III. Inter-subjective positioning and the grammar of appraisal


III.1. Introduction


III.1.(a). Appraisal and the registers of journalism


The next two chapters are concerned with exploring certain systematic patterns of interpersonal meanings which contribute to the distinctive style and communicative potential of the modern news report. The meanings are those by which texts establish, negotiate and naturalise positions of social evaluation – a broad semantic category which, following Martin, I term appraisal. (See, for example, � QUOTE "Martin 1997"� ADDIN ��� ADDIN �� �Martin 1997� and Martin, in press � QUOTE "Martin in press"� ADDIN ��� ADDIN �� �Martin in press�). This chapter will describe the network of semantic choices which constitutes this semantic sub-system and set out new theoretical formulations developed in the course of the current research. The next chapter will apply this theory of appraisal to modelling key features of the distinctive style of the modern news report and to explicating its communicative functionality. In particular, the theory of appraisal will be used to demonstrate systematic differences between, firstly, the language of news reporting and other modes of contemporary journalism and, secondly, between the modern news report and its own journalistic precursors, the news reporting of the pre-modern era.


In exploring those linguistic features which characterise and distinguish the modern news report, these two chapters bear on issues relating to what SFL terms ‘register’ (see section II.2.(d). previously), and more specifically on the registerial status of news reportage. As outlined in the previous chapter, SFL register theory is concerned with the way in which particular contexts of social situation are reflected in, and construed by systematic variation in the language, by particular patterns of choices of interpersonal, ideational and textual meaning. The registerial account provided by these two chapters will be only partial in that it concentrates largely on the interpersonal. It will, nevertheless, be significant in that its account of the interpersonal orientation of journalistic texts will be extensive, and in that this interpersonal dimension will be shown as central to the constitution of news reportage as a functional variety of language. (See � QUOTE "Matthiessen 1993"� ADDIN ��� ADDIN �� �Matthiessen 1993� for a discussion of the issues associated with register description and the practical need for individual analyses to confine themselves to particular perspectives or domains within the grammar.)


The current chapter is concerned with a description of the semantics of appraisal which is generalised, at least to the extent that it is designed to map the network of inter-related semantic choices which obtain across media texts, including not only news reports but features, commentary, editorials and so on. The description is oriented towards the discourse-semantics, rather than directly to the lexico-grammar – although the lexico-grammatical realisations of the various semantic choices are, of course, vital to any such description. Such discourse-semantic orientated descriptions always have the potential to be more specific than general, to be more closely tailored to the communicative concerns of a particular context of situation, or group of related contexts of situation. This follows naturally from the functionality of the discourse-semantics as the content strata which directly realises context of situation. (See, for example, � QUOTE "Martin 1992"� ADDIN ��� ADDIN �� �Martin 1992�: chapter 7.) As discussed in the previous chapter, the context of situation, as a theoretical construct, can be thought of as consisting of an array of different contexts, or, in Hasan’s terms, ‘contextual configurations’ (� QUOTE "Hasan 1985"� ADDIN ��� ADDIN �� �Hasan 1985�1985). A culture will establish and operate with various recurrent types of ‘contextual configurations’, which will entail greater or lesser degrees of commonality in their values of field, tenor and mode. Thus a radio news report and a print-media news report may vary only in terms of mode, while an academic article and a casual conversation may vary across the full range of metafunctional possibilities. It is possible, therefore, that in exploring the discourse semantics we may discover sub-systems of valeur which apply only to a given situational type or range of closely related situational types. (The system of mood choices provided by intonational key – � QUOTE "Halliday 1967"� ADDIN ��� ADDIN �� �Halliday 1967� – is an obvious example of a localised system of valeur, including, as it does, the spoken and excluding the written.) Thus in developing networks to account for the discourse-semantics of the array of related situation types constituted by the media, we must always bear in mind the possibility that some of our systems may have localised rather than generalised application. It is possible that we will identify networks of related semantic choices which do not operate in different contexts of situation, or that our account will omit valeur sub-systems which are crucial to other contexts of situation. (Obviously, since my concern is with the print rather than the broadcast media, my account typically excludes any valeur systems which rely upon resources specific to spoken language. For a full discussion of these issues see � QUOTE "Matthiessen 1993"� ADDIN ��� ADDIN �� �Matthiessen 1993�.) 


The system of appraisal set out here has, therefore, been designed to model the discourse-semantic relationships which obtain in media contexts. It remains an open question as to the generalisability of these systems to other contexts of situation, although preliminary work by other researchers indicates that they do have application across a range of discourses (see, for example, � QUOTE "Coffin 1997"� ADDIN ��� ADDIN �� �Coffin 1997�, � QUOTE "Eggins and Slade 1997"� ADDIN ��� ADDIN �� �Eggins and Slade 1997� and � QUOTE "Rothery and Stenglin in press"� ADDIN ��� ADDIN �� �Rothery and Stenglin in press�).


In this chapter I set out appraisal as a system of semantic resources by which texts may act to convey single, or possibly multiple, inter-subjective positions and attitudes with regard to the configurations of participants and processes they represent. The presentation in this chapter explores these resources from the perspective of linguistic potential, from the perspective of ‘what can be meant’ by the language (� QUOTE "Halliday 1973"� ADDIN ��� ADDIN �� �Halliday 1973�). The next chapter explores the instantiation of this meaning potential by individual media texts and by groups of media texts. (See � QUOTE "Matthiessen 1993"� ADDIN ��� ADDIN �� �Matthiessen 1993�: 229 for a discussion of linguistic ‘potentiality’, ‘instantiation’ and ‘instance’). It is from this exploration of instantiation that an account of the registerial status of news reporting emerges. The next chapter demonstrates systematic differences between groupings of media texts in which choices they activate from within the appraisal system, in which choices they favour and which disfavour, and in the co-textual environments which associate with key appraisal values. 


It is on the basis of these recurrent variations that the next chapter proposes what will be termed the three ‘voices’ of contemporary journalism – 'reporter voice', 'correspondent voice' and 'commentator voice'. The precise registerial status of these ‘voices’ will be explored in the next chapter but it can be stated here, by way of preview, that the notion of ‘voice’ refers to the distinctive interpersonal style or orientation of three different groupings of media texts. It will be shown that the distinctive rhetorical potential of the contemporary 'hard news' report derives, in part, from the communicative properties of the ‘voice’ with which it is most typically associated, that of reporter voice. As well, it will be shown that contemporary broadsheet journalism contrasts with that of the 19th century in the consistency with which its texts are organised according to this three-way registerial distinction. 


III.2. Appraisal and heteroglossic diversity


III.2.(a). Appraisal – an overview


The chapter, therefore, is concerned with appraisal – the array of interpersonal resources variously concerned with authorial attitude, social evaluation and the positioning of both reader and authorial voice. The system, as previewed in chapter 2, is organised along three axes:


Engagement: negotiating heteroglossic diversity (perhaps, it seems, he says, I declare, however, obviously etc).


attitude – affect (emotional response – like, fear etc), judgement (evaluation of human behaviour – corruptly, skilfully etc), appreciation (evaluation of entities – beautiful, striking etc),


graduation: resources for scaling interpersonal force or for sharpening/blurring the focus of valeur relationships (very, really; sort’v, somewhat),


As indicated in chapter 2, I rely on recent work within SFL for my account of affect, judgement and appreciation. The formulation of attitude as a superordinate category encompassing these three systems is novel and I will accordingly discuss this below. The formulations of graduation and engagement are novel, at least and some respects, and will therefore be explored in some detail. 


As indicated in the previous chapter (sections II.3.(b).5. and II.3.(b).6), my treatment of engagement relies on the Bakhtinian notion of intertextuality or heteroglossia. This perspective is not, however, confined to my view of engagement and informs my account of appraisal more widely. Before I turn to describing engagement and graduation in detail, therefore, I will consider some of these broader implications.


III.2.(b). Heteroglossic perspectives


The heteroglossic perspective has far reaching consequences, as we have seen, for the way that the semantics of speaker commitment/engagement is modelled. It assumes that language is a resource for constructing social realities ( a basic precept of functional approaches to language ( and that any community will contain multiple, sometimes convergent, sometimes divergent, social realities or world views. Accordingly, all utterances put at risk a particular social position and enter into relationships of greater or lesser convergence/divergence with a range of alternative utterances that represent different social positions. As we saw previously, this perspective leads us to reconstrue the semantics of evidentials/modals/hedges, to analyse them as not necessarily concerned with issues of truth, knowledge or epistemic reliability but with encoding an acknowledgment of alternative social positioning and an openness to include such within the current discourse. 


This heteroglossic orientation is useful in the current context because it provides a potent counter to the common-sense notion that certain utterances are interpersonally neutral and hence ‘factual’ or ‘objective’ while others are interpersonally charged and hence ‘opinionated’ or ‘attitudinal’. Under systemic functional perspectives, all utterances are analysed as simultaneously ideational and interpersonal – there is no utterance which is without interpersonal value. Nevertheless, the influence of the common-sense notion of the ‘fact’ is widespread and it may be tempting to see some utterances as more interpersonal than others. Under the heteroglossic orientation, however, we are reminded that even the most ‘factual’ utterances, those which are structured so as to background interpersonal values, are nevertheless interpersonally charged in that they enter into relationships of tension with a related set of alternative and contradictory utterances. The degree of that tension is socially determined. It is a function of the number and the social status of those alternative socio-semiotic realities under which the utterance at issue would be problematised. Accordingly, the difference between the utterance ‘The Premier saw the defamatory documents before they were presented to the Parliament.’ And ‘In my view, the Premier may have seen the defamatory documents before they were presented to Parliament’ is not one of ‘fact’ versus ‘opinion’ but of the degree to which the utterance acknowledges the intertextual or dialogic context (in Bakhtin’s sense) in which it operates. The distinction, therefore, can be represented in terms of heteroglossic negotiation – the first utterance backgrounds or down-plays the possibility of heteroglossic diversity by dint of its lexico-grammar while the second actively promotes that possibility. Alternatively, we can say the first denies or ignores the intertextual heterogeneity in which it operates while the second asserts it.


III.2.(c). Heteroglossia and the multiple readerships of written texts


This heteroglossic view alerts us to one feature which often acts to separate the written from the spoken. In the context of many spoken texts, all interactants are present for the act of communication ( the speaker addresses an actual individual or group of individuals who are often in a position to respond immediately to what is being said. The speaker/audience relationship, therefore, is a dynamic one which can involve immediate feedback and active renegotiation of speaker positioning in response to that feedback. Written texts of the type found in the media, however, do not involve an actual, precisely defined audience, the responses of which can be monitored as the texts unfolds. Rather, the writer of the media text anticipates a range of different audiences or readerships who are potential or projected rather than actual or present. (Coulthard, in Advances in Written Text Analysis explores a similar notion of the ‘imagined reader’ of written texts. � QUOTE "Coulthard 1994"� ADDIN ��� ADDIN �� �Coulthard 1994�: 4) These various projected readerships can be expected to differ in their responses to the text according to differences in their own heteroglossic positioning and the writer may choose to include meanings within the text which anticipate and therefore engage with some or all of those anticipated responses. (Of course, while texts acknowledge the possibility of heteroglossic divergence, they nevertheless typically act to establish one position as given, commonsensical and ‘natural’, thereby establishing for the text a reading position of interconnected assumptions and social evaluations. This process of naturalising social/ ideological position will be explored below in section III.6.(d).) 


We can, by way of example, illustrate the way texts in general may construct multiple prospective readerships by considering the multiple readerships of media texts. We can identify at least three sets of readerships, which can be grouped under the headings of ‘co-authorial’, ‘implicated’ and ‘general’. The term ‘co-authorial’ refers to the sub-editors and editors who will be the first readers of any media text, who assess it in terms of ‘quality’, ‘news value’ and conformity to various additional ‘standards’, and who have the potential to enter into the production process to redraft the text before it is finally published. Journalists know that, first and foremost, their texts must be acceptable to these co-authorial readers, that their day-to-day standing within a media organisation and their long-time professional survival depend on this acceptance. Clearly at least one aspect of the negotiatory position they adopt in their texts will be directed towards achieving positive responses from these readers.


Secondly, a journalist’s interpersonal positioning must enable their texts to negotiate effectively with the socio-semiotic positions of those individuals and institutions who are directly implicated in those texts. It is in the nature of journalism that its texts will construe some individuals and institutions as victims, others as heroes, others as villains and so on and that accordingly these implicated individuals and institutions will be very interested readers of those texts. They can be expected to respond with vigour, potentially with the full force of the libel laws, when they feel their position has been misunderstood or misrepresented. We can predict, therefore, that journalistic appraisal will operate so as to permit journalistic texts to anticipate and hence to negotiate the responses of these implicated readers.


Finally, of course, there is the ‘average’ or ‘general’ reader or listener, the mass media audience member who purchases or partakes of media texts in the role of consumer or subscriber.


Each of these three sets is, of course, diverse within its own boundaries. Sub-editors and editors can be expected to have diverse interests and positions as can the various implicated readers (the individual praised in the text versus the individual criticised, for example) as can the mass media audience, constituted as it is of diverse social groupings. We find similar patterns of divergent readerships in other written domains. The author, for example, of an academic text addresses ‘co-authorial readers’ in the book’s editors and pre-publication reviewers, ‘implicated readers’ in those academic colleagues criticised or praised in the book and a general readership of interested academics and students. It is just that in the case of media texts this process of response and feedback is immediate and critical, on a daily basis, for the journalist’s continued employment. We can postulate therefore that the strategies to negotiate these various positions will be highly developed in journalistic texts. This makes journalistic texts an ideal site for developing an analysis of appraisal which is not modelled on the one-to-one dialogic exchange of, for example, casual conversation where the speaker directly negotiates, on their own behalf, with a single interlocutor whose responses can be constantly monitored. A study of media texts enables us to explore ways in which specific meanings may be included in the text so as to enable it to anticipate, acknowledge, negotiate with, or challenge the various alternative heteroglossic positions associated with its various projected readerships. By exploring this particular area of meaning we may, in fact, be able to read off from the text the potential readerships it constructs for itself and the degree to which it construes itself as heteroglossically concordant or discordant with those various positions.


III.3. The semantics of engagement – detailed account


III.3.(a). Engagement: overview


As discussed above, the engagement system supplies resources by which the author negotiates (engages with) heteroglossic diversity ( the various convergent, alternative and counter socio-semiotic realities or positions activated and referenced by every utterance. Engagement is lexico-grammatically diversified and includes features which have elsewhere been described under the headings of polarity, modality, reality phase, counter expectation (concession), causality, projection and negation. The heteroglossic/intertextual orientation set out above provides the framework under which it becomes possible to integrate these various features into one interactive, inter-connected system of negotiation. The justification for postulating lexico-grammatically diverse categories of this type was set out previously in the discussion of interpersonal metaphor and discourse semantic topologies in section II.3.(b).6. above.


III.3.(b). ENGAGEMENT: MOOD distinctions and the heteroglossic perspective


One of the key dichotomies in the interpersonal semantics observed by SFL is that of the mood distinction between utterances involving exchanges of information and those involving exchanges of goods-&-services ( what Halliday terms the distinction between proposition (information) and proposal (goods-&-services). The distinction is, of course, widely observed across much of the linguistic literature, although not always formulated precisely in Halliday’s terms. Under the proposition, the speaker either offers some information (statement) or requests it (question). Under the proposal, the speaker either offers goods-&-services (offer) or demands it (command). (See Halliday 1994: chapter 4.)


This choice between goods-&-services and information is located within the system of negotiation, according to the model of the interpersonal semantics adopted here. (The top level interpersonal systems are appraisal, involvement and negotiation – see section II.3.(e).4. above. Negotiation is concerned with speech acts and conversational interacts). The choice, however, has obvious significance for the semantics of heteroglossic diversity – the terms by which the utterance interacts with the intertextual context are fundamentally altered by the choice between information and goods-&-services. Informational utterances entail theorising about states and events in some represented reality, while utterances of goods-&-services entail attempts by speakers to manipulate those around them, to have others do their bidding or to accept their offers. Accordingly, we see that the informational utterance (proposition) puts at risk degrees of agreement or disagreement between different socially determined representations of reality, while utterances of goods-&-services (proposal) put at risk degrees of either compliance with, or acceptance of some attempt at manipulation. Thus the choice between proposition and proposal involves different modalities of heteroglossic negotiation – it turns on negotiating agreement versus negotiating compliance. 


Accordingly, although the choice between proposition (informational meaning) and proposal (interactional meaning) is an option within the system of negotiation, it nevertheless has implications for engagement (a sub-system of appraisal). The choice between information and interaction acts to set the contextual environment for engagement. It sets the speech act conditions in which values of engagement operate. That is to say, the value of engagement values will vary according to whether they operate in an informational or interactional environment. The choice sets the basic terms – agreement versus compliance – by which the utterance puts at risk its intertextual position. This relationship is illustrated below.
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Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �1�: contextual environment for engagement


Strictly speaking, then, the choice between information and interaction is not an option within the engagement system itself, but an environmental variable. For the sake of simplicity of presentation, however, I will sometimes incorporate this environmental variability into my representation of the engagement system network. 


One further complication in this context, however, needs to be noted. The analysis is complicated by the semantics of the proposal (interaction) in those written contexts where there is no actual, or at least no immediate or necessary interaction between speaker and audience, and by the relatively complex lexico-grammatical realisation of the proposal in such contexts. I will consider this complexity in some detail in the following paragraphs, considering in turn demands for goods-&-services and then offers of goods-&-services.


The most obvious realisation of the demand for goods-&-services is the command, encoded as an imperative. These do occur in media texts, but only rarely. The reason, of course, is the nature of the relationship between the journalistic author and his/ her audience. The obvious context for goods-&-services utterances is one where there is a clear social connection between the speaker and some specifically identified interlocutor who might do the speaker’s bidding or accept their offer. No such clear social bond operates for media texts and, accordingly, commands coded as imperatives are rare. Where they do occur, they tend to be more rhetorical than literal. The following extract from a media commentary, for example, does contain an imperative (in bold), but the primary rhetorical purpose of this is not interactional but rather to reinforce the author’s informational assertions. 


You may have no more intention of sending your child to a state school than you have of going to prison, but as a taxpayer ( and don't forget, when it comes to education you paid them twice! ( you have a great big say in the choice of social wallpaper. (The Guardian 3/4/97 – Appendix A, text 14)


Rather than use the imperative, media texts make use of a range of alternative lexico-grammatical means for developing interactional as opposed to informational meanings. In this, the media is simply availing itself of the resources generally available in the language and I will consider these resources briefly before returning specifically to demands for goods-&-services in media texts.


The communicative nature of the proposal (goods-&-services) seems to be such that the language develops a range of alternatives through the mechanism of what Halliday term’s ‘grammatical metaphor’. Such ‘metaphors’ include the use of interrogatives to realise demands (‘Would you reconsider your decision?’), the use of projecting mental processes (‘I want you to reconsider your decision.’) and the use of modal forms such as (‘You must reconsider your decision.’). In Halliday’s terms (1994: chapter 10), these are all ‘grammatical metaphors’, that is ‘incongruent’ realisations in that they involve a tension or disparity between the lexicogrammatical form and its discourse semantic function. Thus, the interrogative cited above does not operate in the same ways as a ‘congruent’ or non-metaphorical interrogative. Although the subject addressed has the choice of taking the lexico-grammatical structure seriously and treating the utterance as a congruent question requiring a yes’/‘no’ answer, this response is unlikely. The interlocutor is more likely to construe the utterance not as a question but as a demand for a service and thus to respond not with information but through active compliance or resistance. (This phenomenon has, of course, been widely observed in frameworks other than that of SFL, perhaps most notably within the Pragmatics literature under the notion of ‘illocutionary’ force. See, for example, � QUOTE "Levinson 1983"� ADDIN ��� ADDIN �� �Levinson 1983�.) Modal forms of the type set out above involve a similar tension or ambiguity between the lexico-grammar and the discourse semantics. Thus, ‘You should reconsider your decision’ can be interpreted as an offer of information ( a statement about obligation applying to the person addressed ( but it also operates as a demand for action with a similar functionality to that of the imperative ‘Reconsider your decision.’ Thus the structure operates at two levels – at that of the lexico-grammar it is a proposition (a statement about obligation putting at risk agreement) and at the level of the discourse semantic a proposal (a demand for action putting at risk compliance).


In the analysis set out here, therefore, modals of obligation such as ‘The people of Australia must rally together in the face of this adversity.’ and related grammatical metaphors of obligation such as ‘It’s necessary that right-minded Australians reject this proposal’ are analysed as proposals (goods-&-services), thereby giving preference to the discourse semantic aspect of the inter-stratal metaphor. Such structures are, in fact, the preferred realisation for interactional meanings in media texts, reflecting, I believe, the distanced, indeterminate nature of the writer/audience relationship by which actual interaction is always only prospective or hypothetical. This proposition/proposal distinction is illustrated below in � REF _Ref420744118 \* MERGEFORMAT �Figure 2�.


We do also need to consider, in this context, structures involving what are termed ‘performatives’ in Austin’s speech act theory (� QUOTE "Austin 1970"� ADDIN ��� ADDIN �� �Austin 1970�). These entail the use of verbally projecting processes which name the act of demanding goods-&-services – for example ‘I invite/call on/urge/order the people of Australia to follow this lead.’ Such structures are also analysed as proposals within the current analysis of environmental contexts of engagement.
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Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �2�: Contextual environment: proposition (information) versus proposal (interaction) 


I turn now from demands for goods-&-services to offers. Offers of goods-&-services have no specific structural realisations, being represented by means of a range of grammatically ‘incongruent’ forms such as, ‘I’m keen to work with the government.’, ‘I WILL help the government’ (See Halliday 1994: 354-363), as well as through performatives such as ‘I promise to help the government’ Once again, such ‘metaphorical’ forms will be analysed as proposal from the perspective of the environmental contexts of engagement.


It is worth noting that, once again, the heteroglossic perspective provides the means to challenge epistemologically naive notions of the ‘fact versus opinion’ dichotomy. Under this analysis, the distinction between ‘Many people support capital punishment’ and ‘People ought to support capital punishment’ is not to be construed as one of the ‘objective’ versus the ‘subjective’. It is construed, rather, as turning on differences in the terms by which the utterance negotiates heteroglossic diversity – whether in terms of agreement or compliance.


One final issue associated with the proposal needs to be addressed. In developing the theory of engagement, and more generally of appraisal, as it applies to the three journalistic voices, I am primarily interested in those values for which the journalistic author takes direct responsibility, those which are presented as his/her own words, so to speak. Nevertheless, account must also be taken of the meanings attributed to outside sources, since these do contribute, if less directly, to the total rhetorical potential of the text. They do have a role in establishing the interpersonal style of the text. Within media texts, demands or offers of goods-&-services are often contained in the reported statements of outside sources, in the attributed comments of social actors such as politicians, lobbyists, community leaders and so on. Clear interpersonal consequences with significance for appraisal follow from this. Such demands/offers are located within a heteroglossic context in that they typically reflect a particular world-view or ideological position. Thus, in the Australian context, for example, it is possible to locate the following attributed proposal in a very precise ideological context, ‘Senator Harradine has called on the Federal government to rethink its family planning aid programs...’. The following attributed offer has a similar heteroglossic functionality within its British context, ‘Labour has promised not to raise the basic and top income tax rates for the next five years’ (AFP 1/4/97). Attributing such demands/offers to a social actor therefore, acts to locate those actors in terms of the various social/ideological positions current in the public sphere and thus to evaluate them inter-subjectively, to locate them within a nexus of heteroglossic convergence and divergence.


The distinction, therefore, between information and goods-&-services, is thus important with reference to appraisal and more specifically with reference to engagement. Accordingly, the engagement system as set out here is organised so as to treat the mood choice between proposition and proposal (information versus interaction) as fundamental to the terms in which heteroglossic diversity is negotiated. Any traversal of the system-network by which realisation of engagement is accomplished, must therefore attend to the simultaneous setting of proposition versus proposal. The choice is here simultaneous with the choice between what I will term ‘monogloss’ and ‘heterogloss’. The distinction, which will be discussed at length, turns on whether the speaker actively promotes or at least acknowledges the possibility of heteroglossic diversity, or, on the other hand, ignores that diversity or speaks as if all interlocutors share the same, single heteroglossic position.. The interaction between the two sets of choices – proposition versus proposal and monogloss versus heterogloss – is represented below in one system network, for the sake of simplicity. As we have seen, the information versus interaction option is, strictly speaking, an environmental variable, rather than an actual choice within the engagement system.
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Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �3�: engagement: entry conditions and contextual environments


For the sake of clarity of presentation at this early stage in the discussion, the figure excludes the network of choices which follow from ‘heterogloss’. I have simply chosen one of those subsequent choices (here realised through perhaps) to illustrate the interaction of the two simultaneous entry conditions. It is noteworthy in this context, that most of the choices subsequent to ‘heterogloss’ (the choices of greater delicacy within the heteroglossia sub-system) are available to both ‘informational’ and ‘interactional’ environments. This follows as a consequence of the twin mood status of modals of obligation as both proposition and proposal. Thus there are ‘probabilised’ values (this and following terms will be explained below) for both ‘information’ and ‘interaction’, 


(information) I believe readers see this as a distinct possibility.


versus


(interaction) I believe readers should see this as a distinct possibility.


Similarly they may both be ‘evidentialised’,


(information) It seems to me that readers take this as a distinct possibility. 


versus 


(interaction) It seems to me that readers ought to take this as a distinct possibility.


Or they may both be ‘proclaimed’,


(information) I’d say readers see this as a distinct possibility. 


versus 


(interaction) I contend readers should see this as a distinct possibility.


Though interactional-versus-informational and heterogloss-versus-monogloss are thus simultaneous entry points into the system network of engagement, I will, for the sake of clarity of presentation, explore the interactional and informational choices separately. I will begin by exploring engagement in the context of the proposition (informational meanings), before turning to engagement in the context of the proposal (interactional meanings)


III.3.(c). Informational ENGAGEMENT: negotiating heteroglossic diversity.


III.3.(c).1. Monogloss versus heterogloss


Within informational contexts (offers/demands for information) the most fundamental choice is one of whether the writer promotes or demotes the possibility of heteroglossic negotiation. There is, on the one hand, an array of semantic values by which the author can foreground, promote or at least acknowledge the possibility of heteroglossic diversity and, on the other hand, an option by which the speaker demotes or backgrounds possibility. That is, under this second option, the speaker can be said to ignore the heteroglossic diversity or to speak as if all actual and potential interlocutors share the same social/ideological positioning –the speaker assumes absolute heteroglossic solidarity. The structure which ignores heteroglossic diversity and assumes solidary (assuming homoglossia rather than heteroglossia) is the positive declarative ( thus, ‘The Prime Minister viewed the documents.’ 


As foreshadowed above, the notion that the simple positive statement must be seen as entailing some value of engagement and hence as interpersonally charged may, at first, seem problematic at least in the context of common-sense notions of the ‘factual’ and from the perspective of formal semantic preoccupations with ‘truth value’. The simple declarative is typically, in both contexts, seen as ‘neutral’ or as constituting some semantic base-line. I return here briefly to this point because it is so central to a heteroglossic understanding of the semantics of engagement. The common-sense perspective ignores the fundamental negotiatory and potentially contested nature of all communication when it is understood as a social process. It ignores the way that every utterance enters into an intertextual relationship of convergence or divergence with every related utterance which is current in the culture. The simple, positive statement will be classed as ‘neutral’ and ‘objective’ only to the degree to which it avoids tension with any socially significant alternative or contradictory statements. (In the spoken context, of course, the positive declarative is less likely to be seen as neutral or as representing some default lexico-grammatical base-line, since the ‘simple’ positive declarative is no less marked in terms of intonational contours than any other meaning and thus does not present as a default or a base-line from the perspective of intonation.)


The key insight here is that the positive declarative is not any less interpersonal than the array of alternatives which will be set out below. Rather, in using the positive declarative, the writer adopts a particular rhetorical strategy towards the possibility of heteroglossic diversity, namely of either choosing not to directly acknowledge that possibility, or of assuming a homogeneous rather than a heterogeneous speech community.


The first systematic choice within the system of informational engagement is, thus, that of monogloss versus heterogloss. I will now explore the various semantics by which a heteroglossic perspective can be directly inscribed in the text.


III.3.(c).2. Promoting heteroglossic diversity: extra-vocalisation


Meanings which directly inscribe the possibility of heteroglossic diversity can be divided into what will be termed the ‘extra-vocal’ and the ‘intra-vocal’. Under extra-vocalisation, the text explicitly introduces outside voices or sources into the text via attributed or reported utterances. (Fairclough explores this process of the text referencing other texts through the notion of ‘manifest intertextuality’ – � QUOTE "Fairclough 1992"� ADDIN ��� ADDIN �� �Fairclough 1992�1992: 117.) Accordingly, under extra-vocalisation, multiple socio-semiotic realities are inserted into the text.


Extra-vocalisation makes use of a range of lexico-grammatical resources. In chapter 2 (section II.3.(b).6.), I explored Fuller’s treatment of the semantics at issue here. As we saw, her account was topological. For the sake of simplicity of presentation, I adopt a typological approach and divide extra-vocalisation resources into two broad categories. Firstly, there are those values which act to ‘insert’ the outside voice in the sense that the alternative voice and hence heteroglossic position is inserted within the text without modification or recontextualisation. Insertion is realised through directly reported speech. For example, 


‘It is time to rise above the sleaze which has coloured this election campaign so far and get on to the issues of direct concern to the British people. That is what we will do,’ said Blair…


In Fuller’s system, ‘insertion’ would lie at the extreme end of a cline between ‘representation’ and ‘assimilation’. Secondly, there are those values by which the external voice is, to varying degrees, assimilated into the texts. Under assimilation there is the potential that the alternative, extra-textual voice will be merged to some degree with that of the text, that it will undergo rewording and recontextualisation to bring it closer in style and orientation to the journalistic voice. Assimilation can be realised both logically (through the projection of indirect speech) or experientially through various Functions within the transitivity system. (For an analysis of assimilation to a greater level of delicacy see Fuller’s account in section II.3.(b).6. or  � QUOTE "Fuller 1995"� ADDIN ��� ADDIN �� �Fuller 1995�: 112-173.) Thus assimilation may typically be realised via the following:


projection by either mental or verbal processes (logical) – ‘They said a breakthrough was imminent’; ‘They believe they have the resources to win.’


circumstance of Angle (experiential) – ‘According to backbenchers, the Party is in no condition to contest an election.’


attributive relationals (experiential) – ‘The tabloids labelled Labour the Party of the loony left.’


circumstances of Matter (experiential) – ‘They spoke of an impending coup against the Secretary of State.’


the Participant role of Verbiage (experiential) – ‘They described his breaking into the house after midnight.’


It is necessary to note that although these various lexico-grammatical structures are typically associated with assimilation, this semantic can be over-ridden by the use of direct quotation marks. Thus the following would be interpreted as insertion rather than assimilation:


They described him ‘breaking into the house after midnight’.


They spoke of ‘an impending coup’ against the Government. 


Under assimilation, therefore, the external voice is to some degree merged with that of the text itself. Its style, through the rewording which is possible under assimilation, may be brought closer to that of journalistic discourse. This process, which has important consequences for the rhetorical potential of the news report, is illustrated by the following extract. 


UNITS SPARK ANGER


Approval political suicide


by CATE BAILEY


A DECISION by Drummoyne Council to allow a new townhouse development at Abbotsford Point is political suicide, residents claim. 


Council sparked widespread community anger last month when it approved the Great North Rd. development, despite 400 objections to the proposal. 


Abbotsford Point resident Eva Flegman addressed council on December 17, telling councillors their decision would return to haunt them at the polls. 


"This development with eight dwellings on a relatively narrow block is inappropriate to Abbotsford," she said. 


"The density of this development is causing a great deal of anguish and distress within our community. 


"We are concerned not only about the loss of character but of the deterioration of amenities and services." (The Glebe and Inner Western Weekly 8/1/97: 1)


Here it is only in the sentences involving indirect speech (assimilation) that the angry residents are represented as adopting the formulae and cliches of journalistic political reporting. Thus they are reported to have warned of ‘political suicide’ and of asserting that the decision ‘would return to haunt them in the polls.’ In contrast, when they are reported directly (insertion) they are observed to adopt much less journalistic turns of phrase, warning, for example, that the proposed development is ‘inappropriate’ and ‘causing a great deal of anguish and distress’. We note a similar process in the following extract, 


Taliban officials in the Afghan capital, Kabul, have accused Russia of fanning the flames of regional tension.


A foreign ministry statement released in Kabul accused Moscow of opposing positive developments and growth of central Asian countries. (Australian Associated Press 7/4/97)


Here it is in the context of indirect speech once again that the quoted source is represented as adopting a journalistic cliché, ‘fanning the flames of regional tensions’. It is of course impossible to determine if rewording and recontextualisation have, in fact, occurred in such instances, without access to the original Taliban statement. Nevertheless, my own experience as both a reporter and sub-editor leads me to conclude that there is a general tendency across the media for the ‘mediatised’ turns of phrase to occur in ‘assimilated’ rather than ‘inserted’ contexts. (For an extended discussion of the this process of ‘mediatisation’ see � QUOTE "Fairclough 1995"� ADDIN ��� ADDIN �� �Fairclough 1995�.)


The system of engagement (in the context of informational values) as elaborated to this point is set out below


�EMBED Visio.Drawing.5���Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �4�: Engagement - extra-vocalise, partial system


III.3.(c).3. Promoting heteroglossic diversity: intra-vocalisation


I use the term ‘intra-vocalise’ to reference those utterances in which the heteroglossic diversity is directly integrated into the text as part of the author’s own utterances, rather than as an explicitly external voice or discourse, as was the case with the extra-vocalising values. I use the term ‘intra-vocalise’ to indicate that the author, from within his/her own utterance, references, invokes, acknowledges or responds to some heteroglossic voice or social position which is alternative to his/her own position. That is to say, alternative heteroglossic voices are brought into play but typically by implication rather than be explicit reference, as opposed to the case in instances of extra-vocalising. (See previous discussion of the intertextual functionality of modals of probability in II.3.(b).6).


III.3.(c).3.i. Open versus Close


Under intra-vocalisation, meanings can be divided according to whether they ‘open up’ the text to heteroglossically diverse positions or ‘close’ it down. The system of meanings under ‘close’ is presented below in � REF _Ref417091907 \* MERGEFORMAT �Figure 5�.
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Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �5�: Engagement in the context of informational values


Under ‘close’, an alternative, typically contrary meaning is referenced or at least entertained (and hence the author enters into a heteroglossic dialogue) but is then suppressed, replaced, rejected or challenged in some way, and any heteroglossic dialogue thereby ‘closed down’. There are two broad options within ‘close’: ‘proclaim’ versus ‘disclaim’. Under ‘proclaim’, the speaker acts to suppress heteroglossic diversity by explicitly indicating a preference for one utterance over its possible alternatives. Under ‘disclaim’, the scope of heteroglossic diversity is reduced as alternative or opposing positions associated with an utterance are rejected or cancelled. 


III.3.(c).3.ii. Close: proclaim


Under ‘proclaim’ authors challenge the reader/listener to question/reject/doubt their propositions by increasing the interpersonal cost, in some way, of that proposition being rejected. They do this by adding some additional support or motivation for the proposition. 


There are two choices under ‘proclaim’, two different resources for challenging in advance any heteroglossically diverse response – ‘pronounce’ and ‘expect’. Firstly, under ‘pronounce’, speakers may interpolate themselves directly into the text as the explicitly responsible source of the utterance. This ‘pronouncement’ may take the form of an explicit interpolation of the speaker into the text (‘I’d say that the Premier saw the documents.’), an intensifying comment adjunct (‘Really, the Premier saw the papers’), stress on the auxiliary (‘The Premier did view the documents’), or through structures such as ‘It’s a fact that…’. (See � QUOTE "Fuller 1995"� ADDIN ��� ADDIN �� �Fuller 1995�: Chapter 4 for a discussion of ‘interpolation’.) The author thereby increases the interpersonal cost of any rejection/doubting of their utterance, rendering such a direct challenge to the author’s dialogic position. Of course, through such a strategy, by confronting the possibility of rejection, the author integrates that possibility into the text and thereby acknowledges the heteroglossic diversity of meaning making in socially diverse social contexts. 


Under the second option, ‘expect’, speakers characterise their utterances as heteroglossically uncontentious, as a ‘given’ by the heteroglossic community, as being in accord with what ‘everyone’ knows or believes and, therefore, as entirely expected. The semantics are exemplified by Predictably, the Premier viewed the papers. and The Premier, of course, viewed the papers. The interpersonal cost of any challenge to the utterance is thereby increased since the speaker claims to speak not only on his/her own behalf but with the support of communal belief and common expectation. Once again, by the very use of such a device, the speaker references the heteroglossic diversity in which the utterance is located, in this instance actively acknowledging and invoking heteroglossically convergent positions for the purpose of resisting possible heteroglossic divergence. 


III.3.(c).3.iii. Close: disclaim


The second broad sub-system of resources by which text ‘closes down’ the degree of heteroglossic diversity is termed ‘disclaim’ (see � REF _Ref417091907 \* MERGEFORMAT �Figure 5� previously). We have seen under ‘proclaim’ – against which ‘disclaim’ is opposed – how the values operate to challenge alternative heteroglossic positions by increasing the interpersonal cost of any such divergence – by increasing the interpersonal weighting which accompanies the proposition. Those possible divergent positions, however, are not explicitly invoked or cited within the text. Under ‘disclaim’, in contrast, the speaker references, either directly or by implication, contrary position to their own. There are two options within ‘disclaim’ – ‘deny’ and ‘counter-expect’. 


Under ‘denial’ (negation) the reference to an alternative heteroglossic position is direct – the opposite proposition is cited but negated (The Premier didn’t view the documents). This formulation of negation, though perhaps at odds with the common-sense view, is widely acknowledged in the linguistic literature. (See, for example, � QUOTE "Pagano 1994"� ADDIN ��� ADDIN �� �Pagano 1994� and � QUOTE "Fairclough 1992"� ADDIN ��� ADDIN �� �Fairclough 1992�: 121.) It construes the semantics of polarity in interpersonal rather than formal logical terms ( the positive and the negative are not equal, opposite values. Rather the negative is construed as carrying a greater interpersonal charge than the positive since it carries with it the possibility of the positive, while the positive references only itself. Thus to state ‘The Premier didn’t view the documents’ strongly invokes the possibility or at least the claim that she did view the documents. In heteroglossic terms we might say that it implies that someone, somewhere has alleged that the Premier saw the documents. In contrast, the positive, ‘The Premier saw the documents’, does not explicitly invoke any alternative or opposite.


Under the second option, ‘counter-expectation’, I include comment adjuncts (� QUOTE "Halliday 1994"� ADDIN ��� ADDIN �� �Halliday 1994�: 82) such as amazingly, surprisingly, miraculously, unpredictably as well as related epithets such as surprise/surprising (‘The surprise victory by the Labour Party’). These values act to invoke some alternative or opposing utterance to the one with which they associate, but then act to replace, counter or frustrate that alternative. Thus the function of ‘amazingly’ in the utterance ‘Amazingly, the Prime Minister has announced his resignation’ is to invoke the alternative state of affairs – that the Prime Minister would have remained in power – and then to displace or frustrate this expectation. Thus the semantics of the counter-expectational utterance is similar to that of ‘denial’ (they are both ‘disclamation’) in that, with both, some opposite or alternative utterance is brought into play. Counter expectation differs from denial in that the rejection of disclaimed utterance is invoked and understood rather than directly addressed. (The relationship between such comment adjuncts and concessive conjunctions such as although, however and but will be explored in a later section.)


The same semantics of counter-expectation is also involved, perhaps less transparently, in lexical items such as only, just, even, already, still in utterances exemplified by, ‘The Premier only/just/merely/even/already glanced over the documents.’ (For a more extended discussion of the counter-expectational semantics of these items, see Martin 1995: 230-234.) With items such as still and already, counter-expectation may have an aspectual quality. Thus an utterance such as ‘The Premier is still reading the documents’ invokes and then rejects the alternative proposition that the Premier had finished reading the documents. With items such as just, merely, only and even, the counter-expectation involves the rejection of a proposition with either broader or narrower scope. Thus the utterance, ‘The Premier merely glanced over at the documents’, invokes and then rejects the more expansive proposition that the Premier spent some time in studying the documents. The utterance, ‘Even the Premier read the documents’ invokes and then disclaims the narrower proposition that the Premier was not amongst those who read the document.


To summarise, then, the relationships between the resources made available under ‘close’ (repeated below as � REF _Ref417097156 \* MERGEFORMAT �Figure 6�):


As a general category, ‘close’ provides resources by which the speaker closes down the scope of the heteroglossic diversity with which their text engages.


Under ‘disclaim’ some alternative or divergent proposition is invoked and then rejected.


The two options within ‘disclaim’ (deny versus counter-expect) vary according to whether the rejected alternative is directly addressed or invoked by implication.


Under ‘proclaim’, speakers act to narrow the range of the heteroglossic diversity by increasing their interpersonal stake in one utterance over its possible alternatives.


Within ‘proclaim’, the speaker may use ‘pronouncement’ to explicitly indicate their commitment to the utterance, or ‘expect’ to mark the utterance as ‘commonsensical’, as already a ‘given’.


‘Disclaim’ and ‘proclaim’ vary in that the former rejects alternatives while the latter elevates one proposition over its alternatives. The contrast is reflected in the rhetorical functionality of ‘expect’ (proclaim) versus ‘counter-expect’ (disclaim). Both entail the semantics of expectation, but under the ‘proclaim’ value, expectation acts to endorse one utterance over its alternatives. Under the ‘disclaim’ value, expectation supplies the alternative which is to be suppressed.


III.3.(c).3.iv. Opening heteroglossic diversity


The discussion to this point has examined those resources by which the text closes down engagement with heteroglossic diversity. These resources are opposed to a second primary sub-system within ‘intra-vocalisation’ – those resources which act to ‘open up’ the heteroglossic dialogue, to extend the text’s potential for construing heteroglossic diversity. There are three closely interrelated options by which the potential for construing heteroglossic diversity can be extended – under ‘probability’ (modality), under ‘appearance’ (reality phase � QUOTE "Halliday 1994"� ADDIN ��� ADDIN �� �Halliday 1994�: 279-83)) and under hearsay (see � REF _Ref393528315 \* MERGEFORMAT � Figure 7� following).
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Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �6�: the 'open' sub-system


The semantics of probability and appearance (reality phase) are widely referenced in the literature. As discussed at length in sections II.3.(b).5. and II.3.(b).6. previously, under the heteroglossic perspective, meanings such as ‘I think …’, ‘probably’, ‘It seems…’, ‘Apparently …’ etc are not construed as evasions of truth values but rather as resources by which the speaker ‘opens up’ their potential for interacting with the heteroglossic diversity.





�EMBED Visio.Drawing.5��� Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �7�: Engagement - the 'open' sub system


The second option under ‘open’, ‘appearance’, serves a similar rhetorical function to probabilise. It ‘opens up’ the potential for negotiating the heteroglossic diversity by reference not to probability but by foregrounding and making explicit the evidential process upon which all propositions rely.


The final option under ‘open’ – ‘hearsay’ – entertains heteroglossic diversity in a similar way, although its semantics perhaps require some additional explication. Under ‘hearsay’ the possibility of heteroglossic alternation remains open because the utterance is marked as based on what some unspecified person said. In many languages, of course, hearsay is coded grammatically rather than lexically ( hearsay is an integral part of the modality system. Within English and similar languages, hearsay is coded by means of wordings which derive from the grammar of verbal projection but in which the projecting sayer is absent or cannot be specified ( thus, ‘Reportedly, she viewed the papers’, ‘Her alleged viewing of the documents.’, ‘It’s said she viewed the papers.’, ‘I hear she viewed the documents.’. The semantic consequence of such structures is not to introduce an alternative voice into the text and hence ‘hearsay’ is included within ‘intra-vocalise’ and not within ‘extra-vocalise’. Rather, it functions to indicate that the meanings qualified by the hearsay are negotiable in heteroglossic terms. 


There are a number of grammatical grounds for, firstly, identifying ‘hearsay’ as a distinct discourse semantic category separate from the extra-vocalisation categories which it superficially resembles and, secondly, for aligning it in the semantics with ‘probability’ and ‘appearance’.


‘Hearsay’ is like ‘probability’ and ‘appearance’ in that it too may be realised via comment adjunct – possibly (probability), seemingly (appearance), reportedly (hearsay). This indicates that ‘hearsay’ is an interpersonal coloration which may be applied prosodically to the clause in its entirety. As well, under the lexico-grammatical diversification discussed previously, both ‘probability’ and ‘appearance’ may be realised by a range of lexico-grammatical structures ( by adverbs (comment adjuncts) such as possibly and apparently, by relationals such as it’s certain that .., it’s apparent that and by verbal forms such as I think he ..., he may ..., it seems that.. and he seems to ... . ‘Hearsay’ is realisable through a similar range of choices ( thus the adverbial reportedly, the adjectival his reported decision to resign, and the verbal, it’s said he..   It is also noteworthy that this verbal form, it’s said that, shares key grammatical features with I think that. Halliday has demonstrated what he terms the grammatical metaphorical status of I think ... structures (Halliday 1994 chapter 10). (These metaphors have been discussed previously in section II.3.(b).6. I briefly review those arguments here for the sake of ease of reference.) He argues for the metaphorical status of I think... on the grounds of the way such structures respond to tagging. 'I think the Premier saw the documents' typically tags for the Subject of the dependent projected clause ('I think the Premier saw the documents, didn't she?') rather than for the ostensive subject of the clause complex (?? 'I think the Premier saw the documents, don't I?'). Thus Halliday concludes that the projecting I think is not, in fact, the source of the clause-complex's modal responsibility, acting, instead, in the manner of a modal adjunct such as perhaps or possibly to probabilise the utterance. The hearsay structure, I hear..., displays similar though not identical grammatical anomalies which provide a basis for viewing it as similarly 'metaphorical'. Most notably, with the hearsay value, the present tense is used for a past event (the act of hearsay occurred in the past) – thus 'I hear she decided to leave' versus 'I heard that she decided to leave.' Additionally, 'I hear' structures do not tag for the ostensive Subject ( ?? 'I hear that she decided to leave, don't I?'


The following patterns of lexico-grammatical diversification (modelled on Halliday’s system for interpersonal metaphor, � QUOTE "Halliday 1994"� ADDIN ��� ADDIN �� �Halliday 1994�: 358) can be observed to operate across five of the sub-systems of hetero-gloss:intra-vocalise.


[Intra-Vocalise]


�
Objective:


Explicit�
Objective:


Implicit�
Subjective:


Implicit�
Subjective:


Explicit�
�
close


disclaim:deny�
It's not true the Premier viewed the papers.�
At no time did the Premier view the papers.�
The Premier didn't view the papers.�
I deny the Premier viewed the documents.�
�
close


proclaim�
It’s a fact that the Premier saw the documents.�
Really, the Premier saw the papers.





The Premier genuinely saw the papers.�
The Premier did view the papers.�
I’d say the Premier viewed the papers.


I contend …�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
open


probabilise�
It's certain that the Premier viewed the documents.�
Probably the Premier viewed the documents.�
The Premier may have seen the documents.�
I think the Premier viewed the documents.�
�
open


appearance�
It's apparent that the Premier saw the documents.�
Apparently, the Premier saw the documents.�
The Premier seems to have seen the documents.�
It seems to me that the Premier saw the documents.


I see that the Premier has…�
�
open


hearsay�
It's said that the Premier saw the documents.�
Reportedly the Premier saw the documents.�
�
I hear the Premier saw the documents.�
�
III.3.(d). Inter-textual engagement versus intra-textual engagement


One final complication needs to be addressed – an additional distinction within informational engagement which has to this point been excluded from the analysis. 


Within the ‘close’ sub-system, it is possible to distinguish between values which operate inter-textually and those which operate intra-textually. The discussion to this point has been concerned with inter-textual engagement in the sense that the heteroglossic dialogue or negotiation which is implied or referenced by these values operates between the text and an implied or understood array of alternative texts. In contrast, under intra-textual engagement, the text sets up an internal dialogue (in the Bakhtinian sense) amongst its own utterances, with one utterance acting either to replace or to motivate another. That is to say, the distinction turns on whether the heteroglossic negotiation operates between utterances which are actually present in the text (intra), rather than between an utterance in the text and invoked/implied/understood utterances from alternative texts (thus the term inter-textual engagement). We find that there are intra-textual correlates to three of the inter-textual values already discussed – there is both intra and inter-textual ‘deny’, ‘counter-expect’ and ‘expect’.


Under the previously discussed inter-textual ‘denial’, the text negates an opposing proposition which, by implication, operates in some external, alternative text. Under intra-textual ‘denial’, the text includes both the positive proposition and its replacement directly in the text, thereby setting up an explicit text-internal dialogue – ‘Rather than skimming the documents, the Premier read them thoroughly.’


Under intra-textual ‘counter-expect’, I am concerned with values which are most usually interpreted as a logico-semantic or conjunctive relationship operating between clauses, at least within the SFL paradigm. It is thus most typically identified in the context of the cohesive relationship established between clauses and clause-complexes by means of conjunctions and connectives such as although, yet, but, nevertheless, and however. (See, for example � QUOTE "Halliday and Hasan 1976"� ADDIN ��� ADDIN �� �Halliday and Hasan 1976� : 250-6 and � QUOTE "Halliday 1994"� ADDIN ��� ADDIN �� �Halliday 1994�: 232-9.) Martin has argued, however, that such connectives entail, as part of their semantics, the modal and hence interpersonal value of obligation (� QUOTE "Martin 1992"� ADDIN ��� ADDIN �� �Martin 1992�:193-202). He argues that such connectives operate when there is an expected relationship of cause-&-effect which has been frustrated. Thus in ‘Ben didn’t improve his time although he trained hard’ there is an expected cause-&-effect relationship between Ben’s training and his improving his time, which is not met. This relationship of cause-&-effect, Martin argues, is one of logical obligation or necessity which can thus be seen as ‘modal’. The failure of the Effect to follow the Cause, in such concessive structures, therefore, is likewise a modal one, or more specifically an ‘anti-modal’ one, a semantics of frustrated logical obligation.


Martin’s discussion reflects the somewhat problematic semantics of these items. They clearly are involved in setting up relationships between clauses and hence may be seen as logical or cohesive, rather than interpersonal. And yet, as the previous discussion suggests, the values also clearly entail a subjective assessment by the writer/speaker, firstly that some prior event establishes an expectation and secondly that a subsequent event frustrates that expectation. Thus, when Halliday and Hasan assert that the meaning of the concessive relation is ‘contrary to expectation’ they seem unproblematically to be describing an interpersonal value (1976: 250). Tellingly, Longacre uses the term ‘frustration’ in connection with such values, once again pointing to their interpersonal value. (� QUOTE "Longacre 1976"� ADDIN ��� ADDIN �� �Longacre 1976�1976: 149-158).


I follow Martin and Longacre, therefore, in seeing these values as functioning both logically and interpersonally. It is, of course, with the interpersonal aspect that I am concerned here. Specifically, I am concerned with the way such structures both set up an expectation and then frustrate it. It is on this account that I analyse them as intra-textual ‘counter-expect’. The text itself supplies the material which establishes some expectation, and then rejects it. Once again the text sets up a Bakhtinian dialogue with itself. In this they differ from inter-textual ‘counter-expectation’ where the expectation provoking material is not directly referenced but is understood as operating in the inter-textual environment of the current context of culture.


Both intra-textual ‘deny’ and intra-textual ‘counter-expect’ are options under close/ disclaim. They are contrasted with intra-textual ‘expect’ which is the intra-textual value of ‘proclaim’. The system network is provided below.
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Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �8�: intra-textual engagement


Under intra-textual ‘expect’ we are concerned with consequentiality, most typically realised, once again, through conjunctives. For example, 


The Premier viewed the documents because she wanted to be well briefed.


The Premier wanted to be well briefed and so she viewed the documents.


Such structures are intra-textual, from the perspective of the heteroglossic diversity, in that the heteroglossic positioning at issue results from a text internal interaction between propositions. They are classed as acting to ‘proclaim’ and as entailing ‘expectation’ for reasons which I set out in below.


Essentially the same issues are raised here as were raised by the semantics of the concessive conjunctives. Once again, the inclusion of such relations within an interpersonal domain such as engagement may, at first glance, appear contentious or problematic since, like the concessives, they too have typically been seen as logico-semantic and hence as ideational. However, the consequentials are like the concessives in entailing a semantics of ‘obligation’. As Martin states,


...consequential relations are oriented to the activity sequences constituting fields; but the connections between events are “modulated” in such a way that one event is seen as enabling or determining the other rather than simply preceding it... With [...] consequential relations the connection between events is modulated through “obligation”: we won because we trained hard means that the Cause determined the Effect. This is the “natural logic” of the distinction between sufficient and necessary conditions. (Martin 1992: 193)


Under this view of consequentiality, therefore, the Effect proposition (typically a main clause) is motivated by an interpersonal logic of obligation – the Effect realises an expectation set up by the Cause (typically a minor clause). Thus , ‘The Premier was very busy’, sets up an expectation which is fulfilled in ‘therefore she skimmed the documents’. It is as a result of this relationship of expectation and fulfilment of expectation that such structures operate, from the perspective of heteroglossic negotiation, to ‘proclaim’ (as the semantic was outlined above). We saw previously how inter-textual values of ‘expect’ (The Premier, of course, viewed the documents) act to strengthen the heteroglossic status of the utterance by representing the utterance as a given, as in some way predicted. Under intra-textual ‘expect’ a similar strengthening of heteroglossic status occurs. The Effect proposition is presented as motivated, as supported by logic, as interpersonally ‘obligated’. In this case, the motivation or interpersonal support from the proposition in questions comes not from fulfilling an expectation derived from the inter-textual environment but from the text itself. 


We note in this regard that the main clause in consequential clause complexes is no longer accessible to negation. Thus the negation of 


The Prime Minister viewed the documents because she wanted to be well briefed. 


in 


The Prime Minister didn’t view the documents because she wanted to be well briefed.


doesn’t negate the proposition that 


The Prime Minister viewed the documents. 


(In the terms of the Pragmatics literature, such main clauses are ‘presuppositions’ of the clause complex and as such are not denied via negation. See, for example, � QUOTE "Levinson 1983"� ADDIN ��� ADDIN �� �Levinson 1983�: 167-225) As a consequence, such structures restrict the heteroglossic negotiability of their main clauses and thus close down the degree to which alternative heteroglossic positions may be entertained. Such structures are thus highly strategic in terms of the nature of the heteroglossic ‘dialogue’ the text develops.


To summarise – the inter and intra-textual values of the ‘close’ system network enter into the following proportionalities.


intra-textual ‘deny’ [rather than] is to inter-textual ‘deny’ [not] 


what


intra-textual ‘expect’ [therefore] is to inter-textual ‘expect’ [of course] 


 what


intra-textual ‘counter-expect’ [however] is to inter-textual ‘counter-expect’ [amazingly] 


The two related systems are set out below in � REF _Ref420745482 \* MERGEFORMAT �Figure 9� for purposes of comparison.
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Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �9�: inter and intra values of 'close' compared





III.3.(e). engagement in the context of interactional values (proposal): heteroglossic diversity and demands for goods-&-services


In a previous section I outlined why the model of appraisal set out here makes a broad division between informational (proposition) and interactional values (proposal). Essentially the same set of options apply within engagement in interactional contexts as in informational contexts. I will set these out briefly below.
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Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �10�: Interactional engagement


III.4. Attitude ( affectual Evaluation


In this section I turn to the second of the three dimensions of appraisal – attitude. As indicated previously (section II.3.9e).3.), the systems within attitude provide the resources for social evaluation. Attitude, in its turn, is constituted of three dimensions:


affect – emotional responses (like, fear, anxious)


judgement – normative assessments of human behaviour (corruptly, skilfully)


appreciation –assessments of the form, presentation, social standing of entities (beautiful, striking, significant)


The accounts I rely upon have been set out previously in section II.3.(e).3. In the following sections I explore several matters which arise specifically in the context of my current application of attitude to media texts.


III.4.(a). affect: the heteroglossic perspective


Perhaps one of the most obvious ways that an author can adopt a stance towards some phenomenon is to indicate how that phenomenon affected them emotionally, to appraise that phenomenon in affectual terms. The semantics of affect are illustrated by the following extract from a newspaper feature article in which the author describes her own experiences as the adoptive mother of an Australian Aboriginal baby. (affect values are in underline/bold). 


As an adoptive family we have had pain and trauma, tears and anger, and sometimes despair. There has also been love and laughter and support from friends and extended family. My children have added richness to my life and taught me much about myself. (Sydney Morning Herald 4/6/97.)


Such evaluations or responses are, of course, heteroglossically charged. They provide a means by which an author operating from one socio-semiotic position may negotiate with, may establish a point of commonality despite ideological/cultural differences with a reader/listener operating from a different social position. By appraising events in affectual terms the speaker/writer invites their audience to share that emotional response, or at least to see that response as appropriate and well motivated, or at least as understandable. Such a sharing of emotional positioning has obvious rhetorical consequences ( the reader who sympathises emotionally with the writer is more likely to concur with or at least to consider as legitimate other aspects of the author’s evaluative position. 


We can see this strategy at work in the extract above. The article appeared at a time when Australian Aborigines were calling for a public apology and financial compensation for the Australian government’s previous policy of forcibly removing aboriginal children from their families and placing them with adoptive white parents. The policy had been described as a form of cultural genocide. A position generally supportive of the Aboriginal perspective had been widely adopted by the media and the political left and centre. The world view of the author of the extract was obviously at odds with this position, at least to the extent that for her the experience of raising two Aboriginal children had nothing to do with genocide and had not been grounds for shame and guilt. Her inclusion of affect values of the type cited above can be seen as part of a strategy by which she was at least able to negotiate some heteroglossic space for her alternative, divergent social perspective. Her construing the issue in terms of basic human emotional responses could be expected to establish, at least in some readers, a sense of sympathy, a sense of common experiences and hence to enhance the possibility that her overall position in the article might be seen by readers as legitimate and well motivated. 


Of course there are rhetorical risks associated with such a strategy. There is always the possibility the author’s emotional response will be rejected by resistant readers/listeners, by an audience operating from a heteroglossically divergent position. Such emotional divergence may render the reader less sympathetic to other aspects of the author’s evaluative positioning.


The functionality of the author’s own emotional responses in the construction of an interpersonal position is therefore relatively unproblematic. The formulation of appraisal adopted here, however, takes into account not only authorial affect but also emotional responses attributed to other social actors. The analysis relies on an observation of the way emotional reactions generally attract social evaluation as appropriate or inappropriate, as natural or unnatural and the way that description of emotions can be expected to trigger sympathetic or unsympathetic responses in the reader/listener. As well, under the heteroglossic perspective we see the human participants introduced into a text not as isolated individuals but, potentially, as more generalised social types who will be seen to associate with a given socio-semiotic position according to their social characteristics. The emotional responses, therefore, of these socio types will have obvious ramifications for a text’s heteroglossic negotiations. A reader who sympathises with the emotional response of a given socio type is thus predisposed to legitimate the social position that socio type represents. We can see this dynamic at work in the following extract, taken from a letter to the editor of the Australian newspaper by an Australian of Vietnamese background. She was writing at a time when racism had become a hot media topic following the recent rise of an anti-Asian, anti-immigration and covertly racist political movement under the leadership of the independent parliamentarian, Pauline Hanson.


LAST week, Pauline Hanson attacked Footscray, labelling it an ethnic enclave that makes her feel like a foreigner in her own country. 


Has Pauline Hanson been to Footscray? Is she aware of its proud tradition of struggle and hard work? Does she know about the waves of immigrants who have worked in its quarries, factories, workshops and businesses? Immigrants who have been part of the backbone of Australia's labour force and thankful for the opportunity to work and start a new life in this country. (The Australian, 4/6/97)


Here the writer is obviously concerned to negotiate heteroglossic space for a social position sympathetic to the interests of immigrant Australians, in contradistinction to that advanced by Pauline Hanson and her followers. Accordingly the immigrants of one of Australia’s most multicultural areas, the Melbourne municipality of Footscray, are evaluated positively through emotional responses attributed to them. Thus, they are declared to be ‘proud’ of their hard work and struggle and to be ‘ thankful’ for their opportunities in their new home. The writer establishes a stance towards a particular socio-semiotic reality via the affectual values she attributes to representatives of that reality.


III.4.(b). Extending the scope of affect


In keeping with the approach adopted throughout my formulation of the appraisal, I interpret this category broadly to include the logico-semantic relationship of purpose (She studied hard in order to succeed.) and the value of connation typically realised through verbal complexes with try, attempt etc – (She tried to please her mother.) In both instances the semantics of inclination/desire is but one component of the total meaning entailed. I justify my grouping such structures with, for example, verbal processes of desire/inclination on heteroglossic grounds. For an author to claim that some human subject ‘wants to succeed’ has very similar rhetorical consequences as the claim that the subject ‘is trying to succeed’. In both instances the author claims to have a knowledge or insight into the human subject’s mental disposition, namely their desires or intentions, and through that claim suggests an evaluation of the human subject following from whether the ‘inclination’ is socially assessed as positive or negative, as appropriate or inappropriate. To report, in these various ways, other’s desires/inclinations is to invite a shared response by the reader and hence to put reader solidarity at risk.


A key feature of the semantics of affect needs to be restated here because it will be central to the formulation of the semantics of force . The values of affect are like other appraisal values such as the modals of probability or obligation in that they are scalable, that is to say they operate on a sliding scale from low, through median to high intensity. Thus, for example, the three terms, dislike, hate, abhor share a common sense of ‘antipathy’, and uneasy, anxious and freaked out all share a common sense of ‘disquiet’. They differ, however, in reflecting degrees of intensity of those core values. Thus dislike (antipathy: low), hate (antipathy: median) and abhor (antipathy: high). (For a more extended discussion see � QUOTE "Martin in press"� ADDIN ��� ADDIN �� �Martin in press�.) 


III.4.(c). Judgement: evaluating human behaviour


As we saw previously, judgement encompasses meanings which serve to evaluate human behaviour positively and negatively by reference to a set of institutionalised norms. The table of values is repeated here for ease of reference.


Social Esteem�
positive [admire]�
negative [criticise]�
�
normality (custom)


‘is the person’s behaviour unusual, special, customary?’ �
standard, everyday, average…; lucky, charmed…;


fashionable, avant garde…�
eccentric, odd, maverick…;


unlucky, unfortunate…;


dated, unfashionable …�
�
capacity


‘is the person competent, capable?’�
skilled, clever, insightful…;


athletic, strong, powerful…;


sane together…�
stupid, slow, simple-minded…;


clumsy, weak, uncoordinated…;


insane, neurotic…�
�
tenacity (resolve)


‘is the person dependable, well disposed?’�
plucky, brave, heroic…;


reliable, dependable…;


indefatigable, resolute, persevering


�
cowardly, rash, despondent…;


unreliable, undependable…;


distracted, lazy, unfocussed…


�
�
�
�
�
�
Social Sanction �
positive [praise]�
negative [condemn]�
�
veracity (truth)


‘is the person honest?’�
honest, truthful, credible…;


authentic, genuine…;


frank, direct …;�
deceitful, dishonest…;


bogus, fake…;


deceptive, obfuscatory…�
�
propriety (ethics)


‘is the person ethical, beyond reproach?’ �
good, moral, virtuous…;


law abiding, fair, just…;


caring, sensitive, considerate…


�
bad, immoral, lascivious…;


corrupt, unjust, unfair…;


cruel, mean, brutal, oppressive…


�
�
Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �11�: judgement (after � QUOTE "Iedema et al. 1994"� ADDIN ��� ADDIN �� �Iedema et al. 1994�)


judgement is obviously a system which is very much culturally and ideologically determined and particular judgements of behaviour will depend on socio-semiotic position, on the set of social values to which the evaluator subscribes. Judgement provides one of the most explicit means by which writer/speakers can inscribe their heteroglossic position in a text. By judging behaviours as ‘corrupt’ or ‘virtuous’, as ‘skilful’ or ‘incompetent’ as ‘eccentric’ or ‘standard’ the writer makes manifest their social positioning with respect to those behaviours. They thereby confront those who would ascribe a different set of judgements to those behaviours.


It is important to stress that actual judgement of a lexical item may be determined by the term’s co-text as well as by reader position. That is, the polysemous scope of a dictionary entry may extend across a range of judgement categories. For example, in many contexts the term mean is related semantically to cruel or unkind and would thus be classed as a negative value of propriety . Thus, we might say to a child, ‘Don’t be mean to your little sister - let her play with the train set.’ However, listening to one of those post-match post-mortems so favoured by television sports programs, I heard one of the panel of sports experts using the term in a clearly positive sense. He said, ‘You know, what I like so much about Abblett [a star Australian rules football player] is that he’s a really mean forward - he doesn’t give anything away, his opponents don’t get any easy kicks.’ Here mean was not only positive rather than negative, it was also no longer associated with propriety and hence with social sanction, but with social esteem and, I believe, some value of tenacity. The commentator’s use of mean (derived from mean in the sense of stingy or parsimonious) indicated a positive assessment of the player’s dependability, of his resolve to play in what the commentator saw as a laudably aggressive manner. 


In order to explicate the semantics of judgement, it is useful to observe the way in which it involves the intersection of several general semantic principles. From one perspective it can be seen as motivated by affect ( all the subcategories involve a feeling, some emotional response to behaviour. That is, all the behaviours are in some sense either liked or disliked, either welcomed or feared. This motivation is reflected in the glosses which were applied variously to the sub-categories of social sanction and social esteem in their positive and negative aspects (See Figure 19 above). Thus positive social esteem is glossed as involving the affectual value of ‘admiration’ and negative esteem as involving adverse ‘criticism’ (and more narrowly pity or contempt). Equally, negative social sanction is associated with an affectual response of ‘condemnation’ and positive social sanction with ‘praise’.


The discussion in chapter 2 (section II.3.(e).3.ii) outlined two modes of judgement:


inscription – explicitly evaluative terminology


tokens – implicit judgement, relies on understood norms by which the evaluation is attached, by the reader, to some ideational content.


It is necessary to add one further category of realisation, wordings which, though not explicitly coding values of judgement, necessarily are loaded with judgemental connotations. Such values can be said to ‘provoke’ judgement. Such ‘provocation’ of judgement is typically associated with the use of other appraisal values, most notably those from the affect sub-system. As discussed, previously, social evaluations readily attach to values of affect – emotional responses are frequently viewed as ‘good’ or ‘bad’, as ‘appropriate’ or ‘inappropriate. Thus to state, ‘He hates the weak and the vulnerable’ is to provoke a judgement of (im)propriety, since the culture strongly associates such a moral evaluation with such an affectual stance. To state, ‘He adores his children’ is likely to provoke a positive judgement for the same reasons. Such provoked judgement lies somewhere between evoked and inscribed judgement. Provoked judgement does not involve explicit, direct judgemental evaluation. The writer describes an affectual state, rather than passing a judgement and accordingly our analyses need to attend to this distinction. Nevertheless, such provocations are clearly more overtly or explicitly subjective than experiential tokens of judgement. Accordingly, our analyses need also to attend to this distinction. The set of three options is diagrammed below.


�EMBED Visio.Drawing.5���


Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �12�: modes of judgement


An analysis of judgement values is exemplified in connection with the following text extract. It is taken from an opinion piece by one of the Sydney Morning Herald’s leading commentators. The author criticises the Australian government for its failure to apologise to Aborigines for a previous government policy of taking aboriginal children from their parents and placing them with adoptive white parents. The controversy had been sparked by a recent inquiry into the policy, which had continued up until the early 1970s but which had only achieved the status of major public issue with the release of the report in mid 1997. (Inscribed judgement is marked as bold/underline; tokens of judgement as italics/underline.)


Howard heightens the hurt [token: negative social-sanction/propriety ‘it’s wrong to hurt others’ ]


By Geof Kitney (Opinion pages)


The refusal of the Howard government to apologise to the Aborigines this week shows the PM's leadership wanting [inscribed: negative social-esteem/capacity] and his instincts awry [inscribed: negative social-esteem/normality]


IT WASN'T until Wednesday evening, after days of argument without enlightenment, [token: negative social-esteem/capacity – ‘it’s incompetent to spend days arguing without producing a result’] that the true reason was revealed for the Government's refusal to do the decent [inscribed: social-sanction/propriety] thing and move a parliamentary resolution of regret and apology to Aboriginal Australians for the systematic separation of Aboriginal children from their family and cultural roots. [token: negative social-sanction/propriety] 


It wasn't until after the moral bankruptcy [inscribed: negative social-sanction/propriety] of the Federal Government's position was exposed by a motion of apology passed by the most anti-Aboriginal State Parliament in Australia, [inscribed: negative social-sanction/propriety – to be anti-Aboriginal is wrong, according to my reading position] the West Australian Parliament - the Parliament which sent to Canberra from somewhere in the Dark Ages [inscribed: negative social-esteem/normality – ‘the Senator is out of step with his time, his behaviour is not customary’]Senator Ross Lightfoot - that John Herron revealed the Government would only initiate a similar gesture in the Federal Parliament if the nation supported it. [token: negative social-esteem/tenacity – ‘the government is showing cowardice, a lack of nerve’]


(Sydney Morning Herald 30/5/97)


III.4.(d). affect, judgement and appreciation: semantic interactions


It is important to note that affect, judgement and appreciation constitute an interconnected and interactive system of evaluation and for this reason I have grouped them together under the general heading of attitude. Most tellingly, they are all motivated at some level by affectual response, with judgement institutionalising affectual positioning with respect to human behaviour and appreciation institutionalising affectual positioning with respect to products and processes. It is not surprising, therefore, that wordings which explicitly reference meanings from one system may entail or evoke meanings for another system. This is frequently the case with appreciations of the products of human activity such as texts or art objects. Thus to describe a text as ‘compelling’ or ‘interesting’ is to explicitly classify it in terms of appreciation but also, simultaneously to indirectly evaluate the competence of the behaviour from which it derived. Thus such explicit appreciations may simultaneously be seen as tokens of the judgement value of capacity. This interactivity can be demonstrated by means of the mental process of to bore. The term can be used as affect in ‘The Prime Minister’s speech bored me’, as judgement (negative capacity) in ‘He’s a boring speaker’ or as appreciation in ‘It was a boring speech.’. This interactivity is illustrated in � REF _Ref393352565 \* MERGEFORMAT �Figure 13� below.


Since judgement is concerned with evaluation behaviour, and appreciation with, in some instances, evaluating the products of behaviour, the boundary between judgement and appreciation may be a fuzzy one. This is particularly the case when the wording at issue involves nominalisation – that is to say, a process realised as an entity. Thus we might say that, ‘she danced skilfully’ is unproblematically judgement and ‘an elegant ballet’ is appreciation. The precise location within the system, however, of ‘It was skilful dancing’ is less certain. If we attend to the lexico-grammar we might class this as appreciation since the evaluation applies to what is here realised as a nominal (and hence as a product). If we attend to the underlying semantics, however, we might class it as judgement since the underlying target of the evaluation (once the grammatical metaphor is unpacked) is a process. 
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Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �13�: The affectual basis of judgement and appreciation


III.5. Graduation 


III.5.(a). The semantics of scaling


The third dimension within appraisal is that of graduation. The semantics were briefly described previously in section II.3.(c). and I now provide a more extended discussion. Within this semantic space, we are concerned with values which scale other meanings along two possible parameters – either locating them on a scale from low to high intensity, or from core to marginal membership of a category.


This semantics of those which scale according to intensity is most transparently exemplified by the set of adverbials which have typically been explored in the literature under headings such as ‘intensifiers’, ‘amplifiers’ and ‘emphatics. The set includes slightly, a bit, somewhat, quite, rather, really, very, and extremely. (See section II.3.(c).3. previously.) Via these values, the speaker raises or lowers the intensity of a wide range of semantic categories – thus ‘very’ in ‘a very smart fellow’ acts to heightens the intensity of the judgement value (capacity) of ‘smart’. and ‘a bit’ in ‘I’m a bit troubled’ acts to lower the intensity of the affectual value of ‘worried’. Under the system set out here, this dimension of scaling with respect to intensity will be labelled force.


The values of force contrast with those that are labelled focus. Here the scaling operates in terms of the sharpness or softness of the valeur relationship represented by the item. Values at the ‘sharp’ end of the focus scale are exemplified by true friend, pure evil, a clean break, a genuine mistake, a complete disaster, par excellence. Here focus values operate to indicate that the valeur represented has core or prototype status – that the valeur relationship is sharply focussed. Values at the ‘soft’ end of the focus scale are exemplified typically by examples of what Lakoff (see section II.3.(c).2. previously) termed ‘hedges’ – ‘all day, it was kind’v nerve-wracking’, ‘a whale is fish, sort’v’, ‘he as good as killed his brother’ etc. Here the value operates to indicate that the item in question has marginal status in the category or that the valeur relationships are blurred or have imprecise boundaries.


Before turning to these two dimensions in more detail, I will address some general features of the semantics of scaling. It should firstly be noted that scaling is not confined to cases where the value is explicitly carried by some independent, isolating lexical item such as very or somewhat. We need, additionally, to consider implicit scaling. Once we allow for an implicit semantic, we discover that scaling, in terms of the raising or lowering of intensity, operates across the appraisal system and is not confined within a specific sub-domain. We discover that most values of appraisal are scaled for intensity, in the sense that are located somewhere on a cline between high and low degrees. This feature has already been demonstrated in the context of affect. For example, in dealing with the general affectual value of ‘antipathy’, the speaker must choose either a low value, (dislike, for example), a median value (hate) or a high value (abhor). Accordingly, some scale of intensity (from low to high) is an integral part of this semantic and to deal with such meanings is necessarily to down-tone or intensify. The operation of this implicit scaling for intensity across the gradable values of appraisal is exemplified by the following, 


probabilisation – possibly/may (low value), probably/will (median value), definitely/must (high value)


obligation (interactional values) – allowed/may (low), supposed/will (median), required/must (high)


extra-vocalise – he suggests that… (low), he says that.. (median), he insists that… (high)


appearance – it seems (low), it’s obvious (high)


proclaim – I’d say …(low), I declare …(high)


affect – like, (low), love (median), adore (high)


judgement – She performed satisfactorily (low), she performed well (median), she performed brilliantly (high)


appreciation – attractive (low), beautiful (median), exquisite (high); minor problem (low), major problem (high)


In this sense, scaling can be seen as an interpersonal coloration or tonality across the appraisal system. 


III.5.(b). Focus


This notion of scaling as a semantic orientation which may operate implicitly across semantic domains leads us to understand more precisely the relationships between values of force (raising and lowering of intensity) and values of focus (sharpening and softening the focus of the valeur relationship). As we have seen, under force, scaling operates unproblematically in the context of gradable categories – values which admit of different degrees of some core meaning. In contrast, under focus, scaling operates in contexts which are not gradable in this sense, or where the communicative objective is not to grade in this way. For example, the state of having made a ‘break’ with someone or something indicated in ‘a clean break’ is not typically construed as gradable. A similar case applies in ‘a true friend’ and ‘pure folly’. Nevertheless, there is a strong sense that such values have been ‘scaled up’ by the application of the value of focus – there is a sense even of intensification. We find the inverse – a down scaling – operating in the context of values which soften the focus. Thus ‘kind’v’, in ‘it was kind’v nerve-wracking’, lowers the scaling of intensity. From this perspective, focus can be seen as the domain of the application of scales of intensity to ungraded categories. Thus under focus, the scaling, and hence the lowering and raising of intensity, is realised through the semantics of category membership, through a process of narrowing or broadening the terms by which category memberships is determined, through the sharpening or softening of semantic focus.


The system of graduation so far set out is illustrated below.
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Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �14�: Graduation – Force versus Focus


III.5.(c). Force


III.5.(c).1. Scaling intensity


I have already explored the implicit scaling for intensity which operates typically across appraisal categories. In this section I turn to the explicit coding of scales of intensity. Explicit values of force can be divided along various axes of semantic difference which I will explore in turn.


III.5.(c).2. Grading versus amplification


Firstly, they divide into what I will term ‘graders’ and ‘amplifiers’. Graders are lexical items which form sets of terms by which degrees of intensity, from low to high, may be specified. In contrast, Amplifiers operate in sets which only act to indicate high or maximal values of intensity. That is, the set does not include values which indicate a low degrees of intensity. 


The graders include the adverbials discussed previously as well as certain adjectivals which apply to gradable nominals:


adverbials – slightly, a bit, somewhat, quite, rather, really, very, completely


adjectivals – slight, severe (applies, for example, to ‘headache’); slight, steep (applies to ‘incline’)


Since these items are the most obvious category of graders, they will be labelled ‘Grade’ - following Martin (� QUOTE "Christie and Martin 1997"� ADDIN ��� ADDIN �� �Christie and Martin 1997�1997). 


Additionally, the graders include Measure, the resource for grading with respect to extent or number. Under Measure, the semantics typically lexicalises either three grades from low to high – small, medium, large – or just a high and a low value (narrow, wide; light, heavy etc). Measure can be understood as the application of scales of intensity to various modes of counting, and hence as its interpersonalisation – to assess some quantity as large or small is to relativise the utterance and therefore to foreground the role of the speaker’s subjectivity. Counting, in contrast, can be thought of as an experiential Function, since it is typically realised as a Numerative within the nominal group – numbers have an objective status as non-contingent elements of the external reality. Through the application of the interpersonal function of scaling, that counting is interpersonalised as Measure. Thus the experiential, ‘A thousand people’ is interpersonalised as ‘a large group of people’ and , ‘a six-inch drop’ is interpersonalised as ‘a small drop’.


The amplifiers, which allow only for the maximal end of the scale, are set out in the following list. The semantics of individual sets will be explored at greater length in terms of two additional axes of difference – isolating versus infused, and experientialised versus interpersonalised. 


colour: a bloody awful day


repetition: he laughed and laughed; it was horrible, horrible


metaphor: prices skyrocketed; they thrashed out a compromise; staff have been axed; mired in controversy; civil war has erupted amongst Scottish Tories; rain bucketed the state


quality: the car veered off the road, prices plunged, they ousted the president, he gulped the drink, the film star was whisked away.


evaluatory: desperate bid, damning indictment, key figure, formidable opponent


universalise, The talks went on endlessly, Everyone wants to be rich and famous, The Opposition is always complaining, He thinks of food all day long.


Measure plus: minuscule, tiny, huge, gargantuan


III.5.(c).3. Isolating versus infused


The distinction between isolating and infused turns on whether the scaling is realised by an individual item with the sole function of raising or lowering intensity or whether the sense of scaling is fused with, or implicated by a meaning which, additionally, serves some other semantic function separate from that of intensification. 


The isolating values are:


grade (grader): slightly, very etc


colour (amplifier): a bloody awful day


repetition (amplifier): he laughed and laughed; it was horrible, horrible


The semantics of scaling by fusing or entailment requires some further explication. Here there is a single lexical item or a wording which serves multiple functions, specifying some degree of intensity while coding a separate semantic value. I will demonstrate this in the context of the various sub-categories.


Metaphor (amplifier) (eg. prices skyrocketed) Here the value of intensification is fused with, or entailed by an experiential value, typically a Material Process. Thus to say ‘prices skyrocketed’ is both to indicate a form of motion but also to intensify that description of motion. The semantic mechanism, of course, is one of comparison – the prices rose in the manner of a skyrocket, with the metaphor relying on the conventionalised association between a skyrocket and rapid movement. Thereby the sense of ‘very’ is fused with that of upwards movement – to skyrocket = to rise very rapidly.


Quality (amplifier) (eg. the car veered) Here once again there is a fusing of an experiential value, typically a Material process, with a sense of intensification. To say that ‘the car veered’ is to entail that it moved to one side and did so very abruptly or precipitously.


Evaluatory (amplifier) (desperate attempt, dramatic bid, damning indictment, formidable challenge, serious threat, key figure) At first glance these values may appear simply to be values of attitude – they all act to evaluate nominalised actions or entities in some way. Thus to describe a bid as ‘dramatic’ is to evaluate its aesthetic impact, and to describe a figure as ‘key’ is to evaluate him/her in terms of social salience. To suggest that an indictment is ‘damning’ is to evoke judgement values of social sanction. We might happily remain with such an analysis but for one vital factor. Within journalistic discourse, such collocations are so formulaic, the combinations so predictable that the epithet can no longer be seen as functioning as an entirely independent lexical item.� If ‘bids’ are automatically ‘dramatic’, or at least have a significantly enhanced likelihood of being construed as ‘dramatic’, then the semantic value of the epithet as an individual lexical item is reduced ( as a less than freely chosen item, it contributes less to the total semantics of the utterance. Sinclair alerts us to this outcome of regular collocational patterning when he talks of ‘delexicalisation’. Thus he states,


The meaning of words chosen together is different from their independent meanings. They are at least partly delexicalized. This is the necessary correlate of co-selection. If you know that selections are not independent, and that one selection depends on another, then there must be a result and effect on the meaning which in each individual choice is a delexicalization of one kind or another. It will not have its independent meaning in full if it is only part of a choice involving one or more words. (� QUOTE "Sinclair 1994"� ADDIN ��� ADDIN �� �Sinclair 1994�: 23)


It is noteworthy that appraisal epithets which contribute to these formulaic collocations within journalism overwhelmingly involve a sense of heightened vigour, they involve values at the high end of a graded scale. Thus, these collocations, for example, involve ‘dramatic’ rather than ‘unremarkable’ bids, ‘desperate’ rather than ‘half-hearted’ or ‘uncommitted’ attempts, ‘serious’ rather than ‘inconsequential’ or ‘predictable’ threats and ‘leading’ or ‘prominent’ rather than ‘minor’ or ‘mid-ranking’ experts. (Hence, of course, their classification as amplifiers rather than graders.) Consequently, I see their major contribution to the semantics to be via this repeated sense of amplification, rather than the individual, appraisal semantics of each term. Some value of evaluation may remain, but the function of these epithets is now almost exclusively to entail a sense of amplification.


Universalise (amplifier): amplification by means of universal qualifiers when the context indicates that the universal is not meant to be taken literally, but rather as an marker of a high value of intensity:force – He thinks of food all day long; Everyone wants to be rich and famous; the talks went on endlessly; the Opposition is always complaining. (See � QUOTE "Labov 1984"� ADDIN ��� ADDIN �� �Labov 1984� for an extended discussion of this semantic.) Here the sense of heightened intensity may be entailed by fused with a value of Measure – ‘everyone’ for example is part of the Measure sequence of a few, several, many, everyone. Alternatively, it may be fused with a value of Usuality – thus ‘always’ is part of the sequence, sometimes, often, always. Here, of course, the value of Measure or Usuality is maximised to the point where it can no longer be interpreted literally. Thus to say, They were engaged in a long round of talks features the measure value long, an assessment of the extent in time of the talks. Such a measurement value can be amplified by ‘Grade’ values such as very or really – The talks went on for a very long time. Or they can be amplified by universalising ‘exaggeration’ – The talks went on endlessly. The reader does not, of course, interpret this term, endlessly, literally. The talks could not be such that they will be ‘without end’, that is, of maximally ‘long’ duration. Thus a sense of intensification is entailed by the rhetorical, rather than literal, functioning of the universal quantifier. The maximal end of the scale is used not to signal actual universality but heightened authorial force .


Measure (grader): (small, medium large etc) Measure is included under the category of ‘infuse’ for reasons already set out in the previous discussion of the . It involves the fusion of counting with interpersonal scaling for intensity. 


Measure Plus (amplifier): (huge, gargantuan, minuscule). Such values might simply have been included under Measure. We need, however, to acknowledge that such values entail an additional or recursive application of scaling for intensity. This is reflected by the fact that we readily say, ‘very large’ and ‘very small’ but not ‘very gargantuan’ nor ‘very minuscule’. This indicates that gargantuan and minuscule entail a sense of ‘very’ which is not entailed by their Measure equivalents, large and small. Consequently Measure-Plus values are amplifiers rather than graders. They may involve fusion with a Measure value of either low or high intensity, but the resultant semantic can only supply a high value. Thus there is no down-toning equivalent of ‘minuscule’, no fused wording which indicates ‘slightly small’. Neither is there a down-toning version of ‘huge’, indicating ‘slightly large’. Consequently we do need to see such values as separate from Measure, although, of course, they do entail a value of Measure as part of their semantic. Such values can be thought of as double intensity – firstly via a grading value and secondly via an amplifying value.


III.5.(c).4. Experientialise versus Interpersonalise


The infused values can further be divided according to whether the value which entails the intensification is experiential or interpersonal. 


Experientialise:


metaphor - prices skyrocketed (typically material process)


quality - the car plunged (typically material process)


measure - small, medium, large (intensification of the experiential Function of counting


Interpersonalise:


evaluatory - desperate bid (intensity entailed by appraisal value)


universalise - endless talks (intensity entailed by Measure or Usuality)


measure-plus - gargantuan (intensity fused with Measure)


The system of graduation:force is networked below
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Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �15�: FORCE


III.5.(c).5. High and low values of intensity


By way of conclusion to this section setting out the appraisal system, it is worth reviewing the way that scaling for intensity provides for a broad semantic which operates trans-systemically. In particular, we note the way the distinction between high and low values can provide for two broad, opposed groupings of values – that is to say, sets of values which, though from different sub-systems, nevertheless are alike in realising either high or low intensity . The two trans-systemic groupings are exemplified below in � REF _Ref420746595 \* MERGEFORMAT �Table 1�.


�
Low INTENSITY�
High INTENSITY�
�
Probability�
Perhaps he’s a post-modernist�
He’s definitely a post-modernist�
�
Appearance�
He seems to be a post-modernist�
It’s obvious he’s a post-modernist�
�
Proclaim�
I’d say he’s a post-modernist�
I declare he’s a post-modernist�
�
Extra-vocalise�
She say’s he’s a post-modernist�
She insists he’s a post modernist�
�
Affect�
He likes post-modernists�
He adores post-modernists�
�
Judgement�
He’s a satisfactory post-modernist�
He’s a brilliant post-modernist�
�
Appreciation�
An attractive post-modernist work.


A minor post-modern work�
An exquisite post-modernist work.


A major post-modern work�
�
Focus�
It’s a post-modern work, kind’v�
It’s genuinely post-modern�
�
Table � SEQ Table \* ARABIC �1�: Intensification


III.6. From Potential to Instantiation – some approaches to appraisal analysis.


III.6.(a). Overview


The next chapter will explore in detail the way that values of appraisal are instantiated in texts and in particular certain pattens of preference for appraisal values by which we identify the sub-registers of journalism. Before shifting, however, entirely from potential to instantiation, it is useful to set out certain more general textual phenomenon associated with instantiation. 


III.6.(b). Appraisal values and interpersonal key


The media research, and subsequent work (� QUOTE "Coffin 1997"� ADDIN ��� ADDIN �� �Coffin 1997�, � QUOTE "Eggins and Slade 1997"� ADDIN ��� ADDIN �� �Eggins and Slade 1997�, � QUOTE "Rothery and Stenglin in press"� ADDIN ��� ADDIN �� �Rothery and Stenglin in press�) has revealed a tendency for groups of texts within a particular discourse to share a preference for a particular appraisal value. By ‘preference’, I mean that the texts all make rhetorically prominent use of that value to the point that it dominates the text interpersonally. It then becomes possible to see the repeated and prominent use of such a value as characteristic of that textual grouping. I use the term ‘key’, derived by analogy from music, to reference the establishment of such an interpersonal tonality across a group of texts. In the next chapter, I will demonstrate the operation of various interpersonal ‘keys’ within the media. By way of preview, however, I can indicate that one important ‘key’ within ‘hard news’ reporting is that associated with what I will term the syndrome of intensification – the consistent and prominent use of various values of high intensity 


III.6.(c). Mapping authorial position and the targets of Appraisal.


The three core affectual values, affect, judgement and appreciation , all typically involve an evaluator and an evaluated. In certain text analytical contexts, it will be of interest to identify patterns in the choices of evaluators and evaluated, in which participants get to do the evaluating and which are targeted for evaluation. By observing which participants are evaluated, for example, in public texts such as media reports it becomes possible to develop at least a partial map of the potential readerships such texts construct for themselves. 


The key notion here is that the human participants directly referenced in public texts such as media reports are, in some sense, inscribed in the text as potential readers and, more significantly, as potential heteroglossic respondents, at least when those participants are currently present in the context of culture. Thus by tracking the broad social type of the human participants, the manner of their identification in the text and the nature of the evaluations and positionings applied to those participants, it becomes possible to develop a profile of the readerships that text constructs for itself and the nature of the relationship it seeks to establish with those readerships. 


Such an analysis may be interested in the specific social characteristic of those targeted (gender, age, status etc). Alternatively it may be interested more generally in the manner of identification of those targeted, whether the evaluations are directed at,


named individuals or groupings (‘Sir Michael’s hypocrisy..’), 


non-specified groupings (‘Some lobby groups, out of malice or ignorance, will pretend to believe such accusations…’), 


a large scale, non-specified grouping which can be expected to encompass a significant proportion of the text’s general readership (‘parents’, ‘teachers’, ‘Labour voters’, ‘tax payers’)


the community and hence the readership in its entirety (‘Australians’, the community)


directly addressed readers (‘You’, ‘we’)


the author (‘I’ , ‘we’)


non-directed evaluations, where no actual human participant is implicated in the evaluation, typically occurring under nominalisation ( ‘To mix a gay relationship with marriage is no less a betrayal than a heterosexual dalliance.’ 


The manner of identification of targeted participants can be seen as entailing the following consequences for readership construction:


targeting of specified/named human participants ( constructs specific individuals as ‘implicated readership’ and hence as likely participants in heteroglossic negotiation,


targeting of non specified smaller scale groupings ( constructs imprecisely referenced individuals as ‘implicated readership’


targeting of larger scale non-specified groupings (‘parents’, ‘tax payers’) ( directly constructs at least part of the general readership as implicated in the text and hence as implicated in the heteroglossic negotiation ,


targeting of directly addressed reader/community-wide groups ( directly constructs the general readership as implicated in the text,


non-directed positioning ( ambiguous as to who is implicated by the evaluation in the text.


In this context we will be interested to note whether there are any preferences for a particular manner of identification of evaluated participants in a text. We might explore, for example, the degree that the general readership is implicated in the text's appraisals by means of evaluations aimed directly at the invoked reader ('you'), by evaluations implicating both reader and author ('we') or evaluations implicated by some very general grouping ('Australians', 'parents'). Alternatively we might explore the degree to which the text directs its evaluations at either specific individuals or unidentified individuals. We might predict significant rhetorical differences between, for example, a text which choses largely to target specific individuals and one which targets broad groupings, the community as a whole or the general readership. We might similarly predict rhetorical consequences for a text which favours evaluations which include both reader and author. 


Here we are not simply concerned with whether particular types of participants are targeted for evaluation but with the engagement status of those evaluations. Thus we would be interested to track not only the manner of identification of evaluated participants but the degree to which such evaluations are heteroglossically negotiated. Does the author typically promote or demote the possibility of heteroglossic negotiation in the context of his/her evaluations of, for example, specified individuals or, alternatively, in the context of evaluations of larger groupings more likely to include the general reader? By such observations we can map the nature of the relationship the text constructs for itself with these potential readerships or heteroglossic interactants, or more specifically the degree of solidarity or divergence it constructs for itself. Such a detailed analysis can thus provide us with a find-grained grammar of solidarity.


III.6.(d). Appraisal and reading position


An appraisal analysis provides tools well suited to exploring issues relating to reading position. Under reading position, we are concerned not so much with the views which are explicitly expressed by the authorial voice, but with the underlying beliefs, systems of knowledge and expectations which the text assumes and relies upon in the constructing of a message. (See � QUOTE "Fairclough 1989"� ADDIN ��� ADDIN �� �Fairclough 1989�: 77-108 and � QUOTE "Martin 1995"� ADDIN ��� ADDIN �� �Martin 1995� for a discussion.) We are concerned with, what Fairclough (1989: 78) terms the ‘conception’ of the world, including normative values, which the text presupposes and which it relies upon for its coherence – with the ‘fit’ between the text and the world. We are concerned therefore, with the text’s underlying ideological position and with the way that it naturalises this. That is to say, in investigating a text’s reading position we direct our attention to the way the text presents certain philosophies or theories about the social order as commonsensical, necessary, natural and taken for granted.


Reading position can be expected to inform textuality at all levels. From the perspective of a lexicogrammatical analysis, it will inform values of all three metafunctions. Trew’s analysis of grammatical structures in the newspaper report of the killing of the protesters in Rhodesia (section II.6.(d).4.) demonstrated how ideational choices reflect ideological position. There we saw how choices as to Participant role and Voice reflected the newspaper’s right-wing world view. Similarly, choices as to Theme and New (the textual metafunctional) will also establish and reflect a particular reading position. The author’s judgements about, for example, which information to construe as New will reflect their individual conception of the social order.


An appraisal analysis, within the interpersonal metafunction, is particularly well equipped to explore these matters. Coffin’s analysis (see II.3.(f).2. above) of how texts are staged so as to ‘objectify’ a particular normative stance demonstrates one such analysis. Generally, an analysis of the interaction between tokens of judgement and appreciation, and inscriptions of these two semantic domains will be very revealing of the reading position with which a text operates. An analysis of engagement will be equally revealing, indicating, as it does, which meanings (both experiential and interpersonal) are construed as contentious or problematic, and which are assumed to be unproblematic and taken for granted. Engagement analyses at greater levels of delicacy can reveal further details of reading position by identifying the terms in which the text constructs itself intertextually.


III.7. Conclusion


This chapter has set out a description of the discourse semantic resources by which a text develops social evaluations and positions the text with respect to the heterogeneous intertextual environment in which it operates. In the next chapter I explore the application of this account to an analysis of contemporary English-language journalism.





� It is precisely these types of collocations which are criticised in journalistic training texts as formulaic, as ‘journalistic jargon’ or ‘journalese’ and therefore to be avoided. They continue to occur regularly, regardless.





Telling Media Tales: the news story as rhetoric (draft only). P.R.R.White                    Chapter 3: � PAGE �78�











