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” ( Mauranen 1993b:
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“as for the conception

”

I mentioned above. . .

113 ”»
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( experiencer)

( Adel 2010:78) :
(1) Good question I-1"11 have to-I’1l emai

um one of the authors . ..

(2) Okay I am gonna I’ m gonna discuss

the topic of . ...

(3) Now I wanna just give you two difffer—

Ld—l want to now contrast ...

3.2

Adel 2006: 38) .

13

»

impersonal

( )

text/code-oriented

( )

firstly secondly thirdly

the above mentioned list . . .
in other words . ..
the question is. . .
a definition of ... involves. ..
this essay will primarily deal
with. ..

guidance/metatext

(
)

personal

( )

writer-oriented

( )

as | have shown. ..

my conclusion is that. . .

by... I mean...

as a writer I would like to argue
that. . .

reader-oriented

( )

as you have seen. . .
you might want to read the last

section first. . .

participant-oriented
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in our discussion above

if we take. .. as example. ..
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now dear reader you proba—
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does this sound. .. to you?
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4.1
( intertextuality) o
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o

13 » s ” o .
metatext intertext o in this

book” o
(4) I read with interest Austin’s Sense and
Sensibility. In this book Austin portrays the life

and loves of the Dashwood sisters Elinnor and

M arinanne.
( stance markers) o
o
“ ”» [ ”»” 13 » [ ”»
)
o
“hopefully” . “per—

haps”

“ i) « . «
argue for |, “claim’ | “sup—

”»

port” o (5)

“argue for” o
(5) Obviously the Christmas celebration
which I argue for is a strictly trditional one with
great grandmother’ s decorations and recepies
where the kitchen smells of ginger cookies and
herring -+ ( Adel 2006:42)
4.2

[43 b4

“ »

« ” 143

(6) Now please think about what we have
talked about earlier this morning.

(7) Next we’ re going to discuss the com—
mon features they have.

(8) We’ re going to put three spoons of

sugar into that water source.
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Abstract: There remain some controversial approaches as to
how to identify and classify metadiscursive expressions.
The narrow approach the broad approach the interperson—
al model and the reflexive model have thus been pro—
posed among which the interpersonal model has been
most widely used while less attention has been paid to the
reflexive one. After a discussion of the remaining problems
of the first three models this paper mainly examines the
reflexive model with a focus on its four criteria of
metadiscourse identification as well as its classification in
terms of discourse functions and participants in interactions.
It finally explores the breakthroughs of the reflexive mod—
el in metadiscourse studies.

Key Words: discourse analysis; metadiscourse; reflexive
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