WM T 7 A NT 27 MBI D interactional metadiscourse D
_%EE‘HE% & El ztiun ué%@ Wh—
IR 7, iR A2, AR E#S

XU iz

R X DT 7 A RNZ 7 M, EOFMDHICE N THMXONFEZHRICEHELIEZD
:k%ﬁ%kbfvéﬂ,%@W@%mLomf@%%LiD%éEE®ﬁmﬂf%T%D,
SMEICB N T—20 Y v b U THENLSIL TS (Swales, 1990, p.179). W7 F X |
DFICZDRLOEEREZNETEENTVWDL I ENS, TT7ANTZ M, #XAKED
ldistillation] (ZF) (Swales, 1990, p. 179), @3 % A h/L® Tlelaboration] (f#fk), &5
VI, FRSUARIR D Terystallization] (HIffE{t) (Salager-Meyer, 1990, p. 367) 72 & & HEiLT
W5, ZORKICE L TIE, Yy ol T A OO0 TIKS MR E o T D
B, NAFH A = AGBHIZONTIE, BFETEPNTZWRXLDOT 7 ANT 7 NN LTkEER
FTHA), TFIE), T3, TR © 4 >0 move () ZFfF-> T 5 & L7z Hyland (2004)
DN LB TN D

TTARNT 7 ME, 2L OHRFEITE > T XAKRZFLANCHT D TH Y, £ OAfifiE 2 Hl
6%%&LT@“%%%ELTV5 %<®%éﬁy§4/hfﬁm_ﬁ@_kﬁ?%,%@

M & FEOEBRE L, OWTIEA LT T 77 4 —ICE CHBT 5 BB L%
Thb. LS OHEHEBHLEL ORLICETEND 0 _i,ﬁ%%mﬁw?%X%@

T, WFEO BRI OB Y M, fmOA MR EREZRICER L 2T XRS50,

XEPTHRAZHMICL, FZFOERLERT IO S 5B 72 £ Bl%4 metadiscourse
&\, interactive metadiscourse & interactional metadiscourse @ 2 FEFAIZ 3 I LS. 2DOD 9
HEFEDOFEZHMER T 72D IR EAIZEEH S v 5 B O interactional metadiscourse T 5.
Interactional metadiscourse 1%, FEH OMmEAEHROTEE BT L TCORGICHE OEE LR
L7272 Hagam 25| &iATe (Hyland and Tse, 2004, p. 168) 72 OIEREM 72 SRERFLORIKN % 5
9. # 1 (X Hyland and Tse (2004) T X % metadiscourse M 4358 & interactional metadiscourse ¢ H.
BEITH L.

VA R SRR R A SRR
2 A BRI
3R IER AR
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Metadiscourse

Interactive metadiscourse i S O R E B IR

Interactional metadiscourse FHEOERICHEEBHDLED
Hedges MR KT D EFH O RRE R might, perhaps, possible, about
Boosters Mg DER AT S in fact, definitely, it is clear that
Attitude markers FHOREERZTRT unfortunately, I agree, surprisingly
Engagement markers Ei<ir £ A B consider, note that, you can see that
Self-mentions FEEXAHERT I, we, my, our

#: 1 : Hyland and Tse (2004, Table 1, rows 8-13, p. 169 &% |Z{ERK)

Interactional metadiscourse D HICIX, T DO ERIDOFFO= =27 » AL BRI T 5 1IE LV EEfE
PDRBETHY, b EBRME L oo & 5em T %D, #%; JEEEEE (NNS) OAk b
FEEREEEGEE (NS) [Tl o THASH NI L TiERYy. SHIcEMRZ LI, SN D
interactional metadiscourse | L P73 BFIZ L > TR S (Hyland 1998; Hyland, 2005; McGrath and
Kuteeva, 2012). #21X Hyland (1998, 2005) (X, AP oEicBWTL, Ficy 7 Az

A3 DR SLIZF W) T interactional metadiscourse O ff AR 23/ 7e N2 L A #®E L T\ 5 .

SN TOHLINE _SHETHLINICEHDLT, 113? %L IXE TR T D50 I I B

TED X I REEIT YD interactional metadiscourse Z @MU T 5O E2 2SN ENH D, A
AKOBFHEBHBEIZB VT, {Zli;ﬁ‘ﬁ"] Z interactional metadiscourse #H X ARANHFE D Ao
W2 EnD, L OMIEEITE D O L L GATNSE I BIZEFN L DR

JRAEICESE L WD B X %ﬂé
W U8 CTH 55812 & o T metadiscourse DfEWENE D Z &b, HER ORGE
interactional metadiscourse O HIZ LA KT T AIREME & 154 S 4L TV % . Garcia-Calvo (2002)

L2 205 (XA AV AU X EFET) ITBTL2HEEFEE IS > TEPNTZ AL VEE
PEEOT T A NT 7 RSN L, FEEREEEEE D J7 7 interactional metadiscourse 7 2% L T
WAHZ EEH BT L. Hu and Cao (2011) 1%, SiBEFDE OREGETCEINT L & FEEE

TEDITZF LT O hedges & boosters DfFE FH DiEWZ 34T L, HEEFH CIZ 3T hedges D H
MENZEEREL TS, LLARRL, /)y = —iEREEREH & SiEREEEE# 12 X D 0eGE
TEINTZ3 SO0 (a5, OBS, 35%) OFim 2B 1 D metadiscourse % LLEL 43 4T
L, BEBICLD2ENE Y b IFICE 2B ARE WD & 2466 Lo #lE (Blagojevic, 2004) %
%D,aamﬁmgbw/NVCiikﬁwﬁ» o TWRWI EHEW. BITE, AARGELKED
metadiscourse DL HDOEFEVNIEI L TOMFFEIT /20,

ZD XN, FEFED A R LT metadiscourse ([T A M AITERB I N -oH D0, 6
CEREEHE (NNS) 2RI Leb o, SEMOEVEZSITLIEDIZHONTIE, Zhnb
SHITHIRAEER TS LERDHD. 2 E TOMIRIELNNS ORI L > TH SO
T interactional metadiscourse D &, FFENO K 2B ZRET HZ L OEREL REL T
73, BUE, BAGERGEME & RFERNEEE O LM T O EHR CIZF 1T S interactional
metadiscourse D A4 FL#Z U726 DT, RUFETIL, P SCHed 2 &I BIZT 25
TTARNZ T baRREL, a—RAZBFOHIEZHNT, KELRFEETL2HER L A



LT T A NT 7 MITBITA interactional metadiscourse Ol —EEZEE & H ARGEEL A DOE—

FEAREEE & 9 5 EER O interactional metadiscourse DI W T ED L H ENH B0
FALNMNITAHZEEHME LT,

a—RR LS E

=R L ITLEEARRANCIE L, SFEOREE BRI DM HIETH D . A
JETIE, WEEREEREE (NS) & HAGERGEEREH (NNS) OAEME A B ONZERL DT 7 Ak
T MDA NAEME LT, a— /" 2AOHI, FEENNS CEEEONEE) OT T AT
7 b 1,900 # (353,798 §), NNS (HAANOHIEE) OF7 7 A FF 27 k 1,900 # (340,813 &
(£2) Thd. ZEEOREL H 1 EEROREEEOLA, FEEBZDIET DMk OFTIEH
IZE 2T NS H2DWIE NNS EHEF LIz, a— RSREHEETIHE, Thifhoyy—Frns
NS EEDT7ARZ 7 NENNS EEDOT T ARNZ 7 MaLTRUHEMADZ L2k A
XY N7 77 X —EWH b L=, Z3#HTIZiE Hyland (2005) @ metadiscourse Dy IZE 4L
% interactional metadiscourse ~ — 7 — @ HEHE 2 7=,

NS NNS
M FEEL 353,798 340,813
FEER 20,680 20,696
TTARNT T MEK 1,900 1,900

F2 a—RRLHTa— 12

o — XA, WordSmith Tools 5.0 % AW THKY 7 a— R ZADFEHE Y A N N2 ~ 5 #EE
UANELERKL, 26D Y A FJ2 5 interactional metadiscourse  (hedges, boosters, attitude
markers, engagement markers, self-mentions) ZHfifi L, ZiL 0 OBEHDOGEZ KD, ©HECL
JEHIT XV NS & NNS IZEI1F 2 HEH DA% HE L. &% IZ{EH % @ interactional metadiscourse
V_ﬁ_@ﬁﬁ%*w,NS#73_AX@EE%%EkL1,NNS#fn—NX&®%%ﬁ
BLERIZ XV E L.

R

NS %7 =2 —/ 32 & NNS %7 22— & & Df#C, interactional metadiscourse D HHEHIZ D H
LDWERELILLONEI THD. MAOY 7 a—"ZficHIlLc~—2—8u3 158 fHTH
VD, TNOOHER LAY 7 a—"ATHRALELETO~Y—I—OFFHHERDOLLEZRD -
& 2T A,NS 2 99.9% (NS: 15,998; NS-ALL: 16,007), NNS /% 99.7% (NNS: 14,921; NNS-ALL: 14,963)
T ol=. &Y 7 a2 —,3Z2O interactional metadiscourse DA FH4EE 2 el U7-F5 5, AELEN
&Y (NS: 16,007; NNS: 14,963; LL:6.99) NS O 23" H> 7. RITH interactional metadiscourse
DOFEZlE L7= & 2 A, boosters & attitude markers DBEEIZ 72172005 7223, hedges DHHE
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I NNS O F B AEIZHE < (NS: 3,515; NNS: 3,769; LL: 20.90; p<0.0001), self-mentions &
engagement markers O 88 X NS O 5 23 H E T & 5> > 72 [self-mentions  (NS: 3,127; NNS: 2,848; LL:
7.88; p<0.01) , engagement markers (NS: 7,952; NNS: 6,942; LL: 35.98; p<0.0001) | .

NS NNS

¥ [ER B S [ER BEEE S LL
Hedges 55 3,515 60 3,769 20.90"""
Boosters 23 676 27 691 1.20
Attitude markers 24 737 24 713 0.01
Self-mentions 6 3,127 7 2,848 7.88"
Engagement markers 57 7,952 59 6,942 35.98""
ALL 164 16,007 174 14,963 6.99™

0<0.05, “p<0.01, ~p<0.001, ~p<0.0001
# 3 : NS & NNS O interactional metadiscourse O #H & £ Lt 5

72 41X NS & NNS OZNZ 3T TfE HAEEE 23 A E 2 & VO interactional metadiscourse ~ —
I —ZMENRI R LTS DO THSH. Hedges IZHFHINDH~— I —IZB L T, NNS L suggest X°
indicate 72 & & BHBICMEH L T T, may <0 likely 72 E1E NS X0 HfEH L T o 7z,
Boosters & think & clearly, attitude markers Tl appropriate % NNS 232 H L T\ 23,
self-mentions @ we, our I NS (2T O H B 2MK D> 72. Engagement markers Tl NNS
IX NS 12 use, increase 732 E OENGRTZ10 Tlx 72 <, do not, need to 72 F @ 2 #EEDOEH &4
o T, — T find <0 apply 72 E OEEEZZH L T,

PAkS NS>NNS NS<NNS

Hedges may, likely, approximately, suggest , indicate , almost,

probable mainly , unclear, probably,
frequently, suppose

Boosters demonstrate, must think, clearly

Attitude markers appropriate

Self-mentions we, our

Engagement markers use, increase, demonstrate, find, apply, go, connect,
follow, allow, set, define, input, classify, imagine, notice

review, employ, picture, must,
do not, need to

£4 KV T a—RATHHABEENAREICEH W —T—
E5
NS & NNS [ T® interactional metadiscourse DFEIA & HHEL B WTIL, NS O FFHFEXHIIC

interactional metadiscourse D LN E - 7223, i H 40TV 72 metadiscourse ~ — 7 — D FlEH
1%, NNS OFEFND LELho7-. HEBLL7- 184 @ interactional metadiscourse @ 9 H 158 D~ —7



LT T ABNT 7 MIBITD interactional metadiscourse Of# ] —EESEH & H AZEZEE OE—

—IWY 7 a— 2T EEN, %na@.ﬁ&béilAﬁi%n%n 99%LA £ CTd o722 L 1X NNS D

EBLTTARNZZ MISBHOREICH > TEPNLTWLZEERL, LD~ — T —0/EMm

B LOT T ANT I | ’C“%@E"J ZHW B D metadiscourse THDH EEZHND. LML

Do, ZHUON BN SLOT 7 AN 7 hTHEASND DO TH Dh, Lkt dnit

DT TALT 7 MZBWTOREHETHRT 52X 52~ =0 —ThH DT, ABZETIIMO
W OT —H L LTV W2 OB TR,

NNS, NS M CHERABEED R 2D~ —7—IZB L TIE, NNS OEANEEIC D Rhoifzv—h

, — ANFRMRAT (we, our) EIEBNENG (may, must, need), BEE M -7 DIE, hedges

<, k@b?‘NSJQ@%suggest indicate 72 & DB DOBAFEN | <, B ARNAFFEE 3 EhFER O

X o THIEZ BT MR FTARNTZ. ZNODOEGEIIT 7 A N7 7 o THIF5E0 EEHE
‘E%m?@%“ﬂ%bﬂ“(%@, NS LT H2RETIIH H23, NNS BT ER LB ZHEH T
XHLEZAILHM o T HREMENRIB SN D.

NS & NNS O fHIZ R E WA R S e — ABRAFNE, 22 TEFB 2R EZ W5
BEFRR ST B W TR B R KRBT R W N B R72 08T 5 X 0 ITHE S h Tz (IR, 2007)
D, EFEIXEBIE D we, our IXFMGFRLOFIZEBNTHEHIND Z ENEoTS.

FHGEHE T, BELFBMN IR A LT S0, WAEYE FEEICT 5 HEE O SR

ZENRRAMEAT ALY, BMETEEAHOMNMILAVWLEDOES FEHZDH I LENE VD, ZERE
FBMEICHERT 5L, EROFEOTRBBRHABIC /o720 EFEOTRENTHO LN LHEE L H
D, AWFZEOREFRTIL, NS 23X BRI — AHRERORA T 2> TW D, NNS Off
MIFTFFEDRE D XA T TOHMHEDON TWNDLRERENTH Y, ZORIZENTSH NS OJF
N, LB EZBOGFERETE—LLTNDHEZZOLND.

Hedges, boosters, 38 XN — AFRDENTTDONRZ — 7210 %2 5 &, NSO, NNS LD b
BERE L THRONERE T 272D0OEIE %L < VY, NNSY %iﬁé@%ﬁé%%n%ﬁé%’zfﬁmi%u\&
WO ZENRIBEIND., HARGEIIEGEE R SUEMICEEAEL ZENRARETHY, AN
7R EFEOMEM AT 2 2 L BN FRHBRII Jﬂohé;*ﬁfé@é DX D I REED SRR R RS,
AARANFREDIGE T L EES EXZBNZ0O), Thid, B SEEEORH®E LT,
TERAGE EZA2RRB L LTl 2 R ZRINL T 2ok, SRIOSHI7ET TixHE ¢
2N LI L3, BARANOHEE DB T HELL Bl /e R B2 8 A TV 5 [ REMEIX
BETERRV.

AWFZEClL, NS & NNS 72 interactional metadiscourse ¥~ — 4 —% ED X 5 ZEWG T TV D
NESH L., EmBFESOT 7 A N7 7 MTBWTIE, ERW R~ —T—0f XL L
TV, HaxD~—h—OALREZMNA I LTHD L, NS & NNS (IR E Z2EN )
BB, TOEWIEINNS 2ANS L0 bBith R @Rz HATHERML TS 2L THL LEX
D, FEETEPNZB T O SURILEE 58y O STk & #5102 < Ftte 2 &T%ﬁ‘fd’ﬁizoﬁ
TWbDTH DN, WEMICETIZRERB Th o7& LTHEMRNICITIEEOEMN+4
BETETWRWEAELHVHD. 73— XX ZHE L T metadiscourse D B % 43 *ﬁbfif
LE, AILBHOMRILTH THEEORENEDOXERBUCEEL 5 2 TV D AR R

IF
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SN5.

B GEIT, ARITEFEGEE OV 720 Lingua franca 72708, ARUFSE TIXIGERE OWFSEE O 555
ZHEE U THAARAMEE OHEFEZ ST LA, BHFPEGEIIHEA RSOl a2 K o0f
REPEVICEROBRBEXL7ZOIHEHT 260 THY, BAEELTLEDTHL. Lmf
FCEHBEHSEB LR EOICTRFEELZMENZR L, Ao LEE L CHEYIC, £ L
T+ BEER > TR DLERSH D, T DD, S B ORI FEEHE BV TR,
CEDFRE T2 T2 <, metadiscourse ~— 7 — D & & TerE IR I HE S < CEAEED A1
DIRENHETHD.
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