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Abstract

Although many forensic linguists turn their attention to static text in recent years, the research on
courtroom discourse to date has tended to focus on a single subject. But courtroom discourse in-
volves the interest balance among all subjects in the court, and every stage in a trial has a specific
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function. This study chooses public prosecutor language in the first instance of the Malicious Poi-
soning Case of Fudan University as target resources. By analyzing attitude resources in public
prosecutor language under the framework of appraisal theory, this study attempts to discuss the
public prosecutor’s stance and interpersonal relationship with other characters in the courtroom,
as well as the language strategies in different stages. This study has provided a deeper insight into
public prosecutor language features and interrelationships in the courtroom, and gives some
practical suggestions for public prosecutor language strategies, which could improve judicial effi-
ciency and realize judicial justice.
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1. 5]

TSR o U T AT AR BEVE R B FRRFAE . AR 22 P 1 B iR SRR IR REDE - D SEEILT
HURNIRGE, A7 ERE o IR b 2 AN F 0 5 s, IR B4R 7 Rl e s KRR . TR =
AR 10 B 43 K AN L) 2k 2 32 ) TR SR ia P o =R RE I BAR S R, 2 o i 15 AN RE A B4 ok
=T ISL R, IR RENS B8 AR IS EL AR AR . B BOMEARRAE AR B T2 v FURR PP IR, AN B
A O, L U SR 1A 38 A I 4 B 2 A T O B o e 52 e PI B BRAT A A YRR 30T 23 if ) i
ERESE, HURYIE, FEEAHEIUAAFBB. AURNRFEHE N, 28IE. FUER B A AGERERHE B B
HTEAE S 5 2 5%

(Kl A8 5 A N2 I, BIFFUR 22 S AR AR SURERE SR B RE o IR, 3200 MBI HHRIIE R 7T,
HEHSOARW T A 2 e T AR R o [1]-[81R T AR EE W T8, H BT HIW FOEAFAE SRRk . 25—, X T
TR BT T 2 R PRAE SRS AR, AT 0T 2 EARE I AZ R Ao 28, ARSI JE o 1) JE AR [ 5 17 2R L
THRSLANE . 5, BEHEIE RA B BRI, H H TR 2R B IR LR R A, R
ZIEIER IR ZRNE. Rk, P BRI RAERE T, ASCERPUNFRE S PR A VR ihiE, #OREE
i T A P BHIRAEAN R PP A 32 AR AN R B o B B R 0 A 1 0L, 5 AEBE TEE B 1R v L e i 5 X
ERRIEA, DIHONELF SO AVRTIRRE, M TS5 A IR TR E kRt 5% .

2. HRipHESS

AWFFCRE I PG HESL & R AT RETIAVEWE PRI BLIR R RS T RS RGUREE & 2 RIERIE
FET WA E S, @@ S MY TR E R I 2 Mok 5 AR I READG R, TR 7T A %
PiEiE e . BEERGIREE T A(SFL) MRt — D KR, AER. B, ZhSEE, REUREHE
HEFAR TIESUOELA, DAES RS ThEE, APRIIREAE R IIRE AR, W FC i 1 AR Pkt
IR ERSL 7. [915 T T 20 thad 90 SEAAIFR I TP B IS, 2P R X ohALEE SR 1 10785 5 AN PRI g
ARV R . PR A = KRIRAR G, R SERG, NARGMINERS.
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AME PR 15 S R A N BRSO B i 5L N2 BT ST A L 55 TR ZE R4t
XA NFREEREAT P4 . [10]

BERGEBMES FHRRZEVIME, HTFRAETAEERS, HRGMEE RS, WA 1.
TH IR ARG E B AR BRI S IR, o BRI 77 SR 77 7 A B 1 R A . AT R G
X BERAT RPN, I8 E R S AT R SR RGP I R AR SR ARIR . HIER
gi, FIWT REME T RGHE T OO, LA TG RIS A IamE[11]. AR SCE Zf A i B HE 22 2
BERRG.

| =R
(Inclination)
[ wEE
R (Happiness)
(Affect) i =
(Satisfaction)
] et A
(Security) (Normality)
| HETEH ks
(Social esteem) (Capacity)
SE Tt
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| HEAR
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faEM
(Valuation)

Figure 1. Diagram of the attitude system in the appraisal theory
E 1. TN RPSETFRS[11]

3. HiBWERFZEiL
3.1. IERPKIE

ARICHITERSRIFE MRS R —H A EMM, R T BB E L, Bl g FitiTr —
WREESt . 354 fEiErdt 88,360 7, HAAUFNIER, BIHZAWFRIER, 322,909 7.

ERHME R IR P A e 7 5 MELAVCEC R ) @, s oKL R “mei di xinyu” Ji#
YOKNL TG BAR 7, (H 2B N A 1R R4, SR 45 SR e i B 52m .

DOI: 10.12677/ml.2023.117421 3093 HURIE 2%


https://doi.org/10.12677/ml.2023.117421

il — 15

BeAt, ETERMCEREIA T, EE MR 1 BGEA Y E AR R A VRO i BT S, BE
AT E LIRS I 5 LR A R AV IRE R RS A A T E R, S, RS =
R ECSEVE IR, A VR B AR 115 5 AU IR SE, TP BB HEE T R g shRe A A BrTh
REUEWE, ZERIR A T2 H AR B AT AL B E ML A0iE 5 RS ThEE,  FTLCR A PR R HE SR
BIETE A YR J5 BRI B S 5 15 T - B AT S Pt T S, #0X — 382 I8 5 A TR TR

SO ARIE ZE — A AR RE IR R RG], PR mAM . 55—, SHEERENTE
TS, HafaFER, U, HEHREZE 72t arRd, FHAAEESRELER. 8
= KRR EA R ROV AR B SRR R RARGE . I R AR R AR R SR R S
SEAGEVIMK . AVFRNEE TS SRR R AR R P S LR R S . 2R
PRGBS, A U B AT 1RG0 0T

32. MRIARRMRAE

A SCHIEFE I AR A A A E R BT 4 UAM Corpus Tool 3.3 Nk IFIEN FIS & JE R 422 . UAM
Corpus Tool EA fd A fEE, FIHEEIE T IR, (HRAE —SA & : ASCREPEN Boo e B St
ANSCFEXT 2 AT H W BEARYESTE s AR BEE FEXT X BB R I S RF o [11] T A SR B B A AR D,
KEFFFricriERbRC T R, HAE S S B oANGEIEE. BTl UAM Corpus Tool fIA & 2 AL 1T 5%
SERIEBA WE .

AR EERNE, ERAFINESTTB. BB EE S IR&SEE AT EEEE S A UAM
Corpus Tool, R/EHEZ%, HHRGTEARIFNEIRERTEEER AN, BERXNTICm Ty
BN AR IERHEAT U FRRC 0T, a5 H UAM B0 55 8. B 45 R 5P % IE, A Fs
VEARTE 5 BURBEAT 00T, 6o i b o) 2 B 5 18 SRS AN 515 7 WP A e s, Mt — 2B ik B w] A A IE
&R HbR, $ R R .

4. MRERKT

T REH BRI MR R, VP EARFIPEN FAR 5PN KRG ER AT B R IR ZE 5. JEE A
SEULE S AR DIRE, VP RGBS VR NMEE LTI N, NS B AR AR AR s e £
AR R AR T8 SO . PURE S5 5 SR W 28 B I A5l wE A IR R, SRS, 43
BT B 1B LI Y P RS 3 e 62 8 2 5t 2 il A AR A 6 o
4.1. RIEMRER

ARG T 413 NS RIEEEE, WP ERARESE RS, W0 NGBS ERIE. HES
FE IR AN B R UR . AREEIR G, HIWSE YR A s, ik 56.42%, BEEBERIFEIRL, LA
FIWTAS R, HRSETIE SR, W& L.

Table 1. Attitude features in public prosecutor language

1 MR ASETFNHES

FHAIE N (=413) Aokt

5 B (Affect) 64 15.50%
H[1Hi (Judgement) 233 56.42%
% % (Appreciation) 116 28.08%

E: N FORSEPR LSS, T3
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FIWT R LSS RBANEY], SV S A0, BTN AT N N E S A R R 3
BAT A IERIPEA,  FIWTARHER 2 A B B A . g fE v, AVRTREH 7 RE A
B IES o AUFAMERRSENOCH RN, BARE R RIRIRGE, sEEiam B iee, MWt
SRR RE SR 5108 7 o [12]F0W7 3 S A VR J7 1 1 v S IR RE IR BRI — 7 D IE I 5 40 SRl i
BUNEDRE S DT AT R S TE R, & T IEEARERI PR, AT R [N AR AR, ORBEVE R R
FhL; @ FIEAT AP E A A AL AP IE S, eI A, 4B E KR
aio U

D WAL, AR ERGBIR, 2 RBA @I R B A R ) A KR BR R S AN o
AT R KA.

Forpr “ARRL” — A R TR AT RGNS AR ROH RS RV . AR R A B A B A R AR B Y
79, SRS . A VRN %1 A A 2 TE AR AEANE HZR 10 A B AR AR AR A TEAY
FERVRNFTRFISLY T, ARSI R A, W ARIEAR BT HBEAK, A IR,
JS2AE S AT O R G AT IR R, AT s T R AR IR AT SIB TR EOR . IR A VR TR
“AARIL” — TR BEAT TE AW .

TR ISR SRR S8 B R S AR B35 /0 T T 3 S (H AR A IS BE SRR AT AT — B 43 I T % 8
EOGE . R AN R AT NG, MR, BrEed, F0EEn Eamn s
MEAGATNER, EETH, EFEEHERMERK R MEET RGN TERAT RSN, BfE
FATHN, SEHERERMPEIRKAMRIIEN KL 8 T 5 RCER . .

) wHRIESREEBMA, AFERZK,

ORI R “EIRZAR” BT T ARG P S AR RS . T B0 TR .
BRI A A VR A 5 AR BB R ARAT NG F A R IR, SRR ARIE AT X st A vk o
PRI fES -

NYRNEFIRIE S A /NS JE T ETaRE . 8 FI S VS E 1R s N A REAT PRI S A AR AT
BRI R BTG o AR R T T B AR R SR B2 A HEDN LRk 52 3 N IEIB R A . ildn -

3) fhRESHBRTR?
4) AR ?
5) ARNEZRAN, MRAFERGREFRE, FARZHES IR,

B3 61 4“4 R TARR RN, AR R TARRIEIEERE, P B RS AR IR R
EWT5 T HHER . ] 5 o AR M ER AR E BT AR, Bon T ARANTREA
B AT
42. SERGETETRGSH

421 {ERERENOH

ESC BT R, IR U MARE R 5 LR . R G ST DA TR, AR S
THEBCRA B AN C, WRARR RS BRERI R I BARDE, 24/Ak% 4 5H AL B S A 1
ARG, BIBAERRCNIEESE R, K2R R fl R R S R [11]38 ) Hh A R SR UR  L
N 64, Horh 5 B s A AR R R, 9 43.75%, 7 HU B AR A 22 A itk /AR 2 A PR R, 9 9.38%,
W7 2,
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Table 2. Affect features in public prosecutor language
2. MIRANBRENFHES T

FHE N (=64) Bt

fau ot P/ 4E B (Un/happiness) 28 43.75%
T 2 MR & P (Dis/satisfaction) 13 20.31%
‘a1 22 4 M (Infsecurity) 6 9.38%
BB /A =B M (Disfinclination) 17 26.56%

frn B PEAFE R PERE 3 25 A VR NI L E AR . ATRMMUERANRBEARII R, NIEEIEES
BRI HK, 55 B E SO0 T AT R O RO SR ARAT N PO R 4 . il

6) EIALFEHPALEE, ZATIR, TE, TH, LFETEERFRS SBAGETA.. ..

(6 “TTAR” AR IS AR A R VO, TR SO R AL T
B IR 1 G B A B A B R, T LA 2 QoA LE B I L I R o
WA, WTH BT S5 A L.

R R S B I S8 2 5 A F NG % . AZILTRIHLS 16 55 WA o 28 15
BERYIRER . I

7) AR AARITHE RS RMRG TATRATA T RFH G EIL?
8) AR LRI —ERRBEN, ZAA?

P T AR R, R AVRAXT TR IR IR SN AIN o B AR RRAE S AR I R AR
ARV VR S R 15 H AN A2 A T DL RE 6 BE A s H E MRARIS 2 5 A 78 R AR NBIHL, AEJE R A0
B2 B L R S R

FEAZETR, RN A P 7 RS B SR U A0 S 5 2 3 e e 9 A1 /3 A 28 Ve I R 42/ A i e P
Wo fatitEAR DR ERE 51 N, REAVR N A B OB T IHHEURAR H A BE AR
WISy, AR RIRARAT AR, A UR AP e D A D A1 e W £ 285 B2 B AT VAN e S aEE 2 W
BUHMEW, SAIERERMIVE A BEEVE/ART B VT2 0 BURZS AT D #1 B XS4 B AT A IR L
PO PRI AN, B ANECE N X B R B SR O, A VR R
P A P T AR R VB S BRI, P HL S B A B BT

4.2.2. FIEFE N O

FIWTE T RGHL AL S VPRI S A A0 4050 N DL R RRIE . S MERIAMEAT N IER 515, G
5B EARAEIE, TEEMES AR oi G R AT SR S Ry, R S AR S SRR T
&, AWM N NE SBR[ W7 3 fia, W24t b i, N 46.35%.

o
i

Table 3. Judgement features in public prosecutor language

3. IR AFIBTE SHHES T

R N (=233) oLk
3 (Normality) 29 12.45%
ft 1714 (Capacity) 28 12.02%
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Continued
] FE 4 (Tenacity) 32 13.73%
M 241 (Propriety) 108 46.35%
FLM P (Veracity) 34 14.59%

T G TE IR T AL A RVEE, A3 =R SAE D DAL S TEAE L & AL 2 A AR HE TR X R AT
MAEAE LN A VP HIPP X RIOAT s MR BUR AN A BE PP RIPP O X RINAT 9. AR T AT SCrp 3
by, fa ey I, — 7, e A R R PR ARAE, AR AR MBI AR . S —T7
T, A A PERPEAIRRERT & K2 BRI, AP A ERE M .

FEZBEHER T, A UFNEHEE AT SRV AR . EIRE, RSB DR T%E
%, BURFEHEAHIA R[], Xl R, MEAREEA G, AVRNBENEREEREEAR, BE5E
b2 A B 2 B IERA A EDU o - MR R o= A 0, OR3P SRR B el LA HOREAR N B
SR AMIE R AN BEAE 9 B o VPO AR o ey 2 128 VLS T 0 o e 2R 5 00 6 £ P S5 A6 58 N 3 BB SR TR
M TTAEARIE A, DAL T A A A i

423 EBRBUSH

Y TR ST P 9y N = AR, OB, A PR A I o VPAN XS R4 A S E R b
MR, SRR A ST DL A1) R R UG T B, E Y SR, N
60.34%, Rty 31.03%, UL 4.

Table 4. Appreciation features in public prosecutor language

4. MR AEREHES

RHE N (=116) Bt

SR % (Reaction) 10 8.62%
9 B (Composition) 36 31.03%
18 7% (Social-valuation) 70 60.34%

BV T RGP IR R R EVEERE, MR . fSENESHSEMRR, HE25H)
W SO FIANE T HA B B, T A R R A EPEE A VR NGB P EE A TR IR R
AT R . il

9) AR IS A T KRR I BIBAL . ..

FEf] 9 v, R AN TURIERAL” XS IR, HABRFFESINRMRHE, AA
TN X FH U IR B 25 B0, AR fEFEER, XT3t i 25 dr i FE BAT 55 2
i, JOAREE R

Koy PP I 2 S 93 T BAIE IR 906 TR ) 28 5 SO o A e B P i RS 2 PR DT T

10) ARiFBIEEAMRSEREFZIAGILRET L LFEY, ERLZRATZ LY.

1 10 i “UERE” “WRSEIE 7 FLFROR AR AN LIRS SRR S, 8 TR K v A
ZPERRRAIPAY AT A IEE S (AT 2
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4.3. ERAEMBRSERIRS

HHE% 5 B ELBe T i, B BGS BE B IRAE TS 5 R S Ee s, N 42.42%,  HIRTES B BRI RE A TR
B R, N 59.75%, YRS BHIRAE FUETE S R e s, A 41.94% . 25 YR A AR 7R RE AR A
W B B 5 22 Sk (% = 26.1507, P =0.000 < 0.05).

Table 5. Attitude resources distribution in different Stages in public prosecutor language
2 5. EEAEMEAIFASEIFNMFHES T

REAE PHIFIE F (N = 33/%) JRAEE 5 (N = 62/%) TEBEFRLAE S (N = 318/%)
1% K (Affect) 14 42.42% 7
H[1Hi (Judgement) 14 42.42% 29
% 5 (Appreciation) 5 15.15% 26

175 1S B2 B RAE TR B B ey AR R VB UIAE G . A VR A JBLIE B oy PRRR S 00 455 B 0 176 K
2R, WIS R NSIHUAN WS, 38 I R i R 22 DR A A RS B R R AL, RS 1 B 47 2 MR
T VPN B S I I S B o FEBUIERT B AVRATRE Z N RIER BOIE NIE S o JEH iR AT it ik
FEIRIN EZT B, JUF I Sl T 4 50 AR E A R BL[14] R 101 RE b BEl A AT &
IS, SRR NS EERHE. 10 BTIEE S 1 46.77%FH WrRr e st 3 ZORIE T #0155 . Ihoh, i
ERT B A VR NTER IS A XHESEA S I PPOY . HOOHIESE A 5 PP 208 T2 308 R, PR, fEik
FEFEVR I BL FIWTE IR e 2, 2B ol TR BE BRI 2 VR 05 B TR s 75 S V2 A T R A v
FERS 2 RV BE FOMEZL R o0h T SRR SCEAT VA, i DAY i SRR FH RE 5 S R BR BB 248 47 41 24 I
e -

4.4. SEBER ) ITFNEENRRDH

TRANVFNSEMPERFAESETE, Hrh A (5 H 52.06%, AR i LE 46.73%.

W5 6 fi, AR NS B T AR . e 7 R, SRS (W) PFIr& U1 R, Bt
FOER RZHOVUEN, BIAVRAE XS FRHE RS . H A PR A #0158 ot FAh 0P i 2 5 AR
WA . Billn.

Table 6. Attitude polarity distribution in public prosecutor language
F* 6. NIRASERMFHETN St

FHIE N (=413) [Epae

TR 75 2 (Positive-attitude) 193 46.73%
T 5 & (Negative-attitude) 215 52.06%
B B (Ambiguous) 3 0.73%

Table 7. Appraiser and appraised distribution in public prosecutor language

F 7. DIRASERMEFHETEN & SHITENHIFN S

FFAE N (=413) B4t
TEMTE (APPRAISER)
H & (Writer-appraiser) 369 89.35%
fih 2 (Other-appraiser) 42 10.17%
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Continued
B PEH2 (APPRAISED)
B $& (Self) 12 6.98%
fih 2 (Other) 160 93.02%

11) NFATZRES —HFHE T T A 42t ie). it m. R AW A E L,

(BOPMA: B K)
12) NFABEH#P AR FHTIR B 09 E L.

(BOFMA: FEPA)

#OFMA: HEA)

(BRI A: RE)
15) &g, WFAZEEEAP R, MEAMRREIN R R HAT AW I EREFRE, 57 FLE49,
PR S EARE, WERLESR Y EME—F ... ...
(BT A: )

DLEBIF R, 111 BAFH ROV ATEA A S, #1112, 13, 14, 15 [IFOMRPBNRHIN, Bk
Ao TR

{EA RGNS B EE A BRI RTINSO BRI ORI T B 007 Z A BR R R, FEBLRBLA L
VRN GRS SRR, BEH & KRS LOATALRIRR, BB SR T DT
flofE

A BEGEIRVP IR 5 1 B0 E B B R HE o 45 7 P S 020 b, AR S AT
W7, VTR, H ORI, DA A X GO A A, R
AR S B DDA AR B WIS BIBEE (ERL, Xt TR, AR AT S HIFH AR,
AZRBWRATE . EH N SRR RL IR BT ROV, AV
PONERPFBE AT R RANSORE A KRS, U7 & B ARA TR, XamEREE. 3T
BN AVEADPO R, ZARURASE, TR S P AR R — . AVRADIE T
EECl-RIEsilt N S NS/ NI & NP2 vE - R IR H L P NP NG A
VEATFRA G4 N BB (S B, VPR AR FROB M Bk W TR, ARASHA T, A
ARIFREAAT, (HRE LTS5, SRR AT MR, AVFMTHAVRL WA, e
BULEEE. AVREERF BSOS TER, BRI L.

2 R ST P 5 0 B 7 T A5 B A P R e b O, 5% T B RE AR BL 357
B ST R AVFATEIHE 2SI, BVP P A2 BRSNS, &
WK, [, ARSI R AR AE L SR, o SR TR B T R A OB A VRS
BUDHR A E R AR, MU VR R — R R R RPN BRE R SEIL, [ TR i R
B il 4 T B A S TP B A R B BE B e e 0 06 R A R N, AR
VA HE G T R R R (R A
5 45iF

SO IR PP AR A FLAR RAELE, TR g o AR 2 RE PR AN BV ERRAE I T TN T2, DAMRARYG
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JEE B T A R BRI A AE A YR NIRRE SIS 45 05 ok R 2 — s 1R
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