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Aims and
outline

• My aim in this talk is to offer
a curated presentation of the
dialogic between theory and
method.
• Drawing theoretically from SFL, I
will first provide an overview
work in this area in relation to
theorising emotion.
• We will also consider
methodological issues and
challenges when working with
multiple languages

There are many varied approaches to
the linguistics of sentiment (see
Bednarek 2008 for an overview,
especially chapter 1) :

Linguistic
approaches to
emotion

• Stylistic/literary approaches
• Pragmatic/textlinguistic approaches
(range of approaches to language and
emotion)
• Various functional approaches
• Syntactic approaches
• Psycholinguistic approaches
• Conversation analytic approaches
• Cognitive approaches
• Systemic-functional approaches
• Cross-linguistic approaches

Systemic Functional
Linguistics

BRIEF INTRODUCTION

Halliday’s
systemic
functional
theory of
language (SFL)

“Language to me is a system of meaning
potential, and the study of language is
the study of people’s ability to mean”
(Halliday, 1988 p 77)

“[T]he internal organization of language
is not arbitrary but embodies a positive
reflection of the functions that language
has evolved to serve in the life of social
man” (Halliday 1973 p 26)

Systemic
functional
linguistics

“The system may be glossed
informally as a ‘deep paradigm’, a
paradigm dependent on functional
environment … a representation of
relations on the paradigmatic axis,
a set of features contrastive in a
given environment.”

(Halliday 1963/2005 p 110)

e.g. polarity: positive / negative

Systemic functional linguistics
A functional account of language means “taking
account of the way people use language: the
functions, or uses, that language is called upon to
serve in daily life”.
Included in this is how language is shaped by
these uses.
• See Butler (2003) and Butler & Gonzalvez-Garcia
(2014) for a comparison of many different
‘functional’ theories

“The grammar of any natural language is two

Three main
metafunctions

things at once: it is a theory of human experience,
and it is simultaneously an enactment of human
relationships.” (Halliday 2003 p. 196)
There is also a textual aspect, “that of sharing
information: organizing the discourse so that

Experiential
Interpersonal
Textual

individuals and groups can keep in touch, can see
its thematic source and its information focus”
(Halliday 2003 p. 67)

Register:
a theoretical framework
• In SFL, language is seen as a realization of social context through a
dynamic relationship between context and text (Martin and Plum 1996).
• The Hallidayan view of register sees it as ‘variety according to use’
(Halliday and Hasan 1985: 43) within three main elements, each glossed very
generally here as field (the ongoing activity), tenor (the relationship
between speaker and addressee) and mode (channel and medium).
• On the relevance of SFL: “its modelling of context includes Mode,
thereby highlighting the importance of channel and the technical
factors involved in this, but also because, by giving equal weight to
Tenor, SFL stresses that social factors in the relationships among users
are as important to Register as the communication channel” (Drasovean
& Tagg 2015: 2-3).

Appraisal Theory
and Emotion

• Within systemic functional linguistics (SFL)
this system of values is referred to as the
appraisal system, seen as part of
interpersonal semantic systems (Martin &
White 2005 p 33), i.e. discourse semantics
(cf Martin 1992).

Appraisal Theory
Tenor
Discourse
Semantics
Lexicogrammar

Interpersonal semantic systems and tenor
variables (Martin & White 2005 p 34)

• “[Appraisal Theory] allows us to capture
emotional, ethical and aesthetic aspects of
evaluation (attitude); it makes space for
adjustment of amplitude and precision of
attitudes (graduation); and it enables us to
investigate not just one source of
evaluation but the play of voices within
and across texts (engagement).” (MackenHorarik & Isaac, 2014: 68)

Interpersonal semantics in
relation to lexicogrammar
and phonology

(Martin & White 2005 p 34)

However, as pointed out by
Drasovean & Tagg (2015),
“affect is also realized
typographically, through
emoticons, unconventional
spelling, and punctuation”

The Appraisal
‘system’

Appraisal Resources (Martin & White 2005: 38)

APPRAISAL > ATTITUDE > AFFECT
• APPRAISAL, as system, draws on three
sets of resources (Thompson2014: p 49):
• ENGAGEMENT
(the positioning of the voices in the
discourse, including diversity of voices)

• GRADUATION

(how speakers scale the force or focus of
what they are saying)

• ATTITUDE

(evaluation and emotions):

• Affect

• Judgement
• Appreciation

“construing
emotional
reactions”

Affect System

(Martin 1992: 536)

← cline →

Classification of AFFECT

(Source: Bednarek 2008, in
Macken-Horarik & Isaac 2014:71)

Source Drasovean & Tagg’s 2015 study on

‘Evaluative Language and Its Solidarity-Building Role on TED.com: An
Appraisal and Corpus Analysis’

Examples of
AFFECT:

• Thread 1/T.R.: I loved [affect+] this talk! I’m
trying to turn it into an ESL lesson for my
students.
• Thread 2/A.A.: BTW, I’m crazy [affect+] about
steak tartare. Delicious [appreciation+]
:P[affect+]
• Thread 1/Z.: YEAH! I am so happy [affect+] I
saw this.
(Drasovean & Tagg 2015: 6)

Lexicogrammatial realizations of sadness (Macken-Horarik & Isaac 2014: 72)

Challenges in
analysing AFFECT

Inscribed
(Overt) vs
Invoked
(Covert)
AFFECT

Inscribed (OVERT) –

inherently part of the
lexeme’s semantics, we
might think of it as
denotationally explicit.
Relatively independent of
context, e.g.:

• love/hate
• happy/sad

Invoked (COVERT) –

inferentially elicits a
particular emotional
response where “the
addressees reconstitute
the Assessment for
themselves” (Thompson,
2014: 51). Relatively
dependent on context,
e.g.:

• “Did you hear
that? Elaine will be
here tomorrow?”
(Macken-Horarik & Isaac
2014: 75)

Emotion(al) Talk
Bednarek (2008) maintains a distinction between ‘emotion talk’ (language
about emotion) and ‘emotional talk’ (language as emotion).
Thompson (2014, p. 50) raises an important question about “whether affect,
the core area of attitude, should be distinguished from the more general
field of emotion talk”.

Thompson’s relationship between appraisal and emotion
(Thompson 2015a in Alba-Juez, 2018: 236)

From
challenges to
method

How do we avoid, as Thompson stresses
(2014: 64), “merely providing an
idiosyncratic and impressionistic
commentary on discourse – somewhat like
a literary exegesis – rather than a
replicable linguistic analysis” ?

Mise en mots …
The semantics of wordings requires both lexical analysis and
lexicogrammatical analysis (Fontaine 2017) and this is true also for
emotion talk and emotional talk.
How can our understanding of emotion semantics be improved
through machine-mediated means?

Tools and Methods
For annotating:
• UAM CorpusTool (O’Donnell 2008), free
download for Windows and Mac
For comparing or exploring:
• SketchEngine (Kilgariff et al 2014)
For comparing and contrasting
• CLICs (Rzymski et al. 2019)

Coding can be EITHER manual with the UAM CT
OR automatic using POS-tagging (e.g. + subjectivity)
Here segments are identified by the user and
coded using a defined scheme

UAM CT has three
APPRAISAL schemes built
in or you can build your
own (see next slide)

(Scheme is based on Bednarek 2008)

‘LIKE’ :: AFFECT + GRADUATION

Coding Scheme for the UAM CorpusTool (Taboada, Carretero and Hinnell 2014)

Semantic range of emotion in different languages

The study of emotions in text is not without challenges, especially for
contrastive studies and translation

Loving and
hating the
movies in
English,
German and
Spanish.
(Taboada, Carretero and
Hinnell 2014)

Issues in comparing Attitude (including AFFECT)
across languages, from Taboada, Carretero &
Hinnell (2014) :
• “The most difficult task was not so much how
to annotate particular segments, but to decide
what to annotate, that is, what constituted a
span or segment”.
• Decisions had to be made concerning “how
much of the context of a particular word or
expression should be included in the
annotation”.
• Different languages have different lexicogrammatical patterns (see next slide)

German vs English clause preferences
Single
Clause

Clause
Complex

(Taboada, Carretero and Hinnell 2014)

AFFECT in English, German and Spanish

“The reviews are not actually about loving and hating
movies, but rather about movies as works of art.
Expressions of love and hate, which would be categorized
as Affect, are actually quite infrequent”.
(Taboada, Carretero and Hinnell 2014)

Colexification
• Colexification provides “a
new method and a set of
metrics to answer these
questions by creating vast
networks of how people
use words to name
experiences” (Jackson et
al., 2019).
• CLICS includes 2474
languages, 2439 distinct
concepts, including 24
emotion concepts.

CLICS (Cross-Linguistic Colexifications) Rzymski & Tresoldi, et al. 2019
https://clics.clld.org/

“Our findings also raise the intriguing possibility that emotion experiences vary
systematically across cultural groups.” (Jackson et al., 2019: 1522)
(Jackson et al., 2019: 1518)

Sentiment
Analysis:

“The process of
extracting select
information from a
text and determining
the attitude that the
writer is trying to
express through
language” (Thompson,
Leung, Blair &
Taboada, 2017:149)

• “We see sentiment analysis not as an aim per
se but as a first step in processing and
understanding large amounts of data. Indeed,
sentiment analysis has strong interactions
with social media (Farzindar and Inkpen
2015), big data (Arora and Malik 2015) and,
more importantly, with modeling human
behavior, i.e., how sentiment translates into
action”.
• “The discourse turn that computational
linguistics is experiencing can be successfully
combined with data-driven methods as part of
the effort to accurately capture sentiment
and evaluative language.”

Concluding remarks
• I have attempted to bring together different perspectives related to our
understanding of emotion and how this is mediated by machine
through methods.
• It seems clear that AFFECT as part of Appraisal captures most closely
our sense of emotion.
• According to Thompson (2014:50), “all acts of appraisal are in essence
expressions of the appraiser’s positive or negative feelings about
something.” The theoretical boundaries are not so clear.
• When theory is confronted with real data and then limited by our
means (or methods), we realise we make compromises. Methods adjust
to the purposes at hand, but what about theory?

Merci!
Thank you for your attenion.
FontaineL@cardiff.ac.uk
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