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Constructing appropriate authorial voices through in-text citations is the basis for quality
academic writing. Writers are required to distinguish a variety of other voices presented in
academic writing, including their own, and to maintain effective control over them. Voice
construction has been widely studied, but little attention is given to the examination of novice
writers. To fill this gap, this study aims to conduct a multidimensional exploration of masters'
citation usages and the construction of authorial voices in terms of citation forms, reporting
markers and citation distributions. For this purpose, a corpus of 20 Chinese master theses in
Applied Linguistics and a corpus of 20 published research papers have been constructed, all
written in Chinese and totaling one million Chinese characters. Findings revealed that,
compared with experts' use of citations, novice writers employed significantly more citations
in Research Background while less in the Main Body section. In each section, novices used
significantly more“author as subject"forms to list the cited sources without conveying any
evaluation while using fewer non-integral forms, which led to the authorial voice being
drowned out by the cited authors' voices. Both novices and experts often used research
markers and expressed neutral evaluation, and the evaluation in Chinese academic writing
was usually not communicated via reporting markers directly. This study provides a dynamic
view of citation practices of novice writers and also sheds new insights on the study of
academic writing in Chinese.
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Introduction

he academic paper is a kind of communicative discourse

based on literature resources (Hyland 1999). It is not just

monologues of the writer but also the product of dialogs
and exchanges between different voices within the existing lit-
erature, which means that the writer needs to articulate their own
voice in addition to displaying subject knowledge (Sun et al.
2022). Therefore, constructing the authorial voice in academic
writing is an essential part of academic texts. Although the voice
in writing has properties that are hidden and ineffable and whose
definitions are debated, the term voice, as used in our study, refers
to “the amalgamative effect of the use of discursive and non -
discursive features that language users choose, deliberately or
otherwise, from socially available yet ever—changing repertoires”
(Matsuda 2001, p. 40). In other words, it is a negotiation of
meaning between writers and the world around them, as well as
an engagement of writers with others’ perspectives through their
own stance or evaluation.

Citation is a necessary way for other—sourced materials to
enter the discourse, and it is a clear sign of “dialogism and
intertextuality” in academic writing (Swales 2014, p. 119). Cita-
tion involves voices of both writers and cited authors (Bakhtin
1978), and requires the writers to not only demonstrate their
knowledge of the research field through the use of source texts
but also present their own evaluation and stance towards the cited
content to highlight the value and uniqueness of their own
research. Thus, citation is an important discursive resource for
building an authorial voice. Writers are always expected to
express their own voice objectively and confidently and to use it
to persuade readers to accept their viewpoints. Therefore, the
construction of authorial voice always poses huge challenges
especially to novice writers whose previous learning experiences
rarely involve critical evaluation of others’ views (Peng 2019).

It has been well acknowledged that academic writers must
strategically use citations to incorporate multiple perspectives and
convey authorial opinions (Marti et al. 2019; Wette 2017).
Although many studies have focused on English L1 novice wri-
ters’ citations (Liardét and Black 2019; Samraj 2013), the differ-
ences between Chinese and English academic writing make it
difficult to provide effective guidance for Chinese. For example, in
the structure of citation sentences, the conjunction ‘that’ is
required between the projecting clause and the projected infor-
mation in English articles, but it is not required in Chinese (Yu
and Zhang 2021). A small number of papers on Chinese academic
citations mainly describe reporting verbs/markers, citation forms
and other aspects of textual features (Liu et al. 2021; Liardét and
Black 2019; Liu and Wang 2019; Planks and Gebril 2012; Yu and
Zhang 2021), However, none of the previous studies has paid
particular attention to the construction of authorial voice in
novice Chinese academic writing.

Moreover, Chinese students’ learning experiences rarely
involve challenging other viewpoints. They usually receive limited
training in Chinese academic writing before writing their theses
(Sun et al. 2022), and citation is considered more as an academic
norm issue and has not been included in the research scope of
academic writing during the training process (Liu 2025).
Although relevant guidebooks for thesis writing have been pub-
lished (Qian and Zhang 2021; Zhou 2021), they basically do not
include citation issues. There is still a gap in our knowledge of
how they use citations.

By comparing the citation practices of master’s students
(novice writers) and experts (experienced writers), we can further
understand the difficulties that novices encounter when citing.
Compared to Ph.D. students, who already have some writing
experience and have already begun to establish their own
authoritative voice (Wette 2017), master’s students are generally
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considered to be at the beginning of a researcher’s study and are
still inexperienced writers, who are more characteristic and
representative of novice writers’ citation use (Li and Zhang 2021).
And as a research text, master’s theses have to fulfill the function
of academic persuasion and make readers believe that the con-
clusions of current research are true and credible (Ahn and Oh
2024), so it is necessary for writers to effectively construct their
authorial voice in them. In addition, master’s theses usually take
about a year to be carefully written and are relatively long which
require students to systematically cite relevant literature and
construct a complete academic argument. There are also strict
norms regarding citation formats, literature annotation and so on.
Therefore, compared with academic writing under test and
coursework conditions which are shorter in length and contain
fewer citations, master’s theses can thus reflect novices’ academic
citation skills in a comprehensive and in-depth manner.

Thus, to further contribute to the knowledge of novices’
authorial voice construction through citations, this study intends to
compare the citation practices of Chinese applied linguistics-major
master’s students and experienced writers, including citation dis-
tribution, citation forms, and high-frequency reporting markers.
The research results will help to provide targeted guidance for
academic citation mentoring, which could guide novices to make
more effective contact with academic communities, strengthen
their own viewpoints and to persuade readers to accept them.

Literature review

The construction of authorial voice in academic writing. Voice
is responsible for creating an impression of writers in the minds
of readers. A writer’s voice is multiple and intertextual, including
echoes and associations with previous research, which is an
important prerequisite for achieving academic persuasion
(Bakhtin 1982; Tardy 2016). Voice has individual and social
characteristics (Tardy 2016), and it emphasises the expression of
individual and unique voice in writing (Atkinson 2001). On the
other hand, academic writing always takes place in a shared
ideological and social context. A process of meaning negotiation
between the writer and the world around them is behind the
different discursive features. Therefore, an individual’s voice is
inextricably linked to the expectations of the academic commu-
nity and is only persuasive and meaningful when it contributes to
and connects with the community’s ideology and value system
(Bakhtin 1982; Matsuda and Tardy 2007).

Voice therefore plays a critical role in the reception of
academic writing and can often be viewed as the effect of a
writer’s use of textual devices (Matsuda and Tardy 2007). The
construction of authorial voice with the help of different text
resources is a necessary process of academic discourse learning.
However, novices are often unfamiliar with how to express their
views and positions in academic writing and find it difficult to
design appropriate texts based on readers’ rhetorical expectations
and information needs (Hyland 2012; Magalhdes et al. 2019).
Several empirical studies have found that novices are intimidated
when sharing their views through academic texts (Caffarella and
Barnett 2000; Mansourizadeh and Ahmad 2011), or unable to
convey their contribution to knowledge and infuse that voice with
a sense of their own personal authority through literature
resources (Sun et al. 2022). Novices were also found to “mimic
or ‘ventriloquise’ the dominant discourses without identifying
with them” in order to disguise their lack of their own voice
(Barnett and Di Napoli 2008, p. 201). However, if writers are
unaware of the impression conveyed by their different textual
devices, they may be labeled as inexperienced and as outsiders by
the academic community.
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Authorial voice in citation

Citation distribution. Citation distribution refers to the number
of citations in different parts of academic texts, reflecting the
degree of connection between writers’ knowledge creation and
other views (Bakhtin 1982). Citations may be distributed differ-
ently due to their functions in each section of a paper, for
example, the introduction and discussion sections may be dense
with citations to construct subject knowledge and show the sig-
nificance of the study (Mansourizadeh and Ahmad 2011). Petri¢
(2007) studied 16 English masters’ theses written by non-native
speakers and found that high-level novices tend to use more
citations. Some studies also explored the distribution of citations
in each part of the academic writing and found that novices used
the most citations in the introduction to locate their own research
in the community, followed by the results and discussion sections
(Swales 2014).

However, the corpora used in these studies are all course
assignments, and the assignment requirements may have an
impact on the distribution of citations, resulting in different
research findings. For example, after analyzing students’ in-class
writings, Wette’s (2017) study reached different conclusions from
those of researchers like Swales (2014). It was found that most of
the citations appeared in the body paragraphs, while the
introduction and conclusion had fewer in novices’ homework
theses. Therefore, a more comprehensive and in-depth explora-
tion using corpora that can better represent their writing
proficiency is still needed to figure out how novices distribute
their own voices and those of other researchers.

Citation forms. In addition to distributing citations reasonably,
manipulating grammatical and lexical devices such as citation
forms and reporting markers has also been shown to contribute to
the construction of an authorial voice (Hyland 2012; Morton and
Storch 2019). The influential binary categorization of citation
forms into integral and non-integral citations, proposed by Swales
(1990), is broadly recognized in academic literature. Integral cita-
tion means the cited author’s information such as name, year, page
number, etc. is part of the grammatical structure of the sentence,
while non-integral is when the cited author’s information is located
outside the sentence structure and placed independently at the end
of the sentence within parentheses, or in footnotes or endnotes.
The current study refers to Swales’ (1990; 2014) classification to
explore citation forms in our data and further descriptions are
presented in the methods section with illustrative examples.

The framework above has shaped many later studies on
citation practices, which have shown that the flexible mastery of
citation forms is challenging for novices (Hyland 1999;
Thompson and Tribble 2001; Wette 2017). For instance, Sun
et al. (2022) conducted a one-year longitudinal observation of
10 master students and found that high-group students who got
high average marks for written coursework used integral and
non-integral citations evenly while low-group students used
primarily non-integral citations. While other studies have found
that novices tend to use integral citations to attribute a finding
or idea to a specific source (Hirvela and Du 2013; Shi 2004), it is
easy to disrupt the flow of discursive arguments and
inappropriately emphasise the authority of the cited authors
(Marti et al. 2019; Peng 2019; Swales 2014; Wette 2017, 2018).
Despite these findings, existing studies have focused on
analyzing citation practices in research articles as a whole,
rather than examining individual sub-genres. To some extent,
this approach limits the exploration of the unique rhetorical
purposes inherent in each section and has not yet fully
addressed the complex interactions among the citation practices
of different sections (Ahn and Oh 2024).

Reporting markers. Reporting markers are used to introduce
other people’s research and opinions and reflect writers’ evalua-
tions of cited works (Hunston 1995; Hyland 2002; Hawes and
Thomas 1997), which can directly express the author’s voi-
ce.There is a great deal of research on reporting markers in
English academic discourse. It has been found that the use of
these markers by novices has the following characteristics. For
example, a small proportion of reporting verbs were used
excessively repeatedly (Hyland 1999, 2002; Marti et al. 2019);
expert authors and masters could use more diverse reporting
verbs and are more familiar with disciplinary lexis than under-
graduate students (Friginal 2013); undergraduate students
strongly rely on neutral stance reporting verbs and are unable to
express their own position about the cited content (Liardét and
Black 2019).

Unfortunately, all of the above studies are analyses of novice
English academic writing. Factors such as the differences
between the English and Chinese languages and the different
backgrounds of novice writers make it difficult for these
conclusions to provide direct guidance for teaching citation in
Chinese. Research on reporting markers in Chinese academic
discourse is severely lacking. After analysing 100 Chinese journal
papers, Liu et al. (2021) proposed the term ‘reporting markers’
because they found that in addition to the use of reporting verbs
alone, Chinese also uses prepositions, verb phrases and frame
structures. This research also adopts the term ‘reporting
markers’, which also includes ‘reporting verbs’ in other related
studies. The existing research has provided a clear classification
framework for this study. However, what it presents are the
usage characteristics of experts in different disciplines, but we do
not know the evaluative functions of reporting markers and how
reporting markers are involved in the construction of authorial
voice; nor do we know the usage characteristics of novices within
applied linguistics.

To summarize, though numerous studies have been done
regarding the use of citations in academic writing, many
remain to be explored. First, there have been fewer studies on
master’s citations (Hendley 2012; Keck 2006; Liu et al. 2021),
so it is necessary to understand how citations are used and
further demonstrate how novices construct their authorial
voice in the writing. Second, previously a large number of
studies have investigated novices’ citation practices under
English test and coursework conditions (Sun et al. 2022; Wette
2018), while there has been a lack of studies examining the
challenges that novices face in theses comprehensively and
thoroughly. Third, whether students can use the citation
format appropriately in each sub-genre still needs to be
analysed and discussed in combination with specific contexts
and detailed data (Petri¢ 2007; Tseng 2018). Finally, the voice
construction ability in the citation is a multi-dimensional
structure, so a multidimensional comparative perspective is
needed to fully investigate a writer’s citation competence (Li
and Zhang 2021).

Thus, a gap in our knowledge remains in relation to how
Chinese masters with limited academic training use citations to
construct authorial voice for thesis writing. While such novices
are L1 students, citation use in academic writing with disciplinary
norms is still challenging for them (Beaufort 2004). Thus, to
better understand how Chinese masters in applied linguistics
appropriate their citation use to build authorial voice in each
section of their Chinese theses and the challenges they experience
in the process, this study raised the following research questions:

1. Are there any differences in how authorial voice is
constructed in the distribution of citations between novices’
theses and experts’ papers in Chinese academic writing?
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2. Are there any differences in how authorial voice is
constructed in the citation forms between the aforemen-
tioned sub-corpora?

3. Are there any differences in how authorial voice is
constructed regarding the use of high-frequency reporting
markers in citations between the aforementioned sub-
corpora?

Methodology

The Corpus development. This study investigates citation
practices in applied linguistics, comparing Chinese L1 master
students and academic experts. Our analysis compiled a corpus
that includes two sub-corpora to represent students and experts
writing: Chinese Novices Theses (NOV) and Experts Journal
Papers (EXP). The varied landscape of disciplinary traditions,
such as soft versus hard disciplines', leads to distinct modes of
citation practices (Becher and Trowler 2001). Investigating the
citation behaviors within a single discipline is conducive to a
comprehensive understanding of the citation characteristics
and the ways of constructing authorial voice under the specific
disciplinary norms, avoiding the influence of differences in
disciplinary conventions. We draw our data from the field of
applied linguistics, which is known for its sophisticated
rhetorical techniques and emphasis on citation. As a repre-
sentative of soft disciplines (Moed 2005), applied linguistics is
often included in studies of academic writing (Hyland and
Jiang 2017), so studying it makes our data comparable to
previous studies.

Brown’s (1988) stratified sampling strategy was used to
ensure maximum equivalence between the sub-corpora for such
crucial parameters as subject matter, structure and reference
format. Such methodological equivalence was necessary to
provide a common platform for making meaningful compar-
isons and drawing reliable and valid conclusions about the
differences/similarities between novices and experts (Hu and
Wang 2014). Theses and papers were initially selected by
reading the abstracts to control for the subject matter.
Empirical studies were included. These studies include the
sub-genres of “introduction, methods, results, discussion and
conclusion” sections, and use APA referencing, and are related
to Chinese language instruction and second language acquisi-
tion. While mainly qualitative studies such as case studies and
conversation analyses were not chosen, to control for the effect
of structural and topical differences.

Following the above selection principles, each thesis was
randomly collected from CNKI (https://www.cnki.net/), the
largest academic resource provider in China, submitted between
2018 and 2022, to avoid the impact of differences in academic
training and document accessibility caused by a large time span
(Hyland and Jiang 2017). Referring to the corpus retrieval
method of Li and Zhang (2021), a simple search was conducted
for the theses and dissertations in linguistics, followed by the
standard search for the theses in applied linguistics. The key
words that were used in the simple search were “Chinese
language acquisition/ learning/ teaching”, “Chinese second
language acquisition/ learning/ teaching”, “Chinese foreign
language acquisition/ learning / teaching”. These topics did
not include all fields in applied linguistics but were related to its
sub-field. After the simple search and standard search, the
duplicate documents were eliminated. Then, the selection
process of the 20 master’s theses was completed. Each paper
written by experts was chosen from five authoritative journals
published between 2018 and 2022. To ensure the authority of
the journals, we consulted the influential journal citation report
in mainland China, the Catalog of CSSCI (Chinese Social
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Sciences Citation Index, 2021 - 2022, cssrac.nju.edu.cn), and
asked specialist informants to nominate top journals in the
discipline of applied linguistics. The research depth and writing
norms of the papers included in the CSSCI Journals have been
strictly reviewed and approved, and can be used as a reference
for novice writers to learn writing.

The front matter (i.e., titles, authors, and abstracts/summaries),
figures, tables, captions, footnotes, and back matter (i.e., acknowl-
edgments, endnotes, author notes, references, and appendices)
from the sampled articles were removed (see Appendix for the
topics of the corpus).

The corpus description. The NOV sub-corpus includes 20 Chi-
nese L1 master’s theses, with a total of 825,091 characters
(including 802,548 Chinese characters and 22,471 foreign char-
acters), from Teaching Chinese as a Second Language and Chi-
nese linguistics, both of which are subfields of applied linguistics.
The authors of the theses who are Chinese L1 masters are iden-
tified by the following criteria: (1) the author’s name on the thesis
cover is written in Chinese and does not include a foreign name
and nationality; (2) in the acknowledgments, the authors mention
their relatives (such as partners or parents), teachers or friends in
mainland China®.

The EXP sub - corpus is composed of 20 journal papers and
contains a total of 209,972 characters (including 202,702 Chinese
characters and 5270 foreign characters) and is the reference corpus
of this study. Journal papers were selected from 5 authoritative
applied linguistics publications: “Language Teaching and Linguistic

Studies( CEBEHFEMRY )°, “Chinese Teaching in The
World( (I FIREHZ) )”, “Chinese Language Learning

( CRABE3]) ), “Applied Linguistics( (i8S XFMA) )7, and
“TCSOL Studies( {#X#HFEW3E) )”. To ensure diversity of
writing style, no more than two papers per author are included.
Although the two sub-corpora contain most of the same sub-
genres, we have noted the diversity in the structural arrange-
ment of theses and journal papers. For example, some theses
and papers include a “literature review” after the “introduction”
section, while others include the “literature review” in the
“introduction” section; some theses and papers combine
“results” and “discussion” into a whole section, which forms
“results and discussion”. Thus, to better align with our focus on
citation usage within these two sub-corpora, this study divided
the texts into three sections: (1) the “introduction” and
“literature review” were analysed together and formed into the
Research Background section. The previous researches have
highlighted similarities in the major moves of those two sections
(Bhatia 1993; Kwan 2005), such as review background research,
position the writer’s own study and point out the niche to justify
the study. An integrative analysis of these parts is warranted by
their shared goal of providing knowledge background for
research (Ahn and Oh 2024). (2) Main Body (including
“methods”, “results” and “discussion”), the “methods” section
explains the basis and acceptability of the research method
through citation, the “results” presented the findings, and the
“discussion” may employ citations to further interpret their
findings and establish connections with previous researchers (Li
and Zhang 2021). Thus, an integrative analysis of these sections
is necessary because they all share the common goal of
presenting current research in detail and presenting it to the
reader as objective and credible, which constitutes the main
body of research that we will analyse together. (3) Conclusion
(including “conclusion/suggestions”), the conclusion/sugges-
tions” section briefly restates the research result or puts forward
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suggestions on this basis, which is the end of the research. This
study takes them as a part for comprehensive analysis.

It is worth noting that although theses and journal papers are
two different genres of writing, there are still some similarities
between them. Papers published in authoritative journals can
represent the disciplinary requirements and reflect professional
academic writing skills (Nam and Beckett 2011), which can be
imitated and learned by novices. And as mentioned above, this
study ensured consistency in subject matter, structure, reference
format and expected audiences (both include professionals
within the discipline) between the two sub-corpora. Moreover,
the two types of papers require writers to present the research
process and findings in the articles to achieve academic
persuasion, and the communicative purposes served by each
sub-genre of them have the similarities. More importantly, we
also take into account the differences between the two sub-
corpora when analysing the results. For example, theses require
a longer literature review, which may result in more citations of
this section; the descriptive nature of theses could entail more
sources to support their arguments, while the innovative nature
of journal papers makes them focus on synthesizing previous
studies and relating them to their own results. As for the other
differences in citations between the two, these will be further
explores in our study.

The above ensure that the two types of articles are comparable.
Previous studies (e.g., Ahn and Oh 2024; Samraj 2013) have also
made such comparisons, providing insights into citation practices
and the relationship between the two genres. Therefore, this study
explored a comparative examination of master’s theses and
journal papers to uncover how each navigates.

Analytical framework for the present study

Citation forms. Currently there is no framework for citation
forms that is suitable for analyzing Chinese academic text. So
referring to Swales’s (1990, 2014) framework, this study con-
ducted text analysis on the corpus of expert papers to clarify the
citation forms of Chinese academic text and used them as the
standard for corpus analysis. The coding result showed that
Swales’s (1990, 2014) framework could explain this study’s data
well, while it still needs some adjustments. For instance, example
(6) belongs to “the subject as agent” of Swales (2014), but
appeared only 3 times in our corpus, which was not enough to
form a subcategory, so we classified it with “others” which
includes the category that has been used no more than 5 times.
The adapted framework of citation forms is shown in Table 1.

Reporting markers. Previous studies have found that the struc-
tures of Chinese reporting markers are diverse, including four
forms: verb (e.g., % #Tanalyze), preposition (e.g., HR#Faccording
to), verb phrase (e.g., A= Fnote), and frame structure (e.g.
H..... 12 Hiproposed by) (Liu et al. 2021). Our study also adopts
the above structures. Hyland (2002) and Thompson and Ye
(1991) proposed the taxonomy of reporting verbs, which has been
widely referenced and adopted by subsequent studies. On this
basis, combining with the pragmatic function of reporting mar-
kers, Liu et al. (2021) further classified them in combination with
Chinese corpora. This study’s framework of reporting markers’
denotation is adapted from Liu et al’s (2021) taxonomy and is
shown in Table 2, which classifies reporting verbs into three
categories according to the activities they refer to. Moreover, the

Table 1 The framework of citation forms.

sentence sentences was as subject

Author in noun phrase
sentences was in noun phrase

Author as adjunct
sentences was as adjunct

Other

small classification

Forms Subcategories Explanation Examples

Non- Nonreporting Non-integral citation sentences do not include (1) AEBIIRB ZEETFAFIMIH (Bernolet et al.

integral reporting markers 2007 ; McDoungh and Mackey 2008 ; Branigan and
Pickering 2017) o (EXP-17)
Syntactic priming widely exists in sentence processing
(Bernolet et al. 2007 ; McDoungh and Mackey 2008 ;
Branigan and Pickering 2017) 3,

Reporting Non-integral citation sentences include Q) BZEEEEIE LHFENL L, K TTEAHFNH
reporting markers FEDK (R, 2020 ; #EXKHE, 2020) o (EXP-18)

Many scholars have noticed that online teaching and mixed
online and offline teaching will become normalized (Li Quan,
2020; Cui Yonghua, 2020).

Integral Author as subject of the The cited authors’ location of integral citation (3) Fif€B3 (2008) Zi2 H R A E N B EI E+

The cited authors' location of integral citation

The cited authors’ location of integral citation

A citation form that was used less than 5 times
in the corpus, which is not enough to form a

#EZ A& R R RN BHE &, MRS BRI FHEFE,
(EXP-20)

Lu Jianming (2008) once proposed that we should study
how to help students overcome their dependence on pinyin
as soon as possible in the process of Chinese teaching and
transition to Chinese character teaching smoothly.

(4 BER (1998) WREE TR, TERBE T XNFLE,
KRB ZEEHEIINFRENBE, (EXP-9)

Shi Dingguo's (1998) survey showed that most students are
interested in Chinese characters regardless of whether they
belong to the cultural circle of Chinese characters.

5) REEFF (2009), "BiE—EH" KRB RBERCH
AERGEPIHELEM, (EXP-10)

According to Dong Xiufang (2009), the encoding of the
“whole-part” relationship is salient in both lexical and
syntactic systems.

(6) IEfTannen (1989, 2007) Frigi, EEHEBEIESH
FHMERSERC T RFNER. (EXP-14)

As Tannen (1989, 2007) pointed out, repeated imitation
optimizes the use of resources in terms of language
production and comprehension.
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Table 2 Categories of reporting markers denotations (adapted from Liu et al. 2021, p.67).

cognitive process
Discourse markers

activities

Categories Subcategories Explanation Examples
Research Procedures Related to research activities occurring in the real  #F%Estudy, % #ranalyze, ¥ Fadopt, & X define, HkRpublish,
markers world R provide, R Edefine, EiRelaborate, & Einvestigate
Findings & Hfind, FBindicate, MEBBprove, B Rreveal, X confirm, B
Hdraw, & Rshow, & Fpresent, #3lpromote
Cognitive markers Associated with the researcher's mental and 1£..... & Ein one's opinion, & Econsider, A& 1kacknowledge, ##

Associated with linguistic activities and focus on
the verbal expression of cognitive or research

Freceive, YfEregard as, ¥{Ebelieve, K iEfocus on, JEEZI
notice, EfEsee as

AR think, 32 Hpropose, & Hpoint out, isay, 5&iBemphasize,
Friiwhat sb. said, #Ritexplore, ®kdiscuss, IBintroduce

Table 3 Categories of reporting markers evaluations (adapted from Hyland, 2002, p. 118).

Categories Explanation Examples
positive indicating that the writers think the reported message is true and reliable. UE3Econfirm, B&iBemphasize, 5E&improve, 8%
advocate
negative indicating that writers have a negative attitude towards the quoted point of view,  Z#neglect, #t¥lcriticize, TFEEdoubt, FT5EE
skeptical or negative. question
neutral the writers are characterized as staying neutral toward the proposition. #ZRinvestigate, 2 #Tanalyse, i¥i€discuss, XA
adopt

reporting markers also convey writers’ attitudes and evaluations
of the reported message, so the evaluation can be divided into
three categories (Thompson and Ye 1991) as shown in Table 3.

Procedures

The 20 masters’ theses and 20 experts’ papers were coded as
NOV-1 to 20, EXP-1 to 20, for the purpose of repeated reading,
coding, and in - depth analysis. Instances of citation were iden-
tified following these guidelines (Peng 2019; Thompson and Ye
1991): (a) treat one parenthesis as a citation, in the form of
“author (year)” or “(author, year)”, multiple source texts within
one bracket, such as example (2), were counted as one citation;
(b) if a quoted sentence contains several source texts but is used
in different propositions, it is counted as multiple citations; and
(c) the original document and the quoted document of “refer-
ence” are regarded as one citation (Hu and Wang 2014). How-
ever, the following forms are not counted as citations: (a) internal
citations referring to the same text; (b) self-citations by
researchers or research participants; and (c) common research
tools (such as SPSS) and statistical methods (such as Pearson’s r).

However, categories for reporting markers are not easy to decide
and may be inaccurate because they may change with context and
overlap (Peng 2019). In order to improve the validity of the analysis,
we invited two native Chinese teachers (they are all teachers at the
same school as the authors, but were not among any of the authors)
who taught academic writing to check the categories of markers
generated in the analysis. They were provided with Hyland’s (2002)
definitions of categories and the list of 146 coded reporting markers
of our corpus and independently reviewed the categories. Finally,
they agreed on the classification of all reporting markers.

Corpus annotation was done by two doctoral students (one of
them is the first author of this paper) majoring in Applied Lin-
guistics. First, according to the analysis framework above, each
student read the theses and papers carefully and completed the
qualitative annotation of citation distribution, citation forms,
reporting markers, and related information independently. Then
they discussed the differences together and came to agreement,
the Pearson correlation coefficient of the two annotators was
0.967, p<0.05, and the consistency is good. Second, the
researchers counted the original frequency of citation and citation

6

forms, and then used the Chi-square test to compare whether the
frequencies were significantly different. It should be pointed out
that the length of masters’ theses and experts’ papers is different,
so the percentage was also presented to minimize any effect
caused by differing sub-corpora sizes and to show differences in
the data more clearly between the two sub-corpora. The per-
centage was calculated in these ways, the citation’s occurrence in
each section was added up and divided by the total instances of
citations in all text to show the distribution of citations. In each
section, to present the percentage of each form, the occurrence of
each citation form was added up, and divided by the total
instances of citations. Finally, this study analyzed the frequency of
all reporting markers in two sub-corpora, calculated the top 10
reporting markers that were used most frequently, and analyzed
their evaluations in combination with the specific context. Then
we calculated the percentage by adding up the occurrence of each
marker and dividing it by the total instances of all markers.

Findings and discussion
The construction of authorial voice through citation dis-
tribution. The citation distribution in different sections of two sub-
corpora is shown in Table 4. A total of 1073 citations were found in
the theses, with an average of 53.65 per thesis, while 620 citations
were found in experts’ papers, with an average of 31 per paper.In
both sub-corpora, citations were mostly used in the Research
Background section followed by the Main Body, but were rarely
used in the Conclusion section.The Chi-square test shows that the
frequency of citations in the Research Background of novices’ theses
is significantly higher than that of experts (y>=31.71, p <0.001),
and that of Main Body is significantly lower than that of experts
(x> =55.77, p<0.001). The Conclusion section usually does not
need to cite many previous opinions. The frequency of citations in
both sub - corpora is low, and there are no significant differences.
Specific analysis reveals that the number of citations in the
Research Background and Main Body sections is distributed (about
50% each) evenly in experts’ papers, which is consistent with
Thompson’s (2005) research findings that citations play an
important function in the two sections of the paper. However,
novices’ references focus excessively on the Research Background
section. This may be related to the need for more citations in the
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long literature review of a master’s thesis, and it also indicates that
novices are striving to establish a rich background for their research,
which is a way to show their familiarity with the research field.

In contrast, the proportion of citations used by novices in the
Main Body is significantly lower than that of experts. Qualitative
analysis reveals that they mainly encounter the following problems.
Firstly, novices often lack cross-reference citations, in other words,
the important documents and related studies that appear in the
Research Background section are not mentioned in this section, even
some novices (15%) do not cite any source texts in the Main Body
section. Secondly, some novices (35%) do not use citations when
presenting the research method, which indicates that they fail to
highlight the rigor and validity of the methodology and procedures
in their research through citations. Thirdly, some of the novices
(40%) do not cite any views when discussing the research results,
which confirms Mansourizadeh and Ahmad’s (2011) idea. They lack
the ability to place the current research in a broad research field for
comparison and explanation. Finally, there are some novices (40%)
who cited a large number of predecessors’ conclusions to express
their own views. This may indicate that they lack the consciousness
and academic confidence to independently present their own
research conclusions and highlight their own voices.

The construction of authorial voice through citation

forms use

Quantitative analysis of citation forms. Table 5 presents sta-
tistics of integral and non-integral citations in each section of two

Table 4 Citation distribution in each section (frequency and
percentage).

Sections Novices Experts Chi-Square p
Research 776 72.32% 308 49.68% 31.71 0.00*
Background

Main Body 266 24.79% 286 46.13%  55.77 0.00*
Conclusion 31 2.89% 26 419%  2.02 0.16
*P<0.5.

sub-corpora. The results show that novices use integral citations
significantly more often than experts in Research Background,
Main Body, and Conclusion section (y%=151.78, p<0.001;
¥2=39.96, p<0.001; y°=17.99, p<0.001), while the frequency
of non-integral citations is significantly lower than that of experts
in Research Background, Main Body, and Conclusion section
(x> = 55.44, p < 0.001; y? = 17.49, p < 0.001; y*> = 8.99, p < 0.05).

This study further analyzed the frequency of different sub-
categories of integral and non-integral citations (see Tables 6, 7).
The results show that the “author as subject” of novices’ theses is
significantly higher than that of experts in Research Background,
Main Body, and Conclusion section (y>=62.53, p<0.001;
¥2 =53.66, p<0.05 y°>=6.74, p<0.001). While the frequency of
“nonreporting” citation of theses is significantly lower than that of
papers in three sections (% = 82.24, p < 0.001; ¥ =591, p <0.05;
¥>=10.07, p<0.001), the “reporting” citation of theses is also
significantly lower than that of papers in Research Background and
Main Body section (2 = 78.12, p <0.001; 2= 591, p < 0.001).

Our results show that novices prefer to use “author as subject”
in three sections, while experts can use integral and non-integral
citations in a more balanced way. In fact, “author as subject” puts
cited authors in an important position, highlighting the voice of
cited authors and allowing for “alternative positions and
voices”(Martin and White 2005, p. 102). However, it also tends
to weaken the expressiveness of writers’ own positions (Weissberg
and Buker 1990). While non-integral citations are usually the
form more frequently used by expert authors in applied
linguistics, they can emphasize the objectivity and credibility of
scientific research and ensure the integrity and coherence of
textual narratives (Hewings et al. 2010; Hyland 1999), thereby
developing their authoritative voice. Previous studies (Peng 2019;
Sun et al. 2022) found that novices prefer integral citations, while
experienced writers use non-integral citations more to establish
academic identity, which is consistent with this study’s findings.

The quantitative examination depicted the distribution pat-
terns of citation forms in each section of the sub-corpora. This
result has triggered discussions about the potential motives for
the selection of these forms, their contextual utilization, and
rhetorical implications, leading us to shift our focus toward a
comprehensive qualitative analysis.

Table 5 Citation forms in each section of two sub-corpora (frequency and percentage).
Forms Sections Novices Experts Chi-Square P
Non-integral Research Background 99 12.76% 168 54.55% 151.78 0.00*
Main Body 79 29.70% 161 56.29% 39.96 0.00*
Conclusion 7 22.58% 21 80.77% 17.99 0.00*
Integral Research Background 677 87.24% 140 45.45% 55.44 0.00*
Main Body 187 70.30% 125 43.71% 17.49 0.00*
Conclusion 24 77.42% 519.23% 8.99 0.01*
*P<0.5.
Table 6 The Subcategories of non-integral in each section (frequency percentage).
Subcategories Sections Novices Experts Chi-Square P
Nonreporting Research Background 80 10.31% 12 36.36% 82.24 0.00*
Main Body 68 25.56% 107 37.41% 5.91 0.02*
Conclusion 6 19.35% 20 76.92% 10.07 0.00*
Reporting Research Background 19 2.45% 56 18.18% 7812 0.00*
Main Body M 4.14% 54 18.88% 591 0.02*
Conclusion 13.23% 13.85% 10.07 0.73
*P<0.5.
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Table 7 The Subcategories of integral in each section (frequency percentage).
Subcategories Sections Novices Experts Chi-Square P
Subject Research Background 628 80.93% 109 35.39% 62.53 0.00*
Main Body 135 50.75% 4515.73% 53.66 0.00*
Conclusion 18 58.06% 415.38% 6.74 0.00*
NP Research Background 313.99% 19 6.17% 2.24 0.17
Main Body 17 6.39% 24 8.39% 0.67 0.46
Conclusion 0 0% 13.85% 117 0.93
Adjunct Research Background 16 2.06% 10 3.25% 1.43 0.35
Main Body 3312.41% 50 17.48% 2.23 0.12
Conclusion 6 19.35% 0 0% 5.04 0.06
Others Research Background 2 0.26% 2 0.65% 0.92 0.69
Main Body 2 0.75% 6 2.10% 1.67 0.33
Conclusion 0 0% 0 0% 0.00 1.00
*P<0S5.

Qualitative analysis of citation forms

Citation forms in the research background section. The Research
Background section includes presenting the research background,
building a network of previous studies to position the writer’s
own new research and pointing out the research gap to justify the
study (Kwan et al. 2012), which is notably prominent in applied
linguistics and are closely intertwined with citation practices
(Swales 2004). The qualitative analysis reflects the citation forms
used by experts.

1)Backgrounding and reviewing previous research This part
involves providing the macro research background and construct-
ing the research network. Experts often summarize multiple related
documents by mainly using non-integral citations (46.67%) to
establish the research net, such as example (1) and (2), which were
mentioned above. Among them, “reporting” usually refers to
researchers as the subject, such as “many scholars” and so on. Most
of the documents cited at this time have commonalities and are
widely accepted views, such as example (1).

Compared with experts who often use non-integral citations to
synthesize previous studies (Samraj 2008), novices rarely
synthesize source texts to provide the research background. The
purpose of novices’ citations seems only to show sources of cited
literature. They often list a single cited document by using a larger
number of “author as subject” citations (even half of them use all
“author as subject” in the whole Research Background), resulting
in a simple presentation of information and failing to effectively
weave previous literature into a research background network.
Example (8) is a complete section from novices containing four
paragraphs in total, each of the paragraphs lists a single source by
using “author as subject”. The result indicates that they may lack
a broad understanding of the related literature and the ability to
generalize. This result is consistent with the conclusions of
previous studies (Sun et al. 2022; Wette 2017, 2018).

(7) BHl, ZEEFEXAFAERIEXNHAIEREYan et al.
(2008) X—Tl, ZMRERT ... BEXBHSEANHRS
BXEGH—HOER, (EXP-20)

At present, Yan et al. (2008) is the only study on the eye
movement pattern of phonetic text reading. The study looked
But there is no consistent explanation for the role of
pinyin.

(8) BUBSHEM.. EERE..IESN.... HBEA
A (NOV-8)

Cheng Haiping proposed...... Shi Fen put forward...... He Hai
analysis...... Jiang Chaoli believes that......

2) Demonstrating the research significance and indicating a
gap Experts in this part lay a well-structured foundation for

research significance and carve out a niche, thereby increasing the
acceptance of the study within the discourse community (Swales
1990). Experts typically use the ‘author as subject’ citations
(35.39%) to cite a specific document or use it in the first
paragraph to lay the foundation for the research significance of
the full text. In this case, the “author” is usually an authority or a
well-known scholar. Example (3) indicates that the discourse
information comes from an academic authority. This helps the
writer establish contact with other academic communities and
establish the writer’s research status in the academic field. It may
also discuss research highly relevant to the problem to be
explored in detail. Then, the writer will immediately point out the
shortcomings of existing research and establish a research gap
among these points of view. Example (7) expresses a negative
evaluation of the existing Chinese research by using “but”, and
the authorial voice is also constructed immediately.

Accompanying the extensive use of integral citations, novices
usually lack evaluative expressions for the cited content; Also,
they rarely make connections between source texts. The reason is
that they are unable to indicate the research gap directly through
explicit lexical and grammatical markers (Neville 2007). Even-
tually, this leads to “shopping list” style descriptive citation and
weakens the writers’ voice. They ultimately lead to “shopping list”
style descriptive citation and weaken the writers’ voice. They may
not have realized that citations should be used as a means of
showing thought development, presenting a foothold of their own
research and giving one’s own voice. In addition, the novices in
this study were all Chinese students and may exhibit the cultural
tendency to avoid conflict and judgment towards sources that are
seen as authoritative. Therefore, listing previous research without
any evaluation is a relatively safe practice for them.

Citation forms in the Main Body section. Citation in the Main
Body section needs to explain the research method and results,
and compare findings with previous scholars’ views (Kwan and
Chan 2014). These parts need to use citations to connect with
previous literature and expand the scope of discussion (Samraj
2013).

1)Explaining the research method The dominant use of
citations in this section is to show support for the methodology
and procedures. Some novices do not cite any sources of research
methods as mentioned above. The rest mainly use “non-
reporting” to prove the acceptability and credibility of the
methods used or “author as adjunct” citation to explain the basis
of the research method adopted, as shown in example (9). These
citations are consistent with those of experts. This trend
highlights the intention of novices and experts to present
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propositions as facts and form an objective writing tone in order
to confirm the validity of their method choices (Hyland
1999, 2002).

(9) HBHEUre (1971) WIACEEUTHELAR, WMEREVEC
#EN0.79, (NOV-5)

According to Ure’s (1971) lexical density calculation formula,
the lexical density of both segments is 0.79.

2) Explaining the results In this part, the authors introduce
the principal findings of their research and propose potential
explanations for these results, elucidating the reasons underlying
the observed phenomena and the implications of these findings
(Ahn and Oh 2024). Experts often utilize “nonreporting” citations
to synthesize relevant ideas from multiple source texts. In
example (10), “Nonreporting” implies that writers hold a
supportive attitude towards the cited content. They present it as
an established fact and form a community with other researchers,
allowing the authority of previous research to speak on behalf of
the writers and reinforce the writers’ research justification (Coffin
2009).

However, most of the novices still rely excessively on “author
as subject”. In fact, it is not necessary for novices to highlight too
much research in such a conspicuous way. Because when experts
are explaining results, “author as subject” is usually used to cite
content that is highly relevant to current research or from
authoritative cited authors. Example (11) emphasizes the
concepts that are not highly relevant and inappropriately
highlights the voice of the cited author. This reflects that novices
may have uncertainties in clarifying their academic stances due to
limited knowledge or difficulties in using various citation forms.
They seem to cite for the sake of citation and without realizing the
purpose of citing sources when interpreting results.

(10) AP FoK PR F B RIAM A ERGE TN R, BEIXANF
B, BNEELIEZEEEEFRPHEREFIIHRIARJens,
2018; 5 F, 2018), (EXP-5)

The performance of novices at the intermediate level is
contrary to what the interface hypothesis predicts. To answer
this question, we need to return to the subject-object asymmetry
in the direct anaphoric context (Jens, 2018; Ma Qian, 2018).

(11) RFIE/, Z& 2014) EX R EIFIMIRENFHE
HNERE o BN ERENNRRTSNEF, HFH
ZIN=F. (NOV-8)

Chinese character acquisition is defined by Li Rui (2014) as
“the process of acquiring Chinese character ability through
learning”. After analyzing their errors, we can divide their bias
into three kinds: misspelling, misspelling and brushwork.

3)Comparing with results in literature This part emphasizes
the comparison between the research and the cited literature.
Therefore, it is particularly important to establish links among
sources and make comparisons with the results in the literature.
Experts usually use non-integral and integral citations flexibly
according to the importance of cited documents, with the
ultimate goal of locating and building research conclusions into
the development system of the entire discipline. As in example
(12), experts summarize multiple sources by non-integral
citations for comparison, clarify whether they are “friends” or
“foes” (Samraj 2013) and further prove the contribution of
current research. Or as in example (13), a small part of integral
citations was used to compare the research results with the
important sources which have high correlation with the current
study and were mentioned in the Research Background.

In comparison, novices use a large number of “author in NP” and
“author as subject” citations to list documents, such as in example
(14), three cited authors constitute a description of the “who did
what” list. This approach can, to a certain extent, form a contrast
with previous research. However, it is not necessary to elaborate on

previous research that is the same as the current results. When
comparing results, it is more important to highlight the innovation
and credibility of the current results. Successful argumentative texts
should always place the writers in a dominant position (Groom
2000; Sun et al. 2022). Therefore, the absence of a non-integral
structure may divert the readers’ attention from the main topic and
impede the logical connections between ideas (Kaplan 1996).

It is worth noting that the above results may also be related to
the “genre-specific features” (Kawase 2015) between the two sub-
corpora. Theses aim to demonstrate students’ understanding of
their subject area and their eligibility for a degree, which may
require a thorough analysis and the use of integral citations of
sources to support their arguments. In contrast, journal papers
focus on disseminating research findings and demonstrating the
novelty in the field. These behaviors enable us to gain an in-depth
understanding of the more descriptive nature of master’s theses
and the more proficient way in which research articles can
synthesize previous works and relate them to their own works
(Ahn and Oh 2024).

(12) RMNEAIUTE Jﬁbm##*ﬂiﬁﬁﬁ FHRE, 5X
XEXBFFENBFLBFRANTREL GKF, 2015 R
4T, 2012 ; BBEAE, 2018) R, (EXP- 17)

We found that instrumental motivation is not an influencing
factor for ancestral language retention, which is different from the
research conclusions of Chinese American students and Japanese
Chinese adults (Zhang Li, 2015; Wen Xiaohong, 2012; Shao
Mingming, 2018).

(13) B, W FEAMNTREBNAR, MW ERESHsiaoF
(2012) MTso & (2014) #E. (EXP-8)

Therefore, for the phenomenon of overall processing weaken-
ing, our explanation is the same as that of Hsiao et al. (2012) and
Tso et al. (2014).

(14) BIVANELAEHAXFRETS, SHMZEENS
B, jt/n7$ (2003) ?y:iﬁ'., ...... BEfF (2012) &H;...... E%

" We believe that Chlnese characters with a left-right structure
are more difficult to acquire, which is consistent with the
conclusions of other scholars. You Haojie (2003) found...Huang
Wei (2012) found...Wang Jun (2015) also found that...

Citation forms in the Conclusion section. The Conclusion section
is intended to further summarize the research findings or provide
suggestions and inspirations. Experts use a lot of “nonreporting”
(76.92%) citations which have the attribute of acknowledging
previous opinions (Swales 2014), as in example (15), the writers
use “nonreporting” citations cleverly to integrate external sources
with their own voice, so the cited author’s voice is minimized in
the argument dominated by the writers’ voice. “Nonreporting”
citations could also reduce the heteroglossia and increase the
monophony of academic opinions to support writers’ own con-
clusions or suggestions here.

(15) XBPEHERSISHTRENEES 22— EBRE,
2017), TENXBEHS| SHITHHEHRITRE, (EXP-16)

Key events are one of the most important ways (Cheng Lele,
2017), which could guide teachers to reflect on their teaching.

However, novices also cite sources that they supported, but
they still mainly use “author as subject” citation (58.06%) which
leads to weakening their own voices as in example (16). They also
used “author as adjunct” (19.35%) to cite the foundation for the
suggestions they proposed. This usage does not appear in the
experts’ papers (Example (17)). However, in the Conclusion
section, cited authors usually do not need to be highlighted and
should serve as ancillary components to strengthen the writers’
voice (Ahn and Oh 2024), making it inappropriate to use too
many “author as subject/adjunct”.
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(16) EEF (2008) BHZFIKBEEMECHNE L, TEE
L, HNEEERERNHE, EEZURFLKIFNILHA,
(NOV-4)

Wang Jingdan (2008) suggests that learning an idiom requires
understanding its meaning. In the classroom, teachers should
look at teaching the meaning of idioms and mastering the
meaning is the proof of learning idioms.

(17) B3 GilesHIByrnef) “IRERIE R, —EZFEMLIAE
MITEREBMIEER¥Y, (NOV-1)

According to Giles and Byrne’s Interethnic Model, the way to
improve students’ cultural identity is to study in the target
language.

The construction of authorial voice through reporting
markers use

Novices have 1272 tokens and 146 types of reporting markers,
while experts have 499 tokens and 130 types. In this study, the
method of Liu et al. (2021) was adopted4: V = TTRx(1-CHFI) to
calculate the diversity of reporting markers. It was found that the
diversity of novices’ reporting markers is 0.04, which is lower
than that of experts, which is 0.13. The result indicates that
novices have a stronger tendency to use a small number of
markers than experts. Worse still, some novices use the same
marker almost throughout an entire discourse. For example, in
one novice’s paper with 66 citations, “cited author + AN
think...” is used 55 times. It suggests that some novices use
reporting markers in a rather monotonous way and lack aware-
ness of the rhetorical function of reporting markers, as well as
having problems with the lack of rhetorical devices and stylistic
awareness.

The top 10 high-frequency reporting markers for novices and
experts are shown in Table 8, accounting for 61.48% and 49.10%
of the total, respectively. In terms of structural form, no frame
structures were found; and the rest are verb forms except for the
preposition “WR¥Faccording to “ and the phrase “% Hdivide into
“. Novices and experts use verbs as the most common reporting
markers. The 6 markers such as “IA R think, 32 Hsuggest, K
find, WFstudy, ¥8Hpoint out, ¥Ritdiscuss, B¥Eaccording to”
appear in both sub-corpora, suggesting that novices and experts
have the same tendency to select high-frequency reporting mar-
kers, similar to the conclusions of Hyland (2002) and Marti et al.
(2019), which also show that novices adapt to academic discourse
norms when using such markers.

From the perspective of markers denotation, novices and
experts frequently used research markers (27.13% vs. 28.26%),
followed by discourse markers (17.77% vs.12.23%) and cognitive
markers (16.59% vs. 8.62%). Among the research markers,
novices prefer procedure markers (20.13% vs. 7.00% for finding

Table 8 Top ten high-frequency reporting markers
(frequency, percentage).

Novices Experts

AR think 21116.59% K3 find 60 12.02%
2 H propose 13210.38%  1AJ think 43 8.62%
247 analyze 96 7.55%  #EH propose 29 5.81%
£B find 89 7.00% %A indicate 20 4.01%
F5E study 77 6.05%  ¥§H point out 19 3.81%
$&H point out 68 535% 3L study 18 3.61%
E investigate 32252%  EZ inspect 18 3.61%
27 divided into 28 2.20%  ¥RiT discuss 13 2.61%
AT discuss 26 2.04%  XH adopt 13 2.61%
1R according to 23 1.81% 18 according to 12 2.40%
Total 782 61.48%  Total 245 49.10%
10

markers), experts prefer finding markers (12.23% vs. 16.03%),
showing that writers are more inclined to refer to real evidence to
prove their conclusions. Novices emphasize predecessors’
research processes, while experts emphasize results. The above
results verify the tendency of the increasing use of research
markers in linguistics academic writing (Hyland and Jiang 2017),
Chinese novice writers are aware of the important role of research
markers in constructing the objective authenticity of academic
texts and enhancing the persuasiveness of the authorial voice.

From the perspective of reporting markers’ evaluation func-
tion, the results show that reporting markers frequently used by
novices are all neutral evaluations (61.48%), while experts use “F%
BHindicate, 8 H:.'point out” as positive ones (7.82%) and the rest 8
(41.28%) are neutral. No negative markers were used in either
sub-corpus. This result suggests that in Chinese academic writing,
writers tend to adopt a neutral or accepting attitude towards
literature and try to avoid direct criticism. Such an attitude may
seriously threaten the face of the cited person and is not con-
ducive to writers’ construction of their identity as members of the
academic community.

The extensive use of neutral reporting markers by both sub-
corpora may be related to the following two factors. Firstly, it may
be influenced by international academic conventions. The trend
in empirical discourse in applied linguistics also emphasizes the
objective presentation of previous research processes and findings
(Hu and Wang 2014). For example, similar patterns have also
been found in studies on English reporting verbs by international
applied linguistics scholars (Liu et al. 2021; Peng 2019). Neutral
reporting markers help writers to create an objective academic
discussion environment, making it easier for readers to accept
and recognise their viewpoints. Secondly, Chinese writers may
exhibit similar cultural tendencies, that is, they use expressions
that tend to adopt a neutral or accepting attitude towards lit-
erature in academic writing, avoiding overly strong emotional
tendencies and subjective evaluations (Hu and Wang 2014),
which may seriously threaten the face of the cited person. This
conclusion is consistent with the analysis results of Chinese stu-
dents and experts by Cumming et al. (2018) and Sun et al. (2022).
They also found that Chinese writers try to avoid direct criticism
and conflicts because they regard the cited content as
authoritative.

However, objectivity in presenting the authorial voice does not
mean that only neutral evaluations are used. For example, this
study found that most negative evaluations of cited information
need to be conveyed through contextual expressions, which are
re-evaluated by being placed in the text, as in example (18).
Appropriate expression of negative evaluations is helpful in
promoting academic innovation (e.g. pointing out the limitations
of existing research and creating conditions for the birth of new
theories and methods) and facilitating academic debate. The
novices’ high-frequency reporting markers all adopt a neutral
stance, showing a cautious attitude towards the source text and
rarely expressing agreement or disagreement. This reflects their
lack of knowledge about conventions and norms of academic
writing.

(18) Tso % (2012) BRAEL EATR, LERT SHRTig
EH BMRBTIREFER.

Tso et al. (2012) used a complete composite paradigm and also
investigated multiple types of reader groups, but still left many
doubts.

In addition, this study also found that novices have some dif-
ficulties in using reporting markers, such as the oral tendency
markers (82 times in total) “Bisaid, # T done” which suggest that
novices are less aware of academic genres. Some novices used the
form of “584E (a respectful form of address for scholars in Chi-
nese)/Z M Teacher” (28 times in total, 2.20%) to show respect for
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previous researchers, but such behavior is definitely not con-
ducive to the expression of the author’s confidence and authority.

Overall discussion and conclusion

The comparative analysis of citation practices in experts’ journal
papers and masters’ theses reveals notable variations in citation
practices and the authorial voice construction within the field of
Chinese applied linguistics. Our study employed a comprehensive
approach, incorporating both quantitative and qualitative ana-
lyses within each section of the sub-corpora, along with con-
textual cues of various rhetorical purposes.

The current study has improved our understanding of citation
practices in four main aspects. Firstly, it has comprehensively
analyzed citation practices in constructing the authorial voice
from multiple aspects, including citation distribution, forms, and
reporting markers. This analysis could help researchers gain an
in-depth understanding of novices’ citation ability and the
development path and characteristics of their voice construction
(Petri¢ and Harwood 2013). Secondly, it has compared Chinese
masters’ theses with experts’ papers, providing a broader per-
spective on the citation practices of novice Chinese writers. This
analysis enumerates the citation instances throughout the texts
and emphasizes the preferences and differences in specific cita-
tion practices between the two sub-corpora within applied lin-
guistics. Thirdly, this study attaches great importance to the
relationship between citations and the rhetorical purposes of each
sub-genre to carefully examine the purposeful use of citations.
This study synthesizes the extensive quantitative corpus analysis
with the qualitative studies (Ahn and Oh 2024) and bridges the
gap between quantitative and qualitative methods to reveal the
citation patterns related to the construction of authorial voice.
This study demonstrates the statistical significance of the
observed differences. It provides detailed examples of specific
rhetorical goals identified in the corpus, thereby enriching the
academic understanding of citation patterns in academic writing.

Specifically, the analysis of citation distribution in this study
indicates that the citations of novice writers are mainly utilized to
emphasize their comprehension of the field in the Research
Background section. In contrast, the balanced distribution of
citations among experts shows that it improves the credibility of
the analysis and augments the persuasiveness and scientific nat-
ure of their research.

Regarding citation forms, this study demonstrates how differ-
ent citation forms can be used to clarify rhetorical purposes.
Experts use non-integral and integral citations flexibly to manage
references strategically. While novices overuse “author as subject”
to simply list previous studies in each section regardless of
whether they need to highlight or silence some voices, which
overemphasizes the authority of the cited authors and weakens
the expression of writers” opinions. For example, in the Research
Background, especially when indicating “Backgrounding and
reviewing previous research,” experts effectively synthesize and
link previous studies through non-integral citations, providing
the macro research background. In contrast, novices often use
integral citations to enumerate previous studies to show the
sources of cited literature. Similarly, in the “explaining the
results” part of the Main Body section, experts tend to use non-
integral citations to integrate relevant research results to support
their explanations. On the other hand, novices overly rely on
“author as subject” to cite studies or concepts that are not highly
relevant to the current research.

In the analysis of reporting markers, we observed that both
sub-corpora tend to use research markers and neutral evaluation.
This finding indicates that novices are primed with citation
awareness to maintain objectivity and neutrality in academic

discourse despite problems such as lack of variety and insufficient
expression of evaluation.

Overall, successful writers can use citations to organise
existing research, create a clear research network, balance dif-
ferent external voices, and construct an objective and humble
authorial voice. By citing previous studies, writers can highlight
the value and significance of current research, build an
authoritative and credible authorial voice, and enhance aca-
demic persuasiveness.

It is worth noting that both journal papers and theses represent
crucial research types in academic writing, yet they possess dis-
tinct characteristics, such as length, intended audience, and
purpose. Master’s theses aim to demonstrate students’ under-
standing of their disciplinary fields and their eligibility for a
degree. This may lead to citing merely for form’s sake (Petri¢ and
Harwood 2013) to meet the expectations of supervisors and
reviewers. In contrast, journal papers focus on disseminating
research findings and showcasing innovation, thus exhibiting a
stronger authorial voice, as experts write with the purpose of
communicating and engaging in dialog with readers. These
characteristics enable us to gain a deeper understanding of the
descriptive nature of master’s theses and the more proficient ways
in which experts can synthesize previous works, connect them
with their own, and effectively construct an authorial voice. Our
research indicates that differences in citation practices may reflect
the “genre - specific features” (Kawase, 2015) between master’s
theses and journal papers. The unique tendencies and preferences
of each corpus reveal its distinct writing styles, not only pre-
senting the citation characteristics and challenges of novice wri-
ters but also reflecting the complex and varying degrees of
intertextual connections in academic writing (Ahn and Oh 2024).

Given the research findings, we propose the following impli-
cations for teaching. Academic writing teachers should raise
masters’ awareness of the rhetorical functions of citations, and
help them realize that citation is not only for explaining sources
and enumerating knowledge but also a necessary behavior for
voice negotiation and intertextual storytelling (Ivani¢ and Camps
2001). Teachers can use examples of citations collected from
scholars” publications. They can clarify how experienced writers
communicate with cited authors. This helps students understand
the purpose of citation and corresponding textual features in each
section of academic writing. What’s more, teachers can provide
the citation lexico-grammatical resources systematically, for
example, citation forms and reporting markers, and then give
students numerous opportunities to practice citation use in
authentic text. Finally, teachers should develop novices’ research
abilities and critical thinking skills. Teachers should also help
novices read widely in the research field and build a compre-
hensive knowledge system. In this way, novices can compare and
evaluate previous studies to avoid the “shopping list” style of
citation and develop their identity and authorial voice through
appropriate text features, thus transitioning from knowledge—
telling to knowledge-transforming (Ahn and Oh 2024).

This study has some limitations that suggest directions for
future research. Firstly, our study was based on the novice and
expert corpora of Chinese applied linguistics, which are a small-
scale sample. The research results may not be fully generalized
to other disciplines with different citation norms and practices.
Future research could be extended to other disciplines or other
research fields to enrich our understanding of citation behaviors
and academic writing conventions. Secondly, behind the cita-
tion practices lie the writers’ own understanding of the use of
citations and the motivations for choosing the forms of cited
texts. For example, in this study, the differences in many cita-
tion behaviors between novices and experts may be caused by
their different perceptions of citations. Future research could
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conduct interviews and think - aloud experiments with writers
to explore why novices fail to master certain citation usages.
This would provide in—depth motivations for the differences in
the linguistic representation of citations. As a result, novice
writers can make conscious choices regarding the representation
of citations. Thirdly, we only explored the usage characteristics
of citations from the students’ texts. Future research could also
conduct interviews with novices or experts to present the
motivations and perceptions of citations more in-depth.

Data availability

We have already explained the data collection process in the
methodology section, and also presented the summary statistics
in the tables within the paper. The datasets generated during and/
or analyzed during the current study will be used in our further
research in the future, so it cannot be made public for the time
being. However, the datasets are available from the corresponding
author (liuruoxi@stu.pku.edu.cn) on reasonable request.
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Notes

1 Soft discipline: According to the disciplinary classification framework with high

recognition in the academic writing community (Becher and Trowler 2001), various

disciplines can be divided into soft disciplines (e.g., linguistics, sociology) and hard
disciplines (e.g., biology, computer science). The goal of hard disciplines is to create
public knowledge that is falsifiable and accumulatively growing, emphasizing the
falsifiable nature of knowledge itself; while soft disciplines attach more importance to
the interpretability of knowledge, believing that knowledge is constructed by obtaining
the support of academic discourse communities, emphasizing the unanimous
recognition of knowledge among members of academic discourse communities.

The chosen theses were cross-checked with combined information about the master’s

learning experience and personal bio, which were retrieved from the theses or online

(e.g. websites of the master’s current institutions in China). The obtained information

confirmed that these writers were native Chinese L1 speakers.

The examples were translated by the first author and checked by the second and third

author of this study.

4 The calculation method that we used is “V =TTR x (1-CHFI)”. When measuring
vocabulary variety, the type-token ratio (TTR) is often used, which is the ratio of the
frequency of types and tokens of a language item within a certain range. However, this
method does not adequately reflect the impact of individual high-frequency items on
the overall diversity. The influence of the proportion of high-frequency items needs to
be considered in the measurement, so the calculation method of Liu et al. (2021) is
adopted. Among them, V represents variety, TTR represents the ratio of symbol-like
symbols, and CHFI represents the proportion of “High-frequency items”. When the
proportion of “High-frequency item” is larger, the weight of the TTR value is smaller,
and vice versa. Therefore, this calculation method combines the global evaluation and
the weight influence of high-frequency items, so it can more accurately reflect the
variety.
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