2014 10 ( ) October 2014
37 5 Modern Foreign Languages (Bimonthly ) Vol.37 No.5

FHREIRYE HEE FBHEXF TEX

[ 1 HO-06 [ 1A [ 1 1003-6105(2014)05-0585-12
1.
90 ,Hunston & Thomposn (2000) Lemke (1998) ,White
(1998) , Martin & White (2005) ,
(White 1998) , (Eggins & Slade 1997), (Hood 2004)
o , (2001) , o
N ( 2004 ;
2006 2008 N 2013 2011 ), (2012)
(2013) ’ °
2005 ,Martin & White L
7(2005: 69), Hood (2004 43) L ,
(G-UB77) “ ” 2013
(GDI3YWWO02) .

+ 585 -



2014 5
( Macken-Horarik 2004) ,
( 2012), ,
2.
, (affect, )", (judgment,
) (appreciation , ) ( Martin &
White 2005; 2001, ). Martin & White (2005) ,
, (Feng &
O’ Halloran 2013). , “un/happiness”, “in/security”  “dis/
satisfaction” o N
(2006) o >

’

(Lemke, 1998; Hunston &

Thomposn 2000; Bednarek 2006 ), , Bednarek (2006) (topological )
s (emotivity ) | (comprehensibility ) |
(expectedness ) (evidentiality ) | 5

o Martin & White (2005)

(inscribe ) (invoke) o ,
( “ ” . “ ” . “ ” ) o , s
! Emotion  Affect ( Affect Emotion ),
Emotion/Affect / )
,Martin & White (2005: 42) Affect Affect Emotion,

+ 586 -



(provoke) (invite) , (flag) (afford) o

Martin & White (2005) , (G
” , “ ” ) ,
( “ ” s ) 5
1 s (attitudinal

commitment ) , , ,

[ S

.

[ |

—~{ £

1 (Martin & White 2005 )>

’

(cognitive appraisal theory)(  Frijda 1986; Lazarus, 1991),

o , Kovecses (2000) s
(emotion scenario, R . . . )
Feng & O’Halloran (2013) 5
(Frijda 1986; Lazarus 1991) , 7
(Schema) (Scenario)
( ),
2 ( A B), ( A  B),

- 587 -



2014

( p,
, Rachel
( ) ) (
) .
1
( )
( )
( )
( )
3.
. Ortony et al. (1988) ) ( )
( ) o ,
2 )
1)
. , (
)3 , ,
o 2 ) b

- 588 -

Martin & White (2005)



(Judgment ) , ; N

) (
)o 3) o
Martin & White (2005) (Appreciation ) s ; ,
[ ( )
.
1 & ( )
e
(R EELF) ( )
-
( )
H 2 ( \ )
R —
( . )
24 5 =
i (£ & 7TIR) A [ ( )
—
( )
g | :
— ( )
- ( )
(£ & ER)
W ( )
e
- ( )
2
Martin & White (2005 ) , o
Martin & White (2005) “ ” (institutionalized ) s

- 589 -



2014

4,
4.1
2 ’ o b
o ( )9
9 N ’ ( A )’
, ) (
) ( ; ),
( , .
b 9 3 o
4[ A B iEE
S ET
SRE L -
N BB EET
\ L e
N P& (iEiE)
e B
( )
3 3
o 2 Y o
9 ( )’ ’
b ( )’ ’
( )’ o
4.2
. , o 4
, (descriptive ) (signal)
8 3

+ 590 -



( Kovecses 2000 ) .,
Martin & White (2005) oo 7 ,
( )
(O ") (.
° (expletives,

“« WOW ” ) . (

’

)

(Pakosz 1983 ; Banse & Scherer 1996 ),

’ N o

Praat .

’

- 591 -




2014

N . o 1872
N N ( Izard 1971; Ekman & Friesen
1975); , Kendon (2004 ) ,McNeil (2005)
. Feng & O’Halloran(2012) .
( Praat, ELAN ),
— A ER B
.
[ [ %A BB
. N
B B
EXNY —
\\ ) B B
B M-
4
5.
3 o
, ( ), (
( )o o "

- 592 -



(“+n

- 593 -




2014 5

(  ELAN, 2010) .
Kay O’Halloran MMAV . MMAV
1024 100 ,
o 5 A ,B ,C
D o
5 (MMAV )
, (C 2).
( 3). ( 4) s C
bl 5 o b b N Y
, “ (B ), (
)? b
(D )o

- 094 -



, Excel ° )

Banse, R. & K. R. Scherer. 1996. Acoustic profiles in vocal emotion expression [J]. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology 70(3): 614-636.

Bednarek, M. 2006. Evaluation in Media Discourse [M]. London: Continuum.

Eggins, S. & D. Slade. 1997. Analyzing Casual Conversation [M]. London: Cassell.

Ekman, P. & W. V. Friesen. 1975. Unmasking the Face [M]. Englewood Cliffs, NJ. Prentice
Hall.

Feng, D. Z. & K. L. O’Halloran. 2012. Representing emotion in visual images: A social semi-
otic approach [J]. Journal of Pragmatics 44 . 2067-2084.

Feng, D. Z. & K. L. O’Halloran. 2013. The multimodal representation of emotion in film:
Integrating cognitive and semiotic approaches [J]. Semiotica 197:101-122.

Frijda, N. 1986. The Emotions [M]. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Hood, S. E. 2004. Appraising Research: Taking a Stance in Academic Writing [D].
Unpublished PhD thesis, University of Technology, Sydney.

Hunston, S. & G. Thompson. 2000. Evaluation in Text [M]. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Izard, C. E. 1971. The Face of Emotion [M]. New York: Appleton Century Crofts.

Kendon, A. 2004. Gesture: Visible Action as Utterance [M]. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

- 595 -



2014 5

Kovecses, Z. 2000. Metaphor and Emotion: Language, Culture, and Body in Human Feeling
[M]. Cambridge : Cambridge University Press.

Lazarus, R. S. 1991. Emotion and Adaptation [M]. New York: Oxford University Press.

Lemke, J. L. 1998. Resources for attitudinal meaning [J]. Functions of Language 5(1): 33-56.

Macken-Horarik, M. 2004. Interacting with the multimodal text: Reflections on image and
verbiage in art express [J]. Visual Communication 3(1): 5-26.

Martin, J. R. & P. P. R. White. 2005. The Language of Evaluation [M]. New York: Palgrave
Macmillan.

McNeill, D. 2005. Gesture and Thought [M]. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Ortony, A., G. L. Clore & A. Collins. 1988. The Cognitive Structure of Emotions [M]. New
York: Cambridge University Press.

Pakosz, M. 1983. Attitudinal judgments in intonation: Some evidence for a theory [J]. Journal
of Psycholinguistic Research 12 311-326.

White, P. R. R. 1998. Telling Media Tales: The News Story as Rhetoric [D]. Unpublished PhD
thesis, University of Sydney.

L2013, (7], (4):33-
38,
,2010, (17, (4):12-17,
,2012, : [D], , .
,2004, : (1. (5):1-6,
,2001, —_ [J1. (6):13-20,
,2006, ” (7l (1):1-9,
,2012, [A]. . ),
[C]. : ,210-238.,
,2013, (17, (3):11-15,
,2008, — “ " (1. (2):
141-149,
,2011,€ — ) (11, (4):233-235,
. ,2006 (1], (6):432-427,
:2013-12-20; ,2014-02-13 ; ,2014-09-05
FG328

<dezhengfeng @gmail.com/will.feng@polyu.edu.hk> ()

+ 596 -



2014 10 ( ) October 2014
37 Modern Foreign Languages (Bimonthly ) Vol.37 No.5

921

Abstracts of Articles in This Issue

The multimodal construction of attitudinal meaning: An analytical model based on cognitive appraisal
theory, p.585. FENG Dezheng (The Hong Kong Polytechnic University), QI Yujie (The University of Hong
Kong)

In multimodal discourses such as images and films, vocal features, facial expressions and gestures are
all important resources for constructing appraisal meaning. Therefore, this study develops an interdisciplinary
framework to systematically explain the multimodal construction of attitudinal meaning. Combining cognitive
appraisal theory and systemic functional semiotics, we divide attitudinal meaning into eliciting condition,
inner feeling and attitude expression, and develop system networks to map out the multimodal construction at
each stage. This study extends appraisal theory to multimodal discourses and explores the complementarity of
cognitive psychology and semiotics in terms of theoretical construction.

Key words: appraisal theory; attitudinal meaning; multimodal construction; cognitive appraisal theory;
systemic functional semiotics

Cognitive mechanism of loaned words from the CCxG perspective, p.597. LIU Yumei (Sichuan
International Studies University)

Loaned words are significant components of the Chinese lexicon system, which demonstrate the
cognitive traces and results of cross-cultural communication. Through theoretical speculation and case study
from the perspective of Cognitive Construction Grammar (CCxG), this paper proposes that new loaned words
in Chinese are produced by first extracting as cognitive reference points constructional information from
words in the source language and then creating new words which inherit potential attributes from the
construction knowledge of the source and target languages. Therefore, the attributes of such loaned words are
determined by both the variation of the cognitive reference points and the coercive-inheritive power of both
languages.

Key words: loaned words; Cognitive Construction Grammar; cognitive mechanism

On the formation and argument realization of the resultative construction in the Cognitive Grammar
framework, p.608. DONG Chengru (Suzhou University)

As an independent structure, the resultative construction expresses both the transfer of energy from the
agent to the theme and the latter’s change of state effected by this energy transfer. The construction is either
agent-oriented or theme-oriented in light of the encoding strategies involved. The agent-oriented resultative
construction profiles the implied theme and result of unergative verbs and the implied result of transitive
verbs at a detailed level, and thus accommodates both verb types. The theme-oriented resultative construction
profiles the implied result of unaccusative verbs, and thereby renders its arguments saturated. The reason
why verbs in the resultative construction accept extra arguments is that these verbs proper possess the
implied arguments needed.

Key words: resultative construction; argument; profiling

A socio-cognitive model for interpersonal meaning of code-switching, p.618. ZHAO Li (Ningbo
University)

The present paper examines code-switching (CS) from a socio-cognitive perspective. It argues that the
interpersonal meaning of CS is dynamically constructed through the interaction of structure, cognition and
context. The assumption is that the embedded language-matrix language distinction in CS is a linguistic
realization of the general figure-ground organization. By integrating the structural, cognitive, and social
elements involved in CS, the study proposes a socio-cognitive model of CS’s interpersonal meaning. The
model comprises a hypothesis of interpersonal meaning construction, three stages (activation, attention and
selection) and three principles (the indexicality principle of code, the hierarchy principle of code schema
activation, and the iconicity principle of code choice).

Key words: code-switching; socio-cognitive; interpersonal meaning; construction
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