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1. Introduction
Central to much theorizing about the interpersonal functionality of language is a concern with what is often termed solidarity, contact, bonding, or affiliation. This, in general terms, is the issue of the connection, communality, or rapport which holds between communicative participants, or, more precisely, the degree of connection, communality, or rapport indicated through the interlocutors’ linguistic choices. Do they address each other in friendly or familiar terms, or as strangers? Do they communicate in such a way as to suggest they share beliefs, experiences, expectations, feelings, tastes, and values, or do they seem to be disassociated or at odds? Is their language combative, conciliatory, or amicable? Do they assume agreement or compliance on the part of those they address, or, alternatively, do they anticipate skepticism, resistance, animosity, or ridicule?


Work which has significantly advanced theorizing about the linguistics of solidarity/affiliation includes Brown and Gilman’s highly influential Pronouns of Power and Solidarity (1960), the very extensive politeness theory literature (for example, Brown and Levinson 1987) and, within Systemic Functional Linguistics, Poynton’s work on the notions of contact and affect as parameters of Tenor variation (for example Poynton 1985). This chapter provides an outline of a more recent contribution to theorizing about solidarity/affiliation/bonding provided by work within what is known as the appraisal framework (see, for example, Iedema, Feez, and White 1994; Martin 2000; White 2000, 2002; Macken-Horarik and Martin 2003; Martin and White 2005). 


Appraisal theory has been developed over the past 15 years or so by linguists working within the Systemic Functional Linguistic (SFL) paradigm of Halliday and his colleagues (see, for example, Halliday [1994] 2004; Martin 1992; Matthiessen 1995). The key insight of Systemic Functional Linguistics for the purposes of this chapter is that there are three broad modes of linguistic meaning-making, what SFL terms ideational, textual, and interpersonal meaning. Ideational meanings are those by which speakers/writers interpret and reflect on the experiential world, textual meanings are those by which speakers/writers organize their texts and relate them to the context in which the communication is taking place, and interpersonal meanings are those by which speakers/writers adopt subjective positions, take on social roles and identities, and negotiate social relationships. 

The focus of appraisal theory is on the last of these three modes of meaning, that of the interpersonal, and the theory picks up on early work in this area by other systemic functional linguists, perhaps most notably the work on Tenor by Martin and by Poynton (see Martin 1992,1995; Poynton 1985, 1990a,b). The work on appraisal has been directed at extending the SFL-model of interpersonal meaning-making by providing more delicate descriptions of the choices available to speakers/writers as they convey positive and negative assessments and negotiate those assessments with actual or potential respondents. Thus, in simple terms, it is concerned with the ways in which speakers/writers praise or condemn, approve or disapprove, applaud or criticize, empathize or indicate animosity. Under the influence of the Bakhtin-inspired view that all verbal communication is dialogic (see, for example, Bakhtin 1982), the appraisal framework perceives attitudinal language to do more than simply self-expressively announce the speaker/writer’s viewpoint. Bakhtin’s notion, of course, was that even the most “monologic” text involves the speaker/writer in responding in some way to what has been said before on the subject by others and in anticipating in some way how those addressed will themselves react or respond to what it being asserted. Thus in any praising or condemning, applauding or criticizing, there is always more involved communicatively and interpersonally than self-expression. By announcing their own positive or negative viewpoint, speakers/writers indicate where they stand with respect to other members of their discourse community, since these others can be expected to have their own views on the matter, or at least to be in the process of forming a view as the discussion unfolds. 

As a consequence of this dialogic perspective, the appraisal framework provides insights into that aspect of solidarity/affiliation which turns on the degree to which communicative participants present themselves as sharing, or failing to share, attitudes, and in the ways in which they manage any apparent differences in these attitudes. 

In order to demonstrate this application of appraisal theory, an account is provided in the following sections of how the appraisal framework models the various options available to speakers/writers as they communicate attitudinal meanings, i.e., as they seek to advance or activate positive and negative viewpoints. Three of the key axes of variability in the communication of attitude are: (i) variation in the type of positive/negative attitude, (ii) variation in the degree of explicitness by which attitudinal assessments are conveyed , and (iii) variation in the degree to which, and the way in which, potential alternative attitudinal positions are entertained or allowed for. Section 2. below provides an overview and discussion of these three axes. 

A fourth axis, labeled “graduation” in the appraisal framework, is not considered in this chapter. Graduation is that sub-system of evaluative meanings by which attitudinal assessments are intensified or down-scaled, or by which attitudinal categories can be made more or less precise. For a detailed account, see Martin and White 2005: 135 – 160 or Hood 2004.

The evaluative arrangements which result from different settings of these parameters of variation can be thought of as constituting particular evaluative stances or dispositions (dealt with by Martin and White by reference to what they term “evaluative key”, “stance” and “signature” – see Martin and White 2005: 161-209 ). Thus a speaker/writer who, for example, mostly evaluates by indicating how he/she responds emotionally to phenomena will present a different evaluative disposition from one who typically evaluates by assessing phenomena in aesthetic or ethical terms. Similarly, a speaker/writer who explicitly passes judgement on phenomena will present a different evaluative disposition from one who chooses only to be implicitly or indirectly attitudinal. In section 3. below, a comparative analysis of the attitudinal workings of two movie reviews is presented in order to demonstrate how the appraisal framework is employed to identify and characterize such evaluative dispositions. The analysis identifies similarities and differences between the two reviews in terms of the types of attitude favored by the writers, the degree to which they favor explicit or implicit attitude, and the ways in which they engage with other voices and alternative viewpoints.

Section 4. concludes the discussion by demonstrating how appraisal-based analyses of evaluative disposition can contribute to our understanding of the ways in which texts position audiences and negotiate solidarity/affiliation. Towards this end, the section examines the audience positioning effects associated with the evaluative dispositions operating in the two analyzed movie review texts. It is shown that, on account of differences in the modes of evaluation favored by the two reviewers, the two texts construct different “ideal” or “imagined” readers, and negotiate solidarity under different terms. 

Before turning to the discussion proper, it needs to be observed that, with some notable exceptions (see, for example, Eggins and Slade 1997: 116–167, Clark, Drew and Pinch 2003), the majority of the work on appraisal and evaluative disposition has, to this point, focused largely on written, single-party texts and not on immediately interactive, conversational, multi-party texts. The material provided below, accordingly, relies largely on insights derived from written texts, takes most of its examples from written texts, and usually refers to the “writer” rather than to the “speaker/writer”. 

It also needs to be noted that the primary focus of the chapter is upon what can be termed mass communicative texts, i.e., texts where the addressee is some mass grouping not specifically known to the author and not in immediate contact with the author, in this case two movie reviews directed at some general public. In such contexts, the relationship of solidarity/affiliation is essentially a virtual one. That is to say, it is a projected relationship which holds between the authorial voice or persona and the imagined or putative addressee which the text constructs for itself. 
2. Axes of attitudinal variation

2.1. Attitudinal subtypes: feelings, tastes, and values
At the broadest level of analysis, the appraisal framework identifies three subtypes or modes of positive/negative attitude: (i) emotional reactions (labeled affect), (ii) assessments of human behavior and character by reference to ethics/morality and other systems of conventionalized or institutionalized norms (labeled judgement), and (iii) assessments of objects, artifacts, texts, states of affairs, and processes in terms of how they are assigned value socially (labeled appreciation), i.e., in terms of their aesthetic qualities, their potential for harm or benefit, their social salience, and so on. Illustrative examples of the different subtypes are provided in the following (relevant lexical items are in bold):

· [Affect (feelings – emotional reaction)]
(1)
I was unsatisfied with the characterisation, underwhelmed by the mythic pomposity and bored to tears by the fight sequences (Guardian, January 16, 2001).
(2)
It was, then, with fury, that I returned home on Saturday to find my own country rumbling with the mumbles of the peaceniks (Daily Express, October 10, 2001).
· [Judgement (values – ethical and other assessments of the social acceptability or praiseworthiness of human behavior)]

(3)
If the reviewer is too cinematically illiterate to appreciate a masterpiece like Crouching Tiger, then it’s her loss. Using the film to belittle Chinese culture is, at best, insensitive. Referring to ‘inscrutable’ orientals is clichéd racism, straight from the nineteenth century (dimsum.co.uk January 19, 2001).
(4)
To see police brutally manhandling demonstrators was not only shocking but representative of more repressive regimes, such as China (Birmingham Post, October 25, 1999).
· [Appreciation (tastes – aesthetic and other social valuations of objects, artifacts, processes and states of affair)]
(5)
It is a good film, not fantastic, but worth watching (dimsum.co.uk January 19, 2001).
(6)
The new president’s speech was elegant and well-woven, sounding a panoply of themes without seeming scattered (New York Post, January 21, 2001).
There are a number of motivations for this three-way division. There are lexico-grammatical grounds for the division between affect on the one hand and appreciation and judgement on the other—for example, the fact that affect is most directly realized by verbs (“I loved this film.”; “Mary annoys me.”), while judgements and appreciations are qualities which attach to entities and actions, and hence are most typically realized as adjectives (“She is illiterate and insensitive.”; “It is a sweetly romantic movie.”) or adverbs (“The sword is richly and exquisitely carved and inlaid.”). As indicated above, the primary grounds for distinguishing between judgement and appreciation as subcategories of attitude is one of evaluative targeting—judgements are positive/negative assessments of human behavior by reference to social norms while appreciations do not directly have human behavior as their target, but rather are assessments of objects, artifacts, material states of affairs, and so on.

However, there are also lexical, specifically collocational grounds, for the division between judgement and appreciation, namely the following collocational patterns. Judgement adjectives can typically operate in the following collocational frame: 

It was X (judgement adjective) of Y (human target of judgemental assessment) to do Z.
Examples (7) and (8) below illustrate this.
(7)
It was cruel of him to dump you right around the holidays, especially for things like videogaming (Yahoo! Canada Answers).
(8)
It was foolish of Barberella to have gone out in the rain (elroyonline.com).
In contrast, appreciation adjectives are not available for this slot. Thus, “It was thoughtless of you to leave the cat out in the rain.” (judgement) is idiomatic and felicitous while “It was elegant of her to wear that outfit.” (appreciation) is not. This point can perhaps be more clearly illustrated by reference to a term such as “beautiful”. Words of this type are capable of variably acting as judgements or appreciations, according to context. This is illustrated by the following two examples.
(9)
[judgement] She has a beautiful spirit—she seems very aware of the things that matter in life. I pray to have women strong and wise like that where I live (essence.com). [Her behavior assessed as morally good.]
(10)
[appreciation] Helen was an extremely beautiful woman, considered one of the fairest that walked the earth (essortment.com). [Helen’s appearance—i.e., Helen as an “object”—assessed not by reference to norms of behavioral acceptability but by reference to aesthetic value.] 
We note that when terms such as these convey a judgement (i.e., assess human behavior by reference to social norms), the “it was X of Y to…” frame is available. 

(11)
It is beautiful of Mary to help out those street kids the way she does [invented felicitous/idiomatic example].
In contrast, when they convey an appreciation (aesthetic assessment) the frame is not available.

(12)
*It was beautiful of Mary to wear her hair like that [invented infelicitous/unidiomatic example].
The appraisal framework, therefore, provides a three-way taxonomy of attitudinal subtypes. Under this taxonomy, affect is firstly distinguished from judgement/appreciation on the grounds that it is only in the case of affect that the writer directly reports an emotional reaction on the part of some human subject. Secondly, judgement and appreciation are distinguished from each other by reference to the target of the assessment—i.e., the social acceptability of human behavior (judgement) versus social valuations of objects, artifacts, texts, happenings, and states-of-affairs (appreciation). Putting this another way, we can say that feelings (i.e., affectual responses) are central to any attitudinal positioning, but that language makes it possible for these feelings to be externalized and reconstrued in more “communal”, less immediately subjective terms as qualities which attach to behaviors and entities. This perspective on attitude is illustrated diagrammatically below in figure 1.
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Figure 1:
A three-way taxonomy of attitude sub-types (after Martin and White 2005: 45)
In proposing a taxonomy of this type, the appraisal framework represents a significant departure from previous approaches to the semantics of positive/negative viewpoint. Much of the previous work (see, for example, Ochs and Schiefflen 1989; Biber and Finnegan 1989; Bybee and Fleischmann 1995; Conrad and Biber 2000; Hunston and Thompson 2000) has operated with one broad category encompassing all positive/negative assessment—under terms such as affect, sentiment, emotion, evaluation, or attitudinal stance. In this, there is an obvious contrast with the appraisal approach. Other work has proposed more delicate taxonomies of evaluative modes or subtypes. For example, Swales and Burke (2003: 5) identified seven types of evaluative adjectives in their work on attitude in academic speech: acuity, aesthetic appeal, assessment, deviance, relevance, size, and strength. By way of another example, Lemke (1998) has offered the following taxonomy of “evaluative dimensions” in his work on attitudinal meaning: desirability/inclination; warrantability/probability; normativity/appropriateness; usuality/expectability; importance/significance; comprehensibility/obviousness; humorousness/seriousness.

The appraisal framework is a departure from this type of work in that it offers a clearly stated lexico-grammatical and semantic rationale for the taxonomic subdivisions which it identifies (see the earlier discussion). As will be demonstrated in Sections 3. and 4. below, the rationale is such as to have enabled appraisal-theory based analyses to discover that particular interpersonal and rhetorical outcomes arise when writers favor particular sub-types of attitude or particular combinations of attitudinal subtypes. (For a full account of the attitudinal sub-types identified by the appraisal framework, see Martin and White 2005: 42–91.)
2.2 Attitudinal explicitness: inscription versus invocation
The appraisal framework also departs from previous work on evaluation/attitude in systematically recognizing the role of forms of expression which are implicitly or indirectly attitudinal, in opposition to forms of expression which overtly or explicitly convey a positive or negative viewpoint. Explicitly attitudinal expressions are those where the attitudinal value (positive or negative assessment) is largely fixed and stable across a wide range of contexts—for example, via lexical items such as corrupt, virtuously, skillfully, tyrant, coward, beautiful, abused, brutalized. Under the appraisal framework, this type of attitudinal expression is termed inscription and is contrasted with formulations where there is no single lexical item which, of itself and independently of its current co-text, carries a specific positive or negative value. Rather, the positive/negative viewpoint is activated via various mechanisms of association and implication. This is illustrated by invented example (13) below:
(13)
He only visits his mother once a year, even though she is more than 90 years old.

Under the appraisal framework, the term attitudinal invocation (and also attitudinal token) is used of such forms of attitudinal expression. 


Within formulations which indirectly “invoke” attitude in this way, appraisal theory makes a further distinction between formulations which contain no evaluative lexis of any type and those which contain evaluative material but not of an explicitly positive/negative type. In the first instance, the positive or negative assessment is “evoked” via purely experiential (i.e., factual) material which, as a result of being selected and brought into focus within the text, has the potential to trigger a positive or negative reaction in the reader via processes of attitudinal inference. In the second instance, the positive or negative assessment is “provoked” via material which, while evaluative, is not of itself positive or negative—for example, via intensification, comparison, metaphor, or counter-expectation.
 These possibilities are illustrated by examples (14) and (15) below:
Attitudinal invocation exemplified (evocation and provocation)
(14)
[evocation – triggering positive/negative responses by means of a focus on purely informational content:]
George W. Bush delivered his inaugural speech as the United States President who collected 537,000 fewer votes than his opponent (Observer newspaper, January 21, 2001).

(15)
[provocation – triggering positive/negative responses by means of formulations which contain evaluative material but have no lexical items which explicitly, and of themselves, convey negative or positive assessments:]
Telstra has withdrawn sponsorship of a suicide prevention phone service—just days after announcing a $2.34 billion half-yearly profit (Sunday Mail, July 23, 2005).
In (15) above, the expression “just days after” construes surprise on the part of the journalist author—the action by Telstra, Australia’s primary, government-controlled telecommunications provider, is assessed as unexpected, or at least as coming sooner than would be expected. Such expressions are not of themselves positive or negative, but nonetheless have a clear potential to “provoke” in the reader an attitudinal response, in this case a negative assessment of Telstra’s actions.

It is a feature of attitudinal invocations that they are typically conditioned by the co-text and will often be subject to the beliefs, attitudes, and expectations readers bring to their interpretations of the text (i.e., their reading position). Thus, for example, a US supporter of the Republican Party may not interpret the above proposition that Mr Bush received “537,000 fewer votes than his opponent” as signifying anything untoward or wrongful with regard to Mr Bush’s presidency. 
Similarly, it is often the case that such indirectly attitudinal propositions do not occur in evaluative isolation in a text and that elsewhere in the text there will be other, more attitudinally explicit indicators of the author’s viewpoint. These will act to direct the reader as to how they should interpret the “factual” material. 

In attending to this explicit (inscription) versus implicit (invocation) distinction, appraisal theory is concerning itself with issues which have been taken up by theorists interested in what is seen as the distinction between “saying” and “meaning”, or between “encoding” and “implicating”, and even more broadly the distinction between “semantics” and “pragmatics” (see, for example, Sperber and Wilson 1995; Levinson 2000; Carston 2002). None of this prior work has, however, been specifically concerned with the implication or indirect activation of attitudinally positive/negative meanings, and appraisal theory is novel in identifying the distinction between attitudinal evocation (attitudinal positioning via purely informational or factual meanings) and attitudinal provocation (attitudinal positioning through meanings which are evaluative but not explicitly positive or negative).
2.3. Dialogic engagement: recognition of alternative voices and positions

The third key axis of evaluative variability turns on the degree to which, and the ways in which, writers acknowledge and engage with other voices and alternative positions as they advance their own evaluative viewpoint. Thus, for example, writers may choose either to acknowledge or to ignore prior utterances on the same topic by earlier speakers. If they do acknowledge prior utterances, they may present themselves as aligned with, at odds with, or neutral with regards the earlier utterance. Similarly, writers have a range of options when it comes to signaling how they expect those addressed will react or respond to the current proposition. They can, for example, present themselves as anticipating agreement, compliance, surprise, skepticism, or resistance on the part of the addressee. 


The appraisal framework characterizes a broad range of meanings and expressions as having this dialogic function. Labeled engagement in the appraisal framework, these resources include attribution, modals of probability and evidentials, negation, adversatives and concessives, adverbials such of course, naturally, and intensifications by which alternative positions are fended off or rejected (for example, the facts of the matter, I contend that). The key insight here is that all these meanings are dialogic in the Bakhtinian sense and act to recognize that the communicative context in which the utterance operates is one with multiple voices and viewpoints. Utterances which employ any of these meanings are thus classed as “heteroglossic”. 

Set against these “dialogically engaged” formulations are utterances formulated as bare, categorical assertions, i.e., ones from which any form of modalization, qualification, authorial reinforcement, counter-expectation, or justification has been omitted. Example (16) below, taken from one of the movie review texts which will be discussed below in Section 3., illustrates this “bare assertion” category.

(16)
[The movie] is a sublime piece of work; a marriage of old and new so perfectly managed that it results in something altogether rich, strange and unusual.

Under the influence of Bakhtin’s view of all language as dialogic, the bare assertion is not regarded as a default or an interpersonally neutral option. Rather it is seen as but one choice among a range of options by which the writer takes a stance with regard to the proposition and with regard to potential respondents to the current communication. Thus, it is just one option within a system of choices as to stance which include the following (all invented examples):

(17)
Of course The Matrix is the best movie of all time. 

(18)
The facts of the matter are that The Matrix is the best movie of all time.
(19)
The Matrix is undoubtedly the best movie of all time.

(20)
In my view, The Matrix is the best movie of all time.

(21)
The Matrix is probably the best movie of all time.

(22)
The Matrix could be the best movie of all time.

(23)
A number of critics have declared The Matrix to be the best movie of all time.

(24)
The Matrix is the best movie of all time. [bare assertion – monoglossic]

The appraisal framework observes that, by choosing not to modalize, justify, reinforce, or otherwise qualify the bare assertion, the speaker/writer presents the proposition as not needing any form of support or interpersonal management in the current communicative context. The bare assertion is revealed as the means by which the proposition is presented as dialogically unproblematic or uncontentious, as not at odds or in tension with some alternative viewpoint. Such formulations are classified as monoglossic, in recognition of the fact that they involve only the single voice of the writer and ignore the multiplicity of alternative views and voices likely to be in play in the current communicative context. (For a full account, see Martin and White 2005: Chapter 3).


This perspective leads appraisal analysts to take a particular view of modals of probability, evidentials, and related formulations (e.g., may, might, could, seems, appears, perhaps, probably, in my view, I think, personally, etc). Such formulations have traditionally been seen to convey uncertainty, equivocation, or lack of commitment on the part of the speaker/writer (see, for example, 


 ADDIN 
 QUOTE "Lyons 1977: 452" 
Lyons 1977: 452
). While the appraisal framework allows that such meanings may, on some occasions, be in play, it holds that these locutions more generally function dialogically to acknowledge that the current proposition is in tension with alternative propositions and potentially puts the speaker/writer at odds with other, dissenting voices.
 Under the appraisal framework, such formulations are said to “entertain” or allow for other viewpoints and are understood to be dialogically expansive in this openness to alternative voices and positions.
3. Demonstration: the appraisal framework and the analysis of evaluative disposition
In this section, a detailed appraisal analysis is provided of the two movie review texts mentioned previously. As already indicated, the purpose is to provide a demonstration of the kinds of insights which have been made available by the appraisal framework, more specifically, a demonstration of how the framework provides for the identification and characterization of particular evaluative dispositions. Both reviews are concerned with Crouching Tiger, Hidden Dragon, an extremely successful 2001 film by Chinese director Ang Lee. It must be stressed that the texts, of themselves, are not the primary point of interest. The overriding point of the analysis is to demonstrate a methodology for the investigation of attitudinal disposition which is applicable to texts of all types. These two particular texts have been chosen, because they are rich in attitudinal meanings and because they provide for useful contrasts between different evaluative dispositions.

The first review, by Xan Brooks, is from the arts pages of the leading British broadsheet newspaper, The Guardian. The second is by a contributor to www.epinions.com, a website which enables members of the public to post reviews and engage in online discussion about movies. Analyses of the two texts are provided below in Sections 3.1. and 3.2. The following Sections 3.3. through 3.5. provide discussions of different aspects of these analyses.
3.1. Analysis of review text 1 (the Guardian newspaper)

The first review (Guardian, January 5, 2001) is provided below in figure 2. The following text decorations have been employed to indicate different sub-types of attitude:

· boxed for inscribed affect, (emotional responses)
· italics for inscribed judgement, (normative assessments of human behavior)
· bold underlining for inscribed appreciation (social valuation of objects, artifacts, processes and states of affair)
Instances of invoked (implied) attitude are not identified in the analysis but are discussed later in Section 3.4.
[image: image2.jpg]Perfectlv positioned at the cusp of the year, Ang Lee’s latest film proves to
be a bit of a Janus itself. On the one hand Couching Tiger, Hidden Dragon
points forward, with its state-of-the-art stunt work and seamless weave of
special effects. On the other it faces the past - dusting off a mythic adventure
plotline that could have sprung from the pen of some 12th century
calligrapher. What we have here, then, is a sublime piece of work; a
marriage of old and new so perfectly managed that it results in something
altogether rich, strange and unusual. All hail the first great film of 2001.

Returning east after a profitable sojourn in the States (where he filmed The
Ice Storm and Ride With the Devil), Lee contrives to rustle up a narrative
that is at once grand scale and intimate; disciplined and extravagant. Its
Chinese-language tale centres around three principal characters: upright
warrior Li Mu Bai (Chow Yun-Fat), his aquiline partner Yu Shu Lien
(Michelle Yeoh) and Jen (Zhang Ziyi), a spoilt little rich girl who has
schooled herself in the arts of combat and wavers in a kind of limbo between
light and dark. For good measure, Lee also throws in a renegade bandit
(cueing a lengthy desert-set interlude), a wicked witch and a magical,
Excalibur-style sword.

In the meantime the tale swoops and sways between Keening romance
tense adventure and near slapstick comedy; oiling the costume changes with
moments of breathtaking action. Choreographed by Yuen Wo Ping (who
devised the fight scenes in The Matrix), Crouching Tiger blooms into
fantastical life in its gravity-defying showdowns, as its combatants glide
urgently across rooftops (their slippered feet pitter-pattering faintly on the
tiles) or face off astride the elastic tips of fir trees. In cruder hands, the whole
thing would be too ridiculous for words. Here you find yourself
every moment.

In the end, perhaps, Lee has created a bracing new sub-genre with this
gorgeous firework display of a picture. Crouching Tiger is a martial arts
movie that arrives pruned of both the melodrama of the style’s early
manifestations and the irony that has lately infested it. It is unapologetically
serious at certain moments, unashamedly flambovant at others. It’s a film

of exquisite srace under fire; a work so lush, giddy and beautiful it has
yo in the aisles.





Figure 2:
Analysis of Guardian newspaper review, Xan Brooks, January 5, 2001.
3.2. Analysis of review text 2 (www.epinions.com)

An analysis of the second review text is provided below in Figure 3. The same text decorations have been used to indicate attitudinal sub-types.

· boxed for inscribed affect,

· italics for inscribed judgement,

· bold underlining for inscribed appreciation
[image: image3.jpg]Look!I a foreign film! I’m intelligent!

People seem to subtitled films. Perhaps it justifies their intelligence if
they can claim that they a movie in another language. Personally, I
subtitled films because you always end up looking at the bottom of
the screen, trying to decipher the plot, when something important happens.
Someone always ends up walking in front of you in the middle of an
important conversation between the two key characters.

The scenery seems to be very beautiful throughout the entire film. I believe
this is because the American audience has never seen it before. The public
has seen the Grand Canyon and the Rocky Mountains before. We have never
seen central China, and we the change.

Now to get to the plot. The first and biggest problem is the Ennoying effect
that has people flying across rooftops and running up walls. [ heard that the
same person did the effects for The Matrix. I could believe that. This movie
had that exact same "run up the walls" effect as The Matrix, only it happened
in every scene. Also, the ability the main characters have is never explained.
Why can they fly, while everyone else is forced to walk? Also, when some
situations that could be avoided by flying away aren’t, I wondered if their
abilities are only available in certain situations. Again, this is never

exi lained. By the end of this long movie, this has become

nnoying,

Take your generic Jackie Chan movie. The karate that happens is goofy and
very fast. Rewind to ancient China, and you have Crouching Tiger, Hidden
Dragon. There is only one difference: In Crouching Tiger, the karate happens
so fast that it is impossible to see. I to see the punch that breaks the bad
guys jaw. The only signal the viewer gets in this movie is when one of the
people falls down.

If you to see kung-fu, go rent a Jackie Chan movie. If you adeep
plot, rent The Usual Suspects. Just don’t waste any more money on this
movie.





Figure 3:
Analysis of www.epinions.com review, by user-name “demon5974”, February 19, 2001

3.3. Discussion: authorial preferences as to attitudinal sub-type

3.3.1. Review text 1 (The Guardian)
In terms of the attitudinal subtypes employed in the texts, it is clear that the author of review text 1 overwhelmingly favors appreciation (specifically aesthetic assessments of the film as artifact) over judgement and affect when adopting an attitudinal position towards the movie. Thus, most of the attitudinal work is done by appreciating formulations such as (partial quotations from review text 1), 
(25)
a seamless weave of special effects

(26)
a sublime piece of work 

(27)
something altogether rich 

(28)
a gorgeous firework display of a picture 

(29)
a bracing new sub-genre
In terms of judgements directed at the film itself, these are confined to just the two instances:
(30)
a marriage of old and new so perfectly managed
(31)
cruder hands.
Both of these assessments construe the director’s behavior as highly skilled and competent. The remaining judgements are directed at the fictional characters—i.e., “upright warrior”, “a spoilt little rich girl”—and hence have a very different rhetorical function from judgements of real-world human targets such as the director or the actors. Most importantly in the current context, they do not of themselves act to signal where the writer stands attitudinally with regards the movie. Similarly, instances of affect are limited, again to just two instances.

(32)
you find yourself relishing every moment 
(33)
it has you giggling in the aisles
One of the key insights of the appraisal framework is that there is something significant in terms of interpersonal positioning and potential rhetorical effect when a writer chooses one of the attitudinal modes rather than another (i.e., appreciation versus judgement versus affect). Consider the following invented examples as available choices for a writer wanting to indicate a positive disposition towards a movie.

(34)
[affect]
I loved the movie.

(35)
[appreciation]
It’s a brilliant movie

(36)
[judgement]
In this movie, Ang Lee shows himself to be at the 

height of his powers as a director.

By taking up the affect option, the writer/speaker chooses to present the evaluation as entirely personal, as a matter of his/her own individual response. In contrast, both the appreciation and judgement options externalize the evaluation in that it is presented as a quality inhering in the evaluated entity itself, rather than in the evaluator. In the case of affect, the appeal is only to the individual who has experienced the phenomenon in question, while, as discussed briefly above in Section 2.1., in the case of appreciation and judgement the appeal is to some communal or institutionalized norm of assessment. Of course, it can be argued that an affectual response is involved in all these options, that a sense of “I loved” is involved in all three. The point, however, is that through appreciation and judgement the speaker/writer can choose to construe the attitude in different terms, to present the attitudinal position not as an individual emotional response, but as a property of the evaluated entity itself which has been identified by the application of communal standards of taste or value.


With respect to judgement versus appreciation, the choice is between assessing the human agent (judgement) and assessing his/her work (appreciation). This is interpersonally and rhetorically significant, because to assess the human agent (judgement) puts most at stake interpersonally since the assessment goes most directly to the human agent and their standing and character in the community. In contrast, appreciation of a text or other artifact puts the assessment at one remove from its human creator. To criticize the movie, for example, is only indirectly to criticize the director, hence putting less at stake interpersonally. Thus, the judgement “New Yorkers are unfriendly.” puts more at stake interpersonally than the appreciation, “New York is an unfriendly place.”. 


The very strong preference shown above by this reviewer for appreciation over affect and judgement can thus be seen to have clear interpersonal consequences. The evaluative stance is not that of an individual reporting his/her own emotional responses to the movie. Tellingly, on the two occasions when an affectual response is offered, it is not the reaction of the writer himself (i.e., not “I”) but rather the impersonal you (i.e., “you find yourself relishing every moment”). Similarly the writer presents himself as not much interested in direct assessment of the director’s or the actors’ behavior—with just the two instances where the film maker is directly praised for his competence. Rather, for this writer, movie reviewing is very largely a matter of responding to the movie as artifact and bringing to bear a system of sophisticated aesthetic norms against which the movie can be measured.
3.3.2. Review text 2 (www.epinions.com)
These findings will probably come as no surprise to those familiar with how film reviewing is typically conducted in more “highbrow” English-language newspapers and magazines. It is usual for professional reviewers of this type to adopt this particular aesthetics-oriented evaluative arrangement. However, the analysis of review text 2 (Figure 3 above) indicates that this is an option as to evaluative disposition which is not taken up by the epinions.com contributor. His review is strikingly different from review text 1 in the much reduced use it makes of appreciation, with the first instance not occurring until the second paragraph (“beautiful scenery”) and subsequent instances occurring at a rate of only about one per paragraph. Additionally, only two of the text’s five appreciations (i.e., “biggest problem”, “don’t waste any more money on this movie”) act to convey the writer’s attitude towards the movie. 

Equally important, in terms of the contrast with the previous text, is the much enhanced role played by affect in review text 2 as the writer reports his own “dislike” and “annoyance” with the movie and indicates animosity towards those who “like” foreign films of this kind. In broad terms, then, review text 2 operates with an evaluative disposition under which film criticism is very personal, a matter of individual likes and dislikes. It is an arrangement by which the writer makes virtually no claim to having access to the institutionalized norms of aesthetic assessment associated with professional film criticism of the type exemplified by review text 1 (Figure 2). Reacting to movies is a matter of individual feelings, not of appreciative norms and the only claim the writer makes to aesthetic expertise is in his use of the term “deep” to positively appraise certain types of plot (though not necessarily the type of plot which the writer himself favors).
3.4. Discussion: authorial preferences as to inscribed versus invoked attitude

A second important evaluative difference between the two texts is the much greater use the author of review text 2 makes of invoked attitude. Review text 1 includes only one clear cut case of attitudinal invocation—the observation that the movie’s plotline “could have sprung from the pen of some 12th century calligrapher”. The potential implication here is that springing from the pen of 12th century calligrapher is a positive for a plotline. However, so densely surrounded is this observation by explicit positive evaluations of the movie that there is little at stake rhetorically should a reader fail to provide this attitudinal inference. 

In contrast, attitudinal invocation has a much more substantial role to play in review text 2. Firstly, there is the headline with which the review begins (partial quotation from review text 2).

(37)
Look! I like a foreign film! I’m intelligent! 

This functions to position the reader to take a negative view of people who claim to like foreign films, such as Crouching Tiger, Hidden Dragon, and therefore to take a negative view of the movie itself. The implication being activated is that such people are dissemblers who only make such claims because they think it will impress others. Since this is invocation rather than inscription of attitude, the headline does not include any overt assertion of negativity towards lovers of subtitled movies. The writer does not, for example, explicitly declare those who say they enjoyed the movie to be “bogus”, “fake”, or “dissembling”. Rather it is left up to the readers to draw these evaluative conclusions from the material presented. This is actually a rather complicated instance of attitudinal invocation in that, for the implication to arise, the reader must read these, not as the words of the reviewer himself, but as the reported words or thoughts of some other speaker, specifically a foreign film lover.


The first sentence of the review functions attitudinally in a similarly indirect way:
(38)
People seem to like subtitled films. Perhaps it justifies their intelligence if they can claim that they enjoyed a movie in another language.
Later, there are attitudinal invocations directed at positioning the reader to take a negative view of subtitled movies generally. For example,
(39)
[With subtitled films] you always end up looking at the bottom of the screen, trying to decipher the plot, when something important happens. Someone always ends up walking in front of you in the middle of an important conversation between the two key characters. 

The obvious implication is that viewing subtitled, foreign movies is annoying and unsatisfactory. It is noteworthy that the repeated use of the hyperbolic “always” here acts as a signal that the material is attitudinally loaded. This is followed soon after, by example (40):
(40)
The scenery seems to be very beautiful throughout the entire film. I believe this is because the American audience has never seen it before. The public has seen the Grand Canyon and the Rocky Mountains before. We have never seen central China, and we enjoy the change. 

Out of context, the material suggests a positive view of the movie, since it is presented as involving “beautiful” scenery and providing “enjoyment” for the American viewing audience. In context, however, a negative viewpoint is invoked, specifically a negative assessment of the critical capabilities of those who have been praising the movie, implying that they favor the movie, not on account of its intrinsic cinematic properties, but only on account of their naïve enjoyment of the unfamiliar scenery. 

Several further invocations with a similar attitudinal functionality follow. For example,

(41)
This movie had that exact same “run up the walls” effect as The Matrix, only it happened in every scene.

(42)
Also, the ability the main characters have is never explained. Why can they fly, while everyone else is forced to walk?

From this discussion, it becomes clear that use of attitudinal invocation is an important element in the attitudinal arrangement by which the second reviewer disposes himself attitudinally towards the movie and positions his readers to share his viewpoint. The contrast with review 1 is a marked one. 
3.4.1. Invoking versus inscribing attitude: potential communicative consequences
To understand the potential communicative consequences of this difference (i.e., between invocation and inscription) it is necessary to consider again what is involved interpersonally in the use of attitudinal invocation. There are two aspects of the functionality of invocations of the type which occur in review text 2 which are important here. In review text 2, these invocations do not, of course, operate in isolation. The writer’s evaluative position has been made explicitly very clear elsewhere in the text via his inscribed attitudinal assertions, i.e., his announcement that he “dislikes” subtitled movies, that he found the effects used in the movie “unbearably annoying” and that the reader should not “waste any more money on this movie”. The attitudinal invocations, therefore, operate against this backdrop. Accordingly, unless there are counter-indicators, readers will bring to their interpretation of the invocations an expectation that, by implication, these too will be conveying a negative view of the movie. They will expect to find assumptions at work which lead to negative conclusions about the move. Thus in example (41), it is possible to discover an assumption on the part of the writer that repeated use of the “run up the walls” effect from The Matrix is cinematically ill conceived and annoying. Similarly in example (42), it is possible to discover the assumption that it is unsatisfactory and cinematically damaging for there to be no explanation of why some characters can fly and others cannot. This is the first important aspect of the functionality of invocations of this type, i.e., that they rely on the reader discovering certain assumptions on the part of the writer. 

The second important aspect is that the invocations rely on the reader sharing these assumptions or regarding them as reasonable. Thus example (41) above will only operate to activate a negative view of the movie should the reader share with the writer the assumption that repeated use of the “running up the wall” effect is cinematically flawed. A reader who thoroughly enjoys the “running up the wall” effect will not be positioned by this to regard the movie negatively and will find it incongruous or rhetorically dysfunctional that the writer should offer this as evidence against the movie. Similarly, example (42) above will only operate to activate a negative view should the reader share the view that movies of this type must explain why some characters can fly and others cannot. Without this agreement, such invocations become communicatively incongruous, since they provide information which is clearly intended to support a particular value position but which, in the end, fails to achieve this outcome. Invocations of the type found in this text, therefore, involve the writer making assumptions about the attitudinal implications of the material presented in the invocation, and then taking for granted that these are assumptions which will unproblematically be shared by the reader. 

The ultimate communicative effect of these twin aspects of functionality is for the text to construct an “imagined” or “ideal” reader who shares and takes for granted the writer’s own evaluative assumptions. Thus, the regular use of such invocations results in an evaluative disposition in which the writer assumes a substantial degree of attitudinal alignment with the reader, even before the reader completes his/her reading of the text. The disposition is thus one of assumed attitudinal like-mindedness. 
3.5. Discussion: authorial preferences as to modes of dialogic engagement

The final evaluative difference between the two texts to be considered is a matter of dialogic engagement—i.e., variation in the degree to which the authors present themselves as responding to prior utterances and in the degree to which they present their propositions as potentially in tension with alternative viewpoints. 
3.5.1. Review text 1
The author of review text 1 almost exclusively employs bare, unqualified categorical assertions as he advances his assessment of the movie. The following examples of bald evaluative assertion are typical of the text (partial quotations from review text 1).
(43) [...] Couching Tiger, Hidden Dragon points forward, with its state-of-the-art stunt work and seamless weave of special effects. 
(44) What we have here, then, is a sublime piece of work; a marriage of old and new so perfectly managed that it results in something altogether rich, strange and unusual. 
(45) Lee contrives to rustle up a narrative that is at once grand scale and intimate; disciplined and extravagant. 
(46) It’s a film of exquisite grace under fire; a work so lush, giddy and beautiful it has you giggling in the aisles.

There is only the one rhetorically significant instance where a dialogically expansive formulation is employed to signal recognition that an alternative viewpoint is possible—in the final paragraph:
(47)
In the end, perhaps, Lee has created a bracing new sub-genre with this gorgeous firework display of a picture.

Otherwise, the reviewer’s observations and evaluations are presented as dialogically unproblematic and hence able to be announced without qualification, reinforcement or justification. In terms of the categories of the appraisal framework, review text 1 is almost exclusively monoglossic.
3.5.2. Review text 2
In contrast, review text 2 does include some rhetorically significant engagement with alternative viewpoints, at least in its opening stage. Formulations which serve this function have been indicated in bold in example (48) below.

(48)
[i] People seem to like subtitled films. [ii] Perhaps it justifies their intelligence if they can claim that they enjoyed a movie in another language. [iii] Personally, I dislike subtitled films because you always end up looking at the bottom of the screen, trying to decipher the plot, when something important happens. Someone always ends up walking in front of you in the middle of an important conversation between the two key characters. 

The effect is to signal an acknowledgement by the writer that his beliefs about people who say they like foreign movies may be subject to contestation, i.e., he allows for the possibility that there are other reasons why people say they like subtitled movies. In sentence [iii], the use of “personally” acts to explicitly acknowledge that these are his own subjective views and accordingly just one position among a range of possible viewpoints. This opening, then, can be characterized as involving a degree of dialogic expansiveness, as the writer acknowledges the contentiousness of his various viewpoints and thereby entertains the possibility of dissenting views. His negative assessment of foreign movies is thus located in a heteroglossic environment of multiple value positions.

The remainder of review text 2, however, is very largely monoglossic as the writer uses bare assertion to explicitly evaluate this and other movies, or advances observations which are implicitly evaluative. Thus, for example, all the following propositions are advanced via bare assertion (partial quotations from review text 2).

(49)
The first and biggest problem is the annoying effect that has people flying across rooftops and running up walls. [inscription – explicitly attitudinal]

(50)
This movie had that exact same “run up the walls” effect as The Matrix, only it happened in every scene. [invocation – implicitly attitudinal]

(51)
By the end of this long movie, this has become unbearably annoying. [inscription – explicitly attitudinal]

(52)
Take your generic Jackie Chan movie. The karate that happens is goofy and very fast. [inscription – explicitly attitudinal]

(53)
There is only one difference: In Crouching Tiger, the karate happens so fast that it is impossible to see. [invocation – implicitly evaluative]
(54)
Just don’t waste any more money on this movie. [inscription – explicitly attitudinal]
The two texts have thus been shown to be similar with respect to dialogic engagement, to the extent that both authors frequently employ bare assertion in advancing their evaluative propositions. They thereby frequently choose to signal either the assumption that their viewpoint is not in tension with any alternative position or, alternatively, the assumption that any such alternative viewpoints do not need to be recognized or engaged with in the current communicative context. Against this, the two texts differ dialogically in that review text 2 is less consistently monoglossic, and does, at least in its opening stages, make dialogic space for alternative voices and viewpoints.
3.6. Mapping evaluative disposition
The findings as to evaluative disposition outlined above are summarized in the following tabular presentation.
	
	Review text 1 (Guardian )
	Review text 2 (epinions.com)

	[attitudinal subtype]
	Strong preference for appreciation over judgement and affect
	Values of all three subtypes employed, although affect afforded a central role

	[attitudinal targeting]
	Strong preference for the movie to serve as the target of evaluation
	Multiple targets of evaluation – the film itself, foreign films generally, people who say they like foreign films

	[explicitness/ implicitness]
	Strong preference for inscription over invocation
	Both inscription and invocation. Judgement (of people who like foreign films) only via invocation

	[dialogic engagement]
	Strong preference for monoglossic bare assertion over any of the heteroglossic options
	Mixed – evaluative utterances formulated in both heteroglossic and monoglossic terms, although monoglossic expression predominates


Table 1: Patterns of evaluative preference
4. Evaluative disposition, audience positioning, and solidarity
With this analysis of evaluative disposition in place, it is possible to address the other key concern of the chapter: the application of such appraisal-based analyses to the investigation of how such texts construct relationships with those addressed and establish terms under which solidarity/affiliation may obtain with this “ideal” or “putative” readership. In order to advance such investigations, it is necessary to consider the interpersonal and dialogic potential of the choices which constitute a given evaluative disposition. Thus it is necessary to consider the communicative consequences of, for example, an author favoring one of the subtypes of attitude, or of the author employing attitudinal invocation rather than inscription at a particular point in the text, or making extensive use of a particular engagement option, and so on. Even further, it is necessary to consider the communicative consequences which may flow from particular patterns of evaluative co-selection—for example, the co-selection of particular types of attitude, particular options as to implicitness/explicitness, and a particular orientation to dialogic engagement. In the following discussion, this type of investigation will be demonstrated by reference to the evaluative arrangements identified as operating in the two movie review texts. 
4.1. Review text 1 
As outlined above in Section 3., the author of review text 1 offers enthusiastic praise for the movie, conveying his high regard for it largely via the categorical, monoglossic assertion of explicit appreciation. The categorical, bare assertion is, of course, the usual option for material which is treated as factual or established knowledge in a given communicative setting, since in such cases it makes pragmatic sense to treat such material as uncontentious and not at odds with some alternative position—for example, “Ang Lee was the director of Crouching Tiger, Hidden Dragon”. But the author’s explicit appreciations of the movie will not, of course, be seen as factual or as knowledge in this sense, and accordingly the combination of explicit attitude and categoricality has a different function. The effect is to construct for the text a particular imagined audience or putative addressee for whom the proposition will be not so much factual as unproblematic, and who will agree with the evaluative proposition or at least find it plausible, reasonable, or otherwise acceptable. In terms of the negotiation of solidarity, the effect is to construct conditions under which a sense of rapport, connection, or affiliation is only available to those readers who accept these bald, unqualified “expert” adjudications without quibble or questioning. The effect is to construct an unoppositional audience, ready to be instructed in the aesthetic merits of a movie about which they have not yet formed a view.
4.2. Review text 2
Review text 2 is substantially more complicated in terms of interpersonal positioning and the negotiation of solidarity. Firstly, as discussed above in Section 3.3., there is the writer’s preference for affect. By this, he presents his position as primarily a matter of his own emotional responses, offering declarations such as “I dislike ...” and “I like to see ...”. Thus, the assessments are very clearly grounded in the contingent, individual subjectivity of the writer himself, thereby opening up dialogic space for alternative viewpoints. It is possible for readers to accept that these are valid emotional responses on the part of the writer while not necessarily having the same response themselves. Further enhancing this sense of dialogic openness, at least in the opening stage of the review, is the writer’s use of the dialogically expansive, “seem”, “perhaps”, and “personally” to further acknowledge the subjective, contingent nature of his value position.

At the same time, it is noteworthy that the reviewer does not simply announce his various attitudinal assessments. At several key points in the text, he also offers the reader evidence and argumentation in support of these assessments. For example, he does not simply declare a dislike of subtitled movies but rather offers several sentences in which he sets out reasons why this dislike is justified—i.e., the tendency to miss important developments due to having to look at the bottom of the screen, and so on. Similar argumentative support is provided for his contention that the film’s “running up walls” special effects are “unbearably annoying”. By this, the writer presents himself as involved in persuasion and thus constructs a reader who may need convincing—otherwise there would be no need to justify the evaluations in this way. 


The effect is to construct a reader/writer communality which is less constrained than that which obtains in review text 1. In anticipating a reader who may not agree and hence who may need to be persuaded, the writer makes allowances for and, in a sense, legitimizes potentially divergent viewpoints, or at least acknowledges that they have a place in the unfolding “conversation” around the movie. The dialogic conditions under which solidarity is offered to the reader are such as to allow for resistance and difference of viewpoint.


Against this more dialogically open orientation, however, is the author’s negative stance towards people who say they like subtitled foreign movies such as Crouching Tiger, Hidden Dragon. As discussed in some detail above in Section 3.4., here, through the exclusive use of attitudinal invocation rather than inscription, the writer takes the reader for granted attitudinally, assuming he/she will share and find unproblematic the writer’s conviction that such people are boastful dissemblers. This is especially the case with the text’s headline where the invoking material is baldly asserted.

(54)
Look! I like a foreign film! I’m intelligent! (repeated above as example 37)
Such taking-for-granted results in highly constrained opportunities for writer/reader communality, since for the reader to resist such a viewpoint is to reject what the writer presents as “natural” and “commonsensical” and hence not subject to any form of debate or negotiation. In terms of his negotiation of solidarity and audience positioning, then, the author of review text 2 is not consistent, or at least demonstrates variability in the stance he takes. In his critique of the movie itself, he acknowledges the contentiousness of his own position and leaves dialogic space for a reader who may disagree. In his contempt for people who go about declaring how much they like such movies, he makes no such allowances, assuming a like-minded reader who is similarly contemptuous. 

5. Conclusion

It is clear that an understanding of how positive and negative attitudes are conveyed and negotiated is crucial for those with an interest in the interpersonal functionality of language. By the attitudes we express, we not only forge identities and personas for ourself but enter into relationships of affiliation or disaffiliation with the communities of shared feelings, tastes, and values which invariably operate in any society. Thus, it is via our expressions of attitude that we announce who we are, in social, cultural terms and develop the various personal and professional alliances upon which we are so fundamentally reliant. 

As demonstrated by the analyses and discussions set out in the chapter, the appraisal framework provides a theoretical basis and an analytical methodology for investigations of the nature of the attitudinal meanings and the mechanisms by which these are activated linguistically. Appraisal theory is, of course, concerned with issues which have been taken up elsewhere in the linguistics, discourse analysis, and pragmatics literature under such headings as “attitude/evaluation”, “affect”, “modality”, “evidentiality”, “hedging”, “stance” and “metadiscourse”.
 The appraisal-theory approach constitutes a significant development of this earlier work in that it offers a delicate taxonomy of attitudinal meanings and the formulations by which writers engage dialogically with prior speakers and potential respondents. Perhaps most significantly, as the chapter has demonstrated, it provides an account which attends to patterns of co-occurrence and interaction in texts between the different appraisal systems and thereby makes possible conclusions as to the communicative outcomes likely to be associated with the particular evaluative disposition in operation in a text. By this, it becomes possible to develop linguistically principled accounts of the mechanisms by which written texts construe for themselves ideal or imagined addressees, and by which virtual relationships of solidarity/communality are constructed with this putative readership.
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feeling institutionalized as proposals





feeling institutionalised as propositions








� Martin and White (2005: 61-68) provide a more delicate taxonomy of the sub-types of invoked attitude in which  “provoking” formulations are further divided into those which employ lexical metaphor to activate the negative/positive assessment (termed “provocation”) and those which employ intensification or counter-expectation (termed “flagging).


Notes





�	The notion that such formulations are “dialogic” in this sense has previously been advanced by writers such as Myers and Hyland. Myers, for example, has observed that one purpose of such locutions is not to mark knowledge claims as uncertain, but rather to mark the claim as “unacknowledged by the discourse community” (� QUOTE "Myers 1989" � ADDIN PROCITE ÿ\11\05‘\19\02\00\00\00\0AMyers 1989\01\03\00\05\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\008\00\00\00ÿÿÿÿ�\16õw.«Âw\00\00\01\00\00\002\00pä\12\00\01\00àà\00\00\00ÿÿÿ\0B\18õw\14¬Âw\00\002\00\00\00\00\00\19¬Âw\00\00\00\00ÿÿÿÿ\04\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\14å\12\00\07\00\00\008\00\00\00\10U\01\00\00\002\00ðâ\12\00\14¬\01\00)\01\00\00%C:\5CA1DailyData\5CDataPrCi\5COct-02-04.pdt\10Myers 1989 #2980\00\10\00 ��Myers 1989�: 12). Similarly, Hyland has argued that that “hedges” (which include low intensity modals) sometimes act to convey “deference, modesty or respect” rather than to convey uncertainty (� QUOTE "Hyland 2000" � ADDIN PROCITE ÿ\11\05‘\19\02\00\00\00\0BHyland 2000\01\03\00\06\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\008\00\00\00ÿÿÿÿ�\16õw.«Âw\00\00\01\00\00\002\00pä\12\00\01\00àà\00\00\00ÿÿÿ\0B\18õw\14¬Âw\00\002\00\00\00\00\00\19¬Âw\00\00\00\00ÿÿÿÿ\04\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\14å\12\00\07\00\00\008\00\00\00\10U\01\00\00\002\00ðâ\12\00\14¬\01\00;\01\00\00%C:\5CA1DailyData\5CDataPrCi\5COct-02-04.pdt\11Hyland 2000 #3110\00\11\00 ��Hyland 2000�: 88).


� For attitude/evaluation and stance, see Ochs and Schiefflen (1989), Biber and Finnegan (1988), Conrad and Biber (2000), and Hunston and Thompson (2000); for modality, see Palmer (1986) or Bybee and Fleischmann (1995); for evidentiality, see Chafe and Nichols (1986); for hedging, see Myers (1989), Markkanen and Schroder (1997), and Hyland (1996); and for metadiscourse, see Crismore (1990) and Hyland (2006)





