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Abstract

With the popularity of social media, a growing number of people build favourable self-image
through self-praise. A recent study investigated self-praise speech acts on Chinese social media,
but whether gender influences the realization of self-praise remains understudied to date. To fill
the research gap, the study aims to explore the similarities and differences between two genders
in terms of self-praise. This study is based on a corpus of 132 micro-blogs that were sent by 20
Chinese celebrities (10 males and 10 female) during two months from September 1st, 2022 to Oc-
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tober 31st, 2022. Self-praise speech acts on these micro-blogs can be divided into three types: ex-
plicit self-praise without modification, modified explicit self-praise and implicit self-praise. The
results show 3 similarities and 2 differences. In addition, this study explains the similarities be-
tween two groups and uses Tannen’s Difference Approach to analyze the differences.
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B % A 4R UL U ELAR a5 R B A I T e 2 (U R D P PR B 1 70 ) L8 T AR ) 5 1R AT
N MERN—MIRTDNTER I TB, BRI Z i NAEAAZ AR EiE I B 5 R E S RPN ANTE R [2]
HRIILIOK, B — B 2 T E SRR AR 2 —, IFEIR KRR B4R % T [ A s T
[38]. WRBEFEAEY, SEHETEM, JFEm “FURSE” MRME. Fik, TATTLE T D
AT E 6 I AT R RALE B RE A RIS, SCREIER B 5 R ATER

Guo A1 Ren X b [E AL S BRI B 5 F 18T AT TIRA[2], AATTHR 2SR KB T AT DLOGTE 1 1 A
RN SN AT E AT NERGE, 10 HAE T H AT RIS, ORI SO X IR AT BRI
2, DSEAH FORER T PR I Z B % F 18T 0 AR5 . BRAN, AT SUR E L R 48R 1 4% N A
MESTHN, FELETUTHAEE. Il 5EYRAME, BT EME R R A Ol
Hit, DRSS RI A B B, SO TEIRAE 1w Rl e R B AR EE TR RS I S
G35, A NIRRT DA E R, IE T AR AR VR SRR, RIAEAATIAE S N BEORHE BLARVE T
P, Waf R REEEREE AL B, RGP RRE, AT AR BT R .

SRS, AT E 5 SN R 4N B S AT G R, DUEAMIT FE A . AT TE A A
TRELR = A e«

1) B NI A NAEAE SR BB AT SE B E 5 0 ?

2) BAES NALNE A NI B AT N Z 184 T AL b 22 5 2 Ak ?

3) REAT A JRIAE R 1 XA AL S 22 5 ?

2. XahsFd
21 ERip

2 [E LAt &5 S %% Tannen 7E4 15 You just don’t understand: Women and men in conversation 715
A T ZR1B[4]. 2R 10k 5 208 5 1 22 5 A AT/ EE st 8 T A [E B SO, 2
Ui, BLET SIBIAR R BT A2 B o AN FZ SR AN MG A . Tannen A, FEMEGEM ST,
FRT TR EENAE, HRT T LR ENEERSR, X ES LEESEHTIER T 5%
B AL A OARRT S I URERE AL, R BRI EEB A . i1h A LA E T N=AN 7T

VLA b, SRR A s AL BRI A B R FE B DR TR 7 BB AR S0 T T
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i s VYRS — R LB, ab I TR YT, IR BUE LR B R BRI, B R R
VAR, BIERIENE BRGS0, Bz, $kite. BUa. NH. &5, K5,
LHEMA IR TGN A, AII1ER, S5RIEIREE R, WA 2 mEIF A+ EE, EEKR
WA S, R EIXAIE sCRYE 5P MU S4B e 18] ) 5 B IR AN At R R e FE UG JT 50k, B IEAEAE BA
—ANBUBHE K B O3 AR, g0 T LS, AN EAMERX TR L EPHEALIE &
NIRIE G, ERRE CRIBEER, AT XTSI, SRS 45 P iinible, TR
(S SR B v

£i EPrik, Tannen 2R RIRZIMEINT 1 55 LB T AR ZAL, AT 34 5 s NB ST I
ZEFRAL TR S

22. BS

E AT 25 (0 SEUEIT 50 BT 5 S 21 1 8 458 2 22 T X TR A8 PR AL AS AR, (H B A6 A A AR 13 ), JE+
SRR SRR 2 (1) 2 UG AL S AR I B ST 8. Dayter DUEITE B 228 (I HERE R SCNTERE, XA
B ST TR, SREMTEENASERE, QFEEBEAE PO, HR%E[L]. Matley H5T
Instagram b 1¥) H 5174, KIUR 2 F 7 5008 FH 6 AR 2k g s H R I TE 42 [5]- Tobback LA LinkedIn
RSRERZE AR ST R, 4 SRR W SRR S 7R R ERE Hh ORI — e Rl b 1) T B ok BAIR B 257 SR 1) 7 T R i
[6]. Bl PN XT E 2 A 58RI S IR 273 2 AL M S R K 2= AR A EEE . Guo A1 Ren AT 1 ki 11
HE1T R, 8 B ST NAIE B B2 LB 1 B 5 et 3 %2, (EH ARSI HE
X} H T A S I AR R I B S AT AT T B EE, AR I R ANTERE I AR 1 B 5 AR
PEEZRET].

IR AR, AR A S A5 TR Z S5 I TR, SR MO T R Le R 2 (bb
)2 H AT AR OG0T, PRIASHIE TR R D M R 30 B 5 5 18 AT N AR IR

3. ARG =E

AHEFK A Guo F1 Ren X HZAT NI FArHE(R K 1), TR B SAT RH A=K AmEihm
BYEAZ . MBI R B AR (2], AIE R R A S R B R AR PR R R
RIEEASEXIFETA: MOS8 S & Fh sk g S 5 SR ER S ET 8 Bk
H %5 e — Fh 75 ZEAAE B 5 i i SO AR S5 R I B se s B (R4 S 0B AT A . InbMB IR St B
A =R BRAES PO, EEE=E% NI ENIENEC. BRAEESPOEREES %
SEEA RPN AL HEAEH B SRR 385158 =07 & 2RI R A X B SRS RN %S XL
R AIAE R B X — SRR R bt B AEE R B LR B SR . Batk 3SR Do O A
REE . E RN RE S, i HERE S . 8ok B SR R AR i R B ATOR S
IR Rk B SR EE BT R kS HARE B SN A 8T B Rk H SR IREE £ R BNIEE TSR
HESHEE.

AW R USSR TE R . ARG 2021 dEH PR RS o, #ib 2021 EEEIUEEER, )
HyGERF Pk E] 2.49 12, HISERA AR 5.73 12, LTI, MAMERZ A, G842 NERlH
FRAHEST, i, MIECAARTERSRAE T —ANEE FNE R . BE IS FOE T M2 N B £ 1) 10
R4 NAL 10 fr B4 N, TR 741 2022 49 H 1 H% 10 H 31 Hik A~ H BERIIHESS, 4553
LR 132 %0 LB A S S ErEgmEE Y, EHRIGHHECEEHABSITN, F—1E
AT AT R, WAILTRE S 148 M EH ST N
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Figure 1. The classification standards of self-praise
speech acts
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Table 1. The frequency and percentage of three types of self-praise

®1L ZMHBESITANBS AN

LN LN
EREE=t|
AL "okt AR "okt
Ahmsmr 2 e = 22 28.21 24 34.29
nbME R R e 31 39.74 28 40.00
Fatke = 25 32.05 18 25.71
MR 78 100 70 100

41 FmgisENES

FEAIE I A 25, 42 NATT 32 2 2o W) HARAR AP PR TR E R FR B B PR L RE T
S AR DUNRMABEARIEG], 2RI E TGtk A )R —A B A (B 2).

(1) #EAIHELE, Bpotk B RAZAA LRI mIet! (ntkH %HMNR)
(2) RADFRMIMAF T, U E, RIERE. (nEE TAEAR)

FEFIQ) T, EER “ SRR X —RAA RS RSUNREIE R E O, DURY] B SR & SR R
HERZAE. @), EEEH Lo iR E ISR, NnoyE s r—4TE
IWHIIBIER -

4.2. MAEIHFHEMEE

Tl B NBR LA N, MBS T, SRR S 2 MR 2B 5.
DMEM M B E A =g, BAR A IIEE 2 o, N T 5 B N BRSO — b IR
SEHAL 7 SPSS TSI REA t AT, 45 R AR I A B RO B2 22 5 (t = —0.408, p > 0.05)
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Table 2. The frequency and percentage of self-praise strategies in modified explicit self-praise

= 2. MM R B S F =M REAAK S B oL

ESCEPN Bk N
MBI RS ik ok HK T
R HZHL 26 83.87 23 82.14
EEIE = TR 4 12.90 3 10.71
S EE 2 MIAE I E T 1 3.23 2 7.14
B 31 100 28 99.99

42.1. EBESHL

FER B O =R s P R R R Y, RSB AR N M, e 80%. it
ZHISHIER, A MTERBNESNE C 5 BRI S EY F, DR S G SR
o PRICH W2 e B sy . RBI R E A O, ARE P, 51(3) 2 — ot 4 Nl 4
KHOMER R AEER.

() AABEAR, LEFRZFE, (WtkH gih)

B3V B I Lo AR s 1 BB A, (HSEBR b, o A AL 2 SR R BILIL H AR AR SRR
AR . BESCHY B B ah iSRS TR e 19— R, e DR T S R

422 FEIB=HER
AT 25 ARG RIE B B 51 BB, Heunfl(4) /& — K 22 SR, #EChRE 17—
RN, G NFR TIRFHMESC, JHEIN T “Fruls Bk mire.

(8) EMBFAREIRE Ak So RAs 0 00F TR EAMT, ARG ZAT L, FMRNIRE X T+ BIREHL
HF,

A, I AR ERZ AR A Y R REEAA RIS 7, DLHOR B 470t S5 S i3 (0 SRR Ak
P W UM o 1% 2 B 5 I e 2 0 B e SE, R BLE B ILA RN, SRS RN A RS E
EM, T AEE .

4.2.3. ST EMBMENBS

S Hea 2 AELAE ) © 2 4 ANTE I LM R ) S B 2 T s F /b I S, 451 (B) 3% — M e 9l -2
HT—fBEa AN

(5) TBT LEKNERRARA KB, BAFALER! FiTa2EIN—TFRERGF T 6 0HE R~k H L FT
Fo PGB A)

B, (EERFE O REMESHHPRYERKKMAE, MIAERNT KE, BRE R
SH IS TR FESCATHAIE 5 & B B FER S, St—20dt T A5 E R sLm.
43. lRMBESE

Batt B & — MR S BT A, B R AGE /R & R A B R AN 74, SRR B 2 i B s
HEE. RMESAEEL Y ERES. BURACRAES . B HERES, R s NHESCH 5
Fitne 3 Fis. MOLFEA t K564 REoR, LML A B NEREEE EAEEZER( = 2.052, p <
0.05).
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Table 3. The frequency and percentage of self-praise strategies in implicit self-praise

3 ZMRMEEITANMESESL

LN LN
fabk g%
AL HIrE AR "okt
Wi ERES 13 52.00 14 77.78
iRk EE 10 40.00 4 22.22
B EEkREE 2 8.00 0 0.00
MR 25 100 18 100

431 BESEREES
fERRtEEE s, MR REIREL S FRES. £IZASITAT, FENESEREEELR
A1 (P SRR A DA SE B, AR S5 AR A TET HE T HH A 2 1 S

(6) KAMMKF Hagk G, (tEHa A 34)

Bl6) 2K E T A B LN RN SCF R, WA UNTEE R ERM R, HAE
M Efah AT DU Hm i AR R R E T i g, TS B Ve A SR, RO SRR AR
EA
432 BidRiEKREE

IS IR S otk A N BUBU 2 M, A 2. (40%) LT =2 S5 144 N (22.22%) M 1% . #E1%
7o, AEFE SR ARIE G B S A%, BI(7)2 — M ot NS,

(7) Miss me? (AetE# 49 VLOG)

A, AR ] i AR IR A A T AN SR W) — R i, (HEARILESE H IR T 06, 1EZ I
SN TSI ARN S A H & AR, (EEF T 2 BT RG, W T H S BAR
JEHIE RS . WA, WA TR DARKC B 3] b A6 22 248 11 Sy BOFIURE 1 28 A iR, 1773 1 A A 5 4B 2
HOmMHT7 .

433 BEBEEkREE
T E RS S A, ARSI AR N, (HlRTEEARECR D, ke
W2 N TR NEEYGRdE B RkEE.

8) AAHBIIE, HERERIMT, AERA. (Iolkd@IEH)

BI@)H, X4 RIRFIE CRBE T, ERIR L R AT R, M BRI LART, (HiTim ik
BB N b BRI . %R L — R I T 3, O R B RS B T, A B S
Hi.

5. 1Hig
5.1. ¢

AWK, PSR LHES NEEAET RN FEEREHZ . F—, B4 ARt 4 N
e L PR P P2 5 o O 0 I LG ) 55 1 2, AR T S LR AN R R S . — 5T
SANE R S ARG, 0 MBI S 1 2 T DL S 1 N AR TEWIE 1 ., T AR
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TR R . S TT T, SRRk S, I DB B A 5 ST DA AR AE AL BRAE ST HED
Ve B R I IS5 F . AR4E Sperber 1 Wilson $2 I SCERER I, TERISEA&MET, WEISS i,
WU SRER L, TSI VB, U S s 5y BN 8], BRI AR BRENHEWT Hi A& MBS B CIX — A

&,

B, MBI B A S, B4 NI Lot 4 NG AT e (SRS HR e A S T, H
b7 L TE AL AR R 3 T 80% . Leech [t ifh v M (Modesty Maxim) [91F1 Gu ¥z & &t A #E I
(Self-denigration Maxim) [1O]#BZ R Ut il # fe /MR FEEHW A 5 2, BRIREHIZEE S, mEdEE e
HLIX g, 4 NATTAT DURE S B 5 ok A KU, IR AT ek AN S BIR W SR HEN . BbAh, Toit e B
NIRRT N, AT B A Bl H SRR FANNER, SRR N RS, %
H 5 O rEREE 25 RS R [RI, SCRRI 2 4 AT R oKk, BRIt Aa A AT 0 6 b A ax — SRS

B2, fEREAET, BWHA AL N E AN EEE s ERE %, b R AR
PRk s — 0l b BT RThEE, A4 AT DAE RS R A A AT HE R ARSI, R AR ) JL S R
B 3. CAWEAL[3] [10]R W, HEAMIEFAEEREH OGN EERE, XBE—E/~RE -
fif e T rp B 44 AT YE I BE R AR S 2 AT AR IA H O B S .

g5 LRTIR, BRI AL s 1) S PEA NI P44 NTE 5 0 A A P AT A e (1 T 2
MUMERR R B % 2) EMLMEMRR R S, F P44 NI Lot 40 N A R A6 it v FRD SR S 2 i 7%
HEHL; 3) kA Z T, B NS NE R RES S EdE s E=RAE.

5.2. ERM

b7 ER =SB AL, S ARt NAE A 54T 8 EAAEE PR R 2 AL 55—, ik
NI AN AT E S R A MBS 35, MAESERAT, SAFEHRZREEES. R
Tannen M2 Ri8, EARPREREH, ZoMERFE 57 R EE RIFFIL R (Intimacy), 2RI EHEIR,
DRI e b AT 10005 — R LA R i [4]. A IE IR B0 B % O B SR BEC N B, Mt N K&
FIX—RAMESIT N B, Tannen A, HYERIRE N A M E 15 B4 (Information-oriented), i
AT EAS B A BUEL . A RAT, BEES RS EEREERI[4]. Bk, HNTRIEEERAE
R IR AT R e AR AR AT BB I, BB NEUMERRER S .

Fo, fERMAESY, B AL NRGEEER, BAREE FEHT s AT Bk
ANEEWGEIE K H 5. Tannen WA, fEBLIET R b, BV IBUSEE S ks, E00EEA
iR, A YRHENL S, Lotk E E AL R AU B ISR R, ANLLE SONRIE G, AR i
WA R, 4 TR T G IIRLS[4]. TEIEI R MR v, VRS DR I 107 SR IR, 48 T AR
HAHLE, AN 53 iE v & . Rk, Lotk i3iis s 305 Eod 458 =) i it 52 e ok
H%.

FEULAM AL, Tannen (12 20 T DAFE— @ FE B DR AR 7RI B L4 NE B ST AT N2 57
P, HEFVNEAFAEELET AR 2. Bk, ZRed TR EmESrEm. 2710k 5 %
BE N ZEFBAE AR SO, F Hid T8 I B A SO B 2 R AN R b . ATFFUR L, 53
P N NTE B SAT NP A2 2 T 22 e i, DRI PT Re 53 il S EIR KRR R A E
PE o ARSKMFFT AT DUER T 22 S 00 gt — S0 BRI 12 B0 B, B FEAE TR 26 2E T, MR 200 1 5 7= A B 3 5,
MAE Y — Sk N RS A B . ik, Tannen /S 7 A ANBMAZ S MMZERE, WIFEA
FRFAREER, B 2502 75 BRI E 2 I A BT/ R ME o [ P9 1 255 W DK R R 14 22 S
R = Bk,  HOafR TR M E A, 752 e el B, 2 —/MER T A LM, WaEF
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AT E T B N NAERIE B BST08, SRR L NEZF BT AT A=A
FRABLAL : 1) 54 N ALt 48 A5 1 A ol Tl oo 4 PR e e (R SR 0 AB A D 4k 1 %55 2) AR BLE
Wi B b, kA AL A N AE AT o e (SRS R e i B 5 bty 3) fERRMEE b, DMk
AL NI HE AR AR 2 R B F . TAPIRAFL: 1) Lt N AT B 5
RAIMEMRI SN B, e SRR, BAREHRNZRESS; 2) FREASH, LiEs AW
BT B N ERGE R R E % .

AR TC T BAFAE Y BRI . 5, IR NIHESCAT RE A2 AT B B S 1, Tt AT AR 4 1]
BASLIRI S g e IR, AWFFIFEAR SR D, 2 FAOGHE T 20 A4 NAEPAS H W RAT I SC. &
R AT ST AT CASEA LI 8], i) DL KRBT AR R, K 2 R NREB FE ok,  DAdt— BB % B
SAT NP R .
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