- ERERRFIES XFHELXE -
T & NHEE X &

K #W OF

An Evaluation Study of Book Reviews

in English Newspapers

HSRAE BIR TN T 5

.4 '
\ ) {
N 5
{ruant
;_llig'l“
‘:,V .
R
114
2
il
\ 1
‘.‘{'v .
1 5\
L%
\-‘ .
Y 704 2 4 2 Wi
HENAN UNIVERSITY: PRESS 5 %
bl (5
: ' 8 t w::"



IR AR BTN R

K ® &

SR S B
e



EH##E 4% B (CIP) ¥ 7

Z IR AT P BEIE/ TR . — TP TR R ARA L
2011.1
ISBN 978-7-5649-0361-9

[.O%-- IO N.ORE—HFESTF PR
V.®OH31

B R4 B 518 CIP B3 T (2011) % 010473 &

HERE EHE
HEEN Hik
#HAEEH Z &

H K FEkES

oht - FIRE TR 8 S HR%.475001

B, 3% :0378 — 2825001 (4426 M4k : www. hupress. com
HHH4 B XHEAFERAA

R R R A R A E

011 E3 AFE 1R B R 2011 4E 3 HEE 1 KENR]
720mmX 1000mm 1/16 EI 3% 21.25

326 T E M 46.00 7T

4 HE Qg
Z2hxEE

G5 10 B 0 B[RV 5 60 7 K 3 1 R 7 9 R I R )



&
il

AXHEBENARPE B, UBEEREL . — L FHRTR
SE. FANIHSHENERARRS) EE¥XHRALEEESN
%7, B, IR MBS EEIE T A EMELE, RATB T LU 7 R
AREROER FHARBRATERBAL. RIOIBEHXAF R
BHERBERBAXNTERRARIBENEY. ESXNHRER
BERERANREIG S7, 4 H 7T RB7E R £ 07 T HR1B — 2 MRS

KARKME—EELE. AAEFB BB EFRRARE
TTRAME S . REMELICHE LRGSR RE KR EBRRE
W XRAMEN S TEE BETREMA, WENBE T 2,5
TRENHAFREBBE TR —HERE., XEIR—FEFESHE
BITT REWEICERE, 3 FREE AR T EHAEFT R 5
—HE, MR RT A CERE, B T MK ENES.

2B 30 SR 5 B T X3 2 BB 15 F 2 10 1R 2 A 43 BT 50 005 R ¢
B AT — IR RS R L WY 0 W15 F h T
MR R BRTEX R LG, i IR A T AR KX E R
RAPROEFH N, REL BRI - MELHIA D, XA
B, T RB P AR R KGR, S RN MR R. & T A
BT RBOES T MEHEZHNTFEH L. EABEEHET -4
HREEMMY. HELTFRXG R KRB EEMAMIT
B ERXEEMBUEAZT -ENENHMETARNEH. &
B EREMRESE B BERET TRAMNMTURBIRENE



o
=
m

T
i3

MTESHNE.BEBETEXBAERRR. BT —RERANE
FEEA LARIE R W5 o LR B RGN BEE —ERHER. S,
M%%E. ERK—BENEIN,EFEFETETXE— RO, W
Xt G — DI RECENE 5 MITM Al RER D, XMEL S FMESH
HERHEMZHEARARRXR. UEH RFHBIHE, KBTI T
FHHELETE, RNEFHEIREAER . TIEN AR SHRTBE
ARBE TP AMERNER. MEREIRESTFERTELEXRK
WHEE, ERTHILBXTETHOARTHEREARS . ERERER
EXAMBEM EHLTHSE MANREZANTFREURKITFOE
R A ERMXAEFRHIEM RIREL T RF BRI #4E 4
RIFEZR

BYES . N ERCHENEE EHNRATAHNEHERERX
N B EMR R, SEHERE R RRX.BEREE. Wi
3R, BNEE KM B M T R G R BB H . M4SN E .
REBVF DB ERN R E, SRR RN AT RN T —E R TTE.
HEB BN, KEFREUTEANTEARFE—ENSL, BFF
B, B UERHRAIE . IEANERRELEAR. IREE
& R0 DB 2= AN G TE R AT O BE R A WL EE A0 43 4T, T SR BB R O
B RAAFARRAE BRNERENRA. £, TZ0HiA
CEEMENRR. N TESEMEANIEMRRARXEAS. ALK
REXAFNHEIETFR . HEEMEREANIN AR LEARRZ



i An Evaluation Study of Book Reviews in English Newspapers

BPER AT S . X R R RE T S0,

FME—FERELATOENNESHE., XHTEHEEER
AP SR . B EIPH BT SR 4, & VR R 4 xE S B L T
A TR R X AR Y 5 3 IRIE L HIR A MM R AE W, B
B IF T 8% ff A % T B3P A U RN IR M S R e o B, I
Ko XMERUIEAETATINNESFRE, EESHEIEE
FILFERA LIS AEE R GAIL A TRESEE. B4, M
A 5k B AR A8 WM, T X5 I b PR TR 9 4 BT (0 R AT 4 3t
WH-EHNERAY. HELEAZRTEEEE, FRNFE S
F— PN PR 5 W7 th AT BEFF7E — TR S8, AT o IE B B THEM
HARHXEES FEFRTRIRERRERNRBO—TTE. &
X LR X — R B R

XS EHE . NEER TS . EELENE
WHER b X ES T T A EMNY X BB, K 5 A
FU S AR E RIS CIRE BT, BR T HEREH W
MR, MEXREBFIFINEEYIMELERBRERES
H, MIANE GBS BESAEE S EBER T RELN TN E LS. &
I3 BN E B RIH . B IE N R R R E T RIE N EE A
FhERMTA VIS SRR, KARE THROEERN .

B HRA R, AR RN KB TIEFE RN
—HAFiF. BEMEMAELHEE T AS TR L, TS 4%
FRFEFBRTRERAFOEE, HSTRFERTR. XK
BERMKIELIE S HR. RV RB B EOE N, SATRME
BERBKN . FEREARE., ZLFEMESSHOHAEE FE
RIFF , A E £ M50 RR [

ir&R e
2010 % 5 A F k4



B E %

FZENABTIFNELHEFERMEXES. SUENSHE
REBWAEL FNERHRECRETREY T - MESH (WREHEN
EMARER. FRERUANBEFFEESE NAMRE=/ TR
G, AT REDRES¥NER.EZRKFREAFHRARS RS,
RIEFWHREERR. SERBOEZEWEN ARTH XA/
BRARMENHENER M AREESERAENUSFTEAR
REMALBENREML S RERSEMNABENTRER. E
BIFNEREAERMNEMLE AR LEH T RERFEN KRR,
FHRHTEHMERRHETE. AN FHELHULENHEFTRSR
ERIFMEFENET AL, MERLLXFH . EEFSRM LR K
MM BREESA —ENEW. FBTOEEXT EX P E R M
H—ERHIE.

FHEMNSE NANRE=ZRKTFRAEXXREEFTHRLAH
BEAMMBAT TEEMNESE M. RESERUOT . 5%, THSE.
PAFMREHNENTFREOHRARLURFT G A, FEANBEENZ
PREMMESERAT WXERETFLURE. USETFRENHE
ERN=ZITEPERIFSHEFAEZETZMHRTIFANEL. XERL
BT ESEBRERISEN T NG T ER, WA T &K 5558
BRS1> BIEA—BA SRR AORFEM BE. LHE L REBLFD
HIEBRERERTE BRI BHEPAYHHE BB, MARI HIFEA
HOHERMR. HRK . HRSE . MARMRENENTFERORIER
ROFEIEFIMLIEH. UBSETRENN . ENF A LEY RHFL
HHEMEMXR, EESRESENEREL, EHS A ESENE
BCHE 00 % FIRUIE SCR A A B L, 4%,

BHERT TEURABLFP N RERRACEELATR. U
SETRANH, RAERNLAST X LFEBEWHE BT FERIE. L
BATALIRE. . ZYHE; MIPAMER LA TXECHBME BT
FOERE 2O SERLFNZNIE ARICHF. FERREFBRMF
AMETRAGT AP, BYUHHERAFARER:; MAELHNWELRAT AP, 8B
Wi PR B . Heoh, L T DUREA F 3R & Wi M R
MM B EE R TR XREBFENTEE LK FENAR, KA



iv An Evaluation Study of Book Reviews in English Newspapers

M. FEIELEEL REPHEE-EETHTIM AL EEBRE
L, M RRAEELRENTH A LER D —EMAR. EXEH
HEMNMBERALARETLEEN. BETH.AHMRHERAEHEMER
ST ENBR T, B REH T RERIER, £HERENER
COERMIER B E L8P RF A AT 2% 0 4 3 18 5 R BT 5T 0 31
A — 2 BB .

BHERREREAFATRIOVEZART L . BRTHFEN—F. E
REZHEINE, AMUCHREFRMYL T BEENELE, AR RBAHTHEK
e, MEBRREAKERMEAE ST EEZFBR. HTHRK
BIFREAZR B RSB B IF AN SRS SCE B DR %
LR ERNMAEANEE AHESTFENIFNERE. HE
HERAILE . EHAMNRERNRREEITFNTR. ZHRBEREY
BIES¥ 5N ELN S ARER T, X MR 3K E F MK (The New
York Times, The Washington Post, The Guardian, The Daily
Telegraph) b T B HiF#ETHRA .2 EHIFM IR .

AFFIEQELUTEE., F-FENBTHRAOX R (BIFE R K
FIFFHFH AR BRI, B B2 3, LU S Sk A
R ZHFTMERL RN 55, M LexisNexis 4 FEF YL T R 1Y
Fh3E3E EMAMAEM 2007 453 2008 4 &) B9 5 9F H 90 55 (84,977 D),
B BUR B IERMRE R txe 48 B9 ST, R — AN /D ELIE B LR, 8
B B R R E R ER PRI EREETALRE RS,
i FE B EE 8 R B WordSmith 4.0 3HER FHIFNFRH#ATRER
FHREB—HMEXHE; BE . S8R ELENRE Bt SiE R 5 E
AT TR

BOEREBR TN RN EEESFRK. EXEHR S, K
FRREFE—FEREKIFEMIAR, Gl H R AES AT EHE R
HIEFHPRMRAEPIRLIZEARFIFRAROE T FEELE, Fl
MIUGHIPR. XEFREAEDEZRHORE, FRAHARBENHR
REEBFE—ENER BHRROMENAEENERLEE B M
BEMAHEN) , B H RE T AEX AR ERREH#ITLE. 5
HHH.



i El vii

FEHERFE—EARAFEZL, EEBEURTHELE
HIFIEIE.

K W
2010 %6 A



Vi An Evaluation Study of Book Reviews in English Newspapers

HIH+MEENFHN AR,

BAEFRETHRREHNMERGWELB LS TREMRNER
GBS, N T R XCIRBEBIEANEREH . EAKEBER—BEL IR
B BIA” B B M IR X LA B kL. H
LB AR TR Kb A TR BB RN
PN ML EXRE—E. ERERMLE. #2207 IENRREZ
BREWPRIAARE. USIAHR L EXTHSOSERE S, 43
PREEERENLEKELARADE, 5t 3 EEE KITHMHERD.

BLERELEINERT S BETAMENIERTAMEN., |
Sh EIER T AR RN R UK R — B EABRBF .,

AR BERMEE ERME L FIGHBIEHT T REENTEN S
P KRBRBROIBIETEARERT —EWRAMR. 2HER
RETERIMER ST ERN —HFNSSER., X MEaERg
B=AEERNANTAE . S— BRFN =K FRAEES PO
AMABKAE -, REFNREEEE T T ERACEESAY
B WP REEERERPR SRR, X S4B 0E
HIFNHARPEELEH  FERANFTERE.

AR UEE SN RRYE. B A, PN T E MR R
MR E N ERE. ESRHHRTLIEZ LB E T
PR, AR AT AT . B, BT M R BN T E
AATHRE, FREEB/RKEHE A . B REEE AR
EREATHRE. RFERFZ AR L ANIRERNBRG. $=. 850
BMEBESHRIBLBWEARBDOEFNTANRFAL. 2B
FIRIT R AXT L ERFFE . B0, A8 # i, TR A BB R 2R
KBV —AF 2, B K3 (broadsheet) T % 1 . 40 47 1 8038 19 5 3%,
T % /MR (tabloid) R B i R A HR BN B FRES R, B, ES
JERPIIE T TELE L L LA 7 E ek, LU E S i T AR SR A
FIFIX — 18 27 VP4 O T A9 ML 4% L R B S PR MY B 36 B R R
RBU{—TEEE FHRER.



Contents 1

Contents

Chapter One Introduction «««--c+seereevererieviiniinininine (1)
1.0 Preliminary Remarks «eceeererevreiieniiniinann, (1)
1.1 Rationale of the Study «+eereeeerreerereminiinicnnennens (5 )
1.2 Objectives of the Study «+roereeerrreeereriinmiiiinie (12)
1.3 Methodology and Data «reeeeeerereieiiiniinn (16)
1.4 Organization of the Book +reeterreerinniiniiniicnens (122)

Chapter Two Literature Review - t+eetorreenveeerneennniniannens (25)
2.0 Preliminary Remarks -«-eeevereeressmninninc, (25)
2.1 Affect / EMOLION +++ttreeseerrvneneniirivareiinnnennienees ( 25)
2.2 Modality v ereeerreernsenrmiiiiniiiniinee e e (29)
2.3 Evidentiality «-e eeeeerreronneniiiicniniiniine. (36)
2.4 Hedging -+----eeervvererrminnininnenn. (40)
2.5 SLANCE +rereerrrrrertiiiiiiiiii it e e ser e eensnnees ((43)
2.6 Evaluation «-esecteeeesservrereerrariomirnnanecinenienneenes (47 )
2.7 SUMMATY  +oeeveerrersemrnreniiiiiircnneneneenneenees (63 )

Chapter Three Appraisal Theory -+ - v esoeeeteevienineninnnnnees (66 )
3.0 Preliminary Remarks <+« seecesreermnserenennninnininnnee (66 )
3.1 Historical Development of Appraisal Theory -+« (67)
3.2 Appraisal Theory and Systemic Functional

Linguistics (SFL) «+ereeeeseeersrerraniinriieiniiecnnnnnnnnns (71)



2 An Evaluation Study of Book Reviews in English Newspapers

3.3 Basic Framework of Appraisal Theory +«-----eceeeeeeees (75)

3.4 Applications of Appraisal Theory «-«cccceceereaeccrcecs (90 )
3.5 Potential Drawbacks of Appraisal Theory «:-etcoeee (93)
3.6 Measures to Improve Appraisal Analysis «--e:ceeceeeeee (98)
Chapter Four Appraisal in Newspaper Book Reviews - ... (102)
4.0 Preliminary Remarks «eereeeeeerreereiiii .. (102)
4.1 Characterization of Attitude System «r«erecreeroaranaan. (103)
4.2 Characterization of Engagement System -«-«++ceeoeveee (131)
4.3 Characterization of Graduation System -+--+-+eee-eee (147D
Chapter Five Realizations of Appraisal «-+«--covveeveerieeaniaains (154)
5.0 Preliminary Remarks «::eteeeeesreeresnnerniannnnnennineans (154)
5.1 Realizations Of Attitude creccvrrecrttcieriiineireieciiiene (155)
5.2 Realizations of Engagement B R (178)
5.3 Realizations of Graduation «+«-=-+c=ersveeersnmeesniiiiaes (188)
5.4 Evaluative Sentence Patterns --------+esveerevennnenninas (190)

Chapter Six Distribution of Appraisal Resources across

Generic Structire «+«««««rerrreesretotciriccnmiiiiniiiseeennnnnin. (218)
6.0 Preliminary Remarks ««+-+escersvrremnnrnnniennrnnionienn (218)
6.1 Systemic Functional Approach to Generic

SEIUCHUTE  ++oere s vrersnceronnieeiininentianninesineeeineeevee (219)
6.2 Structure of Reviews as Described in Journalistic

BOOKS rssreeer i e (224)
6.3 Generic Structure of Newspaper Book Reviews

- (227)

6.4 Distribution of Appraisal Resources across Generic
SLIUCLUTE  +eererererrraneentiiiiiiiiiiiiee it et (252)
Chapter Seven Conclusion «r+-++seeervrieeiieniinniniinna e (270)
7.0 Preliminary Remarks «ee-eeververcrtiiiiiianennn. (270)
7.1 Summary of Major Findings «te-esseceeeeeesmenrennianians (270)
7.2 ImPHCAtiONS e+ trrrrerremmemiiiiiiiiiiiii i eneane e enenes (275)

7.3 Limitations of the Present Study «---reeereeervenninnnnns (277)



Contents

7.4 Suggestions for Future Research

Bibliography et es s ensanr cat sar sce e ase et ces et ser e Tes et aac a0 o aaaans
- (301)

Appendix

- (278)

(281)

(324



Chapter One Introduction 1

Chapter One Introduction

1.0 Preliminary Remarks

In the history of linguistics, there have been many attempts to
identify the major functions of language. According to Richards
(1926: 267), language has the following functions: (1) the
referential function, through which objective reality is pointed at;
(2) the emotive function, through which feelings and emotions are
conveyed; (3) the function to express a sense of relation to an
audience; (4) the function to express the speaker’s attitudes towards
the object under discussion; (5) the function to express the overall
intention of the utterance.

In Biihler’s (1934: 70) view, language is an “organon” or tool
for one person’s communicating with another about the world. The
three main functions of language Biihler distinguishes in his
instrumental (organon) model are Darstellung (representation, of
states of affairs), Ausdruck (expression, of the sender’s feelings),
and Appell (appeal, to the receiver). All these functions exist in
every single utterance, but usually one of them prevails.

Jacobson (1960) has formulated six functions of language:
emotive ( speaker related ), conative ( addressee related ),
metalinguistic (oriented towards language itself), poetic (message
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related), referential ( context related), and phatic (contact
related). His work is an extension of Biihler’s model, adding the
metalinguistic, poetic, and phatic functions to Biihler’s three
functions.

Another influential approach is presented by Halliday (1985/
1994 ) who distinguishes three metafunctions of language:
ideational ,  interpersonal, and  textual. The ideational
metafunction is about the natural world in the broadest sense,
including our own consciousness, and is concerned with clauses as
representations. The interpersonal metafunction is about the social
world, especially the relationship between speaker and hearer, and
is concerned with clauses as exchanges. The textual metafunction is
about the verbal world, especially the flow of information in a text,
and is concerned with clauses as messages.

Despite the different terms adopted, the major functions of
language identified by these scholars overlap to a great extent.
Particularly, they have all recognized evaluation as an important
function of language, that is, language can be used to express the
writer’s or speaker’s feelings, attitudes and opinions in addition to
representing the state of affairs. This function has been roughly
covered by Richards’ emotive function and the function to express
the speaker’s attitudes towards the object under discussion, Biihler’s
Ausdruck function, Jacobson’s emotive function, and Halliday’s
interpersonal function, though their emphases are somewhat
different.

However, for a long time, many linguists are only fascinated by

_the propositional, representational, or descriptive content of
language and consider things like emotion, attitude and evaluation
as peripheral in linguistic studies. It was not until recent years that
linguists become increasingly interested in the ways speakers and
writers convey their attitudes and opinions in addition to
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propositional content in linguistic communication. Up till now,
evaluation in language has been approached from a number of
different perspectives and a variety of terms have been adopted,
among which evaluation, appraisal, and stance are three widely
accepted ones. They have been respectively defined in the following

ways by different scholars:

For us, evaluation is the broad cover term for the expression of the
speaker or writer’s attitude or stance towards, viewpoint on, or feelings
about the entities or propositions that he or she is talking about. That
attitude may relate to certainty or obligation or desirability or any of a
number of other sets of values. (Thompson & Hunston 2000; 5)

Appraisal is concerned with evaluation: the kinds of attitudes that
are negotiated in a text, the strength of the feelings involved and the
ways in which values are sourced and readers aligned. (Martin & Rose
2003: 22)

We use the term

“

stance” as a cover term for the expression of
personal feelings and assessments in three major domains:

(1) epistemic stance, commenting on the certainty (or doubt),
reliability, or limitations of a proposition, including comments on the
source of information;

(2) attitudinal stance, conveying the speaker’s attitudes, feelings,
or value judgments;

(3) style stance, describing the manner in which the information is
being presented.

(Conrad & Biber 2000: 57)

It can be seen from these definitions that the three terms are
closely related to each other and have often been used as synonyms.
Actually, the term stance has appeared in Thompson and Hunston’s
definition of evaluation and the term evaluation can also be spotted
in Martin and White’s definition of appraisal. Also, in their
discussion of engagement system, Martin and White (2005) have
repeatedly used the term stance to refer to the speaker/writer’s
attitude towards the value positions being referenced by the text.
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Notice that the definitions of these three terms introduced above are
similar in that they have all mentioned two major parameters of the
phenomenon of evaluation: the attitudinal parameter which is
mainly related to goodness/desirability and the epistemic parameter
which is mainly related to certainty, reliability, source of
information, etc.

On the other hand, these definitions have laid emphases on
different aspects of the same phenomenon. Thompson and
Hunston’s definition of evaluation emphasized the target of
evaluation (entities or propositions); Martin & White’s definition of
appraisal attaches greater importance to the negotiation of values
between speaker/writer and hearer/reader; and Conrad & Biber’s
definition of stance provides a neat classification of the
phenomenon on the basis of semantic categories and presents style
stance as another parameter of evaluation in addition to the
attitudinal one and the epistemic one.

In this book, the terms of appraisal and evaluation will be used
interchangeably to refer to the phenomenon of expressing feelings,
attitudes and opinions through language®. According to Bednarek
(2006: 31>, appraisal as the cover term for attitude, engagement
and graduation is employed in a similar way to evaluation. It
reveals the significance of context and the interpersonal character of
evaluation as well as the communicative importance of evaluation
itself. Furthermore, appraisal theory is interested in objectives that
are similar to the objectives of studies on evaluation: among others,
to research the language by which speakers express ideological
positions, explicit and implicit value patterns in “objective” texts,
and correlations between parameters of appraisal/evaluation.



