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A Dynamic Analysis of the Functional Discourse From the
Perspective of Inter — subjectivity

Taking Academic Forum Texts as Examples
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Abstract: Meta — discourse is a dynamic language phenomenon. It plays a very important role in the
consultation and interactive activity between the two sides in the communication. The inter — subjec—
tivity theory focuses on the relationship and interaction of the two sides and can explain the dynamic
features of meta — discourse. From the perspective of inter — subjectivity the present study makes a
dynamic analysis on the meta — discourse in academic forum texts aiming at exploring the motivation
of its popular use and its interactive function.
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Hyland( 2005) Thompson( 1995)

o (  but and however moreover ) . (
firstly finally to sumup ) ( as mentioned earlier as we noted ) . ( accord-
ing to accordingly ) . ( in other words for example ) ;

( probably maybe possible ) . ( obviously surely it’s true that ). ( 1
hope surprisingly remarkably ) . ( you can see that you may not agree ) .
( I we meus )o
Hyland
( )
N o * 0 Descartes “ ”
o Descartes ( ) ( N N ) o 07
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o

2007

George Lakoff John Taylor ~ Ronald Langacker

1 I can’t go into details here but that’s a cognitive ability and that ability is first manifested in the
prototypical cases and then is later extended to other cases. So it is that ability which gives us the ability to

perceive physical objects in the first place. ( Ronald Langacker Lecture One p9)

1 “but’  “‘and”  “so”

like—

wise anologously correspondingly similarly namely in other words equally that is( to say) in fact for exam—

ple for instance . in other words that is( to say) for example
2 In other words to be an effective English teacher it’s not just it”s not enough simply to be able

o

to speak the language. ( John Taylor Lcecture One p2)

2 “In other words”

3\ N N
o

A o

" to begin with first of all back to my original point as for before I forget to return

o

to my point while I think of it OK well now all right by the way in terms of to change to the topic to sum-
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marize to sum up I conclude that o

3 Well first of all a complete and definite description of meaning is not really possible short of a
complete description of human psychology and cognition processing. I’ ve given some reasons for that in No.
(2) on the handout. ( Ronald Langacker Lecture One p2)

4 Now come back to the comments I made right in the beginning. ( John Taylor Lecture One p26)

5 So that was Section B and we are doing OK for time here. All right. We are going to go to right on
to Section C: Construal. ( Ronald Langacker Lecture One pl7)

6 But equally the extreme the extremeretativism of Leach and Whorf is also not the case. OK well

I think I will finish there. ( John Taylor Lecture One p66)

3 “Well first of all” o

4 “Now” o

5 “All right” o 6
“OK well” o

4\

: 0K so now all right well . “so”  “OK” o Ronald Langacker
Lecture One “so” 60 “OK” 30 o “so”
“OK” “o” “OK” N

7 So all of these notions come into play as part of the meaning of the term glass to say a single lexi—
cal item. So a large set of cognitive domains illustrated there. ( Ronald Langacker Lecture One pl3)

8 OK. So we have content and construal. How do we get the content? OK. The content consists of
cognitive domains. ( Ronald Langacker Lecture One pl1)

7 8 “So”  “Ok”

o

5.

as given before as illustrated earlier as described earlier notice we saw before o
9 As I indicated earlier the term cognitive linguistics actually could be confusing because in a cer-
tain respect Chomsky and the Chomskyans are cognitive linguists. ( John Taylor Lecture One pl3)

“« . ’ « . ” “ . ”»
as is reported’  “according to’  ‘accordingly

6\
strictly frankly interestingly seriously obviously I find I think I hope in my opinion o
10 So strictly speaking every two events are different. Strictly speaking two individuals two things
are different. ( John Taylor Lecture Two p34)
10 “strictly speaking”
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« 9 « ” @ ”
you know  “as you know I mean

11 You know you just ---there is no notion of wasting time or budgeting time or putting time aside
for this and so on. ( George Lakoff Lecture Four p71)
11 “You know”
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