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U EFRECASHAERREET . EUENARSEFTE
Tt EsEREAS e B . EXBRAME, T
ARATHAHIR, AN THARX KRR . RARL L TEH
RREZFWMAFA A G BUE T ERERZRA LAY HBE N,
DI —FAXBFAHNEREFETA UERNHARZRINAEK
WAEXHRIEUEETE. OYBUEFTEEIEEFHR—/1H
TEH HARAWEEXREAHBARRE . A THL X, UERWH
RuFERELE,

R ¥ Verschueren ¥y i& Fl & Wi, £ T — M i & WH A A
BN A HTEABHFIAELIR . BB RRAREET
GHAHANEE AINAREERENEFANTERNL
B, EEHANSEERLERE M EARERANNELE, XL 8
WA E AL EXANA BT EFTERFANTAEAE —EH
XREWH, REAERMEAFTTWER G ERTARE LR,
ZHERRZRMNI AN TEARR WRAXLE RN —FH
RER, TEARRANGIAZET - HiETHRIENERA K TR
W, XBEERERRRNAANAERETERBE, LR Z
Verchueren Ff it 8 G #& B & R # & & (metapragmatic
indicator), HEFHABFL B P HIANBRERFIEN R LA
RBMKT TEAERL.

ETENHARANAR  EEZAMTERAERANIET , LAH
NI U ERC R ETERATRBERNERER. B H
TRAXGER. R LA R ATMABRBECEBAHINE
BEFEFER, ATRXEHLHXRANER . EHFEESXERY
REM  ETHREELH UREXRBEHTHERNATIL, K
FERRERXCZAEBLBALA/RIAFLR. AFRELY
EEEERELAUAT =M . EEABETE AGHELEFIE
FEXHEETE. FAERELNEERFSXEFELM
BR MG ER AN EARCANERAR . TH/hEL
GHMEREXHMEREN . RAXIHUNEN. AFFEL
#HEANEY:
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# _FREH, TEAEA TR T EHNEDR, A5
R HHAPEXL FEAERBRER AFROHAETEURELS
WEKEMNE.
EoBABGUEBEEER, EENEE EEA SRR
BEWAABR BETHRETEAFTE TR TRERUK
HTFEWBMARE., A BT AANA TR RESEHR
K, EATARFRANAIBETERE YA b REA D i
TENRELERA . AVHTATFENRERE. RE.£x
PAGRFNH LS LREAFHFRT A,
E-FTERAR DB TEEA NN ALK, H
U TEAEAR L RAXORER AN, R AL %S
AEWER ETBEARRANETRME. AP L AN LY
EXBAFEEDIBRETELRAN. BEEZATEET AR
AEEAWE KGR, RNESERTEINZL. 58 ARS
X E.
ENEITEANARABXERNABX TN EL I E Y
B, BEGRETEREAANEEAEEA AN S AP A
B EAHNEERBHNELERRPEEER. FEAEENA
EHE BRERABUNEES RS T EREREEEER &
BEHEABRFR AR CERELREAREL, ) S8E,
BERES A EANMBERIR YL, AEABEALENY
BRERUEEBREHS LT HMERNE,
EARTELNNAHBEBERFAXTRNAG S RIS
EF,ARHEBEERERREL PR EIAWNES X R,
FEEEAEWAB T BIAGRIRETETNEN AR OR
HEAEEAEPHREERAG, REAHOHAR,. A FH. &%
BAEE LA NAERR. RAKAGRNER.
EANEIEAHAUAREHARX P W E XS
E, BRBEEAMAFERENCEREN E RAR, KA
TEEYHNSEF T AR TS AP E 42 ANE
X BEMELNHRBRREI AL M EL LR LI, &
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> Abstract

Abstract

Any discourse consists of two levels: one level is called
propositional discourse dealing with what one knows about the
world and reality,and the other one is metadiscourse concerned with
how you use language to refer to or describe language itself for
presenting the reality. In this sense, metadiscourse includes those
linguistic expressions that refer to the current text,the participants
in the text,v'vriter—reader relationships and the writer’s evaluation of
the content, etc. The use of metadiscourse markers indicates the
writer’s reflection on his/her own linguistic behaviour in discourse
to express his/her interaction and intersubjectivity. Metadiscourse
by nature is feflexive. As a kind of reflexivity, metadiscourse is a
universal feature of all languages and is unique to all human
communicative systems. Since its coinage, it has attracted many
researchers’ interests to explore it from a wide range of perspectives
and has become a highly dynamic topic in discourse analysis,
pragmatic studies,compositions and many other research fields. As
a result, divergent definitions, various taxonomies and perspectives
exist. But an agreement upon the functions of metadiscourse has
been made by scholars from both abroad and in China.

Although great achievements have been made in metadiscourse
studies, there are still some gaps for us to explore it in both theory
and practice. Generally, the previous studies have the following
limitations: 1)In theory, most previous studies defined metadiscourse

as non-propositional and secondary in discourse. The functions
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performed by metadiscourse are textual and interpersonal under the
framework of Halliday’s systematic functional grammar. They have
tried to answer the question of “what does metadiscourse do in
discourse?” without investigating the mechanism and motivation for
the use of metadiscourse markers. 2) In practice, most of previous
studies are focused on the contrastive analysis of the use of
metadiscourse markers in academic discourse rather than touch
upon the systematic functional analysis of the use of metadiscourse
markers for achieving interaction and the writer’s persuasive
intention. They put more emphasis on“description” rather than on
“interpretation”. Description is only the first step for discourse
analysis. The most significant part lies in interpretative work. 3)
Few studies touch upon the reflexive nature of metadiscourse. 4)As
for the taxonomy of metadicourse,problems still exist.
_ The present study aims to study metadiscourse from a
metapragmatic perspective which answers the question of “why
metadiscourse markers are used in discourse?” According to
Verschueren(1999: 55 — 56) , the use of language is a continuous
linguistic choice-making,consciously or unconsciously, for language-
internal or language-external reasons, from a variable range of
possibilities governed by language users’ reflexive awareness for
realizing their communicative goals. Metapragmatics is the
systematic study of indicators of the language user’s reflexive
awareness. Considering the limitations of the previous studies,
based on the pragmatic and metapragmatic theories,this study holds
that metadiscourse, forming an integrated level of discourse, is a
collective of reflexive linguistic expressions as a result of language
users’ conscious choice-making indicating the writer’s conscious
awareness of reflection on the use of language in the aspect of
discourse organization, writer-reader relationships and intertextual
relations for achieving the final communicative purposes in both
written and spoken forms of communication. According to the three
'aspects of reflection and borrowing the terms from previous
researches, we divide metadiscourse into three types, that is,

—_ 9 —
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metatext, interpersonal metadiscourse and intertextual
metadiscourse. In practice,we provide a detailed and comprehensive
analysis of the use of metadiscourse markers in RAs in order to
show how writers realize interaction and persuasive intentions by
reflecting on discourse organization, writer-reader relationships and
intertextuality.

This book includes seven chapters:

Chapter One offers a brief introduction to the whole study
including a brief overview of metadiscourse, significance and
objectives,research questions and hypotheses, methodology and the
outline of the present study.

Chapter Two presents a global review of metadiscourse
including the concept of metadiscourse itself, current theoretical
perspectives on metadiscourse,two approaches to metadiscourse and
evaluations of previous researches.

Chapter Three discusses the mechanisms and motivations of
using metadiscourse markers in verbal communication intending to
provide an explanatory framework for this study. Megadiscourse,in
nature,is reflexive and interactive,and is regarded-as the results of
linguistic choice making indicating language user’s metapragmatic
awareness. A modified taxonomy of metadiscourse will also be
presented in this chapter. The present study will follow the broad
approach and reflexive nature of metadiscourse, holding that
markers for stance and intertextuality also belong to the metalevel
of language use for reflecting on the writer’s evaluation towards
both the content and other resources. According to the writer’s
reflection on three levels in the text and generic feature of RAs, we
divide metadiscourse into three types: metatext, interpersonal
metadiscourse and intertextual metadiscourse. The ;':linguistic
realization of each type will also be given here.

Chapter Four to Chapter Six will discuss when, how and why
research article writers use metatextual markers, interpersonal
metadiscourse markers and intertextual metadiscourse markers to

interact with their expected audiences to achieve their persuasive
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purposes.

Chapter Seven summarizes the main arguments, ideas and
findings presented in the previous chapters. Limitations and
suggestions for future researches will be pointed out.

This study has made the following three contributions: First,
this study investigates metadiscourse from metapragmatic
perspective and regards metadiscourse as the result of language
users’ choice-making which includes either the linguistic forms or
rhetorical strategies. The present study aligns with the principles
that metadiscourse categories are reflexive by nature and ultimately
aim to realize the communicative and persuasive purposes governed
by language users’ metapragmatic awareness. Second, based on its
reflexivity and the features of RA genres, the study provides a
modified taxonomy of metadiscourse from which RA is analysed in
detail. Third, the study provides a comprehensive and systematic
analysis of the use of metadiscourse markers in RAs for purposive
realization. The findings of this study will benefit EFL and ESP
teaching and learning, teacher training and moreover, they also
providz some insights for the writing and critical reading of research

articles written in English for Chinese researchers.

Key words: metadiscourse; metadiscourse markers; metapragmatics;

reflexive awareness;research article
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> - Chapter One Introduction

Chapter One Introduction

This book is concerned with reflexive functions of metadiscourse markers
from a metapragmatic perspective and with what reflexive functions are performed
by RA writers to realize their persuasive purposes. This introductory chapter will
introduce motivation of the study,objectives and research questions, methodology

and data collection,and the organization of the book.

1.1 Motivation of the Study

Language as the distinctive feature for human beings has long been studied
and explored by scholars from various aspects to expose its nature and patterns of
use. Linguists have always been trying to specify what is special for language,
trying to explore more functions and features of language. Language users can
use language to comment on language itself, the communicative situation, the
speech acts,their attitudes or their roles. Human languages are reflexive systems
(Mauranen 2010). Reflexivity in language(see e. g. Hockett,1977; Lyons,1977)
or metalinguistic function posed by Jakobson (1966) is the unique capacity of
human language, which functions to refer to language itself. Before the late
1980s, reflexivity has mainly been discussed in the field of linguistics to talk about
the ‘object’ language. In 1959, reflexivity has been broadened to the scope of
discourse in terms of metadiscourse by Harris. In Harris’ system, metadiscourse
contains information that is distinct from tl.c main material of the text; it does

not express what the article is really about, however, metadiscourse talks about
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lthe main kernels in a text. In other words, language is not only used to convey
message about the reality, but also used to talk about talk. Language users,either
in spoken or written form,can comment not just on the propositional content,but
also make some comments on the organization of the text, the presence of
participants and interactions among participants in the current text. Since the late
1980s,metadiscourse has become a widespread interest in applied linguistics and
many scholars have pioneered to do a relatively large body of researches on
metadiscourse in written texts, especially in academic writing (Crismore, 1989;
Vande Kopple, 1985; Mauranen, 1993a; Hyland, 1998a, 2004c, 2005b). The
interest in the study of metadiscourse reflects a growing awareness in reflexive
and interactive use of language.

Obviously,in order to understand and talk about ‘metadiscourse’, first of
all, we should be clear about the status of metadiscourse in discourse and need to
distinguish it from discourse which is not ‘meta’. Many linguists, philosophers
and rhetoricians have argued and agreed that there are two levels of meaning in
communication:one is about the referential mear;ing and the other is about the
understanding and comments on the referential meaning. As stated by Crismore
(1989),in any form of language communication,there are two levels of discourse:
the primary discourse level, which consists of propositions and referential
meanings,and the metadiscourse level, which consists of propositional attitudes,
textual meanings, and interpersonal meanings. If we say the former is“what is
said”, then the latter is about “how to say about it or what the status is for what
is said”. The following passage(taken from Cummings, 2005:39) will be used to

explain the two levels of discourse model.

In the sections to follow, I examine theories of meaning according to a
tripartite classification that is adopted by Chierchia and McConnell-Ginet
(1990). Although this classification of theories of meaning is borrowed from
these theorists sthe multidisciplinary examination that I will pursue below each

of its three categories is completely my own formulation [+-].

In this short passage we can find that the propositional or ideational content
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