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Today metadiscourse is considered as a new comtdpe fields of discourse
analysis and language education although the téseif iwas coined by American
linguist Zelling Sabbettai Harris in 1959 [2: 3] denote the pragmatic use of language
to comment on the discourse, and guide the peorepfithe message by signalling the
author’s attitude towards both the audience andon¢ent.
Metadiscourse markers are words and phrases thanhodocontain much
information on the subject matter but explicitlydicate the presence of the text's
author, and help the reader interpret the texs. iltiteresting to note that metadiscourse
markers, sometimes also called indicator phrastfer fom discourse markers, or cue
phrases, in that they are non-propositional, uguahsiderably longer, and far more
varied. In fact, variation in the use of metadigseumarkers depends on the author’s
intentions, the type of audience as well as thésodtural context of communication,
which makes it an interesting linguistic area taldeith.
According to Ken Hyland’s taxonomy [1: 132] metaisrse can be divided into
two dimensions — “interactive”, which stands foxttéeatures that embody the author’s
performance in the text, and “interactional”’, whekpresses the author’s position and
represents his/her personality. In short, the mpyopose of interactive metadiscourse
Is rhetorical or organizational, while the purposk interactional metadiscourse is
mainly to involve the audience. Both of them arm@ized through five kinds of markers.
Markers of interactive metadiscourse tend to goaite the audience’s probable
knowledge, interests, rhetorical expectations amagssing abilities so that to present
the information in the most coherent and convinemanner. These include
- transitions, or logical connectives, used to expretations between propositions (
addition, further, moreovey but, although howeveytherefore thus, consequenily

- frame markers, which refer to different text deypah@nt stages, and contribute to
topic shifts and sequencingifst, The next step of this work will be ..., Finglly,

- endophoric markers, which are either remindersrevipus content or references to

other parts of the texA6 indicated above, As shown in Figure 4, In whldivs);



evidentials, which make the arguments more pla@dilciting the others’ studies or
ideas (e.gAccording to the data provided by SGCC]J3:.61]; The “Annual Energy
Outlook” for 2003 indicates that .[3: 29]; A recent paper by Halvgaard, Poulsen,
Madsen, and Jorgensen has shown hoy3: 51]);

code glosses, helping to grasp the meaning of #esage by rephrasing, illustrating
or explaining for example, i.e., such as, essentially, say, meotvords, which is

Interactional metadiscourse markers simulate mr@akactions as they allow the

author to intrude and comment on the message. Artiasg we can find

hedges, which are sugar-coaters that serve theogeirpf softening the author’'s
claims (t appears that..., This could result in..., Thigymequire..., perhaps, likely
boosters, or emphatics, which emphasize the degfraaithor’s certainty\What is
most significant is that.., not only ...but alsspecially, very, dramatically, ideally)
attitude markers, which express the author's petsge or evaluation of the
propositional content (e.g-hese goals are highly challenging, and withouemsive
research the challenges may prove insurmountdBi&a5]).

self-mentions, which contribute to revealing theéhaus stance, for example, by
personal pronouns (e.X)/e address three planning issues in this arti@de25));
engagement markers, or relational markers, whighatty address the audience so
that to draw it into the discourse (ekgr a more detailed description, see the paper
by Corradi, Ochsenfeld, et al. listed in the “Foufther Reading“ section3: 52]).

As participants of academic and professional dismare constantly in need of

finding linguistic means for informing the audienoea persuasive manner, they often

use metadiscourse markers to present propositimagétrial. One should remember,

though, that because of rhetorical and socialrdistieness of disciplinary communities

the functions of interactional metadiscourse makeay have different functions, and

thus require further investigating.
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