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An Analytic Framework for the Strategies of Appraisal: The Case of English Editorials
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( Shandong University, Jinan 250100, China/Qufu Normal University, Qufu 273165, China;
Tongji University, Shanghai 200092, China)

Based on the previous studies, this paper attempts to construct a framework for the analysis of appraisal strategies to facilitate
the appropriate choices of appraisal resources for social communicative purposes. According to the stratified model in systemic
functional linguistics, at the stratum of context, genre in the context of culture and tenor in the context of situation regularly deter—
mine and control the choices of appraisal resources at the discourse semantic stratum, via the intermediate variable of appraisal
strategies. From a macroscopic perspective, they determine the choices of stances in appraisal, that is, subjective value stance,
intersubjective stance and alignment stance construed by monoglossia or heteroglossia, and simultaneously by dialogic expansion
or dialogic contraction. From a microscopic perspective, they determine the choices of the interactive patterns of attitude, engage—
ment and graduation across different generic stages. Stanced and attitudinal appraisals have recourse to the strategies of persona—
lized and depersonalized engagement, inscribed and invoked attitude, force and focus of graduation. At the lexicogrammatical
stratum, appraisal strategies are realized by the devices of projection structures, modality grammars, transitivity configurations
and appraisal lexis. Through the analysis of an editorial, it is found that this analytic framework of appraisal rhetorical strategies
contributes to revealing how evaluative meanings are distributed and proceed in certain patterns in the text, how they are used to
achieve rhetorical effects, and how they are motivated and controlled by genre in the context of culture and tenor in the context of
situation.
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ERBRIEF T, P B APRE X E
FEALNHR Sy AT AR P B A0 F 5T
B e R R . DARER 1B AR A 2 .
SRV 3 A B AN e DO BB ZRAE , 43 T i
T RO B VAN T8 S T A 0 PPN 45 S R T PR AT
SR A= i B8 ¥ A 25O ( Hood 2010: 5) , (R K
IR RS BE P Y N BR 2% & RNZH 4R 0 1 2 R
( Hunston, Thompson 2000: 6) , £ 3 M IRJV 15 158
PR O OB 5%, FE BT S mE BT 5T 1Y &2
JEHaF . XFNEIFST A TS PP SRS A R G
B B S MBS A T PRI F S B P e Lo T RS
P SCAR T 458 VT S5 10 15 o 9 AR 30 R0 138 1 i %,
B PP W IX A T A R R 2 LR AR A 7 X
AORERRE A3 AT FNZH & B B AL, I B R IR L2
PRFIEAAR I o PP SRS DG IE B 2 B R TE 2
Z 8l #k 2. 1% A% A (8] Hi 77 ( missing middle ground) ,
(AR VR vl 1) SCA TR B & 4y B0 2R kL o1
SR VSRS ZEBR B 0428 12 1 T R Y
T T RO R 745 EARA R R i AL -

VE B B2 T BT i rh A8 5, TP SRS 7T
VLSR8 Ry oh SR T B 2 T8 e R A S I TR
PG YR EA T SR PERE PR AR 19 ZE BRACR FUE TR
FFIE . (854 BUR LT A 5 A H A,
PR WS AR TP S R PT BE IR AT
SR D 22 8] LA b AR S B4 fe] 38 ik S5 B 1)
A AL S BR IR B Y PP B SR PRI AT
HAENSE, S A ) A EE PR P EE , ik 3
LA Tl DA I e A AR A TSR -

2 XEREE

PP RIS T I R T E G T R S P SR
17, B2 UL AL DS TE 3 AT 18 22 FLE T R 4
DIRETE T FHIE B RES4 3 A PR T I IS
( White 1998:59) . HLIEIHE AT R HE R —&
B SRS, e PR PPN R BE B TR TEIRARE L R R 1
A B VU S AU R ik S AEH DI RE
Fairclough( 1995) 43 #7387 1 45 44 35 5 £h 2 b R A1E
AL I35 P B R o Carter( 1988) #3F F1 FH AR
U TRV P TE B T B AR B SRRl b 2238 323007 37
H S o Trew( 1979) W 5847 I 4R 18 76 M PUB &
A B T AR L S % . O Halloran ( 2010)
PRAR RN B2y A2 49714 i1 B ST M 45 5K s 52 B0 I 11
& XA PUE B DIfE.

T 2 DG TR 1 < DA IV 285 R 1k B s A
T 3 AR ( Hood 2010) |, #8 MARNL <12 < iH
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T TR 22 A A S B, A4 S AROR] el Y B 7S
TEET R TIE R AR IC I IEZE S8, Channel ( 2000)
R FEIE 218 ORI N B R R AT IR ML A5
it 2 BRI S o Barton( 1993) 43 Hr 22 AR
WIES VR, 45 250 HE 0285 B 44 7 Fh oG 18 e A e 52
P Ta) AL« AARTE S 5 | RIS IE 4 Fh2RE% . H
FTHULRGEDRIE T F A S/ T ¥
B, TR AR B RE 50 43 i RE VR SR e %) 32 B 2 XL AN
fERETIBE -

TP T2 LU R G YIRS & 52 0 B Bl
AT R ek 8502 o] A= ili 52 I 1 28 S Bk
TSR, & SR E T B 22 BR 2D RE T AE Pk X
M VS BEETE M 5T ( White 1998: 3) . White( 1998)
NI T 08 N B XU 038 e 2 G A4 4 )5, 43 A7 B
AT EE] S R ) R R S P el YR AR R 1 4R 5 75 o A
B3 2H 5 M ( orbital textuality) PEHT 58 B . Martin
H1 White( 2005) M A 09 2 PUE S FIAELIE P
YEJE 1R RA RN S e 3R, B RS
e FEAY PRI 1325 G AL V15 5 00 PR XU, Bt
3 AT BLUE B S B R, BIHRIE 43 Hr iT e,
i1 4 ol 57 45 VF 41 5 W B 9% ( damning) | {8 1
( excusing) AEE( skeptical) |z 351 ( rubbishing) 1
3. Hood(2010) MAKER iH 37~ W) 2= F) 4
AYEE IR TR I 22 AR #% ( research warrant mac—
rogenre) MV ARER T BAH OGO JLAP AN R B SR
ATEEAE S| F O B AT g T A e AR S AT T T
R H A B A PER, 7T LR AR BT
R I SRS 7EIR SC 5 | 5 B B vl o T 3 1 132 35 AH S
AT T I S XS GARAFAE AR S PR () B
25 [ IR ZETFIE AR i P 9 B T A8 FH 4 154,
BEE AR ABAT] 08 BIF 58 B AR T DA AL i B 52
6]~ B R A (B Y SR o

LEATHY SR S B S BRI SR W A Bk,
PEM T 18 A 2 AP E 15 53 M 14 5K w5
S 25 E BT ST R OUL 38 B 8 R B A A
RGeS F IS LU BT 0~ & B A R i et
PR SRS 0 R G PRI 3 IR BB TR g Fn L 52
LSS PR . ANATIE AR fR B YR, QTR E W ai £
YT LT RS I A BRERE DI E. B SRS
v, BT R Z 8T 58 B bt BAR TR rh 8os
AR PP S , e/ 2 504 T 10 43 BTHESE o
ARSI EEAN, — BT R YIERIE H I TEMOR
WS ATAE SR, 0 T 43 M B AR s 1 PR SR e .

3 MRS ITIER A
A R G RE IR &~ BLE A2 UOR AT 5=
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S5 B S HE SR ( Martin, White 2005: 38) , {55 3 #y
EEE2F BB 58 W0 A A0 7 2%, FRATTA 2 — 1 36 3
ANEHE(EEE)E B ZVENCIEERR) 2 YR
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R RS TR

S P R S L A T | ERE S

PR RGE D REE 5 S HR, XA a8
WIROUE . RIS BRI AR SiRs . ok
EHREENES WL, FEH LI AF R H
A AR ( genre) ZH G ( [F] L 32) o (& SCiBIR LTS
3 AR PRIEEF( field) G FEP( tenor) FITE
#5772 ( mode) o XFVPEHY BF U5 19 1E $F 52 B R K
L5 R B 2, IF A4S S5 TH 58 B0 0 1 A ] Y
FEBN T AT o AH S anfa] M 9 1 e S P-4 PP
BEPRG B g s T il FRAT T S AE
T SR ATE LA 2R Z 0K J&— PP SR
R4 JZ( Hood 2010: 53) , I T AR 8 1 158 26 9% fic
1A AP H TP 3208 . AEEE R TR SR THDZE X
PP BRI e 15, 2L B EEREEE T 1Y
A, B A S T gl W O &, 7ENIREL )y TH T
IREE MR . XML mAEF R A S (FH
) s LS ( A A S &) iy siEkik,
FH R B BRG]
A, PATROUE |- B 22 X A B (Y e 9% , RIVEFA 5 1 e 26

PARFIAS [R) B9 1A 8 B B e 49 1) 285 82 (23 Sl % 1T
BANFIFEW)) o AT LAE SR8 20 ( B1E) 551 %
( BabE) SRmEERIE LR 51 L B IR GUR G o [Rl o
iff 5 A8 BE 0 5 I 22 , AL AR I T ( foree) ATER £l
(focus) PIJ5 10T« FETR) VL 112 2 10T, X S7. 37 Fil s
AL PR BT 2SS NBR I L B A R B X
5B W PR PP IR M AR S RS
SCHA TR A s 2 22 vh BT TS A4 44 9 AL AR Te]iE
CAFARE . SRR, PR B T SR AT LS 22
B A AH DG AR A 388 e H 28 44 il 0~ A% S5 TR B B R
TEBEE PP A W RO A B2, A R AR TR
R AR B A LA D7 TN EA T PR -

3.1 AR TR AL A DT SR

TE—E WIS TR i, 2B vl LR 3 AN [R]
B ZZ R H P [R) iY AAR 3RS U e AR IR 45 v
oo RFRFEFA BN BB AR F
AT 5 Rl U B B2 BRSO RGBS AT L 9E
I U Ul Bl A R U 8 S AE (F] B 7))
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RN MBS T B hh S a0 U E P,
1EBEF) 8 ( contextual configuration) A5 = 15 5 1Y
TS AU A5 G 3 78 TU 4R ( metaredundancy) SE
o AW EAZ RN, B IRGARER A 1 2 WA
;o TEFEARGEE D, NRZEFR , X LR P AR @ &
FIBRBTTERT G AU ) HA R R B AT I AEE A
N5 HNRBIRE  E AR E X7, B
I IR 2 AH AT VE = 5T 04 B SO EL( [R] ke
69) o TERRIEBRIE e ~ A VLIE e , B 408 fel 4k 18
FIE AR E R R, MU 22 W3S B B i FEARER A
[ B B HAR R I 3 77 18 19 % U SR W i 5 3
AT A 5T X0 G ol i o 15 R 1) 3 SCFI L %
AR FFIE A0 A A7 A A BUPE RN A (45 3
PR AR EVEE BV B FE 45 e BB s sr. 3 B
A G5 PE (legitimation) o 3 i 3y 1, 77 20 F R 4L
I — TP IR R S A W B e 3XRE, SCbTE:
B P A3 3E B H 2% B 3 A 1 S i B b s L
AR, AR B A BRI e, SEEAS [RE R 09 ik
PERRBRAE AN BR A PEAE B H 19

TERFRIELS T S 5 H RO R, A
(1) Z25HESF55 1 s P 3 i 09 M 6, il
oy €8, ML (155 B ST S5 ALY B f e
( SFAAENEZEE AN RAEKEE) 2 AW A
o ( B EIE AR SR 5 (2) E3hF AR I
BB IR P AR T+ S5 2 %) ( Halliday
Matthiessen 2014:33) . [HsigtE 2 fbigEfe 2
IARZZ BRI BRI, TS TR R IS sa s b &
e 5 ANBRE SCHSCHIE AR L A ABRE LM
BE ARSI SE AT 7, AT ST R n
TR 2T AN 2 2 4 4.7 ( Martin, White 2005:
33) XA ANBRAETE R ME 2 52 AR B h 1 2R
AP BN 17 Se B3 AT T8 208 1 AU AR 37
KBRS UL TIRESE S BC s A2 25 YERE I, 4
5 3 DT HE P ABR IR iR R A A
T S ARSI 1k , P BT 2 WAL 1 Rl 7 45 B DG & il
of RIS UG £ 214 Z2 R AL AN DAL B 75 2R W] 1k
S EIILE R 2 AR I SRR A 0T SR
JEACEE S, U A eat X 04 [R] 57 285 B3 & 2 ( White
1998:276; Martin, White 2005: 211) . 3 FiZZ L)
[FINLEE R DR, BE S ik B 22 B B P 1935 e 2 4
M2k, BPELRE AR 8 A 1 U TR B i i et
SIERANRT B 04~ B A 09 521 B 09 38 T R T
( FKAEATE 1998:9) , WXTRIA AR “=7": FigH A
B MBS B = ANBR B T AE A T 1 S AR B
WAL ( FEPRAE 2003: 7) , e BRiF SR 09 3 Ui
W AR AR E AR ] A2y AR, RIMABR IR
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AR TERS RS R A . BV 0,
BRIV ZBEAZ TR 5T, (LR B O 5 B
B F BT RE RIS S5 AL I PR , SQTEALHE B - b
LLAWE At AU 51 B2 5 (involvement) |, SCTEIFHY
X H MRS B R SRR AL A TR 532
FILEAARAA I o b2 L Y8 A AU, R RS A8 1 N H
HE( reciprocity) . ZX 5H ( proliferation) F1 JE& 4 ( con—
traction) PREEIE I, BEAE LY 35 70 43 Hb i B\ B i
ARG B AR ( Martin, White 2005: 30 —
35) o MASWAEVA ] LIVE A AR LR G AL 55
PEFNER I A8 B ( White 1998: 95) | figf ¢ 111 Sk X 175 I
RS TE T T i PP A S B Y 32 T A £ ( Eggins,
Slade 1997: 116 —167; Bednarek, Martin 2010: 80 —
110) .

TP RIS SR ZE B A MRS SCAR TR B35 AR 3R ( &=
WLROE) 5 S A7 50 4R 04 05 T SR A, TETE R T
SR, Ry T SRR E N AE BRI, SRS 4 e 1T
Mg R, B AERl i 2 s H A& 2= A
BRIC R BF & B AR AR 10 3% B3 AN 15 R U — 2R
B AN, B TIE SR R TR T R SR AR
Y 2 WA < 3737 7 AL B AL TR R R 25 8] B9 5k
PE3 HZM B, SC8 3 F BB B #Y
( Hood 2010:2) o & HI T 18 7 A1 554 v IR0 5
PN RS, B 2 U e S BT fe LS 1Y
=k G N SR =R S AN (SN DR a ik s 2 %N
Z B 27, SE B 3 A [R] AL 15 15 5L R ( White
1998: 300) .

3.2 ZENGE R i PTH SE

FTZBER 7 5 PPN G ISR 3 Fh 3
B =K, 3 I 30 A X 19 AR TR AT 22 1
AL 3 Fh ORISR AR TR R TS R LR LT
SR W S B0 U8R A 45 09 N B A& TE T RE L A L b
WAL 04 3 AP PP S 3 EARMM ALY 0K
[V X5 3% ~7. 37« A 35 A1 e 35 04 4 PR 45 B 7.3 ( Mar—
tin, White 2005: 95) o 7EREPUEEFMEHIE ALT)
AL T5 1, 22 30 0 VEH 7.3 43 B SRAE AL 4E FF 15
T 2 EWL O AL R, SR 2 B TR BT
MISE I AL AR 8 X0 00 TEAE#H B IR K IK.O 5
( speak their own mind) (¥ [A] B}, L33 5 s
Jii ( write the reader into the text) , SZIEL T £ 0k
MABE B 0] 19 5 5 15 5030 e “FRATT 7R “Ath
17 At T 43 20 i) TR) B, S 300 66 - B 8 R 1 ) 4
2 IR 22 B AU A 35 T X s 7 22 32k [R) 22 2l T A
PR TR) I, S 5 13 38 TE I I s JOt i i o0 50 11
LA, SCEREL T A SR AL B8 5 57 3 AN R AR AL 32 AR Y
JEZ AR . WATIEM A E , 2 BT 33
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AR S L A 5 8Ufs 5 197 RIS KGR A
GEYR AN IR W, 455 5 = 7E 18 UE P ( argumentative) 15
T T, SEERZE AN BRI B B H 0 T 45 TS R
FEVE A AR AN E L .

B EHES TN AT B E WS ((bare as—
sertions) B AL 1 & Ak~ 15 52 19 8] 5 R 3 0] ( the
simple declarative) (& . FEISHEMEIERS T, 54
RBTAT LA IX 43R T i B B AR SR 1 sl = AT 157
THERE B ANCUE M LG B B 2E RS
ST B R AL [R5 I b 2 VR A e
. WIEEH 04 T 1 HI R 0 Ay AR B TG v
P SEF MR TR IR E SR . ISR AR R
SE I ZE A BT 37, A 4 [] 75 ( homoglossia) 41X
HILE SIS S 5 Z R TS

JE F R — R PP, 2 F A sl a7
B sk T 05 AR TS 0 PO BT IS B £ A, AR SR
HOABE A AR AL Y, B A A BT AR Py B
AT A 25 T 1) 14 < s R SR A S ST 3, ER R T U
RFEL (A F:102) o MAETERCR i, Pifh &
E AUt A AU A S A BN, BB
AR T . FE LR SR USR] ad, B 3
FeH @ VER B, a5 kR HoAh 75 & = 581
AR ISR 0 B A S AR A R, B — R BR R A A
55X VA SR 2 UTAR G -

B EE A E S AT TR RS ( dia-
logic contraction) $8§ H 47 X} i 25 6], REAKEAT #E—
AT B4 AT Re P sl A AR ST Y . XTI R
AE L5 T A~ 2 80 37 (( disclaim) FTE F ( pro-
claim) o 5 275 HL L X 36 A 46 I B H e A
FEHEBE R R AT . TEFEF & E S TEXS
TEPBIAEES N —F R 5IAJE . INATE,
SRIGHIFE . PTLL FEIX B, & AR
SE BRSNS 8 Tl A i B E IR
WAESE(R B 118) o EIBUEMETE R T, 52 5k
JIAFF A AR 7 13238 AN = 7 VS A 132 B AH B 5
TR AR 2 K A A5 19 0B Ve X 35 52 i, A
F LA T i A, 2] IE i BT S BR < TSR
T 5 MBS EAXT AL, TP AE R T W
( disclaiming) X {H %4 5 o

B WGE S A < SRR e T AR T B, X
Y AT LI 52 B0 Bk s il e X sl B A HERSR , AT
FEAERTIE R A RO . BN, H S AT DL S
TR A U S R B M R e T 2N T T
HXEB LT A AR E L, HEBR A TT IR S i
LA ( concurring) X TE AR s LT
P i A0 Py e R AR s A R = S M, iV 2 il ok A

HPER A B R, e [R] AR FH A E A RN 1 B AT
HEBRIEAE 19 Ho A N7 37, 7 AR R SN A] 11 (endor—
sing) XFUERCR o A5 T 422 55 R T A S R iy
AR B , 38 I 3 U N BR A4S, A g b=
T~ A DB G H A B 87 37, 77 4E H S ( pronoun—
cing) MIXTIERR . S A3 5 FE & 43 59 RAE
XFA7 B ( countering) . — 3 [F] & ( consenting) 1A
] 37 5 ( supporting) F1'& 5 UL ( insisting) Y PEH
FEW, (X 1% 25 8] 32 B R 45

5= AEE S B S5 AAGE B XTI YR ( dia—-
logic expansion) flFEAL & A IES T PRI en—
tertain) A1 49 & A A A BR 55 7€ A )3 it ( attribute) o
ZEON B TAHVEE XA A 1 vl BB ME 75 Hh A aiE S
( deontic) SF4E A58 SCIY AR PP, b 1
H A SR AT BRI XS B I o A B ST
Z—, o HoAtb S 3% B, 7R A RN 1 ( entertai—
ning) XTIERCR . TEIBUEPETE R, RS &40 A0
RBAAT R B S ey~ AR FA N AR 1 3 OB 2
FE LGS, BATTAS 2 SR AEAE & X A N BAR
P A T S ) A R R R T 2 RAE X A AU
HRPAR LS55 AR ] FIRE 1) B9 FEWITEAE
RIREE N AL, AN AHXTER 1Y
ZEAN , VA Al FE i A T AR ke A B T R 14 L A
FRINFHBLES « AT VA Wb s V3 SRl /e %)
P E S, AR R WL 345 v S Hb 45 0 i >k
PR FANERAAS , 7B P T A = B, P= 2R 7RIA
PE( acknowledging) MIXTIHR . J5# BH bR < AE
R 2 K A BT 0 5 AN R O R Al
XFimas (el KAk, 7= A 5 B 1 ( distancing) X5 RL
o BhE AR A At S PP A A A P AR Y
A P45 T B, 4R s S AEE 1S3, 4R
SRERS AR B O ST S A, P S B s F R
Selad S w4, S AR B D e st ST 3 T
AEB T AR ER AR SRS IEH A T A AW
Z5 9N AN At 43 530 FRAE WL 25 ( modalising) 1Sz
W7 ( disassociating) AR i fE 5 ( distancing) 1) 3
HriRmg

3.3 THOWLAE B i DT S

“ITEIEIETER AR E EERA LR &
BERY T (IR 1 92) 7% W 4k 5 i 4 U8 4 B 2 AH B
TEHRIY 5 7% WL ST 375 5% Wi S0 b o 28 B N 2 2 1y 32k
Pro AZBR H B FETEILVE (A 0O E) A
B S ( stanced) X154 W, WA E A S B
(attitudinal) $EZ23PEMr . DAZSE MAZ O, & E B9 FP
7 A EORIE A R/ NGRSS 3 DMIRFRGE, ZW
TEWE e RIT R FR v T i S 9% 20 & FE
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ARSI AL SOUL F R /N, HE T T B AR AR R I A
[FIR B LA BE A A % 22 19 B8 A 2 ( Marting,
White 2005:210; Hood 2010:28) .

BEMMA EERX A S B AMFE R
AEST VP AR IR N Y17 28 SN, B8 3 (0 ] 1) 3
% RAFAEH DR 0 0k A BN S50 B S,
T B S S VT, TR) e 381 152 7 e 2 R i S S o
TEIEUEN ARTE RN, , 45 2 i) 28 8 Ron vt =47 8 3
('social actors) FAFRAGFELIASIH o AT AN 2%
M5 ARSI A A T iz ka2 m & Lo #)
WS XA T A B 1 23 PRI ( esteem) Fltt S 29 R
(' sanction) , FAE & T 3C AL F & HIB & 4t <557
Y. WIS RGE VEE ] WM TEAr IR 0 - 4%
A NBEHEAR T 252 10 B IR IE T84T . B85
SRS A2 A L S v L S M UL ) i i R S
FHFIIAR , AR HE T AT 52 Rk 25 s 4 11 4 3¢
LY. BEAEAT R R BRI R 7 S, e Al
AR TNETT Sl A BEURIEWE T 4350 7 A RN
( empathy) -2 U (E FI L S5 B B 520 ( Martin,
White 2005: 237) , FfiF 3= WAk ( subjectify) F1 4>
fE.( socializing) FNFEHAL( thingfy) BYTFAT IR o

BRI 4 (invoke) JEAE G it 2 [ & K Hh Sz
PR ABE & = 9 TR B, 98 &% ( provoke) FfE A (in—
vite) [H) 2 B2 B, 43 1) 0 475 28 B 1) 3 2 B i R
]I B AR B ) R S 25 T R ( flag) 1Y SR
A SCRME &G W4 L4k ( afford) B9 SCAEIRAR 2 o
A EIRS 5T N A u E T R E S &)
PSP, ARG A i SCAZ O RBT A, s mT LA
T8 3o B PR A 23 A W R A B A A T
RBETE o TRV BEGT , 8 o AS A 0 i 44 7 > 22 5691
W, X LU A MO A5 BE 78 L, 40 Tks an ice box out—
side. 2R 2= A] &AM 2 UL 19 A & 78 S, 51 4, There
will be fewer tourists then. {H-a] 5 h WAL A BR
% . WL JEEAS B, 4] i, traditional values, 3,
A PR ) B sl T A 9 SCAR B - B S AR
HEE 2 1 B 323737 ~ WH R (1 38 BRBis SFiR B R &K
I3 AR 2R ( hybrid) | SO 40 TR 4% I
FFEA ( bonding) #x AMIRICR( [F] F:58 —68) o Bl
BAVEEF AR R BE 38 25 [ B, 38 28 Rl SR AE
£ AH& 1k ( depersonalization) LA S EE o

e ZEAG A B 00 SR R sl i, A EE A Y R A 5L
MR B U (VG R o FETIOW A S 2 BE S
LTI HL BN TT O &R, 77 A v BE U T SR A AN
FIAHEH R (F 1) o Ak 5D AR
RSB TEAL R, 15 ) nAB AR R o R
187 2 9 RO A B RS SR IR S . RAE
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A R B ECAE A B | A AT A AR
BISERLTE, F= A B & BRI S B AR . 2B 1E L
T R R/ A 8 o 22 56 Y105 W5 1) =2 WA BEAA i 1)
SRS R T AR AN AR Xk ST B RN, A
AT B LAY B9 —30:( Hood 2010: 132) , 3%
HE AL ( scaling) AHXF AL ( relativising) 2% 221k
( gradability) BJPEM S0 o

Y BN A A S35 RS 55 FEOUL b S 4% 5
TR T S R AN P S A R A K 22 Ak . Tt FROR
B GE IR B B TE 7 DA R R e AL SR A L i
TR B oA HUE H AU A, & 2 5
FBOREEE B R A5y T, P B A SR IR 1Y i
HH 22 R B s R i I A AR R L U i
FEE AR T 4 R 1 A4 9 38 5 U AR AE (R L 189 —
203) , FAEFE R 1 BUR AL 58 B Ak e fb Sk
JRALI P SR o JE A A T AT PR A R 1) 2
SR 2E 5 SR E B WS ((averral) A A 19
{85 5 (attribution) ANJE46 55 Xk 37 (14 WA , 17 S 98 T
PR R A XT3 B TR, BIb R AR X DA 5% R R
R AGERBENESN(in/out group) HAHES 7
At X &Y o P2 HAT ZE L F IR AR 538 10 AR 1Y
IR , 38 8 O R RN 45 B 57 37 €0 8 B R e HE 2
PP 5% 7S T B A N AR R I ST S R K
(6 170)

3.4 PE SRS 1 AR 20

PEMVE R 18 1 U , 2 A R B 100 i)
YR A S I 15 b 89 7 SR T 5CR ( Mar—
tin, White 2005:94) . TFEH 3R g d i) VL& IR SRAE
38 o A5 FE T T B e R A Oy SRR AR . A AR
SRR AE B b N X iR S R R
( White 1998:35) o £ 5648 51 0 A Br 1 5 4E 8 W
e, M A AFIVEH 75 & . B IEES N AN
PRTE 15 BT A A Ak B g AR S L LR A
FO YT e 56 2R A Ll IR A A sl A R
P UL R, AR B S AR AR N R 25 A A% 1k
P AR o 25 B8 SOV P Al o~ BRI i
FR IR S VR 5, P R R a7 e 174 25 R 1 )
0~ SE B S Pk R Esh—rh sh— s 19 iE
BVLH— R R —AT N YR R A 5 A
JE RS S IR AE AR B, AR B B 2 BB | A
PO RE R o P25 78 A A B A VR 1) < 44 1] )
ZH BT 2 53 B s 1) 3 A B0 TR B A 85
FORTE A A 17 75 53 » FE B A AZ 0 BB AZ 00 1]
YAk BT S EAS M R 22 24 WS AR B
Fros AR i 9% 22 51 ( Hood 2010: 105)
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Martin 1 White( 2005: 212 —214) 5 35 43 B
PAAF I TE T S R PP ES 5 M. FRATD
& FH “Damn the Peaceniks for Their Faint Hearts”
(2001 410 A 10 H¥EE g H YL ) e F “9.117
iz AR T S S X B & v R B A AR
JEZRFRAT TR ) PP SR 53 AT HE 2 (g i A o

T2 o A2 B RY P8 35 UE 4 R % 45 M ( hortatory )
AR AR HACER B SR8 A IR TS B A A
HAS [RI R AS g B AT S, At 23 VA T IR )
Rt B A AAIAT S AR, PNINT 5 | S 132 35
FEAE HRAE 0 2 UM FTe i &t . Hom iR 2L
VAR A B 2 L S 1 R AR T [ IR ~
FH R < LB ZH ZUR B & 7 R ARG S 5 38 Z Al 2%
L RAENR AR AR E AL RE 3 405 Y
45, 180 S 3 R AT S, B[R] A0 (8 SE
Y PP XS 35 S F SRR R 1 2 WS 32
Br B ~ 1518 B 8 R 2 X0 7. 37 YR AR 3R 9 AN [) B
BAESOU )2 T8 FH TP T SR s o

NI S TR SR e o MR F 2R FHAE
H T FRE GG s T 3 RIMAEE AN
PUE =5 AN 2 AN T B R X 2N S S E 75 Vi
HOE B HA g E XS S AR /N, HOJRTE “3%
E A LLR A 5 A ™ ) A = E (9. 11
HAF) 7 LA BRI X5 4 ( Martin, White 2005:
231) o MBIWPFH B EE S ms b PF, 84 20 Fis |k LA
K8 1 FNER A543 A AN R 018 R AR 3 I B A AN TA]
HIVERT -

BT =L AFNSE R iZA e FE 3 > EE B
(1) Xp2e WA m 898 L R ARCR 1 77 2 (2) X
& [ RARBY SN B VEAY , SR R AR FTe i 7 2
(3) X2 [ B RN = B HETE A XS 32320 32 S
FEHTARIIR AR , SR RS IE Y Jr 2.

TERGRIBE, 5 3 A 1 4B sy M
SRR WORIYT, RbRC mBET AT
P, “EANBE IR s AR T ST R AR e
#f —HRIR( rhetorical triplets) , P BB 1 [) 155 17
J8% TR ST AN TEL S B TE AR I AT R T, SRAEZS B
R 2R o B ST B2 PRAN S THE T 1) = A 1 JE%
227, S FOMPANNA & ) TAES B AR E 288 T, X
POIGEAAR S 58 71 BRI 24 JRy 14 T AR T A, 2R B SC A
R, 10 I BRI I R R 22T R, RAES R sl &
FHE. 3 A EEAWS R, FAiE T4
AW SXE9 H 11 HETRAER “Frfaixie A
HRIC)T AT, sk an e, WA E R AR, 51k
LN 25 WE 7 37, (R R AR I 2 W subjec—

tifying the objective) [F] 5 SR -

ERERVFN BT B, 3 S50 S uEng 35 E
AR "2y SOl &7 A BOAR LY IR
fif “IR AR — AT 14T 7 B9 M (B N2 3, R AE IR
[ —SZFF—F1a 7 B O % RO MG A JE MR IR I
CHBREART CDTAERT YR MM R NS
B 7 A4 o B AR LT 5 [ RV 45 MR D AR B 4
PRSI . SR 2E “IHF LT3R ik
JLPBA 8K AR — Gl 7 A A N 28
BT Pk TR T IR ITRT 2 A
Bt e s HEIF 58 A S I AR ME RS BE o Rt
“FRAR VLAY S, X 2 — ™ A R g, H
L b IR ARIE . X B A RTREWE? " A AR
T RO E 5 AR, IR 4 X% 37
Yo #R51( scare quote) FIHLHS “FRWT " “FRBy”
“HUE BRI AR AT Sl SR,
i i BB R A AP BT IR i i P 4T AR fE
Y Bl 2 AARAL I 57 55 RS o

TEVSTUEXD VLT B .4 2H S P A B0 285 5 1) 1) 1
SO B 5 R ANIE IR 19 TCEE Y - I 8 2R
T GO AR R B B 1 A IR AN
LS mh s s eSS T CPLIR S A8 2R ROIE
B9, X b S AN BT e 1 B AR AP N b ARG 5
TG K N K B R ) S e 44 1A TR 4]
WM CERERES TR RS SR EAE AR
LR PR T YRR Rl R WIE L
i 1252 [ B R AL 5 28 /0N ) 1) 285 B e P s B R 0
( relegate) F) 47 im] rfr.0 a) 2l e 3y 1) 2R 158 7 A0tk
W, SRR WA RN A SR 25 g o A% Al
ACFRVE, Bt T T L R 1% 5 52 R A Y
BT PR T ONBR G v Beoy 22 45 OC R A A kR
A IR B G UE RT3, A P AR 3 5 118
UESEME -

5 HWiE

VRO SR AT S 1 35 2 R 2 2Z A 5 rh A 72
i, We S el A 3R e S AR T 58 RIS TR B A 3 Y
P TE T A SRS M S8 9, SRS oA 52 M 5 15 ( me—
diate) XFAZ R H B9 IG5 HL U8 A TR RS A TR 2
AT TS 25 W ROU 48 BE AN B DR R - #a e
BT SR WS o3 BT HE 2 AR R ( R i5E) 37 1 35k 9
( HIEE) WAL 5 ROV s AR B 7 X 4 S T7
T, SRS 75 88 5 A AR AR s A AL 25
FEBER ZI N5 K~ P22 WY TE I FIER SRS, FiAtig
IRERA R BT BB IR PG o X HEZR S PEHT SRS AF
FEPRAE R GE G S A3 AT T 2 T 5 g 1Y
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TR H UL A F T s TR PO B9 T A R
BRANAAER S M L ST S5 S 1 R 2 AT S R 1 46 TIE AN
Ko

TR

O I 2 E 2 RE AR IE 5 F K James Martin T
1990 AEAR 5 11k Ji e S AU 4R 5 B o 19 37 3 A5 BE N
RIS, th 3 ARG (1) /A engagement) £
25 8 R BRYE 6037 5 445 974 monoglossia) A1
% 7 ( hetereoglossia) , {£ # 7 ( authorial voice) Il A
( other voices) , i 15 X 3G ¥ & ( dialogic expansion) X}
145 29 ( dialogic contraction) S5/ ASRKBESEH; (2) BF
(attitude) F27R NGB ( affect) it A A9 2 7 ( judge—
ment) 1 %F 55 ¥ B4 ik &% ( appreciation) , il i £ %1 ( in—
scribe) Fl15] % (invoke) %5 3R W& SEFH; (3) 2% 2% ( gradua—
tion) FIRARBEMYSRES , 73938 5L 1 7 ( force) FIERFE( fo-
cus) SEMETEHRNE S o

S 3k

ERAE. A FIEES PRI (D] Rk
A2 A8 3, 2003,

SRATAR. VO U VA 0 SR ()] MBS
5%, 1998(1) .
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