Appraisal: An Overview

[Warning: If you are reading these notes in the Microsoft Word version (rather than on the Web) and you are reading this warning, this means you have set your display options to show hidden text. This will mean  that certain extraneous items to do with formatting and the display of the notes on Web will show up – for example, "SplitIt" and "Div class="MyQuote". To get rid of these, you will need to turn off "Hidden text display". You do this by going to the Tools menu and then the Options sub-menu. Once there, you will be provided with a number of setting you can change. You will see an option, "Hidden Text" which should be in the Non-printing characters section. Untick this box and the extraneous items should disappear. So will this warning]

Introduction

This set of notes explores the Appraisal framework, a particular approach to exploring, describing and explaining the way language is used to evaluate, to adopt stances, to construct textual personas and to manage interpersonal positionings and relationships. Thus it explores how speakers and writers pass judgements on people generally, other writers/speakers and their utterances, material objects, happenings and states of affairs and thereby form alliances with those who share these views and distance themselves from those who don’t. It explores how attitudes, judgements and emotive responses are explicitly presented in texts and how they may be more indirectly implied, presupposed or assumed. As well, it explores how the expression of such attitudes and judgements is, in many instances, carefully managed so as to take into account the ever-present possibility of challenge or contradiction from those who hold differing views. 

The Appraisal framework has emerged over a period of almost 15 as a result of work conducted by a group of researchers lead by Professor James Martin of the University of Sydney. Work in developing the Appraisal framework is now being carried out by researchers based at various centres both in Australia and now internationally. The University of Birmingham in  the UK, for example, has a research group devoted to developing our understanding of the language of evaluation and stance. Some of the key publications in Appraisal include (in chronological order):  QUOTE "Iedema, Feez, and White 1994" 
Iedema, Feez, and White 1994
,  QUOTE "Martin 1995a" 
Martin 1995a
,  QUOTE "Martin 1995b" 
Martin 1995b
,  QUOTE "Christie and Martin 1997" 
Christie and Martin 1997
,  QUOTE "Martin 1997" 
Martin 1997
,  QUOTE "Coffin 1997" 
Coffin 1997
,  QUOTE "Eggins and Slade 1997" 
Eggins and Slade 1997
 (especially chapter 4),  QUOTE "White 1998" 
White 1998
,  QUOTE "Martin 2000" 
Martin 2000
,  QUOTE "Coffin 2000" 
Coffin 2000
,  QUOTE "White 2000" 
White 2000
,  QUOTE "Körner 2001" 
Körner 2001
,  QUOTE "Rothery and Stenglin in press" 
Rothery and Stenglin in press
, and a special edition of the journal Text to appear in 2002.

The following set of notes relies primarily upon  QUOTE "Iedema et al. 1994" 
Iedema et al. 1994
,  QUOTE "Christie and Martin 1997" 
Christie and Martin 1997
,  QUOTE "Martin 2000" 
Martin 2000
,  QUOTE "White 1998" 
White 1998
and  QUOTE "White to appear" 
White to appear
 from which most of the material is taken.

Below are just a few illustrative example of the type of questions which an understanding of the linguistic resources of Appraisal enables us to investigate:

· the linguistic basis of differences in a writer/speaker’s ‘style’ by which they may present themselves as, for example, more or less deferential, dominating, authoritative, inexpert, cautious, conciliatory, aloof, engaged, emotion. impersonal, and so on,

· how the different uses of evaluative language by speakers/writers act to construct different authorial voices and textual personas,

· how different genres and text types may conventionally employ different evaluative and otherwise rhetorical strategies,

· the underlying, often covert value systems which shape and are disseminated by a speaker/writer’s utterances,

· the different assumptions which speakers/writers make about the value and belief systems of their respective intended audiences,

· how different modes of story-telling can be characterised by their different uses of the resources of evaluation,

· the communicative strategies by which some discourses (for example those of the media and science) construct supposedly ‘objective’ or impersonal modes of textuality.
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What we mean by ‘appraisal’ and ‘evaluative’ language.

The term ‘Appraisal’ is used as a cover-all term to encompass all evaluative uses of language, including those by which speakers/writers adopt particular value positions or stances  and by which they negotiate these stances with either actual or potential respondents. According, Appraisal – the evaluative use of language – is seen to perform the following functions. 

1. Attitudinal positioning. 

Here we are concerned with might be thought of as ‘praising’ and ‘blaming’, with meanings by which writers/speakers indicate either a positive or negative assessment of people, places, things, happenings and states of affairs. 

Some obvious examples of attitudinal positioning are provided by the following extracts. The first is from a radio interview with the Australian Prime Minister, John Howard, in  1999 on the subject of the high  charges then being imposed by banks on their customers.  The second is from a newspaper comment piece defending the behaviour of one of the contestants/characters in the ‘reality TV’ series/documentary, Big Brother which ran in the UK in 2000.  The third is from a newspaper article feature lauding the merits of that icon of  1960s motoring, the E-type Jaguar. (Attitudinal elements are underlined).

<Div class="Myquote">

1. There is an argument, though, is there, the banks have been a bit greedy I mean, the profits are high and good on them, they're entitled to have high profits, but at the same time the fees are bordering on the unreasonable  now.

2. No doubt the men want to sleep with her but they also respect, like and trust her. She is upfront and gutsy. If Mel were a man, I’d have a crush on her… I would adore her as a friend.

3. It [the E-type Jaguar] is a masterpiece of styling whose proportions are dramatic yet perfectly judged and well-mannered; its crisp details are in complete harmony with the broader outlines of the gorgeous general arrangement, and, symbolically, it evokes with exquisite eloquence all the ideas  of speed, glamour and romance associated with travel. You can just feel air and bodies rushing and swooning all over that lascivious shape. Never, ever, has that creaking old trope about form and function had a better character witness. (The Independent, Weekend Review: p.1 27/01/2001)

</Div>
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2. Dialogistic positioning.

It is customary, perhaps, to think of verbal communication, especially in its written form, as primarily a matter of self expression, as the means by which we, as communicators, externalise our inner thoughts and provide information we possess to those who lack it. If we subscribe to this view, we are likely to seek to explain the structures and forms of language solely in terms of the way they facilitate this function of ‘self expression’. Many linguists
 hold, however, that this view is too narrow or even that it is ‘wrong’ to the extent that it sees ‘self expression’ as the primary communicative determiner. In contrast, these linguists see verbal communication as primarily a process of interaction between the various participants  who enact the communication process. Thus they argue that utterances, even in monologic, written texts, do not operate in isolation but are always conditioned to some degree by the verbal give-and-take, action-and-reaction of communicative interaction. They argue that all utterances to some degree take into account or respond to prior utterances,  and, to some degree, anticipate or acknowledge likely responses, reactions and objections from actual or potential dialogic partners. Thus many utterances, even in monologic written texts, will contain elements which play a ‘responsive’ and/or ‘anticipatory’ role. Similarly, many writers, will include elements by which they explicitly represent themselves as responding to prior utterances and/or as anticipating likely possible responses.

This is a subtle and complex area of the language, much argued over by linguists, and we will return to it in detail in later sections. Let me, however, by way of brief introduction at least demonstrate how utterances  can be, or can present themselves as being, ‘responsive’ and/or ‘anticipatory’, and hence as ‘dialogistic,  in this way.

Here is a very obvious and overt example of what we might term ‘dialogic anticipation’ by the 2nd Century Greek historian Polybius (or at least by his translator).

<Div class = "Myquote">

Some of my readers, I know, will be wondering why I have postponed until the moment my study of the Roman constitution and thus interupted the flow of the narrative. (cited in  QUOTE "Crismore 1989" 
Crismore 1989
: 9)

</Div>

This, of course, is ‘dialogic’ in this sense in that the writer presents himself as imaging how his readers will be reacting at this very point of the text and presents himself as responding to what he believes would be their voiced objections or questions had they been there, in the room with him, engaged in a face-to-face conversation.

But this ‘dialogic’ aspect can be rather more subtle. Consider the use of the phrase ‘there is an argument, is there’ in the previously cited extract. (The extract is from a radio interview in which the interviewer quizzes the Australian Prime Minister about the behaviour of the Australian banks in raising interest rates at a time when they have been making record profits. The Prime Minister, John Howard, is of a conservative/right-wing persuasion and therefore in favour of the ‘free markets’. He can therefor be expected to be generally supportive of, and reluctant to criticise, such economic ‘powerhouses’ as the banks.)

There is an argument, though, is there, the banks have been a bit greedy I mean, the profits are high and good on them, they're entitled to have high profits, but at the same time the fees are bordering on the unreasonable  now.

There is, of course, a backwards looking ‘dialogistic’ aspect to the use of this phrase. The interviewer presents himself as ‘simply’ taking up the words of some other, non-specified prior group of speakers. He represents himself as conveying ‘community concerns’ rather than his own, individual views. By why distance himself in this way?  Well, by such a device he indicates that this is a contested, debated assessment of the bank’s behaviour - he acknowledges that this it is but one of a number of  views currently in play in society. He thereby indicates that he anticipates that at least some elements in society will object to, and challenge such a suggestion. Presumably, the most immediate, likely source of such a challenge or objection is the pro-business, conservative Prime Minister with whom he is currently conversing,  but there are other likely, if less immediate objectors and challengers – the banks themselves and their supporters. In this way, the interviewer looks ahead to likely responses to his criticism of the banks, indicating both an expectation that objections and challenges will occur and a willingness to engage with these objections and rejections. By representing the proposition as ‘arguable’ in this way, he represents himself as not personally committed to this position and hence signals a preparedness to enter into debate on the issue. In this sense, he engages in dialogistic anticipation.

This is an area of meaning which has typically been explored in the linguistics literature under such headings as modality, evidentiality, hedging, boosting and meta-discursivity.
  For now, we can say by way of introduction that these dialogistic resources involve meanings which are ‘negotiatory’ in that they are concerned with managing or negotiating interpersonal relations between the speaker/writer and actual or potential respondents. They are brought into play when the speaker/writer judges that some degree of difference or disagreement is likely or at least possible with his/her actual or possible communicative partners. They operate primarily by acknowledging that that there are alternatives to the current proposition, that there are positions which are divergent to greater or lesser degrees currently in play in the speech community. They do this, typically, by explicitly revealing the subjective basis of the current proposition as based in some individual opinion, assessment, interpretation or perspective.
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3. Intertextual positioning.  

Under ‘intertextual positioning’,  we are concerned with uses of language by which writers/speakers adopt evaluative positions towards what they represent as the views and statements of other speakers and writers, towards the propositions they represent as deriving from outside sources. At its most basic, intertextual positioning is brought into play when a writer/speaker chooses to quote or reference the words or thoughts of another. 

Strictly speaking, intertextual positioning is a sub-type of dialogistic positioning. Such attributions can be seen as dialogistic from several perspectives. If the person quoted is actually present in the current communicative situation (for example as a participant in a group conversation or as the recipient of a letter in which the attribution is made) then the speaker/writer clearly engages with them interactively by quoting them. But even when the quoted source is not so obviously an interactive participant, they, or at least their socio-semiotic position,  is nevertheless engaged with dialogistically by being included in the current text and thereby being evaluated in some way. Here the dialogistic position is essentially retrospective. The speaker/writer represents themselves as referring back to what has been said or thought previously. But such intertextuality is also prospective in that attributions can act to position the speaker/writer’s current utterances with respect to anticipated responses from actual or potential interlocutors. For example, by a formulation such as ‘a few minor critics have claimed that Vermeer employed a camera obscured’, the speaker/writer indicates to actual or potential respondents that they, the speaker/writer, are not strongly committed to the proposition and thereby indicates a readiness to acknowledge and engage with alternative position. 

The prospective dialogism of such attribution will be taken up in much more detail in a later section and for the moment my observations will be confined to introducing some of the key issues concerning the way a speaker/writer indicates what evaluative stance they take towards attributed material.

When a speaker/writer cites the words of thoughts of another, at the very least they indicate that these attributed elements are in some way  relevant to his/her current communicative purposes. Thus the most basic mode evaluative stance to intertextual material is one of implied ‘relevance’. 

Once an attributed proposition has been included (and hence evaluated as ‘relevant’) it can the be further evaluated as ‘endorsed’ or ‘disendorsed’. The endorsed utterance is one which the writer  either directly in indirectly indicates support for, or agreement with. The endorsed utterance is represented as true, reliable, convincing or at least worthy of consideration. 

Thus,

<Div class = "Myquote">

He punctures the romantic myth that the mafia started as Robin Hood-style groups of men protecting the poor. He shows that the mafia began in the 19th century as armed bands protecting the interests of the absentee landlords who owned most of Sicily. He also demonstrates how the mafia has forged links with Italy's ruling Christian Democrat party since the war, and how the state has fought to destroy the criminal organisation despite the terror campaign that assassinated anti-mafia judges, such as Giovanni Falcone. (From the Cobuild Bank of English)

</Div>

Here the use of the quoting verbs ‘show’ and ‘demonstrate’ signals endorsement for the attributed author’s observations about the Mafia. Thus the writer represents themselves as sharing responsibility for the proposition with the quoted source.

Similarly, 

<Div class = "Myquote">

Elsewhere, he espoused the thesis, convincingly propounded also by other Marxists, that Marx evolved from his Eurocentric perspective of the 1850s towards a stance of anti-colonialism and of rejection of the unqualified idea that the capitalist destruction of pre-capitalist agrarian structures was necessary and inevitable. (Cobuild: UKBooks)

</Div>

Under disendorsement,  writers/speakers distances themselves from the utterance, indicating that they take no responsibility for its reliability. This is commonly done by the use of a quoting verb such as ‘to claim’ and ‘allege’. Thus,

<Div class = "Myquote"> 

Tickner said regardless of the result, the royal commission was a waste of money and he would proceed with a separate inquiry into the issue headed by Justice Jane Matthews. His attack came as the Aboriginal women involved in the demanded a female minister examine the religious beliefs they claim are inherent in their fight against a bridge to the island near Goolwa in South Australia. (Bank of English: OzNews)

</Div>

 Here, of course, the journalist distances him/herself from – or ‘disendorses’ – the proposition put by the Aborigional women that they have religious reasons to oppose the building of the bridge.

Similarly,

<Div class = "Myquote">

Even in jail there are many rumours circulating about Tyson. One is that he has converted to Islam and will be known as Malik Abdul Aziz.  Another rumour is that he is engaged to a childhood sweetheart and he is regularly allowed to have sex with the girl about to become Mrs Tyson-or Mrs Aziz. He reportedly said, We're keeping the date of the wedding secret. I don't want people to know her name  (UKMags)

</Div>

One quite common and interesting mechanism for more indirectly indicating dis-endorsement is to characterise the utterance as unexpected or surprising.

<Div class = "Myquote">

Surprisingly, McGuinness is especially scathing about ‘the chattering classes’, of which he has long been a member. (Dissent: p.6, Number 4, Summer 2000/2001)

</Div>

Disendorsement can, however, go beyond such ‘distancing’ to the point of absolute rejection or denial of the attributed proposition. Thus,

<Div class = "Myquote">

More recent evaluation in the field convinces me that the ANU team are seriously in error: the age of the burial is considerably less than 62,000 years. In this context, the claim that “this more than trebles the date for humanity’s first arrival on the continent” is sheer nonsense. (The Australian, Opinion Pages, 10/01/2001)

</Div>

Conclusion

This introduction was intended to provide a very broad-brush overview of the type of linguistic issues covered by the Appraisal issue. It has outlined the two core concerns of Appraisal: how speakers/writers adopt and indicate positive or negative attitudes and how they negotiate these attitudinal and other types of positionings with actual or potential dialogic partners. In following sections these and related issues will be taken up in more detail.

Martin
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� The major influences for this dialogistic approach are Bakhtin (for example � QUOTE "Bakhtin 1981" � ADDIN PROCITE ÿ\11\05‘\19\02\00\00\00\0CBakhtin 1981\00\0C\00´\00\00\00&C:\5CActive\5CDataPrCi\5CDATABASE\5Cbiblio.pdt\12Bakhtin 1981 #1980\00\12\00 ��Bakhtin 1981�), Voloshinov (for example � QUOTE "Voloshinov 1995" � ADDIN PROCITE ÿ\11\05‘\19\02\00\00\00\0FVoloshinov 1995\00\0F\00û\00\00\00&C:\5CActive\5CDataPrCi\5CDATABASE\5Cbiblio.pdt\15Voloshinov 1995 #2680\00\15\00 ��Voloshinov 1995�), and various researchers who have been influenced by the Bakhtinan/Voloshinovian approach – for example � QUOTE "Fairclough 1992" � ADDIN PROCITE ÿ\11\05‘\19\02\00\00\00\0FFairclough 1992\00\0F\00œ\00\00\00&C:\5CActive\5CDataPrCi\5CDATABASE\5Cbiblio.pdt\15Fairclough 1992 #1750\00\15\00 ��Fairclough 1992�, � QUOTE "Lemke 1992" � ADDIN PROCITE ÿ\11\05‘\19\02\00\00\00\0ALemke 1992\00\0A\00J\00\00\00&C:\5CActive\5CDataPrCi\5CDATABASE\5Cbiblio.pdt\0FLemke 1992 #900\00\0F\00 ��Lemke 1992�and � QUOTE "Fuller 1995" � ADDIN PROCITE ÿ\11\05‘\19\02\00\00\00\0BFuller 1995\00\0B\00‹\00\00\00&C:\5CActive\5CDataPrCi\5CDATABASE\5Cbiblio.pdt\11Fuller 1995 #1570\00\11\00 ��Fuller 1995�


� For modality, see for example, � QUOTE "Palmer 1986" � ADDIN PROCITE ÿ\11\05‘\19\02\00\00\00\0BPalmer 1986\00\0B\00g\00\00\00&C:\5CActive\5CDataPrCi\5CDATABASE\5Cbiblio.pdt\11Palmer 1986 #1200\00\11\00 ��Palmer 1986�and � QUOTE "Lyons 1977" � ADDIN PROCITE ÿ\11\05‘\19\02\00\00\00\0ALyons 1977\00\0A\00‘\00\00\00&C:\5CActive\5CDataPrCi\5CDATABASE\5Cbiblio.pdt\10Lyons 1977 #1630\00\10\00 ��Lyons 1977�), for evidentiality see � QUOTE "Chafe and Nichols 1986" � ADDIN PROCITE ÿ\11\05‘\19\02\00\00\00\16Chafe and Nichols 1986\00\16\00€\00\00\00&C:\5CActive\5CDataPrCi\5CDATABASE\5Cbiblio.pdt\1AChafe & Nichols 1986 #1460\00\1A\00 ��Chafe and Nichols 1986�), for hedging � QUOTE "Jakobson 1957" � ADDIN PROCITE ÿ\11\05‘\19\02\00\00\00\0DJakobson 1957\00\0D\00±\00\00\00&C:\5CActive\5CDataPrCi\5CDATABASE\5Cbiblio.pdt\13Jakobson 1957 #1950\00\13\00 ��Jakobson 1957�, � QUOTE "Myers 1989" � ADDIN PROCITE ÿ\11\05‘\19\02\00\00\00\0AMyers 1989\00\0A\00$\01\00\00&C:\5CActive\5CDataPrCi\5CDATABASE\5Cbiblio.pdt\10Myers 1989 #2980\00\10\00 ��Myers 1989�, � QUOTE "Markkanen and Schröder 1997" � ADDIN PROCITE ÿ\11\05‘\19\02\00\00\00\1BMarkkanen and Schröder 1997\00\1B\00š\00\00\00&C:\5CActive\5CDataPrCi\5CDATABASE\5Cbiblio.pdt\1FMarkkanen & Schröder 1997 #1730\00\1F\00 ��Markkanen and Schröder 1997� and � QUOTE "Meyer 1997" � ADDIN PROCITE ÿ\11\05‘\19\02\00\00\00\0AMeyer 1997\00\0A\00%\01\00\00&C:\5CActive\5CDataPrCi\5CDATABASE\5Cbiblio.pdt\10Meyer 1997 #2990\00\10\00 ��Meyer 1997�), for ‘boosters’ (� QUOTE "Hyland 1996" � ADDIN PROCITE ÿ\11\05‘\19\02\00\00\00\0BHyland 1996\00\0B\00#\01\00\00&C:\5CActive\5CDataPrCi\5CDATABASE\5Cbiblio.pdt\11Hyland 1996 #2970\00\11\00 ��Hyland 1996�) and for ‘metadiscursivity’, see (� QUOTE "Crismore 1989" � ADDIN PROCITE ÿ\11\05‘\19\02\00\00\00\0DCrismore 1989\00\0D\00(\01\00\00&C:\5CActive\5CDataPrCi\5CDATABASE\5Cbiblio.pdt\13Crismore 1989 #3020\00\13\00 ��Crismore 1989�).
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