNpoduabHbiX By30B. [lpakTnyeckas
3HAauYMMOCTb MCCNefOoBaHUSA onpeaenseTcsd BO3MOXHOCTbIO MPUMEHEHWUs AaHHbIX CTaTbW B
Kypcax no Teopuu A3blka, TEKCTONOMMM, a TakXe B NpakTMKe npenojaBaHus akaaeMMyecKoro
nuceMa. Ctatea «CpeactBa yKa3aHua Ha aBToOpa B Hay4HbIX TeKCTax: KOpnycHoe
nccneposaHue» MoxeT 6bITb pekoMeHAoBaHa K nybamkaumm B Hay4YHOM XypHane.
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