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The Meaning-making of the Constructed Opposites from Systemic Functional Linguistics
Ma Yun—=ia
( Northwest Normal University Lanzhou 730070 China)

Text writers use some resources which realize the semantic opposition such as opposites parallel structure conjunction for
adversity to create a particular context in which two entities or events can be constructed as opposites. The construction of tem—
porary opposites( constructed opposition) better presents propositions as well as writers”stance. In the framework of meta{unc—
tions in Systemic Functional Linguistics this paper analyses the ideational interpersonal and textual meaning of the constructed
opposites. The analysis shows that the opposite participants and process types inserted in the field can present more detailed
ideational meanings; interpersonally negation as triggers can exclude readers”possible expectations and lexis with opposite mea—
nings help to negotiate appraisal meanings such as affect judgment of behavior or appreciation of product; textually constructed
opposition helps to arrange reader—riendly text structure information state and cohesion mechanism.
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2.1 ® Hence our findings contrast with the gene—
ral conception in the literature that speaking is the
o most anxiety—provoking activity. ( Xiao Wong 2014:
( goings-on) NN N 606)
NN o (@) While the third occurrence of creak in line
o7 ( 2010: 17 also marks a parenthetical it is distinguished from
119) the two preceding examples. ( Lee 2015:292)
©) contrast with our findings/the
o general conception ; @ distin—
guish from third occurrence of creak/the two
N N o preceding examples o our
: findings third occurrence of creak
(@ He became very quiet. Withdrawn. Some— the general conception the two
times he would just press his face into his hand and preceding examples N
shake uncontrollably. I realized he was drinking too
much. Instead of resting at night he would wander o
from window to window. He tried to hide his wild
consuming fear but I saw it. ( Martin Rose 2007: ®) the general concep—
31) tion
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o in contrast to as op—
“ 7 posed to unlike
at night “ 7 o rather than
rest wander o
(® Unlike Facebook these social network con-—
nections are unidirectional so that celebrities may
o have millions of followers. ( Eisenstein 2015: 168)
2.2 ® In contrast to the long-standing concept of
differ contrast distinguish op— motivation in second language acquisition invest—
pose ment acknowledges that a language learner has a
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complex social identity and multiple desires and
takes into account the power inequities inherent in
social contexts. ( Palmer et al. 2014:762.)
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seems to notice the presence of “from” as indicated N
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@ Because of these differences in 1142 deve—

lopmental patterns lexical specificity training could

have different effects in bilingual versus monolingual
children. ( Janssen et al. 2015:366)
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