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1. Introduction

In Western linguistic studies of metalanguage in gerardl metacommunication
particular therehas lately been observadonsiderabléerminological shifcaused by
theintroduction of the notion of metapragmati¢dheterm itself belongs tdacobson
(1960) yet, the socielinguistic and anthropologic research ofv@iistein (1993) is
deemedfundamentalas the onewhich arousedinterest to the phenomenaof
metapragmaticand happened to be the most cited work in this fisdeCaffi 2009,
Geert 1999; Lempert 2012; Mer®& Yovel 2002 252-253; RuizGurillo 2016;
Verschueren 2000 ej¢ including an article, devoted to itdefinition and general

principles, inthe"ConciseEncyclopediaf Pragmatics (Caffi 2009).
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The notion of metapragmaticscovers psychological, cognitiveand social
backgroundsand is a universal concephich comprises the metalinguistic function
in terms of Jacobsoran classification(1960), the metacommunicative function
accordingto Bateson (1972), and the reflexive functias stated iLucy (1993:9).
However,a narrow focus on metapragmatics can be given, and as such the latter can
be interpreted either as a sedflexive process bouni the contextualizedanguage
use; a metalanguage procea®flexive capacity of the language, eveemetalinguistic
processoncerninghe pragmatic code and pragmatic capacity (FRuizillo 2016 1);

or as ametalinguistic processvhich has no relatioto the reflexivity of the language
(Verschueren200Q 441); finally, as a metacommunicative process (Parvadsh
Tavangar201Q 133).

Neverthelesshe phenomenon of metapragmatics istté concern in Eastern (dhe
so-called PosSoviet) linguistic school, except f@ivenkova (2013)a Belarusian
scholar.Let usconsiderthe reasondgor sucha situation.On the one handnithe
Western linguistic traditiona focusis madeon a separate study afetalinguistic,
reflexive and metacommunicative meamsutterancesl would like to point out that
metacommunicative meaase less populas objects of investigation, becausenost
casegheyareviewed narrowly, in Bates@interpretatiorf1972), exceptfor the cases
when metacommunicationiisterpretedasa description of processes and mechanisms
throughwhich metalanguage operates (C&f0: 629; Mertz & Y ovel 2002 250).
The borderlinebetweenmetalinguistic, reflexive and metacommunicativeansis
somewhat vague, sometimes subjective and disputable. Conseqhentga of a sort
of 'generalizing theory and, accordingly, termology, which would unify the
aforementioned means and make their analysis easier, has beékedeand warmy
acceptedAs a result, there is no need to stneadicularmetalanguage meatisatare
studied; on the contrary, it is enough to agtapragmatic meanar, simply, meta
meang/ utteranceg acts suggestinghatthese meaneeferto the 'metalevel or are

studied inmetadiscourse
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On the other handh the Eastern linguistic tradition, majority ofthe aforementioned
meandelong tometacommunicative@nesin accordance witthebroad interpretation

of metacommunicatioras it is viewed as some global communicative modality
(4 e B k1981 Watzlawichk Beavinet al 1967 etc). In fact, the urgent need of
launching the notion ofmetapragmaticmight be under question, abke term

'metacommunicativein fact,equalsmetapragmatic

Yet, for both linguistic schoolthe definition of metapragmatics as {hr@agmatics of
metameans(Hubler & Bublitz 2007: 1 6; Sivenkova 2013)n the discourse o
particulargenreseems to be logicdVletapragmaticss closely connectet discourse

analysis (Barron 2002: &ue to the fact thatiscourse istaken as a metapragmatic
condition which not only refers to the
comprises the hidden conditions that govauchsituations of language us@-etzer

2014: 35; Mey 2001: 190). Consequently, metapragmatics is the theory of how

metadiscourse is used in interaction (Hulsld8 ublitz 2007 Sivenkova 2013: 21).

What is beyond question aboumetapragmatics or, to be mongrecise, the
metapragmatic organizatiar discourseis itsinterplaywith sociatinstitutional power
dynamics which helps to understand the ideological structuring of sociegnth
through language and discourse (Mergz Y ovel 2002: 254). Ihave come toa
conclusion that metapragmatissactualizedn social anctulturalenvironmentn three
basic ways Firsly, metapragmaticss identified with the capacity of speakers to
articulate pragmatic rules, judge whether the bighatis appropriate or inappropriate,
and comment on iBecker 2014: ), or, in other wordsto formulate explicitules of
speaking Blum-Kulka & Sheffer 1993: 21p and "describe theground rules for
understanding communicative action whichrrpeates a given community of
practices (Ide 2009: 2). Secondly, metapragmatics istertwined wth the awareness
of social powelin the context ofanguage structure and u@erea 'metapragmatic
awarenesss meant) The factors that influencéhe metapragmatic function are the

sociccultural background of the interlocutoasdthe setting of the communicative
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situation Accordingly, the role of metapragmatic awarenaddtering the influence
of social structure on language use and fisroonneted withboth the theory of speech
genres and the theory of language ideologMsrtz & Yovel 2002:257-259) as a
result of the interplay of the aforementioned theories number of discourses of
different genres havemergedibid.: 261-262;Verschuerer2000: 451452).

The forenamed work oS8lverstein (1993) prompted the furthstudying of the
phenomenon of metapragmatics in three directionshi@ugha simplifiedapproach
to its interpretationmetapragmatics equals pragmatics of metacommunicaiaans
(Hubler & Bublitz 2007:1,6; Sivenkova 2013: 21); (iiat adeeperevel of analysis

metapragmatics isnderstoodstheinvestigation of pragmatic phenomeaiza meta

level of some discourse (Barron 2002M&ey 2001:190); (iii) finally, in the gope of
social linguistics and linguistic anthropolqggetapragmatics is tightly boumalsocial
and cultural environment (Bluulka & Sheffer 1993 Ide 2009 Mertz & Y ovel

2002: 254).

This article focuses on the metapragmatic analysis of acadenitien discoursevia
distinguishing its main types of metaeans with an emphasis on their functional
specifics in the aforementioned type of discourse. In other wtatdes answer the
guestionwhatmetameansselected from theesearch articles, ansost typical for this

discourse type

2. Methodology and theoretical framework

The objective of this article is achieved by fulfilling the following tasks: (Jd¢welop

a generalizedlassification of various met@eans systematizing and grouping them
into different types and stilypes on the basis dfie main metapragmatic functions
they perform; and (ii) to study their specific use in acadesmitten discourse. To
reach the objective of the researhd accomplish it$éasks,a number of general

scientific methods (deduction, induction, analysis and synthesis) as well as methods of
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linguistic (pragmatic, metapragmatic,discourse and contextual analysesnd
mathematical analyséthe quantitative method @reenberd1990)) have beemised.

2.1 Metapragmatic analysis aspragmatic analysis ahetameans

In my researchmetapragmatic analysis is viewed as thewheh covers althethree
aforementionedevels of investigatior{see above)and the first step is teingle out
general tendencies in the classification of rmaeansHere | present a more elaborate
version of the classification of metaeans in comparison with tle@e offered in my
previous article Gnezdilova2017). Even despite the fact thaamalyzedthere an
autonomous group of metaeansonly, yet the focus was made rather on the
metapragmatic functions they perfardthan ondistinguishinghedifferent typesand
subtypes of those lexical meanThus, an autonomous group of metaans is
introduced by four main groups ofeams: contact (or phaticand reflexive means

speech regulatorand discourse organizers (see Fig. 1 below)

AUTONOMOUS META-MEANS

discourse
organizers

. . reflexive
contact means interaction-regulators
means
cont adu. : ] : - speaker
establishing NEENtion Mean ITEMEIETE authororiented
(

frequency
means

coherent mean;

cont adqd measuring : hearer / reader
L magnetizer -
maintaining means SUIE el oriented
cont a
terminating reference mean guarantors

encouraging
means

cohesive mean

conclusive
EENS

evasive means

Figurel. The classification chutonomous metmeans

Autonomous metaeans are explicit and stereotypical and, therefore, regular in their
use.They may be occasional, but these are usually autt{bhiddler & Bublitz 2007:
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13). Comparedo autonomous metmeansagroup of contgtually-dependent ones is
notso typologically various because, fiystthey argoredominantlymplicit and, thus,
occasional; and, secdyd they appear imifferent situationsas clues thaextracta

hidden context.

2.2 Metapragmatic and discourse anadgs

The second step includé3 the adaptation of the generadid classificationof meta

means (discussed abowe)th an emphasis on singling ol&nchoring mearis as
defined bySilverstein(1993),considering th@eculiarities ofmetapragmatiunctiors

they perform ina particulardiscoursetype, here, inthe academic onebesides, (ii)
discourse itself is subjected ‘tmetapragmatic calibratidr{Silverstein 1993)which,

to my mind, equaleelative gradation of discourse types in accordance withdkgiee

of "metapragmatic intensity

The firstpoint, which should be discussed here, is the illustrative material takire for
study of "anchoring mearisin academic metadiscours&he research corpus is
comprisedof different scientific articles (subjectivebnd randomlychosen) dvoted

to the problems of metapragmatics andtacommunicatiarBut herethe illustrative
material is limited to two articles only, i.8ef VerschuerefiNotes on the role of
metapragmatic awarenes$2000) andKlaus Bruhn JensefMetamedia and meta
communicationi revising the concept of genre in the digital media environinent
(2011), totaling 11,533 words.

Let me proceed to theotion of "'metapragmatic calibratidnSilverstein (1993) uses
pragmatic and semantic interpretation of metapragmatic calibrggor,view it as
"metapragmatic intensityf discoursewhich can be studied by meansgofantitative
analysis The idea taneasuranetapragmatic intensity of discounsas borneout of
the quantitativeapproacho linguistic analysisapplied byGreenlerg (1990: 326) in
historical and comparative linguistics where he calcdlainthetic,polysynthetic

compositionalandinflectionalindexesthe index of agglutinationf languages under
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comparisonetc.| am a firm believer that thimethod can be gqustedfor calculating

the metapragmatic / metacommunicative index the metaindex, in different
discourse types (e.geveryday, media, politicakhetorig religious, academic, law
etc.). The identification of this index would serve as a proof of the theory of
metapragmatic calibratiofeven though the mathematical results might seem to
simplify Silversteirs conclusions)and would help to verify the hypothesikat
metacommunications present irany discourse type.e., the metapragmatic function

is realizedin all forms of human communicatioget the degree afnetapragmatic

intensityof various discoursgypesmight be different

Inspired byGreenberg 1990: 1214), an attempt is made to defimeetafeatures
involved invarious discourse typeas terms of a ratio of two units, each defirtgda
sufficient rigor and by the calculation of a numerical index based on the relative
frequency of these two units ovesketches ofliscourseThemetaindex is the ratio

of metaconstructions to informationally meaningfakical units i.e.,M/W, whereM
equals the number of wordghich belong to metaonstructions and Véqualsthe

number of informationally meaningful words.

Now then, the calculation results of an acadesmitten discourse under stud$1,533

words in total) show that,d52 wordsconstitute metaonstructionswhich is 35% in
comparison to 65% of meaningful words (i.e481 lexical items)The metaindex of
academiaowritten discoursds 0.54 (the averagd result) It should be noted that this
indexnumber is not a constant and it cdightly differ from onescientific articleto
anothey irrespective of the fact that athe ten articles, selected for analysis,
thematically belong to the field of metapragmatics. Wetepends on the authestyle

of presenting higsher research resulfseeTable 1 below)For examplemetaindexes

of articles under analysis this papeare 0.594 Ver schueren’ s OBl s ea
(Jensehs researchapapedance wi t(1990:Ge6gannber
averaged result can be consideredh@sone which isharacteristic of an academic

written discourse
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Table 1. The results difie calculation of metandexes in academic written discourse

Discours | Mathematicall The results for every 100-word fragment under analysis Average
e type operation d result
academic | % 37 |31 |18 |26 |47 |40 |55 |30 |20 |25 | 329
written im 05 |04 |02 |03 |08 |06 |12 |04 |02 |03 | 054
9 5 2 5 9 I 2 3 5 3
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7 ) © o = = o o o T d
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Moreover, for the purity of my scientific experiments in a complex study of various
discourse typegeveryday, political, rhetoric, media, academic written / scientific,etc.)

| take tenlOO-word thematicallyclose fragments of every discourse type, each
exemplifyingthe writing styles of different authorg.he averagedesults forthe ten
fragments of every discourse tyge used foa further comparative analysisth other
discourse typesand help to differentiate discourses on the basis of their
'metacommunicativenes3 he higherthe value of metaindex in adiscourses, the
higherthelevel of itsmetapragmatittensity Therefore, the general methodindex
calculation based on discourse ratios of carefully defined-aletaents haa definite
valuein metadiscourse typological studies.

2.3 Metapragmaticanalysis in socieultural environmat

The last step of metapragmatic analysisoncernsa social contextand behaviaral
norms in various sociocultural ewvironmens. The ®cial and cultural aspect of
discourse analysideals withspeech genress aresult there emergéiscourses of
different genresEvery discourse type has its own organization and structure, specific
lexical units including definitesignaling/ "anchoring means or, simply, metaeans.

Yet, as stated earlier (201 ®)would beoverconfidentto say that every discourse type
has its unique set of metaeans. In fact, it is absolutely possible, under certain
conditions, to use any metaeansof any group in any discourse tygdowever, the

preference ira particuladiscourse typ is given to those metaeanswhich perfectly
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suit and reflecthe style of speech and the communicative tradition in accordance with

which the discourse is built.

Hence any discourse of any genre, even despite the factntlaaty of them are
characterized by more or less universal structure and characteristigseatly
influenced bythe social and cultural background of the speakers, participants
authors of the discours@.o explain what | mean, let us take academndten
discourse which is under analysis in this article the Ukrainian scientific society
nowadaysgreat attention is paid to academic writing in Englishich is due to the
demands of globalization processes and politiddkraine As a result, a number of
lectures seminarsor training coursebave been held for those who desire to improve
their academic writingkills. General demands to the structural organization of esficl
dissertationsand other scientific works are, in fact, tte@me andmight be viewed as
universal truthsAny scientific work consists aduch structural parts as abstract, key
words, introduction, methodology, main body, summary, referemdsresume. An
author musttsidy the background of the problem h&heinvestigatesprove his/ her
ideas with facts, examples, mathematical and statistical data processindet, |
would liketo cite the words of an autonomous reviewp commented on one of my
articles:"Like with the other paper, | have no idea what it is about. | often have the
feeling that these authors live in a completely different scientific world than the one |
am familiar with. This doesn't mean that one world is better than the other, it only
meanghat | cannot be very helpful because | don't know what these authors are trying
to say in their resumé&sAnd unfortunately it is true not only for my articléhe key
problem here, | think, is in our mentality, sodoltural specificsof our teaching
methods,and the manner ofresening argumens in our articles. It is not enough to
replacewe/ourstyle, peculiar for ourscientific tradition with I/my-style; it touches
much deeper levebf perceptionandone of them is metapragmatics.

In support of what has been said above, | wbturnto the outset of myractice in

academic writingn English whenl asked mycolleagudrom theUniversity of Alberta
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in CanadaSivachenko to look throughan article of minel hypothesizedhatit was

not ideal and | would get a number of remarks and correct®ose werel would
say,internationally general andustomaryfor young scholardike 'l think you should
work on the introduction more. It is not very clear what you investigatendaydor

‘The fact that you believe that it is necessary does not mean it is necessary. You should
prove WHY it is necessarpthers were culturallgpecific, as inHere you have to say
what these studies did rather than describing how they named metaoaratve
means[in our tradition the terminological choidtself is alsounder focufand'In
Anglo-American cultures, it is important to maintain politeness, which is associated
with indirectness. Direct structures are viewed very fuglet | was gretly surprised
when the majority of hemotesconcenedthe metaevel, I, in fact, wasresearcihng,
e.g.,'sd is too colloquial, usetherefore 'all units possiblesounds very ambitious
that i s why, n owasdomhnentédidSontbeinegatiped!iltdounds é

English academiwritten discourseThe results of this research aliscussed below.

3. Meta-means in academic written discourse

What | want to begin with igccording tolrunova T p y H 20B6atheterminological
dissonances concerning the notiodaaiademic discourser, to be more precisé)e
genres of academic writings the Eastern linguistic tradition there is a differentiation
between academic, scientific, academic and scientific, pmathgogical discourses
(Beno2082; | nby4yed0@2p Weni 1 2K4;, from this perspective,
scientifickesearcharticlesbelong toscientific not academiajiscourse This point of
view is also shared by some Western scholars, for exafpierican linguistfannen
(2002) Moreover, in fairness it must be said that the telsoientific discoursé
sometimes occuris the context oiWesternacademic discourse studidsit these are
rather isolated instancésana regular use (Hyland 2007: 268tenzel & Degaetano
Ortlieb 2017;Verschueren 2000451-452). Nevertheless, Western interpretasaf
the aforementionetérm arebroadspectrum and generalizinghile 'academic writing

/ discoursé— or, as an alternativgublished academic writingHyland 2004: 1) and
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‘academic written discours@’ovolna 2012: 131} remain more popular among
Western scholars. Followinglylands classification(2004: 1) publishedacademic
writing is represented byesearch articles, abstracts, book reviews, textbooks, and
scientific letters.In view of the fact thal study research articles, | use the term

‘academic written discourses aworking definition in this paper.

Academic written discourse is characterized by the wayghich thewritersdisplay
their topics, signal their audiences, amdesenttheir arguments(identifying,
classifying and interpretiny as they shouldoe mostpersuasive to particular
communities of readers (Hyland 2004: 1; 2007: 2868)interaction between an author
/ writer and a reader hagawn attentiorof many scholarsseeHyland 2007: 267;
Povolna 2012: 131that resulted ifurther researcbf someconventional signajs.e.,
discourse markergfor a more detailed overview dhem see Gnezdilova 2017;
Volkova 2017)for instancegausal and contrastive discourse markieos/¢lna 201p,
which constitutegroup of metaneansand discourse strategjssichasexemplifying
and reformulatingHyland 2007) andagonism (Tannen 2002fsed to make authisv
writer's communicative intentions clear to the reader(s). Iptheess of encoding as
well as decodingnformationboth the writer and the readerg)y on their common
metapragmatic awareness (see details in Gnezdilova 201 %wtiBh includes entire
situational contextswell as the background knowledge shared by the members of a
particular discourse community and their prior experience of diseoprocessing
(Povolna 2012: 132).

In keeping withthe objectives of this papdrneed to underline that academic written
discourses (despite the demands, put to scientific writings, to keep to the point and be
precise) are of rich metapragmatic natdtrés proved primarily, by the results athe
guantitative analysisaccordng to which metamears constitute 35% anthe meta

index of this discourse types 0.54 (see chapter 2.2bovg. Additionally, the useof
metameans isnot limited to discourserganizeronly (coherent and cohesiveeams

in particula) or to regular rears; thereis a number of casuauthorialmetameans
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built on similar structures | i chés (see chapter 3ea$ bel
are studied: a groupbundant irmutonomous means, including interactiegulating
ones reflexive neans, and discoursermanizers; and a group obntextuallydependent

metameans.

3.1Interactionregulating neans in academiacnritten discourse

Interactionregulating neans in academicwritten discourseare responsible for
controlling, adjustingand normalizing the content of the discourse by commenting on
the authos words and providing them with additional shades of meaifiimg.group

of means is the most numerous academiavritten discourse, comprising seven main
types (nagnetizersintensifiers, guarantorgommentary meansntention, grading,
evasive and referena@mean$, each of them having various stypes Further, in
accordance with the given classification | am going to describe every type of

interactionregulating meanm details

Commentary means give some comments agemarkson anutterance / ideaévent

and are of various stilypes which specifythat commentaryThese suliypes of
commentay meanswith an emphasis on tiepecifics oimetapragmatic functions they
perform are discussed below.

—  confirmators additionallyvalidatesome ideasge.g.,(but) of coursg verifiers
convinceor provethat something is / might be tr¢e.g.,to be surejndeed;

—  specifiers set up restrictions or establish the framework for analgss,in this

case; as a kind / form / sign of; in particular / and in particulah e r e, € ; s een
related toi / (hence)nrelatont o€; €éin question; that ar
i more specifically still, a special place is occupied by instances fobm this
perspectivealong this dimensigrnit is with reference to this dimension thaithin its

scope in the contexs) of; in a Silversteiniarmperspective; in this domain; in itself; on

the selfreferential level; under certain circumstances; in conversasinalysis; in a
pragmatictheory), defining the field, aspect, method, condispetc. underwhich

some ideas events / analyses goessible(e.g.,as used in linguisticsas documented
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in the literature on; as we know it, as in most academic wriilm@ postmass media
setting;in terms of in evolutionary, psychological, and social ternmsa comparative
perspectivejn fact; at least in mass media studias;the perspective of the history

and theory of communicatiin adders / means of addition introduce some
supplemental information for the reader, said as a further remaykirg addition to

their being determined by the workings of such mechajiserplicators mark
deviationalremarkstargeted at introducing extra detaiks.d., during a meeting of
whichthis article is a side produjtoften given in brackets, lik€a topic which has

been commonly debated in philosophy at least since C4t®&3)), (a term borrowed

from Jesperser(1921)), (numbers in square brackets added for easy reference;
boldface, italics, and underlining added); taking an interdisciplinaryinairily
anthropologicallinguistic) point of viey; bring inexplanationss to the reasorgs.g.,

thereis a reason why such confusion could arisecauseo f ¢ ; i . e . ; i n o
t hat ; yoospdoulaiansabout some ideag(Asto (i)/()7( );ihthe sense

t hat é; and the noti on )ltewatk mantiorsing thdhe t o ¢
metapragmatic status of explangtoneansnay be doubted even despite their clearly
explicit parenthetic naturdéecausethe information providé by them might be
considered, in some situations, propositionally valuable

—  generalizers simplify (e.g,wh at we are concé¢ortaked wi t
broad view ofsome theory / approach / ideavent etc.(e.g.,in more general terms,

in general, and creative argenerallyT; all of which feed into what is reported as;
which would generally be regarded;as is this general aspect joainything ever
discussed under the labels; generally accepted or hegemonically imposed even if not
gmerally adhered to; the entire | iat er af
large; it was a commopractice tq in the realm of social life in genejalmeans of
abstraction are used byhe speaker to abstratbm or go beyondhe scope of his

her analysis / traditional approach or interpretatemq.,the task of completing the
picture is far beyond its scope; this i
al so at much tlhoiwseré |pervoeviisd eosf éa; wagohof m

irrespective of the circumstances / in any casg. jndependently of th8ilversteinian
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tradition; what happens in such cases is thaliateverpragmatic functioninghere

may be whateverthe preferred ternmay be regardless of whether; whicts not

always equally observable

—  concessive means point at what interferewith the main idea / everfe.g.,in

spite of / despite the fact that; notwithstanding thaieans of congruence reflect
(in)compatibility, analogy / difference, (dis)similari(g.g.,and as with all linguistic
choicemaking; similarly; though fully compatible with it; which correspoddsctly

with a term; though not coinciding withmeans of comparison underlinesimilarity

or draw parallels between two or more ideag.(in comparison; the same cée said

of; as well as the definition used in this article; in comparison to more spontaneous
oral interaction; like any other form of social action; just like other forms of; and the
like);

— means of contrasting highlight the differences via negationgenials or
hesitations €.g.,the point is not only that; nor is it merely that; is hardly a matter of;
is not really the product ofis not entirely a thing ¢frather thar); means of warning

show that the reader should be careful with some staterfeegtgo be approached
with due caution; are not subject to further negotiation; which should not simply be
taken for granted by means of conditioning make the utterance sound less

peremptory(e.g.,as it were; if anythiny

Magnetizers are meansthat create a center of attention or catch the attention of the
reader by means eftherattractants, aimed at drawing attention of the readesdme
ideas anérousinghis/ her intereste.g.,| would simply like to draw the attention once
more to the fact that; singling é out
valuable heuristic strategy in order not to forget its fundamental contributiin to
accentuators, which (i) emphasize th¢im)possibility ofa certaintheory / approach /
idea/ event etc(e.g.,within the context of this article it is not even possible to begin
spelling out;which cannot really be broken up intcannot be understood without an
understanding of the notions in terms of whitere is always the possibility of; it

becomes possible to talk about; may be suspended in fayahefexclusivity /
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exceptionality(e.g.,with the exception of; except in the odd aesthetic experinaeat

the contrastby whichanadditional emphasis is given to thein messagée.g.,and
formulated against the background of; which doesnatl v r ef er t o €,
categorizes tha&t), (ii) underline the doubtaboutthe theory / concept / appraetc

in question(e.g.,the very concept @& is in doubj} or, on the contrarysomething that

is undoubtful(e.qg.,the validity of which isiot questioney (iii) stress the importance

of certainpoints €.g.,i t I's 1 mportant tswdyikgehspypesoll ¢ h
awareness is crucial to an understanding of; being a crucial aspect of what goes on; it
may be useful to point at; demonstrate clearly the importance that is generally attached
to; so that understanding these processes is hecessaityis@an integral part of what

goes on in; importantlyor the key reason of why this or that opinion is worth speaking
abouté.g,i nsight i nto the ingredients of &
is a reason why the titlef this article s simply...a notion which would not make sense
withou?); and topicalizers, which put the accent oripr instance difficulties (e.g.,
though because of the difficulty in giving all phenomena a specific place on the scale;

if this condition is not satisfie& would be hard to understand withput

Referential means constitute an integralartof academic discourse as the latter cannot
exist without

() references which render the idea of some scholarnfs)the way the author
understands it, antthat ideais usually introduced withaccordingto Tomasello
(1999) in the person of Roman Jakobgd®71) Jakobson(1971)presented refers
to; by Silverstein (1976, 1979, 1993); In Silverstein's (£9893) as Silverstein puts
it (1993) that Silverstein would ca{lL993) strongly inspired by Jakobson, Silverstein
identifies(1993) € s i t u ahearetidallcentridution of Gumperz's (1982); a term
originally inspired by Errington(1988);to use Silverstela term(1993) as reflected

in Lucy (ed.) 1993the example is borrowed from Blommaégit999); as D'hondt
(2000) points out; as studiethy the Mhstorian Thompsor(1999, pp. 46538), in
unsentimental terms, Joshua Meyrowitz (1994, p. 54) noteq that
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(ii) citations whichrepr esent o ne’ s nowllangdssare made t® & queter s O
and it is syntactically marked with inverted commas. The quotes can be introduced in
the way the references do, for exampés, noted by the linguist, Benveniste
(1985[1969], p. 236),the signs of society can be intergétintegrally by those of
language, but the reverse is not' {eeealso examples aboveBut the point is that
guotes themselves are considered to belong to alewvatyVerschueren 2000: 4%7

(i) self-references / citations (e.g.,as | have mentioneabove;

(iv) examples which are introduced witfor instance e.g; as jansé wi then &
incidence ofby way of illustraton s uc h as é, e x;exemplified wite d |
reference to (1) abovexamplg2) illustrates; should be clear from a smakample

such as (4)as illustrations; onédistorical example is soalled

Measuring means as such accentuadeertainamouni degree or comparativeextent
of oneidea / utterance / proceducensideredn relationto a unit of anotherone In
academiaiscoursemeasuring mearere introduced only bintensifiers, the task of
whichis to make the effect of what have been said bestn@nger(e.qg.,significantly;

fortunately; that are most visibly at work)in

Means of evasion are used when the author wants to avesbonsibility for some
ideas/ events / approaches eReing not very popular in acadeneitten discourse,

they are mostly represented means of distancing, which stresgemotenesge.g.,

which | want tadistance myself from in whedllows; disregarding for the moment the
guestion whetheleavingaside the issue of the line that is drawn betydartention

means show that thewuthorplars to investigatéhe object under analysideeper (e.g.,

first wehave to go deeper intand can be fully accounted for in term¥ @fuarantors

in academiavritten discourse are used as those which ensure the obviousness / clarity
of some factge.g.,clearly; it should be clear thathis is most clearly the case itis

Is most typically the case when
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Now, let me takeanacademic written discourse fragment, analyzandspecify the
context in which thenteractionregulating meangilfill theirmetapragmatic functions

(1) The classic example of a linguissemiotic model of communication was presented
by the linguist and literary critic, Roman Jakobson (1960). Compared to the two
aspects of metaommunication that Bateson notedodification and communicative
relationshis 1 Jakobson identified an entire set of communicative functions. The
implication of the model was that all discourses bear traces of all these constituents of
communicationi sender, message, and receiver; channel, code, and cdntiext
varying degreesral in shifting configurations. Addressing a classic question in poetics
T Is there a special poetic languagé?akobson concluded that there is, instead, a
poetic function of language, and that this function is manifest in many other genres,
for instance,advertising. Poets, while inviting people to ponder what might be the
'messageof their poems (poetic function), also address their readers (conative
function) about some possible world (referential function). Web advertising, in its turn,
relies liberaly on the poetic function in order to address internet users about the merits
of specific commaodities that will be sold and consumed in the real aeltsen 2011
14-15)

Examplel demonstrates the use of variaaseractionregulatingmetameans.The
gpecifier 'Addressing a classic question in poétidefines the aspect of further
discussion, whicls poeticsA deviational remarkn its turri, as a meansf coherencg
supports the sequence of idedike meansof comparisoriCompared tbshows that
some parallels are drawn, betweiine two aspects of metmmmunicatiohin
particular; on the contrary, meansof contrasting'instead marks the opposing
comment abouta poetic function of languag&eferential meanshich are typicalof
academic discoursanclude references(Roman Jakobson (1960), Bateson noted,
Jakobson identified, Jakobson concludeshd the introduction of example3he
classic example of, for instajceSpecial attention should be drawn tbe
metacommunicativelietoric) questior-is there a special poetic languagethatwas

discussed in my previous article (2017).
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In sum,it is necessary to point out the richest and most various grouptedction
regulatingmeans which are commentarymeans especially specifiers, explanators,
generalizingmeansand means of abstractiprmagnetizers withtheir accentuators;
referencemeans which, in fact, make academigritten discourse possible. Less
frequent areneasuing, evasive intentionmeansandguarantordue to the fact that
someof their subtypes are not typicalf thediscoursaunder discussiarHere lwould

like to specifymeansof encouragemenguarantorsused taeassue anaddresse
sincerity and truthfulness;means of evasiqrwhich function in situations when the
speaker tries to avoid a straightforward answer, distract attention or even responsibility
for somethingaccentuatorsvhich stress eithaxccidentalness of some words / actions
/ eventsor theirincompletenessandmeasuring means, accentuatengegreeof one

idea / utterance / proceduxehich are often emotionalgoloured and imprecise.

3.2 Reflexive means academic discourse

Reflexivemeansonstituteametavocabulary whi ¢ h r e p specsilatiost s a
on someutterance / ideaand includeeither author or readeforientedword-groups

They are distinguishedy personal pronouns (first / second person pronouns
correspondingly), accompanied by verbs alisg, €nse perception and mental
activity like see, say, tell, (let me) know, hear, ask, understand, inform, describe etc.
(Dossen&012 49).

Author-oriented metamears excludethe reader from participation in discussias

the attention is drawn @mthors assumptionddeascommentstc. via, mostly, statve

verbs of mental activity, for exampliesharacterize; | describe; | discuss; | distinguish
between; | refer to; | return to; | consider; | includéhe use of/my/mepronouns is

typical of the Westernlinguistic traditions, while irthe Eastern ones the preference is
given to the use dVe/our/uspronouns. Yet, it is not a rule e research data show,
egwe would still have t o dteanothesma mastter amh
the study of €& coul d dmemberdhbgnthabasisofthessh i c

observations we may be able to understand'dey nf usi on about ; I
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find illustrations for the above claim on; frosuch observations we should learn that

€ is not a | uxur yOflaypdculiaa foqusinany gi@vu arethe t e f
imperative structures withet whenit looks as if the authr asks permission to perform

some kind of actiorarousingafeeling that theeader is involved idliscussionas in

let us illustrate this withreference tplet me specifylet us assign

Reader-oriented metamears are not typicabf academiavritten discourse as, in fact,

it is out of the sape of this discourse type to involae addressee in discussion. As a
result, there are no instances/oti/yourpronoun predicative structures likeu know,

you see The only examples when the author implicitly addresses the reader are
imperative structures, such @sst consider the opening sentences of this sectiba
following features;take example (3)just think of; see Eelé&n (1999);for a more
detailed overview of / for an interesting study of how / for an overview of research on
/ for remarks on / for some recent contributions to this topic area / faxaellent
example of sucha critical approach to some of the linguistic literatureee
Verschueren (1999)Jacobs(1999)/ Woolard & Schieffelin (1994tc.

Particular notice should be takentbéneutral structures as to their auther reader
orientation.In academicwritten discourse these structures aetwo types. The
structures of the first type arepresentethy pronounsone/ other(s)/ rarelytheyand
are used in cases when criticism is obser®sda result, it is more polite to address
hypothetic scholag) and make your critical speculations sound s¢&ey.,one might
objectthat, others, mostly linguistic anthropologists, followed saitheir criticisms
of; one included ié the other included & ; one assumesnd what they might do
The structures of the second typefarened bypredicative structures with a verb either
in theactivevoice(e.qg.,this observation gives rise tthis observation definitely lifts;
the theory in question views; recent plea for thetudy of folk lingstics (Preston
2000), linked to earlier proposals such as one by Hoenigswald (1966), is entirely in
line with this interestthef a ¢t t h a developrgegtaesearsh;(e.g. Hickmann

1993) suggests thathe relation to problems o€ is clear from a close study ;o
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second type o relates primarily to the form ofé hinges on the fact thabut also
linguistic theories and analyses themselvesndbescape from their influencénis
article situates genre; this article takes theremt reconfiguration of; news reported
that; this paper argues thabr in the passivevoice (e.g.,this paper is formulated
against the background of a theory of; which waslared to b Suchrepresentation
of research results and argumentation is@eged as objectivéutnot subjective, and,
consequentlythe standpointsoundmore serious anghrofound from a scientific

perspective.

Consider the use of reflexive means in academic written disciouesample (2)

(2) This article takes theurrent reconfiguration of mass, interpersonal, and networked
forms of communication, and of the media environment at large, as an occasion to
revisit the concept of genre. Firdt,distinguish between media of three different
degrees: the human body enall communication facto-face; the technically
reproduced means of mass communication; and the digital technologies facilitating
networked interaction on®-one, ongo-many, as well as mastg-many. This
framework provides a way of moving beyond thaonoof remediation (Bolter &
Grusin, 1999), including not just mass and networked communication, but also face
to-face embodied communication. As illustrations, | refer to different kinds of sound
communication (Jensen, 2006). Second, | return to Gregary @ sonds (197
concept of metaommunication, which, at least in mass media studies, has not been
given its due. In a poshass media setting, it still holds an untapped potential for the
understanding of communication as social interaction. THirdpnsider whether a
concept of metgenres could help to capture some of the distinctive features of what
people do (Katz, 1959), and what they might with 'new’,digital media.(Jensen
2011: 8)

Example @) shows thatuthororientedmetameangl distinguish between; | refer to;

| return to; | considey arecharacteristiof this discourse fragmenBesidesstructures
neutralas to their auther readerorientation are widely used hethey arantroduced

by predicative structures witkither an active verb (This article takes the current
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reconfiguration of; This framework provides a way of; it still holds an untapped

potential for the understanding)obr a passiveone ( .has not been given its due

They make the arguments sowilgectiveand scentific.

Overall, in academiowritten discourse reflexive meansare mostlyrepresented by
neutralstructures as to their authdrreadeorientation. Yet, typical are alsamuthor
oriented metanears, including structures witth.et. Readerorientedmetamears are
not characteristic afnodern Englistacadenic discourse. The only exception here is

suchimperative structuressjust consider, sedake exampleetc.

3.3Discourse organizers in academicitten discourse

Discourse organizerare 'structureoriented as they are responsible for discourse
cohesion and coheren(2017:67-68). These means can breganizednto four groups:

—  frequency means thatmark theperodicity of actionse.g.,is no less thanmore
often than not with thenplication that at least; the issue was raised repeatedly of
how; rarely;

—  coherence means thateither show the order and sequence of ideasg,first /

the first i first of all; second; third; then; in a firsbection Section2 goesinto; a
third section elaborates oret's start out bya second way ofa second dimension is
formed by;according to the secodor how theideas expressed earlier aevelopng
(andé ; etc; T whichfurther strengthensheassumptiorthat, éis followedby);

—  cohesive means thatstress

(i) analogous relations via paraphrdéseay.,in other words; put simply; similarly)
and parallel structurg®.g.,while a discussiorof this dimensionwould haveto refer

toé , it movesbeyond while € canonly be conceivedn termsof; while at the same
time incorporating; as well as while it is not necessaryto adhere strictly to;
simultaneouslyn play with; a usage that is in line wijh

(i)  contrasting relationge.g., however nevertheless; we are confronted with
opposedo; is in contrast to; for one thing: ; on the one handpn the other (hand);

at the same timé,;thusg¢ ;i ncl udi ng not),just é, but
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(i) causativeconsecutiveelations(e.g.,thereby therefore, yet, hence, order to
make the vast fieldf inquiry opened up by this view more manageaielsulting iré ;
assuming that ; butit may also result from

(iv) temporalrelations(e.g.,beforedoing s@ but we can only explain that lader

o0 with reference to what was said above (élg textyouhave just started to read

as visualized in Table Xeturningto (1); introduced in Table ;lasalready mentioned

| asalready suggested; referred to at the end of Section 1; as reviewed briefly above,
in Table; returning briefly to the scalarity of theistinction, (see Table 2gs could
already be concluded from example)(2)

o what isbeing currentlyjunder consideration (e.@sis graphically suggested in
Figure 1;in terms of Figure },

o what will be discussed further (e.giewill return to thispoint in Section 3the
following Section will be an attempt to defingin the following Section we illv
introduce the notion éf; and whatever follows it in this text; at least some of my
further comments will be based on results obtained in this liressefirch for the sake
of easy reference in what folloyvs

o what is marked as the perspectives of the rese@.ch, depending on the
perspective one takes
(v) spaciougelationsin the communicative proce$s.g.,at the implicit end of the
scalewe find T h e r eitis hére that one may; far from labeling these dsrinr);

—  concluding means thatsummarize the articldigally; by way of conclusion; in

conclusion.

Let me illustrate the use of discourse organizerexample (3-4).

(3) In a first section, the notions of metalanguage and metapragmatics will be briefly
introduced and clarified. Section 2 goes into the relevance of metalinguistic or
metapragmatic phenomena as reflections of metapragmatic awareness, a notion that
will be siuated in relation to an overall theory of pragmatics. A third section
elaborates on some aspects of the functioning of metapragmatic awareness in actual

language use. Finally, some of the social implications of this functioning will be
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reviewed, in particlar in relation to language ideologies and identity construction.
(Verschueren 2000: 23440

In example B) the coherent mealfis a first section; section 2 goes into; a third section
elaborates on; finally shownot onlythe orderof argumentsn the article but also
specifythetasksto beaccomplished in every section

(4) Faceto-face interaction, however, comprises diverse modalities of expression. We
encounter other people as audiwsual media and in multimodal communication. And,
our tools and artifacts create more or less durable mediascapes (Appadurai, 1996).
(Jensa 2011: 8)

Example 4) illustrates the use @ cohesive maas howeverindicating slight contrast

to or disagreement with what was said beftie,coherent meansndwhich stresses

that there is something to aoldorderto develop the aforstateddeas.

A specialattention should & paid to the fact thahe cohesive and coherenogeans
enumerated abowdo not always perform metapragmatic functions; on the contrary,
depending on the contextie majority of thenmay be informationally meaningful
used as conjunctionk this case, thegre integral elements of the senterasatheir
cohesive or coherendanction isrestricted tothe sentence / clausmundaries As
metaunits they operate on the level of two or more sentences / passage®aind ar
fact, optional / parenthetic, but they make the discourse clear anergetized
Considerexampleg5)-(10).

(5) During a meeting of which this article is a side product, the issue was raised
repeatedly of how useful the notion of METALANGUAGES, more often than not
with the implication that its usefulness was very limit¢dt depending on the
perspective one takes, the significance of the notion may range from useful and
interesting to absolutelyecessaryVerschueren 2000: 440)

(6) Yetits usefulness, from this perspective, remains lim{Mealschueren 200@140).
Example(5) clearly demonstrates thgetis a metaunit, a cohesivelevice while in

example ) it is a meaningful conjunction.
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(7) In the following section we will introduce the notiorrmétapragmatic awarenéss

in relation to a general theory of pragmatics, arguing for the central role it plays in
any type of language ugbusstrengthening the view of metalanguage as a dimension
rather than an object in its own right and demonstrating the relevéaniceleed,
necessity of taking metalinguistic or metapragmatic functioning into account when
approaching instances of language (¥erschueren 2000143).

(8) Thusfor someone with a reasonable command of English the verb to be quite
naturally transforms into is when a correspondence with this paper is required in the
present, and into are when thebject is the plural process@gerschueren 200@50).

(9) Thus while all linguistic choicemaking implies some degree of consciousness
(which is not always equally observable), some choices openly reflect upon themselves
or upon other choicegVerschueren 200145446

(10) The printing pressthus facilitated the modern understanding of religion as a
personal matter, and of politics as a public mat{@ensen 201111)

Examples §)-(9) demonstrate the usagetblisin the initial position, and examples

(7) and(10) show its usage in the mediumgiton; butthusis usedas a metaunit only

in examples9) and(10).

To sum updiscourse organizers are of vital impoxtam academic discourse as they
support an easyomprehensionf thoughtspresentedn researctarticles. Their most
striking feature, maybe, is that due to inheqgatuliaritiesof this discourse typehe
aforementionedmetamears have no relation to past, preseont future events /
actions.Yet, thereferencesire found on theleaswhich wereargued abovegositions
which are beingliscussed in the proceskreading,viewpointswhich will be mulled
over below (e.g., in the following chapter) and aspectswhich are going to be

additionally studiedrom other perspectives

69 ISSN 2453-8035 DOI: 10.2478/lart-2018-0002



3.4 Contextuallydepenént metamears in academievritten discourse

A group of ontextuallydepen@nt metameanscomprises all lexemes which can
function metapragmatically in specific, even unique contextdusively and their
usage is occasional and often implititmay beproved bythe assumption dDevkin
(0e Bk 198L 85 that context is metacommunicative. He statédsat
metacommunicatin includesimplied / additional meaningsvhich show upunder
specific conditionsand demonstrateanother side of the transmitted contefihese
metamears should not be mixed withé autonomous group of meteears, discussed

above.

All autonomous metmears fall into two groups: regular and occasional.lBaitthem

are explicitly and easily differentiated, especially regular metans which are clearly
visible irrespective of the context (e.gf,course in fac). Yet, the group of regular
metameans is not very numerous. Occasional metansare, actuallycontextually
depenént. On the one hand, | mean such unitshas, yetetc. whichoccurin both
metacommunicative and communicative functiosseexamples (1)6) above). On

the other handpccasional metmeansmay belexically various anddepend on the
context and authtsstyle of writing, but the structwre | i ché 1 s preser\
following parenthetic specifiersn this case / in this domain / in a Silversteinian
perspective / in conversation analysis / in a pragm#ieory / as in most academic

writing; or in the context(s) of / in realm of / in terms eit.

In the reality of scientific writing, it is not possible fond an example when a
meaningful lexical unit turns into a contextuatlgpendnt metaunit becauséhe style

of academiowritten discoursepresupposes that the material under discussion should
be clear and explicit, excluding hidden and implicit me@anings. Howeveryord-
groups with modal verbs are sometimes viewed as metapragnmae thdatter are
considered tehange and modjifbasic, propositional modality expressing the spésker
modal position(seeA p 0o X 1 H @, i.&,theyénfluence the modality of the main

utteranceadding some nigpragmatic meaningAs a result, modarerbs make the
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utterancesound less categoricéd.g.,have to come to terms with the role bfiman

beings can be understood amjght help to account for; could help to captusand

modal expressions and words are used to maximally soften the impression of the said
(e.g., and enable each of us to communicate with; is perhaps most commonly

associated with; and their copying of as many manuscripts as possible for as wide a

group ofother readers as possible; are to be appropriately interppeted

In conclusionlet meillustrate and analyze the contextual usage of various-metas

in example (1):

(11) Aspects of denotational explicitness and mutual calibration between the

pragmatic and the metapragmatic, on the other hand, will help to structure the

following exposition. At the same time, they should function as a frame of interpretation
for what follows; for instance, when we use the contrast explmplicit, it should be

clear that this is a scale rather than a dichotomy, though because of the difficulty in
giving all phenomena a specific place on the scale, the presentation will still look

dichotomaus. (Verschueren 2000: 442)

In examplg11) there are sucimteractionregulatingmetameansas areferenceneans
which introducesan example(for instancg and amagnetizerthough becausef the
difficulty in giving all phenomena a specific place ongbalg, which topicalizesand
explains thedifficulties concerning the problem of specifying the status of the
opposition expliciti implicit'. Discourse organizers show up via the usealfesive
means indicating contrasting relationson the other handat the same timeMost
disputable here it should be clear thabecause it can refer to any of the three groups
of metameans: interaction regulatorsyeflexive metameans andcontextually
dependent metmeans. As amteraction regulatoif ensures thdthis is a scale As

a reflexive metaneans, ibelongs taa group ofstructure neutralas totheir author /
readerorientationand isformed bya predicative structure with a verb the passive

form. It might also be analyzed as a contextudijpendent metmeans due to the use
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of the modal verbshould which guarantees that the ideatroduced bythis meta

means, is very probable to be true.

4. Conclusions

The analyses presented in the foreg@eagtionanakeit possible taclaimthat, firsty,
there exist three stages of metapragmatic analysis and, secamyg discourse type
can be subjected to analysis on rdetael, which is proved on the example of academic

written metadiscourse.

With regect to metapragmatic analysis, one should begin with the general overview
of metameans and the functions they cperform the next step is to studye
specificity of metausage inparticulardiscourse type(s)and, finally, toconsider the

influence ofsocial context and cultal environment o discourseenerating

Moreover, the modification of the quantitative methodsoéenberg for the needsd
metapragmatic analysis lped toestablishthe degree of metapragmatic intensity of
academic writtermetadiscourse (or metadex of the discourse)t allowed me to
assume that the comparative analysis of Aretaxesof various discourse types will
give me a proof to state that is, in fact, impossible to have a metalex equaling

zero. Yet,| will additionally studythis pointin my further investigations

In relation to specifics of academic written metadiscourse, the research results show
that most typical of this discourse type areommentay means performing the
functions of specification, explanation, generalization and accentuation; discourse
organizersi.e.,frequency, coherae, cohesiveand conclusiveneans and reference
means including citations and examples. Referenwansare, actuall, a distinctive
characteristic of academiarittendiscourse. On the contraryye tospecificstructural
organization of academiwritten discourse, the whole group of contamtansis
missing as well as some stypes of regulatoren the function ofstimulaton and

encouragementn addition, reflexivemeansare mostly introduced witlstructures
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neutralas to their auther/ readerorientation or withauthororientedmetamears,
though it is a rare case to find readeientedmetameansThe group of contextuaHly
dependent metmears, as opposed @utonomouones describedbove, comprises,
in my view, all those meanswhich function metapragmatically under unique
conditions in specific context@Qwing to clear and explicit style of aeadic writing,

it is out of theordinaryto create hidden meanings or ambigucostextsin this

discourse typand to use contextualyependent metmears.

Thus,this papehasoutlined the levels of metapragmadicalysis for academic written
discourse only, yet in futuréhe study will includesuchanalyses obther discourse
types and, | hope, the generalized results | am going to receive will help me to calibrate
and range various discourse types in accordartbehe degree of their metapragmatic

intensity,
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Résumé

This article focuses odeveloping the main principles of metapragmatic analysis and
singling out its three stages on the example of academic written discdinesdirst

step is connected with the elaboration ahéied classificatiorof various metanears

in general which tre author differentiates intan autonomougroup of metamears,
including contactnears, interactiorregulatingmears, reflexivemears and discourse
organizers; and contextuallydepenént one.Then, the metapragmafignctionsthey
performin academic wtten discoursare studied, with an emphasis on the specifics
of their use in this discourse typ&hereafter the metapragmaticalibration is
examined from the point of view of the degree of metapragnmatensity of a
particular discourse type. The author falls back upon the quantitative metbdiah
contrastive linguisticand adjuds it to metapragmatic analysi$herefore, the meta
index of academic written discourse is estimated, as well as tbhenpege of meta
mears, which are used in the research articles uadeatysisin relation to specifics of
academic written metadiscourse, the research results show that most typical for this
discourse type are commentating markers, performing the fusaiospecification,
explanation, generalizatipmnd accentuation; discourse organizers, i.e., frequency,
coherent, cohesivand conclusive markers; and referenw@kers, including citations
and examples. Reference markers are, actually, a distincavaatéristic of academic
discourseOn the contrarygdue to peculiarities in structural organization of academic

discourse, the whole group of contact markers is missing as well as sotypesibf
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markersregulatorsin the function ofstimulaton and enguragement;reflexive
markersare mostly introduced with neutratructures as to their authar reader
orientation or with autheoriented metanears, but not with readesrientedmeta
means the useof contextuallydependent metmears is alsoscarcein academic

written discourse.

Key words: metapragmatic analysis, meatalex, metadiscourse, metaeans,
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