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Abstract

This study, based on the analytical framework constructed by Chen Xiulan (2016) and a self-devel-
oped vocabulary list of invoked evaluation resources, has conducted a qualitative analysis of the
implicit evaluation resources in the discourse of individuals with mild Alzheimer’s disease and that
of healthy elderly people. The research was carried out around three dimensions: flagged, provoked,
and invited. The results indicate that individuals with Alzheimer’s disease significantly surpass
healthy elderly people in the use of flagged resources, particularly in the subcategories of “grada-
tion system” and “non-core vocabulary”, while they significantly trail behind healthy elderly people
in the use of invited resources, especially in the subcategory of “causative”. Individuals with mild
Alzheimer’s disease tend to employ straightforward expressions to maintain communicative coher-
ence, whereas healthy elderly people prefer direct and explicit expressions to enhance the persua-
siveness and influence of their discourse. These findings offer a novel perspective for understand-
ing the differences between the two groups of elderly people in social interaction.
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1. ARE R

BE, FANKHET I S5E7 T BB E RS RE, ABEBESHERNZR. HESH
SRR TE R B T N R UEAS . W E S LA B S 0 AW . 3 BRAS R e MR IA IS
(BP B M S AL AR L) BOZ VRS & (RPN 518 3R DL S PETE 5 (RINE B A e )
iz FH) 7 TH B I A A o 628 IR & FRAG B 7T, TR R E T MERTE S F ML T RUFH e ST
BRI S, WU 7B SRS 2 AEAUR R SUEER F R e aC[1]; WO HEE 5 22 s &
AERAEAY, DR F A 55 B E 2 W A A (2] AR SRR AR A AT 1 8 i) 0 A5 FH AR o A
REJJ[3]-[5]: ANTHRETH & M RE T ANbr B U, #R1) 722 NEM @G TR a0 28 NS EAIE
LRR[6][7], MLAMEEZ FEATHEANE TS, LA AL ] 5200 15 15 ) 2H SR ER AR (8] BT A 2K
TR Y 20 5 6 U U SR AR (FE 3 BTS2 ) B A &SR SN R S PP, AT A%t R
A TR RS JE[9]. I F IR E N, HagiE RIFELE & M 20 A AR SR SR,
BERN BRI e AR N RO BIE B S P AL, 00 20 TH I 1 )2 T R4 T A B 5

15 AR RGBS 5 = 1% 0 AR [10],  H A P #Ei8 (Appraisal Theory) e Martin T~ 20
20 90 SEVITE R B THALTE = SHE IR, Martin AT White [T TN FIS € SN — B0 M ABRi X
MESE, 35 8 T8 & W F OREBE L #EA T EFI T M A NS fy, DU i 1 & 54t N B3
BV NFRK R, FIRIEHERIEE[12]. TP R BT SRR AR STt R 2 R
FET RV, TN BRI PP G A AN i S A B B FE AR AN R [13] 0 Btk PPN 7E 15 e R I X
IRAIFRA “51R” (invoked). H AT T 51 R VFAT 45 M AE 4L 3= 22T~ Martin A1 White (2005) L4 & Monika
Bednarek (2009) B 78, PIAPKI 53 75 T35 A TR0 AR B PP 3 S0, MTEVE RIS B A FEAR VT 35 L)
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SCILER AR . RN, EBEIF AT 24 Martin A1 White DL Monika Bednarek FIHEZE, #gE O 51k
PR T HESE, B tnPRSS 2£(2016) ZHiLER(2019) 55 5 o« 1T & S SO 51 A PR T 98 B RVE RS
PESFE S IHRRIS[14] ARS8 YO BUE 51 RPN T B VRE IR ZE . G, ZER IR 5 NE
510 % 2 AN R)E S BRI AT, 88 25 13 R [16] [17] 2 ARIE RS [18] [19] A KR 45 & BB R [20] 4%,
NG REE R . ST PUEAS T A7 E I 2 & SRR IR, X B RS 5 RS I 2 A etk
T TE AT 72 A AN E

R, ASHF 7T AR S5 24 (2016) 7E 454 Martin & White F1 Monika Bednarek M s 5 it _E 1357 44 2 143 B
FEZONFR IS IR, M R (flagged). 4% (provoked). 84 (invited) = /N5 THIG B /1R 24 1 BRAE £5 25 R (g =%
R NTEE A BV PPAN SR AT RN, B CEBR I R BERRT /R 24 g BRE B8 508 B2 A8 5 T B v PPN BE
PRI ZE S, BLR A R N B i S

2. ARt

AT 5T AR TS 24 (2016) £E 444 Martin & White Al Monika Bednarek Wi &5 3L st 61387 #2120 HriE ey
PG ELRN, KYE Martin (A E R VERTCE, E0 AR ER & T 51 RIEM R VR E, SEm iR
B /R 2% it BAE FB 38 4 B2 AE NATE 0 51 R PP BEUR . AHCHEZL 5 SRR R /il &) 1 e 1 Fos.

2R #E R4 graduation
&R flagged
JE#%:1AC non-core words

AARAY simili

3| % invoked % provoked

&M metaphor

BE IR grammar

L| &iF invited

H{F afforded

______________________________________________________________________

Figure 1. Theoretical framework for eliciting evaluations (Chen Xiulan, 2016)

B 1. 5| RN MIRISIESR(PRF =, 2016)

Table 1. Lexicon of evaluative resources elicited in the corpus of this study (Sichuan-Chongqing Region)

= 1 AMSIERIaX) 51 &N FRIECR

RE B AICER &
RFEERG Ui AL WA BRI, HERBRT . BNBLAZ. WAL FEIR. ARk
FERZ L GrP IR AR ANTT F R e WL . WL MR, e UDHE. EHE-
L BAMIL BDMEKEG . BAETE B B IE T Z R e
=T SR — 4 SRR T
AR ARG TR R A E: dRE Ry e AT BEA oo ATE . T FHRE FEeeee
e FEVE B A Ja A7 A2 R R Ok R A 1
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T (Flagged) /2 T8 15 Bh 2 22 SR IR 9 MR 3 SO, IO VP AN i SRR EE T 1T 43 Gyl DL S R #% 0
TV IR PR S S 2 R, NI TR SERPEAN R IE, 1 2 S5 A4 3= 14 (Martin, Hood, 2007) . & & X3] 5
WA, B BT BORBREE BRIV & L (MRF5 2%, 2016). FERCIRTE Sl AR R, 1
A58 0] R X 43 4% 03I 5 AE A% O3 (Carter R., 1987). 1% (provoked) 838 i T S AL I Hi ik (145 W gy
B I W) S M AT 15 R BT 3, B 11 5 R AR R PR T 5 AR ORI I I B Rl 2 277 5. 387 (provoked)
A B O OR M R E R A BN S R S

KFREE T W4 85 5 L2 NI H &1l &, b — NEARERUR GBI &
17—k, Feek 8 J, Bk 30 r%h, LIRS 16 BL . W70 I ik 30U S5 77 & 0 700 SARRE 1Y)
XT 1 NSO TE B A iR 12 B 30 438 (1) 5 40, id s 1 i 768 )45 &k U 14,900 -,
PR AR 2 4F N 1075 f) A 20h) U0 28,082 7. ABFFLLLE 1 A 1 A HTHESE, X 4% FE R 7R 2% g BRE
BB RN 24 NAEE TP 51 R VRN BT IR . fEE3EAE B, AHFRCR A UAM Corpus Tools #44:,
I FIFRER T, REALE S NAE F ARG B 51 R PP SR EAT T A0SR e, R A SPSS
AR IR BRI TR 22 T RGHAT T Gt EA850 . AHT T B 7525 5500 4 245 NAE 51 RPN B4l 7 =X
FHIES, R ETENNRE .

3. REMRZENIERE SBRREENETRSIZTNERERSHSILE

AW FC T Joxt B ] R 25 BRRE S8 5 e NAETE 57 7 T EAT 2067, X AR R R 22 ¥ BRAE
BHSEEZENE 6 RS H5RVTROATE 180 430 i ™AL A B0l 50 B & UGB BHFHOHAT T it o
Fre WHFKA ROER E ANS 5F KOS HRE e RIA B MINT 5450 . Gitai RER, BERK
ZEMFBROIE JB A AL AR 1166 Y, JhE ROy 768 Ik, iEELE THCN 14900 T i fE R AR NI
Az 296 YRS, A RGER N 274 1), iBELRFECN 28082 . @B T ZE S RIS AT AEAR T KL
7N, TEAHFIRTARESE Y, TEFe B AR ROEFe BRI A7 /R B 2 1% 22 77 (p < 0.001, T = 30.960)

Z JEFATF A UAM Corpus Tool X 15 R AT T bRy, P4 EE NS5 RV 55 1 B ARl
FBRCE WAL 2:

Table 2. Statistical table of the use of evaluative resources in the speech of patients with mild Alzheimer’s disease and healthy

elderly people
=2 BEMREGEREEESEREENEGEPSI LN TRERSRITER

% JEE R /R 2% 1t BRIE 8 (AD) e AN (NA)
IRV BRI g POHECE)RERSEE L kR PRI
(%) (#%¥X/10,000 F) (%) (#1i¥X/10,000 F7)

BERR 103 19.21 69 182 12.99 65

o (flagged) AR 174 32.46 117 321 22.91 114
MR/ 277 51.67 186 503 35.90 179

Uik} 8 1.49 5 26 1.85 9

UK (provoked) il 18 3.35 12 49 3.49 17
RN 26 4.85 17 75 5.35 26

EVEBHR 161 30.03 108 451 32.19 161

1% (invited) HAL 72 13.43 48 372 26.55 132
E3-UN7s 233 43.47 156 823 58.74 293
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e 2 Jrow, RRPERT /R %G1 BOME S SR E A NAE HHE LR Ia M 7 51 RV I BRIR. A A T6E
BIRE7R . FEha . RBE S R BB LU AR TR N TR ML B XN RPEOE R, IR
BB SRZ REE L LAWK 2 HEBOE B8 X BCE SO 3L L 536 51 A ITAY
PR RS NBIX BEE SRR ST 1401 IR GUR PN BRI SR IHN BHR = K7k E
T BZ B /R 25 ERORE B 8 Y de 2 (R R 28 51 R VP SRR (277) H UGBTI RGI R PP BT (233) M1
KUKV R (26); A& REE S NG TE P8 i 2 K T2 380 2851 K P BT (823), KON IR K5I
RV BB (503), A e D I ORI S RN BRI (75) - I it SRR, KB R 2
BRRE S8 CE A 51 A VPN BEUR b RIRE A7 /5 2 5 R % 57 (p < 0.01, value = —2.23 > [1.96]), i W FERi /R 26 g
BOME B8 A 51 AN BRIR R D TEEEEN . Vit — DI R B ALIE AL 5 RV BT A Y B 22 52,
AT FER T R T3 A58 AR Z2 0 WX 51 AP BRUR B = KSR LA %7 2R BT T Stk A e

31 EESIATNHFECANEBHER
2 P B /R 2 R S8 RV R A A T A 25 B B R = K1 R AR AL IR 73 A % 3 s :

Table 3. Comparative chart of the use of evaluative resources in the speech of patients with mild Alzheimer’s disease and

healthy elderly people
% 3. BEMRESREEENEEZENTBESIATENEEFERXILE
Z NHE R R %
52 R 7R ZE I ERORE R 186 17 156
R EN 179 26 293

Wz 3 fiw, MEFSRCRE, 5 BRI /R 24 1 BRAE £ 38 7ERIE 51 RVEAR I, 3 AR e i 1) 7 XA
TEARIEG R VPN B, HUORIBIE RO 5 VP R A2, FEARREE A ANRITEE R, 8
F5 RPN TR A R AR TR 2, T 5 B R R 25 BRORE AR A R (42, BOR R B R VAN BEIR
i AR AR . R 5 R 56 1 H5c 3 2 WA 9 42 2 48 NGB AE 51 RN IR AR ] L e B = R (P <
0.01,v=-2.23>|1.96), 5kZ iR EHE R AP 5] KPP TR 35 22 RARILTE IR 2K (v = 4.6 > 1.96) F
BIER(V = —4.4 > [1L.96)) [ L, TSR RAAFAEE E 25 (v = 0.3 < |1.96]). FRERT/R2Z GBI B 1
TR A T 2 M R 28 5] RPN SRR IA B B 1 W R T .

TR FWFed, 51 R PE (invoked evaluation) 11 “Ji7R” (flagged) 2 Fi8 A5 L& BEAS br i BUIE 7~ VE A
BB T AN BRI EERERIAENM NS, MEMEES. EHIEES R E B SRR
RS AR A PPN MEAS B o 0 AT IR 25U R R8T 2 A P R 285 VPN B0, I B TR N BT E
A A A BRI R A OB S AT A RRAE s JEHEIRIE F IV ThEE BB FMLEI[21]

(1) s B P, AR, HAHe - RIFRAERKIEAZT . (AD)?
(2) &ikAFek, 734K, K47 (AD)

'AD, HlJ “Alzheimer’s Disease” IS, 85I /REEHFEE, — P WEIHIZRAT MEON, T ZHMMBE AR . AR SCHES,
AD 515 R B R 24 e BRI FER B BT A B A
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I, AR FERTRZEHE BRI A R “up” kY SSE U7 E P RARZ ORI . X R
VERTES, FIKVLIEF PR ST #1007 “MR” 1 FHEA R WAE TG ETE {8 WA .
EATARIRZ O X RE, T2 & RHE RS AR BEA, BBtV A brim L i R,
FIEXT S R0 o TEICTLBHIRT, 77 5 I IES R AT R, (580 H AR [22] [23]. Bb4h, “3K
FBAE SAKILR T HE) A7 AR MBURAIHRZERE, WAL UG X028k 1) B 3l
B, OGBS ERZ VPN, 25 AL A E 71 (Brown & Levinson, 1987; Lakoff, 1972), 4EHra g br, [k
HHES BRIATRE . B, “REF T R “UHR T SRIAE T HERG P EIEN TN,
BT ERTT E IR g o X BRIk 7 AL L 1 U 15 0 24 BRAS 0 e B2 e AR AR AS B2, i
T BRI TE S R FIERG T . MABRESCRE, XM PN 20k J7 20 B T-hi il 5 07 3 1)
KRR, BT T), RGN BREE S, IR T B 7R A B v (10 SR B AL AN S F S

(B) #F, HIL, EFEAH, KREMBIRAYE T ER B(HHEFFI), B TFREMFR, LEERFAS, &

R ERM AL L, (NA)?

fE EIRER, “BEE TR R TIREBAR T MR ENEIURE” SFRIEBIEH T EKDTE R
FERZ I . XSRS B AR BAZ 08 S TR BT S RSB DIRe LB v F R R . AR S,
“BEET A R AN ARRZ LR, ARIE T B E XN E R A A PE O, R AR AR
ENC, EREIREN, m CEBAR” XM E R F R, B R ERAE R sEtk 7 B (B3
TORVEAY, AR T 2 RGN P R AR AR ORI, SRR AR s R, 3
SR CENIEIERE” AN . KR IRAMU E T UTEE RIS, Rl T F R R AR
WERIERIT T 50 Bk R [24], B9 T SN RS MR F SRR, X Rl ik 7 0 B TAER A A
RIS, 4ERF RIEFRIANPRR R, et A R aEhs.

BE— B TR, ARSI RPN BRIRAIEIE I L, B R R 2GR BIE A SR R R N AR R
E5t. BARME, BEER/RERBUE £ £ A s FEER G R PO BHE IR T R .

(4) BAH—AARBE, BFLE, RALELTH. (AD)
(5) #AK &F K FH(ILiE KA, RARFIRAREZETEF)%! (NA)

B1(4)iE I IR R R 45K, RIE T LR R 2L M ERAE R At N AT A PP AR B B AR B ) TE 4%
RAREE G AP AR TS, IEFRE 7Ol B RS R A BB S AR . MBRE SR
XA FRIE T A BT 5N ORTERFEINS, AR A ZE SCHF, B T B AR A2 b 1O B S HLAT
TG . 41(5)is BT IR S SCRE IR AU IREIRSE M, I ELIR S IR N EEXS “ It AT 1 A v
AP T7 SAUE M AL T Um0 “i” 515 K% S N BRAAE 77 s ANl i EL A Bl s 1) 7 Xk
— LR T PRI I FE[25] 0 MNBREE LRI 5, HERFRAEA BT 10 16 0 W7 & WA 308 B B IO
45, RN WS SWrE 2R SCR, BG5E 38 Z A AR AN, N5 5 5 T2 Uik K,
I HAR S BRI ER b AT NI

3.2. EIESI RN BRI ARBERXLL : BEMRZEMEDESBREFA

MG RIRAI R I8 A ARG, AR R IR 2R BRORE F8 3 M R 4F N R R A7 AR 2 2
PEZER . HORRGI RV SR W 4 Fros:

NA, Bl “Normal Aging” HI4E'S, 48RRI SFIRIGICTT I BLET B AR ELIERE, A FERE DI RE 2 T BE s H Al A 22 IR AT VRO
HIRFIE . FEASCRIIESE S, NA RFEARZ ARG R0 )8 48 AR T AL BRI 5
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Table 4. Comparative chart of subcategories of flagged evaluative resources in the speech of two elderly individuals

4. MBZFENEGETERESI RN FIRADR IS ELE

HERRE| RN B IRRR AD NA
RERYG 69 65
E = - AVS LM 117 114

Wi 4 R, R PERN /R 2% BRRE AR 5 (i R 2 A AN AE AR IR 5 R VA TR P ) A A AR A,
mEZ M “AFZ 0L (AD =117, NA = 114), &b “HERS” (AD =69, NA = 65). #id RIjt
5, BRERRZZMGEE B PR SR EANTE “WERR” A A% ORETE” BRI E RN SR
] EARAE M2 R (p < 0.01, value = 2.5 > |1.96|, value = 3.2 > [1.96]), H:rf @257 R KGR R
AR o B RERTR 2GRN B A A RS IR LI, X IR MIAET R O
LB IR, U S SS 2 gL R, AR LR B S R R S A, F B TR
BN [26] [27] PRFFASPRIEDTIE . LA B RS FoR[28] [29]. 4L OFREHE, UAEE XSG HhE
2R, BERT A S0, R RIS, 1X—45 85 Wong [30]A1 Patel [31]HIRF 7 — 5. XFiES
A8 AR QAR T 7 BB T 5 5 AR DA i R T 1403 I 1 SRS, [ B B S5F HH A 52 B o AR O B 5 AT R R
MR, R NIE RIS TRRT, BOMER “RZERG” M B0, BT B,
BRAfE S R0E, DS WS IS S5RU0IR 71 R nBUs A i e e I A PR R &R .

TEIVE IS 5] B VPN BRI P S, 450 B ] R 22 e BRORE S5 38 1)U 15 5 {8 R 22 4 A AR ZE AR AL )5 FH A

w5 pis:

Table 5. Comparative chart of subcategories of invitation-based evaluative resources in the speech of two elderly individuals

5. MBEZFNEGETEIFESI LN RIRADR IS ELE

BIERF RN RIERR AD NA
139 TEIEBHR 108 161
1
R A 48 132

N

A
=
&N

ARG R TP R 80 DR 58 T S (B L A SS AR ) (e A8 W 3 B 3 HE S VPO G
MSEHHAFIZ S5 KRR . W3 5 Pros, EEAER ISP RIRKAE M b, B PT/RZEIREE B8 SR
CENEIH @A BT S, PIAEENE LI AN IR PSR A “TEE B k51 2T

FHESVENE S WTSEBUAR S5 o AR B IR A AU e 7 ARATIAE T 5 208 ER3EE, il
T AATIE S PR S L AR AR AU
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1B “EUE” RSEGIURVPN BRI, R N B SR = TR BB R 22 B R . A
FEBLE , 52 NAE SRS 51 R VPN BRI A 38 s TR FE Rl /R 2% g BRRE F8 2, R %
T2 F R RFE MR 5] S AVE, SEIERE R A . X P RIE T A58 7 16 15
(8 5 MR BL 0, IR TE T AT IAE AL & BB ) 32 S AT I EM o A, 5 BT /R 2% I BRE R T
RIS RGN R PP BRI, “8US” R BHIRAE AR, R AU T I R OC R USR5
SABNVEAT, 2 O L 17 R A BT A IR A RS B X AT BRI T A AN S 2R I iR Ak,
Me LUIZ B2 2% DR G5 MM G v« 80 R 7 RS, 5 FEE AT 7R 24 1 BAORE A6 TR G i B 22 A A AE “ Bt
G KA B URAFAE S35 25 5 (p < 0.01, value = —4.7 > [1.96]), Bl 4% PR /R 25 e BROAE R A TE T i “3d 7 51
RPN R TR ZEN . IR 91 RPN AFAE 2 3% 2 F (p > 0.01, value = —0.7 < |1.96])»

(6) M KMATIR, WKZEFERFTE, RERE, KXBDEINAXE, (AD)

FEGI(6) 1, 8 LR /R 2% g BRAE =B ITEAR A5 B DR SR EE K, S et fhox =2 R AR 8 P55 B0 AN L (]
HZ R R A B . XA 5 AP AT 1 AL G AT T A S AR, el R BE Y
PR, R HAL A 1 L I T AR AN S DL RO [ 2 R A 8 . PR AT S, X
BT AT BFEEMAREE, P OBERE, I BOVREIR 7 b AR TR . XA RIS
T BT A B, TR Uy SRR TR SRR R, DR 5] R At N TN S RE, AT 2 H AT PR
Ko

FEROR B R PPO B BV B PN B0 D3R [32], BlinBra R “ 22 5F kg7, Jlid iR
W s T AR S A AU EL[33] . FERCHEZR R, WiINaY S I AL BB R SR PN TR T R Gt 1E
BRGNS RO b, R B R 2% BRORE S 3 BT AR S AN FE R Z 7 (p > 0.01,
value=-0.3<|1.96]). 7EJLNFITTURMIMA b, A" A0 “WEnE” 51 E SR FREANAEAE B2 22 57 (p
<0.01, value =—0.5 > |1.96]|, value = —0.1 > |1.96|) -

BEIRWALE T NS G ORGP BRI P IR80), (BAE AR b, AR
IR BEHEBOIE R 1S P RO R B RPN SR D T B AR N . FEN IR vh, e BERA R 2 i BRI
SEPRE A B WM, @ B NG & B i o IR ZE T B TN RE ST HIA
Al AR PR /R 22 M BRAE S R RIR AL, SR T B TR R RIAT7 2ORIRAME 5 412U S J8 4 1)
AR TR REZ N E 5 M ae R E 1, fetg RiGis Bl ik, LIl MRIERBCR
(https://www.bjyygl.com/, 2023).

4. BB

AT 75T R 75 2% (2016) fE %44 Martin & White DL & Monika Bednarek X & 5 fili #4521 4 HTHESE,
HEE RN A TT R 1 51 RVEAR GIRIRTC R, %o 2 R SR 24 Vi BROAE £ 3 5 (i e 22 4 AT o I B e VAR
PERIEAT 7R S B AT, R T sk e 2 ok AR R IR . AT 9 SRR (flagged) s ¥R (provoked)
FE T (invited) =N EREFEIT, 45 SR R 44 2 A NTE R IS 51 A VPO BRI A A7 A 183 72 e
BV BT R 20 BRORE S5 3 TR R PR UR A b R TR R AR N, T SR U P D) AT
FRZAEN BRI S, fEHRGIRVEN T, MAEENE “WEZRG” M A% AR B
R R EZER, BRIER /R 2% BRAE B8 X AN K B AT SR S T S R N I8 51 K F
WA, WSEFENTE “BUE” DTG DR R, R R 24 B & 8 SR )
BRAC T HEREE TN

3 JEE ] IR 25 BRORE S5 38 TE A8 B o T ) TR P 17 B BB Rk 77 5, o G A A A TR SRR, T PR A
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EE SR, AERFAC PRSI, MRS NGRS M2, REFE N T M T,
BTE 5 RIL, CLTEMIE B0 A B2, 58 1EE AU IO A SEme ), M Ae € AU AR &, 42
THEAM BB T FHALANAFRE . ISR DN B A e L R 26 BROIE (8 8 S @ REE S AL B
FHEZE SRR TR A -

SEEk
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