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1 INTRODUCTION

The internet offers a vast selection of texts &aders everywhere. One can find an
article on almost any subject that comes to mir ifiternet presents a possibility for
writers everywhere to publish and share their teXlisone really needs is access to a
computer and the internet. As a result, the inteamlled with articles, journals,
newspapers, blogs and so forth. The internet atsisnas a new forum for critics all
around the world. Traditional reviews have migrdtedn newspapers to the internet,
where writers are given the possibility to eashgre their thoughts and ideas with the
rest of the world.

The purpose of this study is to investigate thguistic methods and tools that writers
apply to express opinions, to evaluate, to crid@nd to complement. My work will
focus on online reviews, which are evaluative amiiaentative texts to begin with and
therefore likely to include different ways of expseng attitudes and opinions. Another
reason to study reviews is my own personal interegifferent ways of expressing one's
opinions and in ways of persuading the reader liey®ethat what one is arguing is in
fact the truth. Furthermore, | am interested intthe@ual characteristics of online
reviews as a genre and especially how these cleaistids are constructed in the

vocabulary and grammar of the reviews.

Both the theoretical and the methodological framdvof this study rely heavily on the
theory of systemic functional grammar. The maitdfi@ study | am working in is
discourse analysis, more specifically appraisalysiga Appraisal analysis is still a
relatively new area in discourse analysis and tlseadot of room for new studies. My
study contributes to research in these areas iaghge that even though there is
research about reviews and especially about litendticism, there is relatively little

research about online reviews and their linguistiaracteristics. Accordingly, the



practical application of this study is to offeramfnation about the genre of online
reviews and its characteristics.

As my material | will use reviews on the animatelgvision show South Park featured
on the IGN Entertainment website (IGN: South Pdrkhose this material partly
because there are not many studies available aintine reviews and partly because of
my own interest in South Park. | find the showlitsery provocative, politically
incorrect, sometimes immature and even stupid tilieasame time hilariously funny.
As a fan myself, reviews on this show seem likeo$elata that will not become boring
quite as fast as reviews on a show unknown to ngatmiFurthermore, as a fan | have
some understanding of the fans' reactions to the simd of the expectations that each
episode of the show faces. This kind of backgrckmalvledge makes it easier to
recognize whether the writer acknowledges theseaa&pons or not and whether they
affect his writing or not.

Computer-mediated communication and online reviasva genre are discussed in
chapter 2. The concept of appraisal is introducetiexplored in chapter 3. Previous
studies on appraisal and online reviews are discusschapter 4. In chapter 5 the
methodological framework of the study and researolblems are introduced. The
results of the analysis are presented in chapter dhapter 7 the results of the analysis
are discussed in relation to the research quest@msclusions of what could have been

done differently and what is left for future resdmaare drawn in chapter 8.



2 REVIEWS IN COMPUTER MEDIATED COMMUNICATION

In this chapter | will first discuss the concepttoimputer-mediated communication.

Genres in online settings are discussed in thenskesection.

2.1 Computer-mediated communication

The internet is full of different kinds of textshd@re are online newspapers, blogs, chat
rooms, advertisement, product reviews, informatigiias and so forth available for
people to access. These all can be stylistically ddferent and serve different kinds of
communicative purposes. There are websites omtamet intended for smaller groups
as well as websites meant for larger audiencesaSuetworking sites have recently
become more popular and more common as a way okcting to others. There are
services online which are specifically designedcfammunicating with others around

the globe. These are all aspects of computer-megtiGammunication.

Barnes (2003: 4) states that computer-mediated conwation was originally described
as a form of electronic written communication, bypanded to include new software
developments as technologies advanced. Barnes:(2p@afines computer-mediated
communication as a term that “is used to referwade range of technologies that
facilitate both human communication and the intewacsharing of information through
computer networks, including e-mail, discussionug) newsgroups, chat, instant
messages, and Web pages”. In my view this desonbéghe different aspects related
to computer-mediated communication, as it inclua&s the technological aspect and

the communicative and social aspects.
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2.2 Genres in computer-mediated communication

Giltrow and Stein (2009) discuss computer-mediatgdmunication in terms of genre.
They see computer-mediated communication as ahfid&hfor studying the concept

of genre, because it “both overturns and reinsthtese aggregations of discourse
features which indicate function; it both defiesl@onfirms the familiarity which sparks
recognition of discourse types”. They note thatneti®ugh it may seem that there are
several new genres in the internet, there aretstsawhere it is disputable whether the
genre is a new one or merely an old one in diffeserroundings. (Giltrow and Stein
2009: 1-2.) One could expect this to be true ofmenteviews as well, as it is sometimes
difficult to say whether online reviews form a ngenre or if they should be considered
as traditional reviews in new surroundings. Newaddhs, the online environment
probably has had an effect on the genre. GiltrodvStein (2009: 9) state that the
internet creates a new frame for communication dffacts the field of genre and which
has other secondary consequences, for exampletardasds and perceptions of

audience.

Giltrow and Stein (2009: 9) discuss some main issugenre theory when working
with online genres. One issue is whether a genieelie considered a new one just
because the medium has changed. Another issuecihevrtthe loss of generic identity is
an inevitable consequence of the genre's migratidine internet and at what point is a
genre considered to have lost its identity. Onelade consider whether online genres
systematically have characteristics that are nadan more traditional genres. Also, as
some genres are seen as having successfully ndgratethe internet it is worthwhile to
look for systematic changes in those genres as @a# also needs to think about the
way possible new genres relate to previous onalkrd@® and Stein 2009: 9.) When it
comes to this study, one can consider the diffeaghetween newspaper reviews and
online reviews on television shows; even thougthlaoé reviews on television, one can

expect there to be differences in style, layoudlience and so forth.
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According to Giltrow and Stein (2009: 10), traditad genres, especially written ones,
have been considered to have a wide applicalblibyvever, internet genres are not as
general because they are more tied to the norreeofonline communities even if they
are globally accessible. This study focuses omemeviews oSouth Parkposted on a
large website called IGN. Though the website islalike to everyone, the website does
have its own target audience to whom the reviews lhaen written. As a result, an
outsider to the community would not have the samd &f reading experience. Also,
the reader would had to have either known abousiteeor been looking for online

reviews or perhaps information ab&duth Parkin order to find the reviews at all.

Domsch (2009) discusses the changes in the getine Gferary review within
computer-mediated communication. He offers int@ngstiews to critical genres and
especially what he has to say about reviews asig g@euld well be applied to online
reviews of an animated television series as walmBch (2009: 223) sees genres as
social and linguistic practices and follows MikhBakhtin’s ideas by stating that genres
are intrinsically dialogic and intertextual in thetructure. He sees dialogism as
important, since reviews always relate themseloesbther genre, for example in this
study the online reviews are related to an animegledision series. Domsch adds that
reviews are dialogic in two directions; the revisvwdirected both at the reader and
towards the earlier text or, in the case of thislgt the episode it was written about.
Domsch (2009: 224) notes that the dialogue withréveewed material (text, episode) is
more straightforward as reviews substantially drawrguotations. He sees this as
corruptive to the genre, as the reviewed genratarslyle can sometimes affect the style
of the review. The use of quotations and whetherodthe reviewed genre has affected

the style of the reviews are interesting issueshiarstudy as well.

According to Domsch (2009: 227-228), the genratefdry criticism or review did not
change too much when it migrated to the interndtthe changes were subtle, even
though as electronic texts reviews are copiedelinio and commented upon more than

its printed version. Also, while traditional reviewn valued publications are more
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generally accepted as the truthful opinion, reviewslectronic publications are more
likely marginalized. According to Domsch (2009: 22%6), the review’s authority relies
on its generic framing, that is, the situationattext, the layout and the visibility of the
text. Especially important is the name of the papleere the review has been published.
Domsch (2009: 228) adds that there is very liglgearch on literary criticism on the
internet available, partly because the printedigaralso seems to lack appreciation and
partly because research does not seem worthwhdala®e genres may change rapidly
and radically. These are interesting commentsrmdef this study. If one wants to
analyse online reviews as a genre, one needs sidssrhow the migration of traditional
reviews to the internet has changed them. Also,conéd explore whether certain
websites have gained more authority than otherglainds of results this would have
on the genre. Furthermore, the quick and radicahgas in the online environment

make it a challenging genre to study.

Domsch (2009: 224) notes that a review alwaysesrto gain critical authority.

Domsch (2009: 225) states that due to generic curores, a review is expected to try to
persuade the reader of a certain opinion. Thismnedy certain rhetorical structures, for
example citations, value judgements based on gestaralards of taste and
comparisons with already highly appreciated tekssa genre online reviews always
include the evaluation of a thing: a book, a fiaryideo game or, in the case of this
study, a television show. The writers of reviews asrtain rhetorical structures to
express these evaluations and opinions and torgrésam as valid. The appraisal
framework provides a tool for studying these rhietdrstructures as it focuses on

evaluation. The appraisal framework will be exptbie the following chapter.
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3 THE APPRAISAL FRAMEWORK

The theoretical framework of the present studwithier explored in this chapter. First
appraisal theory is situated in the fields of systefunctional linguistics and discourse
analysis. The concept of appraisal theory is théneduced and followed by more
detailed description of the theory. The appraisahiework provides both the theoretical
framework and the analytical tools for studyingleation in texts. The appraisal
framework defines and describes different theaaétiategories and subcategories,
introduces different kinds of evaluations as wsllnays for identifying them and
separating them from each other. Therefore theaggadrframework presents a

systematic way of analysing online reviews, whibhracteristically involve evaluation.

3.1 Appraisal in systemic functional linguistics

Often it seems there are as many definitions afadisse analysis as there are discourse
analysts. This study relies on definitions of disse and terms of appraisal from Martin
and Rose (2003) and Martin and White (2005). Whenrmes to defining discourse, the
present study relies on the definition of Martiddtose (2003: 1-4) which focuses on
the social characteristics of discourse, in otherds they see discourse as social activity
that is constructed through texts. They view clausexts and cultures as different levels
of social processes. This kind of approach is sintd my own views and related to the
kind of material used in this study; online revieaes out a social activity, that is, the act
of evaluating something and more importantly, stgathat evaluation with others.
Martin and Rose's view of discourse analysis ithas the framework of systemic
functional linguistics (SFL). In their view, disc@e analysis means both the analysis of
grammar and of social activity by tools taken frgrammarians and social theorists.

Martin and White's approach to appraisal theompalel of evaluation, is also based on
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the paradigm of systemic functional linguistics eleped by M.A.K Halliday and his

colleagues.

According to Halliday (1994: xv) discourse analyaiways works on one of two
possible levels, it either aims to understand adexo evaluate it. The lower level refers
to understanding the text, showing how and whytéliemeans what it does through
linguistic analysis. The higher level refers tolea#ing the text, showing whether or not
the text is successful in its purposes and whys Téquires an interpretation of both text
and context and the relationship between the tiallilay 1994: xv) The present study
aims to understand online reviews as texts, to dlmwthe evaluation is performed and

to explain the reasons why it is performed in freticular way.

Systemic functional linguistics (SFL) is a broadnfrework on language and grammar
that has taken a couple of decades to develap.btdsed on the framework of functional
grammar by M.A.K. Halliday. Halliday (1994: xiiitates that the framework of
functional grammar is functional in three differevays: it interprets texts, the system
and elements of linguistic structures. Functiomahgmar focuses on how language is
used, that is, everything in functional grammar arexplained through how language
is used. According to Halliday (1994: xiii) thenfttional components of language are
components of meaning. These kinds of meaningaledcmetafunctions. There are
three kinds of meaning: ideational, interpersomal &extual. The ideational meaning
refers to understanding the environment and tlexpetsonal to acting on the others in
the environment. According to Halliday (1994: xtie third kind of meaning, textual
meaning “breaths relevance” into the interpersanal ideational. Another important
aspect of of functional grammar is that languag#ivgled into three levels, or strata:

semantics, grammar and phonology. (Halliday 1994: x

According to Martin and Rose (2003: 3) systemiutctional linguistics is based on two
major perspectives. Firstly there are three legklanguage: grammar, discourse and
social context. Secondly language has three diffdtactions: to enact relationships, to



15

represent experiences and to organize discourgseTnctions present the
metafunctions which Halliday explains through theee kinds of meaning. Ideational
refers to representing experiences, textual tomzgey discourse and interpersonal to
enacting relationships..Out of the three modese&dmng presented in systemic
functional linguistics; the textual, the ideatioaald the interpersonal, both Martin and
White (2005) and Martin and Rose (2003) focus @nitberpersonal. This study also
aims to investigate the kind of effect the relasioip between reader and writer has on
evaluations made in online reviews. An importamteas of appraisal theory is indeed
the relationship between the reader and the waitdrhow they communicate within the
text, that is, the interpersonal meaning. Theseasmf appraisal theory will be

discussed in the following sections.

3.2 Appraisal- defining the concept

The concept of appraisal is discussed by MartinRosk (2003: 22-65) who introduce
appraisal as a part of different discourse systehen discussing attitudes, expressing
opinions and evaluation in texts. Martin and R&¥8: 22) describe appraisal as a
system of interpersonal meanings whose resourdesrsvand speakers use to negotiate
social relationships and define it as follows: “Agisal is concerned with evaluation: the
kind of attitudes that are negotiated in a tex, dtrength of the feelings involved and
the ways in which values are sourced and readigrseal. ” Broadly speaking this is the

definition of appraisal that this study follows.

Based on the terms from Martin and Rose (2003)tiMand White (2005: 1-2) present
several views into what is meant by appraisal qgpiasal theory. Appraisal theory
intends to explain how writers are present in ttesits; how do they relate to their
material and their readers. Appraisal attemptsgedbe the kinds of methods writers
have to accept and refuse, praise and detest, ahdgyut down and how they
manipulate their readers to do the same. Throughaggal, linguists can try to find out

how writers use texts to construct communitieswahdt kind of methods there are to
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express emotions and tastes. Appraisal deals withvriters make up identities for
themselves in texts, how they present themselvedation to their readers and how
they construct an audience for their text. Witharelgo this study, the appraisal theory
offers a systematic way to study both the evaluatia online reviews and the ways in

which the writer communicates with the reader.

Martin and Rose (2003: 24-25) divide appraisal thtee categories: attitudes,
amplification and sources. Using slightly differéetms, Martin and White (2005: 35)
divide appraisal into attitude, graduation and gegaent. By attitude both Martin and
Rose and Martin and White refer to feelings, judgeta and evaluations. In Martin and
Rose, amplification refers to the intensity of éwaluation where as in Martin and
White this is called graduation. Though attitudd graduation are not discussed in this
study, they are presented briefly in order to gimeoverall picture of the appraisal
framework. Also, these two categories offer sevpoaisibilities for future research.
Martin and Rose simply refer to the sources ofuattis, where as Martin and White
refer to it as engagement; that is, who is doimgealuation and how these evaluations
are presented to the reader. As | am interestdtkiways in which writers try to affect

their readers, the focus of this study is on tiegary of engagement.

Definitions from both Martin and Rose (2003) andrivh and White (2005) are
introduced. As Martin and White (2005) rely on Maind Rose (2003) in their
definitions of the three categories, both defim$iare discussed. The terms and
definitions in Martin and White (2005) are in myw more developed and clearer,
especially when it comes to the category of engamgenT herefore the terms introduced
by Martin and White, attitude, graduation and emgagnt, will be used in this study.

The three categories will be further discussedhénfollowing sections.
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3.3 Attitude

Martin and Rose (2003: 23-24) further divide attés into three different categories:
people's feelings, people's character and the dltiengs. They use the term affect to
refer to resources for expressing feelings, judgerterefer to resources for judging
character and appreciation to refer to resouraegdioiing the worth of things. In the
case of the online reviews used in this study,gluadegories could refer to for example
evaluations of the story line or characters ofdhew as well as how the episode being
reviewed made the writer feel. Martin and Rose 8@%-27) state that when
expressing feelings people can choose betweenveaitd negative affect and also
whether they wish to express their feelings digeatlimplicitly. Describing people's
feelings is very common especially in narratived tre contrast between good and bad
is usually easy to distinguish. However, when ines to direct and implicit expressions
of feelings writer's have more options, for exampdéerring directly to a mental state,
describing behaviour that expresses emotion, desgrunusual behaviour that
expresses emotion indirectly or describing emotimough metaphor. Martin and White
(2005: 42-43) make the same distinctions to affadgement and appreciation. They
also mark that we register positive and negatiedirigs, for example feeling happy or
sad. In terms of judgement, they state thatabisut admiring, criticizing, praising and
condemning others’ behaviour. According to Martird &Vhite (2005: 43), appreciation
deals with evaluations of semiotic and natural pineena.

As mentioned earlier, attitude is divided into affgudgement and appreciation. These
are all realized through certain grammatical stmeg. As Martin and White (2005: 58-
61) point out, attitude is typically grammaticatbalised through adjectives. They offer
grammatical frames through which affect, judgenas appreciation can be
distinguished. According to Martin and White (20@5-46) affect can be realised by
modifying participants and processass@d captain, the captain left sagithrough

affective mental and behavioural processles ¢aptain was sa@nd by using modal
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adjunctsgadly, he had to goAffect is also realized through grammatical métas
which include nominalised realizations of qualifigy, sadness, sorrgvand processes;
grief, sobs (Martin and White 2005: 45-46) According to Maréind White (2005: 58) a
distinguishing frame for affect would be a relafbattributive process with a conscious

participant involving the verteel for exampld feel happy.

Judgements are concerned with either social espeermality, capacity, tenacity) or
social sanction (veracity, propriety). Grammatigaliese judgements can be expressed
via lexicalisations, mood and modality. (Martin amtite 2005: 52-56) lllustrative
realizations for judgements of social esteem arexamplenatural, familiar, odd,
peculiar (normality),healthy, clever, slow, foolisftapacity) wary, patient, hasty,
recklesqtenacity) and for judgements of social sanctionest, deceptiviveracity) and
kind, mean(propriety). The grammatical frame for judgemewind be a relational
attributive process which ascribes an attitudeotoesperson’s behaviour, for examftle
was silly of/for them to do thaMartin and White 2005: 59)

Appreciations are concerned with out reactionitags, their composition and their
value. Martin and White (2005: 56) offer illustragirealizations for these as well, for
examplearresting, dramaticdry, predictablg(reaction) proportioned, uneven
(composition) angbriceless, uselegsaluation). Grammatically appreciations are
closely related to mental processes, more speltyfigtiection, perception and
cognition. (Martin and White 2005: 56-58) A distinghing frame for appreciation
would be a mental process ascribing an attitudettong, for exampléconsider it
beautiful (Martin and White 2005: 59) There are also inttirealizations of attitude
that are worth exploring (Martin and White 2005:6H), but since this study will focus

more on engagement, these will not be exploredhéurtere.
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3.4 Graduation

According to Martin and Rose (2003: 37-43) attitudee gradable, that is, we can
choose whether we want to turn the volume up og tbdown. This is called
amplification. They divide amplification into twegarate types: force and focus. Force
is for turning the volume up or toning it down, wéas focus refers to how we sharpen
or soften categories of people and things. Wordh sgvery, really, andextremely
amplify the force of attitudes and are known asnstfiers. Another option for
amplifying force is attitudinal lexis, words thatiude a degree of for example
happiness or sadness on their own. Metaphors aearsw are also a part of attitudinal
lexis. When discussing focus, Martin and Rose (2@0344) state that it is concerned
with the resources we have to grade somethingshein-gradable, such as things,
gualities and numbers. The idea is to sharpenwrtbé boundaries between different
categories. Martin and White (2005: 137) make draesdistinction to force and focus.
Focus refers to grading in terms of prototypicaltia locutions such asue, real and
genuine Force refers to grading in terms of intensityorount, that is, scalar
assessments. Martin and White (2005: 135-136) thategraduation is also a feature of
the engagement system as well as attitudes, shggggement values vary in their
intensity, or the degree of the investment in ttappsition. That is, there is a different
degree of investment in the sentence dependingeowerb one uses. For example

suggeststateor insistinfer a different degree of investment.

3.5 Engagement

When discussing the third aspect of appraisal, iMarid Rose (2003: 44-54) talk about
the source of attitudes, the question of who isgléhe evaluating. They use the term
‘heterogloss’ to refer to attitudes other thanwmger's and ‘monogloss’ to refer to
attitudes whose source is the author. When weeg@rting what others have said or

what they think, we are projecting sources. Weaithrer quote exact words or report a
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general meaning of what has been said. By doirsgwtkican add additional sources of
evaluation to our texts. Projection can be recerdialking about what someone said
about something, and it can happen not just wibimences, but in texts and text
phases. (Martin and Rose 2003: 44-54.) Martin amit&\(2005: 99) also use the term
‘heteroglossic’ to refer to locutions which recagmthe diverse communicative
backdrop of the text. That is, there are dialogiatiernatives in the communicative
context that the writer needs to recognise. Narrafg to other voices or viewpoints
would in turn be categorised as ‘monoglossic’. teaind White (2005: 102) divide
heteroglossic resources into two categories: dieddly expansive and dialogically
contractive resources. Dialogic expansion referctovely making space for
dialogically alternative positions and voices whasalialogic contraction acts to

confront, turn aside or restrain them.

When creating a heteroglossic backdrop for a tesiters need to consider what has
been said before, various points of view as wethaspossible responses of the reader.
Martin and White (2005: 97) include these consitiens in the third aspect of appraisal,
that is, the category of engagement. Martin andt¥{[2005: 97-98) divide the category
of engagement into four sub-categories: disclamog¢lpim, entertain and attribute.
Disclaim is used when the textual voice rejectsfagopoint of view, either by denying
or countering. Proclaim means to represent a proposo well-founded that it rules

out other points of view. This is done by concucesrpronouncement and endorsement.
Proclaim and disclaim refer both to dialogicallyntactive meanings. By entertain
Martin and White refer to the situation where théav invokes other possible positions
by representing the author's proposition as ong/@frmany options. To attribute means
to represent a proposition from someone else apossble alternative. This can be
done through acknowledgement and distancing. (Mard White 2005: 97-98.)
Entertain and attribute are dialogically expansesources. All these subtypes will be

further discussed in the following sections.

As suggested, there are two categories of dialthgicantractive meanings: disclaim

and proclaim. Dialogic contraction refers to megsiwhich aim to exclude or limit the
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number of certain dialogic alternatives in intef@act even though they include other
voices and value positions in the dialogistic baokdf the text. (Martin and White
2005: 117.) Out of these two categories disclaifarseto rejecting some dialogic
alternative or presenting it as not applying. (Meand White 2005: 117). In other
words, disclaim refers to those formulations whdatectly reject or replace some prior
utterance or alternative position or consider thersustainable. (Martin and White
2005: 118).

The category of disclaim is further divided intootaubtypes: negation and countering.
Dialogically negation means to acknowledge an @adteve position by introducing it
into the dialogue, in order to reject it. (MartindBWhite 2005: 118.) In terms of writer-
reader relationships, denials are directed eitharthird party or to the putative
addressee. The writer will either try to expresalignment with a third party, that is,
someone other than the reader or writer, or wighassumed beliefs of the putative
addressee. (Martin and White 2005: 118-119.) Desrtiadt are directed to the addressee
are corrective rather than confrontational, thathey act to correct misconceptions the
writer thinks the addressee has. The assumptitrese cases is that the writer is
considered to have more expertise than the readbeiparticular area discussed in the
text. Denials of this kind will enhance solidantyhe reader does not mind being
corrected and does not reject the point of viethefwriter. Denials directed to a third
party, on the other hand, act to convince the neafdine writer’s opinion rather than the
point of view of the third party. (Martin and W&i2005: 120.) Countering, the other
sub-type of disclaim, refers to replacing or supptay the expected proposition by the
writer's current proposition. As denials, they présa position which is then replaced
with another. (Martin and White 2005: 120.) Coumgioften works together with
denials, with the negation directed to the expamtawhich the countering aims to
replace. (Martin and White 2005: 120). Countergqmtdbeliefs and expectations on to
the addressee, construing the writer as sharingetider's point of view and are
therefore aligning rather than disaligning and tealidarity. This is obviously not the
case if the addressee does not agree with the edsumint of view. (Martin and White
2005: 121.)
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Proclaim refers to those formulations which aataorow down dialogistic alternatives
in the text without directly rejecting them. That for example presenting a certain idea
as far better than any others. (Martin and Whi@52@21). Martin and White (2005:
121-130) divide proclamation into three differenbs/pes: concurrence, endorsement
and pronouncement. First, concurrence refers tadtations which present the writer as
agreeing with some dialogic partner, typically theative addressee. These
formulations are dialogistic in that they presdr writer as communicating with the
readers and contractive in that they expect thaere® share their view. The text
includes multiple voices and is therefore hetersgjlg even though it excludes positions
other than the one presented by the author. (MartthWhite 2005: 122-124.) Second,
endorsements are formulations which present eXteimapoints as viewpoints that are
considered correct or valid by the author. The autakes responsibility for the
proposition and makes it subjective, allowing ftrer opinions. However, as he
presents this view as valid, he excludes otheriopgand therefore aligns the reader to
the same value position. (Martin and White 2005-127.) Third, pronouncements are
formulations which indicate a clear authorial engar intervention. These
formulations acknowledge other opinions and areefioee heteroglossic and dialogistic
but they are contractive as they confront theseradtives through authorial emphasis.
(Martin and White 2005: 127-129.) As with denialslaounters, the challenge is
directed either to the addressee or a third pHirtlye challenge is against the addressee
it requires argumentation from the author in otdemaintain solidarity. If the challenge
Is directed to a third party it creates solidaasyit presents the author as sharing the
addressee’s view and expresses disalignment vitincaparty on behalf of the reader.
(Martin and White 2005: 129-130.)

As stated earlier, dialogically expansive formuas act to make space for alternative
positions in the text. Under dialogically expansiemulations Martin and White (2005:
104-117) discuss the categories of entertainingadimidbution. Entertaining refers to
dialogically expansive formulations which make spéar alternative positions by

indicating that the position of the author is oahe of the possible positions. (Martin
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and White 2005: 104). These entertaining locutaxisiowledge the subjectivity of the
writer and thereby create a heteroglossic backfinofhe text, as they recognise other
positions. (Martin and White 2005: 105). Entertagallows the writer to commit to a
certain viewpoint while at the same time recogmggimat it may be at odds with other
value positions. On the other hand, by entertaitinegwriter can also express a lack of
commitment to a proposition. (Martin and White 20086-107.) By entertaining the
writer signals that he/she lacks sufficient knowjedo express anything more than
subjective value positions. (Martin and White 20087). Entertaining locutions
therefore function to make space for alternativiee®and positions in the present
context. By doing this, the author recognises aipbsdivided audience and creates
solidarity by dialogistically validating other vigwints as well. (Martin and White 2005:
108-109.)

The second type of dialogically expansive formuolasi, attribution makes space for
alternative positions as well, but, as with entaitay, attributes them to an external
source rather than the author (Martin and White52Q@1). Martin and White (2005:
112-114) divide attribution into acknowledgementd distancing. Acknowledgements
are external points of view, which are presentesiradar to the opinions of the writer.
These viewpoints are presented as subjective amdftiie make space for alternative
positions. Distancing, in contrast, presents exderiewpoints into the text but detaches
them from the author. As acknowledgements, distanf@rmulations are grounded in
the subjectivity of an external source and henckenspace for alternative positions.
Distancing formulations can be considered even rd@legically expansive, as they
reject any responsibility of the viewpoint preseht@artin and White 2005: 112-114.)
Martin and White (2005: 115) point out that typlgah argumentative texts attribution
is overtly implicated in terms of alignment andidatity; the writer announces where
they stand with respect to the attributed material.

This study focuses on how writers communicate Withr readers, how they present
their views, opinions and thoughts, and what kioldsiethods they use to persuade their

reader. The category of engagement explains thereliit voices that are present in texts
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and how this dialogic background affects the chowaters make. Engagement
resources depict how writers can present themsealvagreeing or disagreeing with
their reader and describe the options they haeeknowledging other points of views

in their texts. The focus of this study is therefon the category of engagement.
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4 PREVIOUS STUDIES

Previous studied on appraisal theory and onlineevevare discussed in this chapter.
There are some studies available on appraisal, wiatmgem focusing on either
academic or journalistic texts. Studies on onlgsews are often connected to
consumer reviews of products and the analysisng dimm the point of view of market
research and economics. There are some interestidges on online reviews from the
perspective of discourse or textual analysis as Webugh there are studies available
on appraisal theory as well as online reviews ghegre no studies to be found which
included both the appraisal framework as an argalytool and online reviews of
animated television series as the data. This wiondly that there is still much room for
new studies in the field of appraisal analysisill present studies on appraisal in the

first section and studies on online reviews ingbeond section.

4.1 Studies on appraisal

Love (2006: 217) has studied senior secondary $ctodents' online responses to
teacher prompts about a postmodernist narrativegube appraisal framework. Love's
study aims to find out how the students used theakiation resources in a curriculum
context. Love (2006: 219) notes that online foryrmvide opportunities for negotiating
responses to texts and therefore offer excelletemadfor studying how meanings are
negotiated in texts. Love aims to present the mse®involved in negotiating textual
responses and which forms of reasoning from lijet@xts were privileged in the
process (Love 2006: 220). Out of the three categmf appraisal, Love focuses on
attitude. Love concludes (2006: 237) that apprdrsabry can help teachers to identify
the extent to which teachers are involved in timel&iof online discussions she studied.
She states that appraisal also provides toolsliémtifying the competencies of the

students who are having difficulties in this areave 2006: 237). This is an interesting
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example of the kinds of options appraisal theogspnts to researchers; Love not only
depicts the resources used, but uses the appiraisework to find new methods to be

used in teaching. This kind of approach seemsivelgtpopular in appraisal studies.

Allison and Wu (2005: 105-127) have studied evaaagxpressions in undergraduate
level essays in English language. Their study aomexplore evaluations in different
stages of argumentation by comparing evaluatioouregs from high and low rating
essays (Allison and Wu 2005: 106). Allison and {&005: 109) point out that they
focus on the resources of engagement system betteyseere the most commonly
used in the essays. Allison and Wu (2005: 109-1418p state that the engagement
system allows for the expression of attitudes faider audience, as a writer can
indicate their opinion as well as recognise andtiate positions coming from others.
They further justify using the appraisal framewbykstating that the engagement
system notices the responsibility of the writer wiadtributing propositions to different
sources. (Allison and Wu 2005: 111). In their sttty is crucial as intertextuality is a
feature expected to be found in undergraduate Essdys. Allison and Wu's approach
is similar to this study in that they also focusemgagement resources, but different in

that the aims of their study are different as \&sltheir data.

Allison and Wu (2005: 111) suggest that the agatasystem determines a level on
which writers are capable of successfully estabigsland negotiating argumentative
positions. Furthermore, they state that markinglaalty, evaluating content and
acknowledging alternative positions are featuresuatessful academic writing. What
Allison and Wu (2005: 124) find is that high-ratessays often maintain a more
dialogistically expansive stance where as low-esays focus on dialogically
contractive expressions. In high-rated essayswtlter uses dialogically expansive
resources to soften the level of assertivenedseoflaims, uses attributions to create
intertextuality and validates their positions thghiendorsement. Allison and Wu'’s
study has the same type of goals as Love (2006)egsalso aim to gain information that
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could be useful in learning and teaching. The ttudigs differ in their data and have

chosen different categories of appraisal to foaus o

It seems many studies focus on one aspect of &abrar mention appraisal theory as
part of the theoretical framework even though tiaelys may not necessarily use the
theory as such. When defining evaluation, Hylar@D& 174) mentions appraisal theory
as “perhaps the most systematic approach to teeges”. He notes that even though the
broad framework is interesting, it remains uncleaw the resources mentioned are
employed in particular registers and different eatg. This is an important subject to
notice, as one can hardly assume that the theay @ used exactly the same way to
study academic texts and, in this case, onlineevexi Hyland (2005: 175) notes that
studies on evaluation and stance have concenwatethss audience texts, such as
media discourse. This is probably due to the ridloant of evaluative examples in
them. Interestingly enough, it seems that thereather few studies available on

appraisal that focus on media texts.

Hyland (2005: 173-192) studies the kinds of resesirgriters use to express positions
and to connect with their readers. The study fogewseacademic texts, how readers and
writers interact in that setting. He also studiew lthe disciplinary community affects
both the readers and the writers. Though Hylandg&n his own approach to stance
and engagement, which is slightly different frora tine used in this study, he does
present another way of looking at reader-writeatiehships that allows for
comparisons. Hyland (2005: 174) notes that evalnati academic texts has recently
become more popular as a research subject. HeestRdO research articles to

investigate how writers in academic settings expeestance and relate to their readers.

Hyland (2005: 175-176) sees evaluation as crit@walcademic writing, as interaction in
academic texts involves adopting a view to an issueell as other views on that issue.
According to Hyland (2005: 176) writers manage éheseractions through stance and
engagement. Stance refers to the textual voiceyélyewriters present themselves in the

text. Hyland (2005: 176) defines engagement asvi@l “This is an alignment
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dimension where writers acknowledge and connegthers, recognizing the presence
of their readers, pulling them along with theirargent, focusing their attention,
acknowledging their uncertainties, including thesrdécourse participants, and guiding
them to interpretations. “. While not exactly tlar® definition of engagement as in
Martin and White, Hyland's definition is clearlylaged to theirs. Also, Hyland’s

approach is very similar to the goals of this study

Appraisal theory has also been used in settingsatatied to academic texts. Lihua
(2009: 59-78) has studied patterns of interpersdredbric in editorials using appraisal
theory. Lihua has studied attitudinal lexis and al@kpressions in order to investigate
how evaluation in editorials is communicated. Lil{@09: 59) claims that the
evaluation of events is more likely explicit ane #wvaluation of behaviour is more
likely implicit. Lihua adds that attitudes are smid attributed to other sources. Lihua
(2009: 60) notes that the study is closely rel@pectitical discourse analysis because of
the function of editorials to convey value posis@f newspapers. Lihua (2009: 63)
adopts a view in which evaluation consists of laitliude and modal expressions and
uses the appraisal approach to examine attitudditarials. Lihua (2009: 64) finds that
the attitude resources used in the editorials mdodus on judgement and appreciation.
Lihua adds that the fact that the author is thg solrce in the editorials enhances the
authority of the editorial. The interesting poisthat this study shares one of the goals
of this study: finding out how evaluations are conmigated. Lihua’s study differs from
the present study in that Lihua’s study focuseattitude instead of engagement, the

focus is on a different genre and the study relresther theories as well.

4.2 Studies on online reviews

As regards online film reviews, Bieler et al (2005=78) have conducted a corpus-
based study on film reviews from newspapers andsites) focusing on identifying
formal zones in the reviews. Unfortunately theurdst was not available in its entirety

and the following notions are based on the abstiaitte study. Their study takes a
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different theoretical and methodological perspectrom this study, since they apply
corpus analysis. However, their study offers somberésting points about the genre of
reviews, and is also an example of the kind ofstinelies have been done about online
reviews. They consider film reviews as semi-struesttheir overall structure is not
identical, but there are similarities in the kirmdzones there are as well as their order.
By zones Bieler et al (2005: 75) refer to differpottions of the text. There are formal
zones, such as the title and the name of the revjemnd functional zones, running text
paragraphs which for example inform the reader attmicontents of the film.

According to Bieler et al (2005: 75) there is nongbetely conventionalized structure in
semi-structured texts but there are rules and temee which make the text recognisable

as an example of that genre.

In their corpus study of film reviews Bieler etdi$covered that often the functionality
of the text was evident in the logical structurelef text. They mention the twofold
communicative goal of a film review: it acts toonfn the reader about the contents of
the film and to present a subjective evaluatioit.of his kind of definition of review
forms a part of the theoretical approach to reviewhis study as well. The set of data
used in this study clearly represents a form ofréveew genre, but is different from
other reviews in a number of ways. For examplerélveews have been written by one
author only and have been published on a webslie lmnaddition, the reviews that are
analysed in this study provide information aboet ¢épisodes as well as present the
evaluations of the writer and one could expecttihise evident in the structure of the

reviews as well.

Ivory (2006: 103-114) has studied online reviewsideo games in terms of gender
representation. In his study Ivory (2009: 103) fiidat female characters are
underrepresented and more often sexualized thaa characters. Ivory (2006: 104) also
studies whether online reviews of video games cbealdsed as a source of information
about the content of video games. Methodologidaltyy's study is not related to this

study and the focus is more on game content thmadtual reviews. However, he does
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offer some insights into the genre of online reviel@ sees online reviews as a possible
way to study game content, as the authors of thiews, at least on some sites, are
knowledgeable video game players. Furthermoreeveypresent the content of a video
game as text, which is more easily analysed thamattual game (lvory 2006: 106). It
could be worth exploring whether online reviewstelevision shows, such as the ones

used in this study, could be used to study theerdstof television shows.

There are also some studies available that are oheady related to genre analysis.
Taboada (2011: 247-289) studies online movie reviasva genre from the systematic
functional linguistics point of view. She stateattfrom the perspective of systemic
functional linguistics, genre refers to how anyesgeactivity is organized in stages,
which then are defined by social conventions aedotlrpose of the genre. Taboada
(2011: 259) studied the stages through their legi@nmatical features, that is, the
proportion of evaluative words to all other woraglatemporal and causal connectives.
In her study, Taboada (2011: 264) finds that athefreviews include an evaluation
stage and a description stage. While her studgtisatated to this study
methodologically, it does offer some interestinghpoconcerning the genre of online
review. Taboada (2011: 253-257) states that a&ypaview has five stages: subject
matter, plot, evaluation, characters and backgrolihd subject matter stage
summarizes the content of the movie and the pdmjessummarizes the events
chronologically. The characters and backgroundrareduced. Needless to say, the
evaluation stage is for evaluating the storylihe, movie as a whole, actors, production
and so forth. These five stages could be expeotbd present in the online reviews of

South Park as well, though a detailed analysis wvbalneeded to say this for sure.

Though Taboada (2011) studies online movie reviésgcorpus is closer to the
material used in this study than academic texte.r€kiews are written by amateurs and
on websites which are devoted to reviews. Tabo2dal( 250) points out that the genre
of review is established as printed literary re\sefRrinted reviews of films written by
professional film critics appeared after films bmeapopular. Recently a somewhat

different version of the genre has migrated inwitfiernet. These reviews are usually
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written by non-professionals for non-professionkigerms of the description stage,
Taboada (2011: 264) states that they include egtlsermmary of the film, a description

of the storyline and characters or information thgiports and explains the author's
view of the film. This is to some extent true ofina reviews explored in this study as
well; the reviews include much description of tipgsedes, though the characters are not
thoroughly introduced.
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5 THE SET-UP OF THE PRESENT STUDY

The aims of the study as well as the research ipunsstre presented in this chapter. The
methodological framework and the data of this staidyalso presented. | will first
present the research problem in the first sectimhdata of this study in section two. In
the third section | will briefly go through the rhedological framework and the tools of

the analysis.

5.1 Aims and research questions

The aim of this study is to investigate and exptbeerelationships between linguistics
forms and their functions in online reviews. In@&thvords, | intend to examine
connections between the theory of appraisal and®ntviews based on my
observations. Online reviews have been studied franous perspectives, for example
online product reviews have been studied for maidstarch purposes. However, there
are few studies available on online reviews asreggand even fewer, if any, studies
available on online reviews of animated televissenies. There is certainly room for
new studies in this field. Accordingly, the purpadehis study is to present another

perspective on analysing online reviews.

The aim of my work is to study the way lexical agrdmmatical tools are used in
reviews to express opinions. According to the thedrappraisal, writers can express
attitude through several grammatical structuresvanitegrs can align themselves with
their audience and present their value positiorautih graduation and engagement. The
appraisal framework offers different options foirdpthis. The focus of this study is on
the category of engagement; how writers communieétetheir readers and how they

address them while expressing their own pointd@f/vTherefore the main research
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guestion of my thesis would be: Which of the opgiof engagement are used in online
reviews and what purpose do they serve? Followiegategories of engagement this

main question can be divided into four more spedgjtiestions:

1. Are the denials and counters directed to the readat a third party? Do they
enhance solidarity and if so, in what ways?

2. Proclaiming locutions forward challenges to eittier reader or a third party.
Are the challenges in the reviews directed to #salers or a third party? Do they

enhance solidarity and if so, in what ways?

3. Entertaining locutions make space for alterngpiesitions in the text and
therefore enhance solidarity. What kinds of enteirig locutions were there in

the texts and how did they enhance solidarity?

4. Attributions make space for alternative positiamghie texts and enhance
solidarity as the writer states where they startti vaspect to the attributed

material. What kinds of attributions were presarthie text?

My initial hypothesis is that the online environrhéas an effect on how the writer uses
engagement resources; the writer's choices mayodoe cautious than in traditional
reviews because of the social nature of online camties. The overall online setting of
the reviews forms a part of the research problemtHe reviews connect to their readers
in a way that is characteristic to online reviewsy@ One of the aims of this study is to

explore and present these kinds of characteristics.

5.2 General description of the dataSouth Park reviews on IGN

According to their website (About-IGN Entertainmel@N Entertainment is “a leading

online media & services company obsessed with ggneintertainment and everything
guys enjoy”. IGN was founded in 1996 and today rzamns a global presence in the
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United States, the United Kingdom, Australia andn@mny. IGN Entertainment’'s media
properties include IGN and other sites such as Askeihd RottenTomatoes. IGN is a
division of News Corporation, a part of Digital Madsroup and Fox Interactive Media
(News Corporation) which according to their webgstéan interactive services
company dedicated to connecting, informing, eniteirig and empowering consumers
with the most compelling online media experiencés’addition to IGN, AskMen and
RottenTomatoes, their web properties include My8pBRtiotobucket and Fox Sports

Interactive.

IGN is an English-language website that offersrimfation about games, films,
television, cheats, codes and game guides as svpliexziews and reviews. The website
has over seventy reviews on South Park episodéemwhy IGN staff members and also
offers, for example, information about the showlitsseason reviews and fan reviews.
The reason to choose these reviews is that theyeltevritten and interesting and
therefore offer useful material for my study. Thielgem with this material is of course
that they only represent one particular websitat iy this study does not allow for
generalizations about the genre of online reviesva whole. However, it does offer
some insights to a genre which has not been stidifte and possibilities to compare

the results with previous studies on more tradéidypes of reviews.

IGN Entertainment is intended for men ages 18-3thenproviding information about
games, entertainment and men's lifestyle (IGN Eatanent). The fact that the website
is primarily intended for an audience | myself aot @ member of may present a
problem to my analysis even though as a fan oktwev | am in a way part of the target
audience. On the other hand, as an outsider | maple to notice characteristics that
are not that evident to the intended audience drgps distinct to reviews intended only

for a male audience.

For this study | collected reviews on episodes ftbenseasons 12 and 13 of the show

South Parkknowing that | would most likely have to restmmay analysis on either one
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of these seasons. | decided on seasons 12 anadd@deethey are still relatively new
seasons and include different kinds of episodegppssed to older seasons. | considered
comparing these reviews to reviews of older epispbet the older episodes have not
been reviewed as systematically as the new onescaielvs of them are harder to find.
After going through the materials | decided on sedk2. The reviews of season 12 have
received on average better reviews and the reviéwsason 12 also vary more in the
grade that they have been given. The type of aisalys study presents, qualitative
analysis, requires detailed linguistic analysishefse texts and therefore reviews on only
one of these seasons will provide enough matesrahis study. Furthermore, |
considered whether to analyze the reviews as ggvoto perhaps focus on certain
ones, for example positive or negative reviewsheend deciding on treating the

reviews of season 12 as one collection of texts.

th
As a whole, the data consists of fourteen reviefxepisodes from the 12Zeason of the

animated television seri@outh ParkThe reviews were published one day after the
episode’s original air date on television; thet fesven reviews in March-April 2008 and
the last seven in October-November 2008. In terigeperal format the reviews are
quite similar. The reviews are on average aboupages long or around 500-600
words. The headings of the reviews follow the séoneula, including the name of the
show and the name of the episode, for exar8pleth Park: “Tonsil Trouble” Review.
The main heading is followed by a subheading whickady includes some evaluation
and hints of the storyline of the episode concerfmdexampleCartman is here to tell
you that AIDS still suck#ll of the reviews include a photo from the episddeng
evaluated roughly in the middle of the review; gxtder the review of episode four
which has two photos. All of the reviews have beeitten by the same author, Travis
Fickett. There is a link to the reviewer on theiegvpage, the page behind simply
defines the author as a dude from the US. Thetlfiattall the reviews have been written
by the same author brings certain continuity tordwews. The downside of this is that
characteristics that stand out from the text caoHagacteristic to the writer rather than

being characteristic to the text genre.
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The episodes have been rated on a scale from @@@p0.0 being “The absolute worst
of the worst.” and 10.0 “Virtually flawless.” Thesatings have been determined by the
IGN Network and the writer is expected to follovese guidelines in their reviews.
(IGN TV Ratings 2011) Out of the fourteen revietvgp had a rating from 9.0 to 9.9
which according to the website accounts for “A &mtic achievement with only minor
flaws or imperfections. If a show scores a 9.0edtdy you know it's a must-watch for
anyone who enjoys good TV. ”. Four episodes haatiag from 8.0 to 8.9. This grading
is depicted as “An excellent television experietid misses the boat in just a few key
areas. TV shows that score in this range still cbigbly recommended by IGN.” Six
episodes had a rating from 7.0 to 7.9, a ratirsgdleed as “An enjoyable TV show that
has some obvious flaws.” Shows scoring in the leigth of this range are described as
maybe having some first-rate elements, wherea® timahe lower 7 end have some
serious shortcomings keeping them from achieviagsit status. Two episodes had a
rating from 6.0 to 6.9, which is described as “Rass but just barely. TV shows in this
range have more blemishes than strengths, butrsght be worth a look if you're into
the show's genre.” (IGN TV Ratings 2011.) The i the episode is found at the end
of each review. All in all the episodes have beeemquite positive reviews, except for
the two episodes which had a rating from 6.0 to Bt@ grades could of course be a

sign of the writer being a fan himself who assulmess writing for other fans.

5.3 Methods of analysis: examining engagement

As suggested above, engagement is about how wpibsison themselves in relation to
other opinions and their readers. As attitude aadgpation, engagement is realized
through grammatical structures. Engagement is ddvidto four types of meaning;
disclaim, proclaim, entertain and attribute, whilsn are further divided into

subcategories — the following examples are basddantin and White (2005).

When analyzing disclaim, specifically the subcatggd deny, one has to look for

negations and denials suchrasdidn’t andnever.The other subtype, countering, is
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typically realized through conjunctions and conivest such aalthough however, yet
andbut Countering is also realized through comment attg/adverbials, for example
surprisinglyand also through adjuncts sucheagn, onlyjust andstill. (Martin and
White 2005: 118-122.)

Proclaim is divided into three categories; conpuonounce and endorse. Concurrence
is realized through locutions suchaicourse naturally, not surprisingly admittedly
andcertainly. Sometimes concurrence is realized through rhegtbar leading

guestions, that is, questions that need no ansmerwhich the answer is obvious.
(Martin and White 2005: 122-123.) Pronouncememé¢adized through locutions such as
| contend.., The facts of the matter are that.The truth of the matter is that,.We

can only conclude that.,.and also through intensifiers suchreally, indeedand so

forth. (Martin and White 2005: 127). Endorsementeislized via verbs such akow
prove demonstratefind andpointwhich infer that the source is considered corrgct b
the writer. (Martin and White 2005: 126).

The category of entertain can be identified byuke of modals of probability, reality
phases and certain types of interpersonal metapiaters entertain through modal
auxiliaries, for examplenay, might, could, mustc, modal adjuncts, for example
perhaps, probably, definitelgtc, modal attributes suchiéis possible that, it's likely
that, through circumstances, for examplemy viewand through certain mental
verb/attribute projections such lesuspect that, | think, | believe, I'm convincedtt |
doubt One also needs to pay attention to evidence/appea-based postulations such
asit seems, it appears, apparently, the research ssiggnd rhetorical or expository
guestions that “don’t assume a specific responsareuemployed to raise the possibility
that some proposition holds”. Locutions concerndti wermission and obligation, so
called deontic modality is part of the categorynfertain, for exampl€ou must turn
off the lights when you leav@Martin and White 2005: 104-111.)
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When analyzing attribution, one needs to look fanmunicative process verbs such as
sayor verbs that refer to mental processes, sutielesveandsuspectAlso,
nominalizations of these processes and adverbjaheis such aaccordingto andin

X’s viewcan be used in attribution. Attribution can algoréalized by not specifying a
source, through formulations suchitis said that. Rporting verbs such aay, report,
state, declare, announce, beliesgdthink are crucial when analyzing the subcategory
of acknowledge. The other subcategory, distanggiggalized through the reporting

verbto claimand by the use of scare quotes. (Martin and WAGIGS: 111-113.)

The analysis was performed by systematically gtlingugh the different categories; the
reviews were printed and the examples of diffeoatégories were highlighted in the
texts. These findings were listed on tables whiehendivided according to the
categories of engagement. The tables were meantdan overall picture of the
examples and to give ease to the analysis. Thedat#re carefully studied to discover
which of the engagement categories were the mgstlao The use of different
categories was then analysed and the most depetaraples were chosen from the
texts. Furthermore, other textual characteristies occurred frequently or drew

attention were listed on a different table and thealysed.
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6 RESULTS

In this chapter | will present the results of tippaisal analysis. The focus of the study
is on how writers communicate with their readerthimi texts and how writers take their
audience into consideration. In the following seas from 6.1 to 6.4, | will present the
results from each category of engagement in thvir gections, starting from the
category of disclaim and then moving to the catiegaof entertain, proclaim and
attribute. In the last section 6.5 | will presettter findings found from the reviews,
which were not clearly related to the appraisabtizebut which were very prominent in

the texts and clearly connected to the genre ohemeview.

6.1 Disclaim

The category of disclaim is divided into two sulbegpries: deny and counter. The main
research question concerning the category of dséawhether the denials and
counters are directed to the reader or at a tlarty@nd whether they enhance solidarity
and if so, in what ways. The results from thesegaties will be presented in the

following sections.

6.1. 1 Denials

Negations and denials were a common feature inetliews as they could be found in
each of the reviews. An important aspect of anaty$his category was that one needed
to pay a lot of attention to whether the negatiodenial functioned in the way assumed
in the theory of appraisal. | started by lookingvliether the denials introduced a
positive or a negative evaluation of the episode denials and negations could be

assigned into five different kinds of groups; dé&niahich inferred a positive evaluation,
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denials which inferred a negative evaluation, desmdich inferred a positive or
negative evaluation of the episode in relationrevipus episodes, denials which
inferred a negative evaluation even though thegtedi out some positive feature in the
episode and denials which inferred a positive eatada of the episode even though they
pointed out some negative feature in the episodthd end, what seemed a great
amount of examples could be narrowed down extelyssigece not nearly all of the
denials met the qualifications of denials in thegdagement” sense. In other words,
many of the examples turned out to be more rel@t¢lde description of the storyline.
The analysis aimed to find out whether the demiedee directed at a third party or
against the putative readéurthermore, the analysis aimed to find out, whethe
denials were attempting to convince the readeragrtain point of view or attempting to
correct their point of view which the author assdrtleey would have and if this was

connected to whether the evaluation was positiveegative.

There were denials found in the reviews which idféra straightforward positive
evaluation of the episode, though they were nararon feature. They seemed to be
more related to the creators of the show than ¢heabepisode, as the writer evaluated
the episode through evaluations of the creatorfopmance. In example 1, the denial
indicates disalignment with a third party. It ististated specifically who the third party
is. Also, in this example the writer sees the readesomeone who needs convincing and
who may share this view of the third party. Thishisn supported by a positive
evaluation of Trey Parker’s effort in the episode.

Example 1 Notenough is said about the voice talents of Trey &aakd Matt Stone. Parker
shines here as Cartman. (review 9)

In example 2 the writer again directs the denialai@s a third party, in this case people
who have claimed that the creatorsSoiuth Parkare out of ideas. Again, the reader is

seen as someone who might be tempted to thinkhibadhird party might be correct.

Example 2 Something to take away from this episode is ticetfzat Matt and Trey certainbre
not out of ideas. (review 7)
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Some of the denials inferred a straightforward tiegavaluation of the episode. In
example 3 the denial is directed a third party wionild claim that the episode did
indeed work. This is different from the previousmples in that the denial is personal
and the overall evaluation is on the negative didéjt still makes the assumption that
the reader might be susceptible to the “wrong” khdpinion. The denial is supported

by the evaluations that follow it.

Example 3t justdidn't work for me, with a lot of the jokes feeling flat arigetpremise being
just plain goofy. (review 11)

In example 4 the denial is again correcting tlaelee. The reader might be susceptible
to think that the ideas presented in the episode w@rect. Here the author denies the
information given in the episode and supports kigative evaluation of the episode by

pointing out flaws in the storyline. This is furth@pported in the text.

Example 4 Thats not theoretical money- that's very real money. And thiwhen the internet
“hasn't matured as a distribution mechanism.” @hestionvasn't whether omot the stakes
were legitimate, it was simply a matter of whettoefight nor or later. (review 4)

There were denials in the reviews which inferrgobsitive or negative evaluation of the

episode in relation to previous episodes. In exarbghe denial is directed at the reader:

Example 50h, and Randy suddenly has taken up videotapmdgthily. Why? So that the show
can do &Lloverfieldparody sequence. Rememidoverfield? Yeah, it was a while agblot
exactly the sudden turnaround ti&atuth Parks known for. (review 10).

South Parkis known for absurd and outrageous plot twiste dathor wants to make
sure that the reader knows wisatuth Parks known for and attempts to correct any
possible misunderstandings. In a way he also geati@arity among those readers who
share his view; they all know that this is not wtiegt show is known for. On the other

hand, readers who do not share this view are egdlud
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There was a denial in review 3 which was connetddte last two episodes, or rather,
negative evaluations of them. This denial is preegtin example 6:

Example 6All in all, this is a terrific episode — funny thughout - andhot just because the last
two pretty much sucked. (review 3)

This denial is interesting as the denial could tegoally be directed at a third party or
the reader. Both a third party and the reader nfggitthat this episode was good only
because of the past two episodes. This of coursendis on how the author sees the
reader, as someone who does not share his expargseneone who is very much
involved in the show and shares his expertise. Woigld create solidarity among those
readers who share his expertise as this suggesttty all know what he refers to by
this and the denial is directed to a third pamythle case of a more inexperienced reader,
this denial attempts to make sure the reader kibatghere is more to this episode; to

compare it to the previous episodes only would bestake.

There were denials found in the reviews whichnefé an overall negative evaluation,
even though the sentence may have included ay®o$sature in the review as well.
Many of the evaluations were connected to a distindetween amusing and hilarious,
where hilarious was the basic expectation fronstimv. In example 7 the writer rejects
the idea that amusing would be good enough, amdtdithe denial to the reader. This
creates solidarity among those readers who alsecttipe show to be more than
amusing:

Example 7 This is all amusing- it's justot very funny. (review 6)

On the other hand, there were denials found inglaiews which inferred an overall
positive evaluation of the episode, while the secgereferred to some negative feature
in the episode. These two denials presented in pbea®ifrom review 11 are closely
related, rejecting the expectation of the episaglada landmark episode or covering
anything new and then followed by a positive evadune This denial is directed at the

reader, making sure that the he or she is awagestiniot an exceptional episode just on
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the grounds of being funny:

Example 8Thisisn’'t a landmark episode. Itisot covering any social or political ground in
terms of satire. It's just a fun, funny episodéefil with outright nonsense, good jokes, good use
of the establishe8outh Parkcharacters — and Guinea Pigs in funny outfitsi¢se 11)

There were also some denials found in the revielisiwwere more related to the
description of the storyline than evaluation. Inieev three for instance there were some
borderline cases where instead of being denidlsamisclaim sense the denials could

have been just description of the storyline, asxiample 9:

Example 9We open in school, Mr. Mackey is giving out infation heshouldn'’t be. (review
3)

To sum up, the denials in the reviews could bectito either the reader or to a third
party. There was a clear effort from the writeetdhance solidarity with his audience by

taking points of view other than his own into calesation as well.

6.1.2 Counters

Counters were also a common feature in the reviBggecially conjunctions and
connectives such dmt, howeverandwhile were used frequently. Examples of the use
of though yet althoughandrather thancould also be found. There were also comment
adjuncts and adverbials in the reviews suchrdsrtunatelyandultimately.

There were also adjuncts suchstl in the reviews. The counters found in the reviews
can be roughly assigned to four different grougseré were counters which
acknowledged a negative feature in the text bueengb in a positive evaluation of the
episode as well as counters which ended up in ativegevaluation despite a positive
feature in the episode. Also, there were countérishwere related to previous episodes
and the ones that clearly inferred either a pasitiva negative evaluation of the

episode. As a whole, counters inferred that diffesdements in the episodes could be
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evaluated in several different ways; sometimesenss the writer is not certain of his
point of view while sometimes he openly challenggers' opinions. In terms of
engagement, the most important aspect was to exploether the writer uses counters
to project beliefs and expectations on to the agidre and to construe the writer as

sharing the reader's point of view.

A number of the counters acknowledged a negasigtife about the episode but still

ended in a positive evaluation of the episodewhdale, as in example 10:

Example 10Mr. Queermo’s “slapping” gets overdone a bit ia #pisodebut it's pretty damn
funny. Especially when he somehow manages to itestanusly cross his yard to slap his
neighbour. You could kind of see it coming that some would figure out that throwing a punch
would put him in his placdyut it's still funny when it happens. (review 13)

In this example, the writer acknowledges that thisade goes a bit too far with a joke
and is in a way too predictable, but then repldélce<riticism by pointing out that even
the overdone and somewhat predictable the episaddact, funny. By stating what
exactly is wrong with the episode he disaligns leilinfsom a third party, who is

assumed to think that the predictability of thesepe somehow makes it less funny. At
the same time the counter aligns the writer withrémder, who is expected to share this
view. This of course creates solidarity among teelers only if they too thought the

episode was funny despite some flaws.

Some of the counters acknowledged a positive featiiout the episode but ended in a
negative overall evaluation of the episofieuth Parkstarted out from rude language
and toilet humor, but social commentary has becpantof the show and today many
fans expect the episodes to comment on socialdssuexample 11 the writer aligns
himself with a reader who is expected to shareviei that the show should focus on

being funny rather than social commentary:

Example 11There’s some social commentary in here, and itauatime someone chastised the
media for their role in the disaster that has bex@&mitney Spears’s life but the problem is that
most of that commentary comes without the funrgvigw 2)
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Here the writer projects onto the reader a befiaf the show should not attempt social
criticism if it is not capable of doing it in a fap way. Solidarity is at risk if the reader
thinks the commentary was funny or feels that $@cdmmentary is more important

than whether the jokes work or not.

Some of the counters more clearly inferred eithgositive or a negative evaluation of
the episode. In review 4 the writer uses a countemphasize his negative evaluation

of the episode. This is presented in example 12:

Example 12 The musical number is only vaguely amusing, atftough they try and get some
mileage out of the fact that nobody knows what @arfzeing on strike means — that sort of
undermines their effort to parallel the Hollywoodters strike. In that case — everyone knew
exactly what that meant: that no writers were wgti(review 4)

In example 12 the writer aligns himself with a giv& reader who is expected to share
the writer’'s negative view on the episode. Theavniefers to the creators of the show
by usingthey,as he has already referred to them by their naamigrein the review.

The counter projects a belief that the creatoth@show had not succeeded in their
effort to parallel Canada and the Hollywood writsteke even though they get a
relatively funny joke out of it. He brings up a pgo& feature about the storyline only to

point out that it actually does not serve its psgand instead works against it.

One significant group were the counters which welated to previous episodes and
the expectation that amusing is not enough andhbe is expected to be hilarious, as

in example 13:

Example 13Herehowever, the show falls back on its old gimmicks of a oaél crisis with fast-
paced scenes of man talking importantly about dtthpngs. The show is good at this stufit
we've seen it all before and it seems out of pkawg meaningless here. It's a long walk for a joke
that’s only somewhat amusing, and never hilari¢nesiew 10)

In example 13, the putative addressee is someonénad been watching the show for a

relatively long time. The writer aligns himself wia reader who not only expected to
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know enough about the show to know about its “@fdngicks”, but also expected to
consider himself as part of the “we” the writektahbout. Solidarity is at risk if the
reader is someone who has not been watching tive feln@ longer time. The belief
projected onto the readers is that the show shueilable to produce new jokes and not

rely on old ones.

All'in all, the counters found in the reviews weaimilar to the denials in that they were
directed to both the readers as well as third @arfihe writer does seem to make an
effort to enhance solidarity, but seems more wjllio take risks while using counters

than with denials.

6.2 Entertain

Entertainment refers to the writer projecting adiance divided over an issue and
which may not share his view. The underlining pgsof entertaining is therefore to
create solidarity even among those readers whatshare the author’s view.
Entertaining locutions make space for alternatiosifoons in the text and therefore
enhance solidarity. The main research question reghard to the category of entertain is
what kinds of entertaining locutions there arehia texts and how they enhance
solidarity. The results of the analysis of the gatg of entertain will be presented in the

following sections.

As the category could be conveyed through sevwgpak of meanings, the results are
presented with the help of these groupings. Bytfarmost popular way of entertaining
other points of view was through evidence/appeardrased postulations. Modal
auxiliaries and modal adjuncts were also a comreatufe in the texts. Modal attributes
on the other hand were not used often. A numberesftal verb/attribute projections
could also be found in the texts. There were sévieegorical or expository questions in

the reviews, but they were more related to thegoateof proclaim. Entertaining
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through circumstances suchiasny viewand locutions concerned with permission and

obligation were not used in the reviews.

6.2.1 Evidence-appearance-based postulations

Evidence and appearance-based postulations wenggaim® more popular ways on
entertainingThere were several appearance-based postulatiaol imferred a clear
negative evaluation, where the writer indicated tha evaluation was based on
observations and indicated that the view mighthraste been shared by others. Many of
the evidence and appearance-based postulationcaenected to the creators of the

show, as in example 14:

Example 140nce again, Parker and Staeemto be pulling a DVD at random and lampooning
a movie that — while somewhat obscure(at this peiritas a place in the cultural landscape.
(review 5)

In this example the writer is cautious as to acuyithe creators of the show of anything,
possibly because they are real people instead epaode of a television series. While
he criticizes the show and the creators, he ackedyds those who do not share his
view. In example 15 the writer is not cautious heseaof criticizing real people, but

because he aims to create solidarity among tha@skere who do not share his view:

Example 15Too bad everything elseemgo miss the mark. ( review10 )

This kind of evidence and appearance-based pastgads displayed in example 15
were typical in the reviews. The writer presentsdualuations and opinions, but instead
of stating them as the only correct ones takesdatwsideration those readers who may

feel differently.
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6.2.2 Modal auxiliaries

Modal auxiliaries were a common feature in theeers and were used in connection
with different themedn some cases modal auxiliaries were used becdstochy subject

as in examplel6:

Example 16While the portrayal of “Mr. Cartmanemriight be an offensive ethnic stereotype
(what do you expect, it's Cartman) — tinaight not be as offensive to some as the dressing down
of Bill Belichik and the New England Patriots. Wittacking the Patriots at this ponight
seemlike piling on since their embarrassing Super Bdefieat South Parkakes Belichick to

task for not just cheating, but getting away withAffter having their historic winning streak
ended, Patriots famaay nottake kindly to Mr. Cartmanez pointing out that wtika Patriots
wanted to “win this one for real” they lost. It'the white people method.” (review 5)

In example 16 the writer indicates that these alg some of the possible positions by
using the modal auxiliargnight Furthermore, in the end the writer emphasises the
possibility of other positions by usirsgemand indicating that this is only an
observation. What is interesting to note is thaséresources of entertain work together

with resources from the category of disclaim (whéled proclaim (rhetorical question).

There were also cases where modal auxiliaries uszd simply to acknowledge that

readers may feel differently, as in example 17:

Example 17Now, having recently criticized the show for makireferences to a sixty year old
short storyjt_ would seenmthat a 27 year old movie is only slightly moreerent. While this
might be true, the scenes based on Heavy Metal are ke Wdtdunnier. (review 3)

In example 17 the writer emphasizes his own opimioth seems to clearly favor them
over other possible positions, even though he hlgiacknowledges them as just as
valid. The use of modal auxiliaries would appeacdnvey more insecurity from the

writer than for example appearance-based postoktio
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6.2.3 Modal adjuncts

Modal adjuncts were also commonly used in the vesjehe most common was by far

probably An example of this is presented in example 18:

Example 18Matt and Trey havprobably figured out exactly what the appeal of High School
Musical was: Zack Efron. If Zack Efron had spenttwours swinging through trees with
monkeys...iprobably would have worked about as well. (review 13)

In example 18 the writer indicates that these aesges, he's not sure, he may be wrong,
some may disagree and leaves room for other pegsiditions. The fact that he repeats
the importance of Zack Efron would still indicakat he is clearly behind this view.

There were also instances as the one presentednmpée 19, where the modal adjuncts

were more clearly because the writer was simplyingaguesses:

Example 19“The Ungroundable” launches off the latest vamfédict born mostly out of the
“Twilight” series of novels and coming movie, aperhapsthe popularity of True Blood as a
book and TV series as well. (review 14)

In example 19 the writer indicates that this isdugss, he is not sure whetfiene
Bloodhad and affect or not. On the other hand, theotisgodal adjuncts in example 20

infers a somewhat surer opinion:

Example 20Part of the fun is watching how thapparently couldn't show a close-up of a
penis, so it's either in soft focus or in the dis@as it flops around while the mouse runs about.
(review 5)

Compared to modal auxiliaries, modal adjuncts seemfer more certain evaluations.
Furthermore, modal adjuncts are more clearly vandteir intensity. This indicates that
the writer uses different kinds of resources teimfifferent levels of insecurity or
security. This is more connected to the categoryrafiuation and will not be further

discussed here, though it offers interesting pd#gsk for further studies.
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6.2.4 Modal attributes and mental/verb attribute projections

Mental attribute projections were also used inrtheews. Needless to say, because of
their form mental/verb attribute projections clgandicated that the writer was

presenting his own view, as in example 21:

Example 21This is classic Cartman, ahdon't think Parker gets enough credit for being able
to do that horribly grating voice and then... (ewvi9)

In example 21 the writer indicates that this sView and it might not be shared by
others, combined with a denial, clearly committiaghis view, criticising perhaps the
audience or other reviewers, challenging othergiiops even though it is not stated
who these others are. Another interesting exampkeiwreview 6, presented here in

example 22, where the writer clearly is againstréain point of view:

Example 221've been watching the series from the first eggs@nd thoughthink the show is
markedly different from its early daysl-don't believe it degraded in quality as it expanded its
repertoire of characters and the diversity oftitsiss. (review 6)

While the writer clearly indicates an opposing apm he also indicates that these are
his views and others may feel differently. It isrlonoting that he establishes his
credentials among the readers by stating he hasvatehing the show from the very

beginning.

There was one modal attribute in reviewléich was the only modal attribute to be

found in all of the reviews, displayed here in epéa23:

Example 23In our Idiot Box feature last week, | safdvas possiblethat this season could run
mediocre through its entirety — and we could &tilVe a good season 13. Right now, it looks like
next season can't come soon enough. (review 6)

It is accompanied by modal auxiliaries and an agreze-based postulation. This
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indicates that this is what the author thought,mestessarily others. At the beginning he
makes a commitment to the position, but towardstitemakes it clear that he is

guessing, based on observations.

6.3 Proclaim

The underlying notion behind the category of primeles that proclaiming locutions
forward challenges to either the reader or a thandy. The main research question
concerning this category is whether the challemgése reviews are directed to the
readers or a third party. Also, do the proclaimogutions enhance solidarity and if so,

in what ways? The results of the analysis will bespnted in the following sections.

6.3.1 Concurrence

The category of concurrence was the most commonfdhe subcategories of proclaim.
The main issue surrounding concurrence is whatskafd/alues or beliefs the writer
presents as universally held or valid. Concurremae conveyed in the reviews through
locutions such asf courseandcertainlyas well as through rhetorical or leading

guestions. Leading questions could occur on their as in example 24:

Example 24First off, if you hadn't seen any promotional niiale were you expecting Cartman
to find out he was given AIDS? (review 1)

Here the universally held belief would be that me evas expecting Cartman to find out
he was given AIDS. The writer creates a reader iwlexpected to share this view and
who was just as surprised as he was about thdisarometimes leading or rhetorical
guestions could be situated in the middle of threesee, adding an informal and

conversational feel to the review, as in example 25
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Example 25It's not one of the series' all time best, batnijone was worried the series was
getting stalegnd after the last two, who'd blame you» - those fears can now be laid to rest.
(review 3)

In example 25 the belief is that the last two egesowere not good ones and deserved
criticism. The author assumes the reader has bedadt two episodes and shared the
writer's negative evaluation. Another interestiagttire is the turn from anyone to you,
where the author clearly addresses the reader. \6veurrence was conveyed through
locutions such as of course, the statement seemel less conversational, as in

example 26:

Example 26 Of courseall of this leads to parental paranoia that ldadsarental hysteria
(review 3)

Here the writer makes it obvious that this is thiy@ossible result of the storyline. It
relies on the expectation that the reader has Wweaé&rhing the show long enough to
know that the parents’ hysteria and overreactirggemmon feature in the show. A

reader not familiar with the show would be left wening the point of this remark.

Sometimes the locutions formed a concede-couniergsin example 27:

Example 27While there ixertainly some sudden and shocking violence(by cartoon atead
anyway) in this episode, it serves the plot antkiger employed as a joke unto itself. (review 7)

Here the writer is trying to win the reader ovekrrowledging the violence as he
assumes the readers have paid attention to théseWMrere several concede-counter-
pairs found in the reviews which offer room for meesearch but which for reasons of

space will not be further explored here.

6.3.2 Endorsement

The results from the category of endorsement wase Endorsement concerns locutions

which align the reader into the value positiontw author. In example 28 the author
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presents the character of Randy Marsh as one d@itiméest characters:

Example 280ne of the best reasons for expanding the charaase has been Randy Marsh.
Stan's dadhas proven to beone of the show's funniest characters, and a nuofliassic
episodes have had him at their cenfezview 6)

Here there is clear statement which presents tthegsl subjective view. The statement
is then followed byhas proven to berhich emphasizes the validity of the statemené Th
validity of the statement is further supported Ihg link to episodes that have had the

character Randy at their center.

6.3.3 Pronouncement

The category of pronouncement was not among thelaopategories but there were a
few instances in the reviews where pronouncementusad. Even though Martin and
White (2005:127) does not ligt factor againamong the examples of intensifiers with
clausal scope, they have been treated as such preélsent study, as they in my view
function much in the same way i@slly andindeed which were listed by Martin and
White. The main issue concerning pronouncementwiether the writer used an
authorial intervention challenge the value positbthe reader or a third party. In

example 29 the challenge is directed to the reader:

Example 29What makes this even funnier is if you check betariginal movie, you'll realize
that it's only slightly less ridiculoutn fact, South Park is wholesale ripping off certain stasid
compositions without tweaking them much at allvigev 3)

Here the authorial intervention seems to suppe@rptievious statement, or rather, the
previous statement supports the authorial interoenih order to maintain solidarity

with the reader. In example 30, however, the chghes directed to a third party:

Example 30Half-Head Brit dies and South Park has a greatdsar An entertainment news
piece talks about Miley Cyrus, and the towns fak sheir next victimAgain, the point is made
— but the jokes are not. (review 2)



54

Here the authorial intervention builds solidarisyibacts to present disalignment on
behalf of the reader, insisting upon the value/amability of the of the proposition. The
writer emphasizes the importance of the episodegdfeinny; the fact that the show gets

its point across is irrelevant if it is not funnythe same time.

An interesting finding in the category of proclamas in fact that the category was not
among the popular ones. Leading and rhetoricaltouesswere quite common; they
create a certain audience for the reviews as wadhgage the audience into the text by

directly addressing them.

6.4 Attribute

The category of attribution is divided into acknedgiement and distancing. Attributions
act to create solidarity through making space f@riaative opinions. As attributions
make space for alternative positions in the temtsenhance solidarity as the writer
states where they stand with respect to the ataétbmaterial, the main research
question with regard to this category is what kintlattributions are present in the text.

The results from these categories are presentie ifollowing sections.

6.4.1 Acknowledge

There were only a couple of acknowledgements imghiews. In example 31, when
discussing episode 4 and the faults in the stayline writer refers to a real life person

to support his statements:

Example 31In fact, Beth Comstock, the President of Integtdiedia for NBC Universatiold
investors that her company expected digital revéaueach one billion dollars in 2008. (review
4)

The quote supports his earlier statements in thieweabout how the creators of the

show had incorrect statements in the show abouttbonake money on the internet.
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This is the only example in all of the reviews wd#re writer uses an external source to
support his statements. In example 31 it is maearaho this value position is coming

from, where as in example 32 the value positiamiscredited to a specific person:

Example 32There ar¢hose who believehat any show — no matter how good — begins tk suc
after its first couple of seasons. (review 6)

In example 32 the value position is attributedrieaternal source and the writer
detaches himself from this opinion by using thedgdhose wholn example 33 the

opinion is attributed to a source which is somewhate distinct:

Example 33This holds true for South Park, wheestain disgruntled fans have been
complaining for years that the show lost its way once episodeged out of the school and took
the focus off of the boys(note how these same glingnfans continue to watch anyway...).
(review 6)

Again the writer detaches himself from the valusifion. One of the interesting points
about this example is that the writer does ackndgdeother opinions, but clearly infers

that the reader is assumed to share his view Wwitltomment in the end.

6.4.2 Distance

The category of distancing was the more populardafitiee attribution categories.

Especially scare quotes were used often, sometmo@sally as in example 34:

Example 34The song “AIDS Burger in Paradise” is probablyyofunny if you have been
subjected to Buffet'fmusic” at some point in your lif§review 1)

In example 34 the author addresses both reader&mdvo who Jimmy Buffet is as well
as readers who do not. Readers who know abouttiseare expected to share the
author’s view and get a good laugh out of the torference. Readers who are familiar
with the artist, on the other hand, get a sengkeoWriter’s opinion because of the scare

qguotes. There were also instances where the as#ieoned to want to detach himself
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from a term, as in example 35:

Example 35It's also nice to see that, although this is agdibsue” episode, it's still quite funny
and places the emphasis on comedy as opposed tograaélrawn out argument(like the Britney
episode) (review 4)

Possibly someone else came up with the issme episodand the author prefers not to
use the term without some indication that the teriginated from someone else. There
were also instances where the author used scatesgoecause of the accuracy of a

term, presented here in example 36:

Example 36“Super Fun Time” once again feels lit@assic South Park”, if there is such a
thing. (review 7)

In example 36 the author is reluctant to defin@ssic South Park”, possibly because it
might disalign him from readers who have a diffénemderstanding of what is meant by
classic South ParlkHe had also criticized the term in the previcagew so it would
make sense to avoid using the term, since manisothders might have read the

previous review.

As with the category of proclaim, the resourceattribution were not among the
popular ones. One finding was that scare quotes uszd relatively often and in
different ways. All in all the findings in the cgi@y of engagement would suggest a
strong emphasis on creating, enhancing and sustesoiidarity between the writer and
the reader. Also, the resources of engagement sebenused in order to create an

expectation of a certain kind of audience.

6.5 Other findings

There were several interesting features in thestekiich were not related to the
appraisal framework, but which were relevant imigiof characteristics of online

reviews. The reviews are rather structured as finegxample all include description of
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the episode, a picture from the episode, a gratteeand of the review and so forth. The
style of the reviews is quite informal and convéwsel. It seems characteristic to the
reviews to include many references to for exampleugar films, television series and
musicians. The writer uses different ways to rédethem and the references also serve
different kinds of purposes. The study attempitdiscover the connections between
these characteristics and their function in refatmtheir audience. Furthermore, the
analysis attempts to describe the relationship éetwhe writer and his readers. These

findings are presented in the following sections.

6.5.1 Links to the show and the IGN website

There was a link to the show in every one of thvergs, as in example 37:

Example 37“Britney's New LooK feels like someone attempting to do South Parid failing.
(review 2)

The links lead to short descriptions of the episaaeé of the series on the IGN website.
These web pages then include more links to thewghisite. These links act to give
information about the episodes as well as the siAdsa, they encourage the reader to
explore the IGN site further. Some reviews hadditikprevious episodes as well. Note
the peculiar kind of link in example 38. Insteadisting certain episodes here, the
author just gives the reader a possibility to skst @f episodes that have had Randy at

their centre:

Example 38Stan's dad has proven to be one of the show'sefsincharacters, and a number of
episodes have had him at their cerfteview 6)

The link takes the reader to an article on the W@&Mbsite that has been written by the

same author as the review. In example 39 the wefers to previous episodes by their
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name and offers links to the reader to find outenor

Example 391 was pretty down on the first part of ""Panderhitjust didn’t work for me, with a
lot of the jokes feeling flat and the premise bgimsg plain goofy. Now, taken in the context of
this second part, it's clear that the first instahhwas just setup for what is an extended “epic”
saga in the tradition of “Imaginationlariqreview 11)

These links also lead to short descriptions offhisodes and further links within the
IGN website. In this case he does not expect théarto remember these episodes, as
he often does by not linking previous episodesdmly mentioning them, as in this
review where he mentions other episodes withous|inr feels that in this case it serves

his purpose to guide the reader a bit.

There was also a link to the season, displayedihereample 40:

Example 40And, we're back. Season @PSouth Parkishers in with one of the more
outrageous, or perhaps intentionally offensive ibitecent memory. (review 1)

The link leads to list of reviews of season 12tom iGN website. There were links to the

characters of the show in the reviews as wellpasample 41.:

Example 41lIt’s also an inspired touch to have Buttbesthe kid who falls in — and then out-
with the vampire kids. (review 14)

The link leads to a character profileBiditterson the IGN websiteEpisodes, seasons
and the show were also mentioned several timeoutithiny links, sometimes in
cursive. There were also a couple of examples wiherauthor offered links to the IGN
site that were not necessarily relate@tmuth Parlonly. In example 42 the writer

provides a link of this kind:

Example 42In our ldiot Boxfeature last week, | said it was possible that dgiason could run
mediocre through its entirety — and we could btile a good season 13.
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Behind the link the reader finds a weekly columiitten by IGN editors. Not
surprisingly the writer of the reviews is also ariehe writers of the column. In example
43 the writer mentions an interview with a creatbthe show and provides a link to the
episode which has been evaluated in the review:

Example 43Make sure to also check out our new exclusivavwee with South Parkco-creator
Matt Stonein which he discusses how tBeuth Parkeam completed “About Last Night’ less
than 24 hours after the election results were anced. (review 12)

The interview has also been written by the authasklf. While the link in example 43
is related to the show, it presents well how thigenuses links to guide the reader to

other articles and features on the IGN website.

6.5.2 References to films, television shows and kso

There were several references to other televidiows, films and books in the reviews.
Some of them were mentioned without any linksatigs, sometimes there were links
and sometimes they were not in any way separabed the rest of the text. Some
reviews included several references such as re&jeeferences could also be found in
reviews 5, 7 and 12 which are not listed here.&&® examples se ja se for more

references.

Some reviews had references to a single film antedoad references to several,
depending on whether the film was evident in ep&osdtoryline or if they were based

on the author’s observations and assumptions, @sample 44:

Example 44When something isn't very funnyWicker Manreference doesn't seem to be the
antidote to rectify the situation (though if yount@o give Parker and Stone the literary benefit
of the doubt, this may also be a reference to 8hithckson's “The Lottery” - again... not that
funny. (review 2)

Some of the episodes had a clear connection tmarfitheir storyline. In review 3 the

film Heavy Metal was mentioned three times in ckgsbnce without and not once
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linked. For example the episo@iee China Problemvhich was a about the film
Kingdom of the Crystal Skudind the episodélementary School Musicathich
parodied the film High School Musical. In exampkete author also addresses the
creators of the show:

Example 45The boys decided to go skamgdom of the Crystal Skuind Kyle hasn't been the
same since. What's great about this is that, afterything else that’s gone on in the country and
the world — Matt and Trey clearly haven't been @bléetindy 4go either. (review8)

There were interesting connections between a cafjilee reviews. Episodes 10 and 11
formed a two-part episode, so the reviews alsorbftences to the same films. One of
the references is displayed here in example 46:

Example 461t helps that the show does some fun stuff udieg‘Cloverfield or “Blair Witch”
device with Randy and the video camera — and atljaktaposed with the truly ridiculous (and
slightly adorable) footage of guinea pigs in sujteview 11)

The link takes the reader to a short descriptiotheffilm on the IGN website.
Cloverfieldwhich was mentioned three times in without linkingeview10, is now
linked in review 11. Note however, tHalair Witchis not. In review 5 there is a
reference to a character in a film. This is intBngsbecause the actual film is not
mentioned; the author assumes the reader knowsihiche is referring to. This is

displayed in example 47:

Example 47He's going to “reach these kids!” the way Edvanhds Olmos did as calculus
teacher Jamie Escalante. (review 5)

In review 4 there was a reference to another tel@viseries, which is presented in
example 48. In this case the author expects trderda know that the show has earlier

made fun of a particular television show:

Example 48And while it feels like maybe they were fallingdkeon old material one too many
times(sudden violence, bashiRgmily Guy, the episode still manages to hold together idmev
4)
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Whereas example 48 relies on the expectation lieatstader knows that the show has
made fun of another television show earlier, innegle 49 the reference is based on the
author’s idea that the particular television shewat necessarily the best entertainment
available. However, he does seem to make the assumtpat the reader shares this

point of view:

Example 49With the economy in the tank, an ugly electionleyn full swing and a new season
of According to Jimlooming over the horizon like a swarm of overwejglerbally abusive and
decidedly unfunny locusts — it's good to able tagla at truly tasteless things again. (review 8)

There were also examples in the texts in whichatitbor provides a link to the
television series he has referred to. In exampleetefers also to books and films at the

same time:

Example 50“The Ungroundablelaunches off the latest vampire fad, born mostly of the
“Twilight ” series of novels and coming movie, and perhap$tpularity of True Bloods a
book and TV series as well. (review 14)

The first link leads to a short description of #@sode, the second to a description of
the film Twilight and the third to a short description of the sefree Blood all of them

on the IGN website.

6.5.3 References to people

There were several references made to real lifelpen the reviews as well, mostly in
cases where these people were connected to tleepBome of them were also
featured as characters in the episodes, for instdinamy Buffet, mentioned in example
34, who is featured in episode 1 as a charactéerQeal life phenomena were also
mentioned, such as the writers’ strike in reviewHe episode which is reviewed,
“Canada on Strike”, revolves around the screenvg'igrike in the United States and as
a result the author mentions for instance the \Wri@uild of America,

Southparkstudios.com, Comedy Central, Youtube aB@ Nniversal. These are all
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mentioned without links or cursives. In the reviefrepisode 4 the references were
connected to the author’s evaluation of how wedl épisode had grasped the idea its

storyline dealt with.

Episode 13 dealt with the 2008 election in the ethiBtates and the episode features
among others Barack Obama and John McCain as ¢bexan most of the reviews, the

writer did not provide links to specific people ikelin example 51.:

Example 51Not only were they banking on a Barack Obaritory (as | suppose just about
every in the country was guessing anyway), but there able to use actual clips from both John
McCainand Obama’s election night speeches. (review 12)

The links take the reader to personal profilesathiBarack ObamandJohn McCain
on the IGN website. Possibly because of the impodaf the theme for the American
audience, there are links to these people. In casss people are treated as in example

52, mentioned only as characters in the story witlamy links or italics:

Example 52There’s a riff on the Accused, a nod to Delivemnad ultimately Lucas and
Spielberg are caught raping a stormstrooper. (negie

References to people can also be found for instaneeamples 1, 11, 14, 16, 18 and 30.
Interestingly enough, the writer also providesnt livhen talking about the creators of

the show in example 53:

Example 53Matt and_Treyseem to be holding up their hands to say “Okayyeves, calm the
f*** down.” (review 12)

The link leads to personal profiles of the creatbtise show, again on the IGN website.
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It is worth mentioning that the writer does noteafprovide links to the creators to the
show and they are often mentioned without linkgadics, as in example 1 for instance.

Besides the findings related to the categoriesi\ghgement, there are two aspects of the
reviews that stand out in the analysis. First,dlee several references to films,
television and people in the reviews. Second, thezeseveral links provided in the texts
leading to the other web pages on the IGN web&gevith the resources of

engagement, these aspects create an expectatiom refader of these reviews.
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7 DISCUSSION

The results of the appraisal analysis are discusst following sections. The results
were surprising in the sense that even thoughetkis tvere, by definition,
argumentative, evaluative texts, they did not esiterly use those options of
engagement which would normally be expected ofragntative texts, that is proclaim
and attribute. Instead, the options of engageménthwere more commonly used,
were the ones more connected to the ones focusiggeating solidarity between the
writer and the reader, that is disclaim and enterfenother feature that stood out was
the overwhelming number of intertextual refererfoesd in the texts. In terms of
characteristics specific to online reviews, the nodvious were the numerous links in
the reviews. | will first go through the resultsrin the analysis of engagement, moving

on to intertextuality and links.

7.1 Writer-reader relationships

In this section | will discuss the results of tlaklysis of engagement resources
according to the four categories of engagementiaiim, proclaim, entertain and
attribute. First I will go through the results frahe category of disclaim and then move
on to the category of entertain. | will then disstise results from the categories of

proclaim and attribute.

An important aspect of the category of engagemediita subcategory of disclaim was
whether the denials were directed to the readsy arthird party outside the present
writer-reader relationship. By projecting the déndavards either the reader or a third
party, the author could construct two differentayf putative reader. A reader who was
susceptible to the “wrong” kinds of opinions, whialthis case would be opinions not

typical toSouth Parls fan community, and one that needed to be coadiot the value
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of the author's opinion, as in example 5. The okive of reader would be one that has
certain beliefs that the author needs to correxcin @xample 1. This type of correction
would be acceptable because of the author's gregpertise. This kind of distinction

between the two kinds of readers is evident in aigpt theory as presented in chapter 3.

One might expect the constructed reader of revievie of the type that needs to be
convinced and this was to some extent preseneimetiews. The reviews seem to be
directed to fans of the show that already havengtapinions about the show, so in order
to ensure that they agree with the writer, he maged require quite strong arguments.
According to Martin and White (2005: 120) corregtthe reader creates solidarity if the
reader does not mind being corrected. Do the resjitven, create solidarity or do they
attempt to forward the author's opinions no mattieat? Based on traditional reviews
one might expect that the focus would be on forivaythe author's views. Domsch
(2009: 225) states that an attempt to persuadestiter is part of the expectations of the
genre of review. In these reviews, however, theigseems to be on creating solidarity.
There were rather few examples of corrective denRather than expecting the reader
to be in need of guidance, the author expectsaheer to share his knowledge and
therefore avoids correcting their views, as in eplen®. Hyland (2005: 175-176) states
that an evaluation is always related to some standaiters' evaluations are restricted
by their communities and their assumptions. Hylg@@05: 175) adds that “meanings
are ultimately produced in the interaction betwesiters and readers in specific social
circumstances”. While he states this in relatioadademic writing, this is certainly true
of online reviews as well, as the writer needsawsider the kind of audience he is

writing for.

Because of the type of the texts analysed, onedvexjpect the category of proclaim to
be very commonly used. However, in these reviewscHiegory entertain is more
commonly used. The main purpose of entertaining @eate solidarity even among
those who do not share the writer's view. The apsiomis that the audience is divided,
in this case readers who feel the same way abelggisode as the writer and ones that

disagree with his views. This would infer that tegiews are in fact, intended for
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readers who have already seen the episodes, aseaunlgrs who have seen them could
be expected to have an opinion on the episoderévhews would not only function as a
reference to see the episode or as an instructibtorsee it, but also serve as a
discussion starter for the online fan communitytelaining was very commonly used

in the reviews. The number of entertaining locuti@rould suggest a strong emphasis on
trying to please the online community. Entertainivegs also commonly used when the
author discussed the creators of the show. Thikl@so originate in the importance of
the online community; the author needs to resgectteators as they are also admired
by his readers. Domsch (2009: 225-226) suggestsht@authority of a traditional

review depends on the visibility of the text; cafiyr placed reviews tend to use stronger
evaluative statements than the less visible oriase$he reviews analysed in this study
seem to avoid stronger evaluative statements, uldveuggest that the reviews analysed
in this study are visible to a smaller audiencepdeghe theoretical visibility to

everyone online.

By proclaim we refer to those locutions which nar@own dialogistic alternatives
without directly rejecting them. Proclaim dealsiwithat kinds of values or beliefs the
author presents as universal. First, concurrencdased to the writer presenting himself
as communicating with the reader while aligningrteder to his point of view. In the
reviews the intent to communicate with the readas evident in that there were several
leading questions directly addressing the reades Jupports the idea that the audience
is more important than mere evaluation. At the sdraewriter creates a community by
presenting certain values as valid and expectiagehder to share these views.
Second, endorsement is about the author presemttegnal viewpoints as valid and
excluding other points of view. These kinds of lbons were few in the reviews. This
would suggest that the opinions of the writer amestdered more important and
references to other reviewers would not add tonthieer’s authority. Third,
pronouncement refers to authorial interventionthentexts. These too were few and far

between in the reviews, even though they are afsed in journalistic commentaries.

The lack of pronouncements would suggest thatdbesfis on communicating with the
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reader and enhancing solidarity rather than forumarthe writer’s points of view. When
discussing online product reviews and the mosuenftial literary reviewers, Domsch
(2009: 221) notes that the most influential cnigies on the community of her readers
to secure her status. Even though the conceptstbimer product review, or book
review, is different from online reviews this dagpport the idea that when it comes to

online reviews, the reader community is very imaott

Attribution works to create solidarity by makingesje for alternate opinions much like
entertain. As a whole the category of attribute waisparticularly common. However,
the subcategory of distancing, especially scaréegiaere more common in the
reviews. They seemed to function as a way to anesgonsibility of vague or touchy
terms as well as a way to create humour in thest&hile quoting specialists and other
reviewers is typical of traditional reviews, attrthon was not among the popular
categories in the reviews. This would suggestttiafocus is on the author’s own
opinions rather than what other reviewers have abalit the show. Lihua (2009: 64)
sees the lack of sources other than the autharteeing the authority of the editorials.
In a similar way, the lack of other voices in oelireviews adds to the authority of the
writer. Rather than presenting himself as an eXpgeduoting other writers, the author
relies on his own positions. He creates his authttrough communicating with the
reader and by maintaining solidarity rather thdamreng to what others have said about

the episodes.

7.2 Intertextuality creating expectations

There were several intertextual references to fibglevision shows and people in the
reviews. Some of them can be regarded as a rdgtik type of television show the
reviews were abouBouth Parloften makes references to films, television shows,
celebrities and politicians. Often they are dingatientioned or even included as
characters in the episodes. Therefore it can beateg that reviews about the show
include at least some of these.
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When discussing literary criticism, Domsch(20024Pnotes that reviews use
quotations from the book that is being revieweceesively and while the amount has
decreased, they are still a common feature of émeey He adds that quotations bring in
generic characteristics from the referred work #ad through quotations other genres
are present in reviews. Even though | have not kaealying literary reviews, this does
in some ways concur with the results of this studhgracteristics of the show are
present in the reviews. Also, there were quotatfonm® the episodes in the reviews,
such as lines that the characters had in the eggs@dhich seemed to be connected to

the description of the storyline.

However, there were also references in the revieviidms and television shows that
were not clearly mentioned in the episodes. Thégdeolely on the author's
observations and cultural knowledge. Most of the$erences were not in any way
explained; see for instance examples 44, 47 anth52hich the author assumes that the
reader knows what he is talking about. This createsrtain type of reader to the
reviews; one that has the same kind of culturallkaedge as the writer. Not only does
the writer expect the reader to understand ahefreferences, but also expects the
reader to be as informed about the show as he ig,example 48. This would infer that
these reviews were intended for a specific grolyat s, people who have been

watching the show for a longer time and who ars.fan

When discussing online reviews of video games y\@009: 106) notes that video
games are more easily analysed through reviewsthigaactual games. One could argue
that online reviews of a television show could alffer a way to analyse the actual
show and its content. The online reviews of Sowtkertainly present an image of the
show. Intertextual references as well as referet@esrrent events and real life people
are present in both the reviews and the episoadeshat extent online reviews as a
genre offer insights into the genre they evaluagésgnts an interesting topic for further

studies.
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7.3. Online characteristics

Obvious indications of the reviews being online evre links found in the texts. When
discussing the migration of literary criticism irttee internet, Domsch (2009: 230) sees
hyperlinking as a computer-mediated form of tradhél citations. What was a reference
in traditional reviews can now be replaced with dotual referenced text. This can
result in an unending chain of references and &alttee presence of other texts in the
reviews. While there are differences between tiauéd literary reviews and online
revies, these notions hold for at least to somergxinstead of presenting another
television series in the text the writer can o#idink to a description of that particular
series. Also, one finding that stood out was thatlinks provided in the reviews lead to
other web pages on the IGN site. This could be rai@my for the company’s websites.
Whether these kinds of links are obligatory or tia¢y nevertheless work to promote
the web site. The reader is provided with links godled to certain pages. This is quite
similar to the way writers in traditional reviewsention and list books and authors that

they see as related to the book being reviewed.

Some of the links seemed to function in a helpfay, giving information about the
episodes, the series and for example movies thenveferred to. Interestingly enough,
only a minority of the several references to fiflmsexample were linked. This suggests
that the writer assumes the reader to be acquawitedhese films. One aspect that
affects the links on the websites is of course headers use them. Some readers may
click on all of the links provided where as somd ignore all of them. One can
therefore only guess the real functionality of lihks. When discussing online reviews
of films, Taboada (2011: 251) claims that the défece between printed and online
reviews lies in the audience. Online movie revianesproduced for peers in order to be
helpful. Newspaper critics, however, are consid@redessionals and therefore distant.
Also, printed reviews are usually checked by amoedind revised while online reviews
are probably posted without checks or revisionsitis®ark reviews seem to lie
somewhere in the middle. The reviews are quitelaimaihich would infer that there are

some restrictions given by the website. Also, thgewwould seem to be a professional
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though he sometimes seems to be writing to hisspeer

To sum up, the results show that the writer contdra putative reader by choosing
certain kinds of engagement resources. Therelsaa emphasis on creating and
enhancing solidarity between the writer and hislees The reviews include a
considerable number of references to for examptesfand musicians, which also add
expectations to the putative reader. In terms afatteristics specific to online reviews,

the results show that links are commonly used.
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8 CONCLUSIONS

This study set out to investigate the linguistiadmoees and tools applied in online
reviews to express opinions, to evaluate, to @giand to complement. The focus was
on reviews because of their evaluative and arguatigetnature. Furthermore, this study
set out to study online reviews as a genre, ag ter few studies available on the
subject. This study set out to investigate onlagaws from the perspective of

discourse analysis, systemic functional linguiséind appraisal analysis.

The results show that the options of engagementhwmiiere more commonly used were
the ones more connected to the ones focusing atirgesolidarity between the writer
and the reader, that is disclaim and entertain.efigagement resources which would
normally be expected of argumentative texts, thatroclaim and attribute, were not
commonly used. The engagement resources that wedeaimed to create and enhance
solidarity between the writer and the reader. énse the author creates his authority
through communicating with the reader and by maiirtg solidarity. Together with the
overwhelming number of intertextual references tbimthe texts, the engagement
resources constructed two types of putative refadehe reviews. There were numerous
links found in the reviews that seemed to guideréaeler as well as promote the

website, and would appear to be a characteriséici§pto online reviews.

The appraisal framework provided me with theorétea analytical tools for analysing
how writers connect to their readers. Occasiorthkycategories and frames given in the
framework would seem somewhat obscure. Creatitgydisd tables was a necessity at
the beginning of the analysis because of the ceralie number of examples to be
found in the reviews. Also, deciding on which catgga certain piece of text belonged
to was at times rather difficult. The data usethis study proved to be very interesting

and challenging. For a detailed appraisal analysisuld perhaps be useful to limit the
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number of reviews even more or narrow down thedafuthe study. That is, it could be
useful to conduct a study focusing on only onéhefdategories of engagement. With
regard to online reviews as a genre the study tedemme interesting findings, for
example that links were commonly used. Howeverabse of the limited set of data

that was used in this study, those findings doaftiotv for generalisations of the genre as

a whole.

Even though the results of this study do not alomgeneralisations, the present study
still manages to provide new information about malieviews as a genre. Further
studies are needed to describe online reviewgjas@. In terms of appraisal analysis
this study is an example of the many ways in whihehappraisal framework can be
used. There is still room for further studies opragsal as well. There are subcategories
of engagement resources that this study does westigate. For example the
combinations of denials and countering were a m@Hotg feature in the reviews. The
two other categories of appraisal, attitude andigmtion could also be studied in

relation to online reviews.
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