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The Contrastive Analysis of the Use of Code Glosses

n Chnes and English Acadan ic D iscour s
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(Northeast Nomal U niversity, Changchun 130024, Ching L iaoning Nomal U niversity, Dalian 116029, China)

Code glosses are one subcategory of metadiscoursal deviceswhich can not only make a coherent text but al® function as a
pragnatic - rhetrical construct aming to achieve the interaction betveen writers and readers The foms and use frequency of
code glosses differ in different languages and cultures The am of thispaper is b present a contrastive analysisof code glosses in
English and Chinese research articles The analysis shows that there are more foms and higher frequency of code glosses in Eng-
lish research articles It indicates thatwriters in English express a relatively higher degree of writer - reader interaction and audi-
ence avareness than Chinese writers
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A further problem is that theses and dissertations in
gme areasof study are changing For example, a thesisor
disertations in sme areas of study is now very different from
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