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Intercultural Contrast Study of Engagement system
in English and Chinese Argumentative Writing
Liu Dan
( Heilongjiang University Harbin 150080 China)

Embodying the logic and dialogic characteristics of written communication argumentative writing has become an important
objective of higher education in various cultures. The effectiveness of interpersonal communication between writers and readers
decides the pervasiveness of argumentative writing. However different cultures may employ different instances of interpersonal
function. This paper takes the perspective of functional linguistics and employs the engagement system to analyze the English and
Chinese argumentative sample essays. By comparing and contrasting the monoglossic and heteroglossic systems of argumentative
essays the paper attempts to elaborate the domain of monoglossic system. The paper further explores the intercultural differences
of engagement system between English and Chinese argumentative writing. The paper aims at enhancing the interpersonal dialogic
development in English argumentative essays written by Chinese college students.
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on fire.
2 @ ab
2.1 “ 7 a he claimed
“ ( appraisal “o
theory) claim
( dis— ; b
course semantics) 7 ( 2011) “ 7 everyone knows that
( attitude) . ( engage— “ 7
ment) ( graduation) o
R 7 “ ” ( entertain) “ 7 ( at—
tributg . 7 “ 7
. . ( disclaim) “ 7 ( proclaim) o
3 N
7 ( 2010) o
o Bakhtin( 1935) : “
( hetereoglossia) 7 The teacher was very annoyed by
Tom’ s behavior; “ ” Tom
o showed up late three times in a row. The teacher has
N N ; good reason to feel annoyed( Lee 2008) . Lee
”( 2012:11) o Ho “ N
2.2 v ”( Ho 2011:86) .
” ( Martin & ; “ "
White 2005:92) .
2.3

(D a. The Congress Hall is on fire.
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1. Universities are cesspools of leftist professors who

punish students who express differences of opinion.

1. In this society of obedient drones truth is irrele-

vant because there are no lies.
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He must be on his guard when
it comes to what he absorbs; One need only look at
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