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ABSTRACT

EVALUATION IN CUSTOMER REVIEWS:
A LINGUISTIC INVESTIGATION ON APPRAISAL RESOURCES

ERIKA IORIO

UNIVERSIDADE FEDERAL DE SANTA CATARINA
2002

Supervisor: Jose Luiz Meurer, PhD

This study is a sample of the invedtigation of evaudion, as an important feature in the
negotiction of meaning that goes on in every interaction. The moded used is Martin's
APPRAISAL framework (1992, 1996, 2000), an approach to describing the semantic
resources used to negotiate emotions and opinions. The data, on which the study is based, is
a st of 14 customer reviews on the book “Heding Back Pan: the mind-body connection”,
by Dr. John E. Sarno, drawvn from the world wide web Ste Amazon.com. The results of the
andyds of the texts show ways in which reviewers engage in the APPRAISAL system in
order to evauate not only the book, but dso traditiona medicine, pain, traditiona doctors,
the author of the book and themsdves. Evauations directed a themsdalves reveded that
reviewers deployment of APPRAISAL resources serve as a way to give themsdves
credentids to express opinion on the subject a hand and adso to enhance solidarity with
readers. The results dso demonstrate how much writers rely on the potentid role of context
in bringing out the opinion they intend to pass. Even in a text which has evdudion as its
man purpose, implicit evauaion has a dgnificat role The importance of a sudy of this
kind lies in the fact that it heps us redize the part played by the writer in the congruction of

atext and hence indigate higher reading and writing avareness.



RESUMO
A AVALIAGAO NA SECAO “OPINIAO DO LEITOR’:
UMA AVALIACAO LINCEUISTICA DOS RECURSOS DE
APRECIACAO (APPRAISAL)
ERIKA IORIO
UNIVERSIDADE FEDERAL DE SANTA CATARINA
2002
Supervisor: Jos2 Luiz Meurer, Ph.D.

Este estudo € uma amostra da investigacdo da avaiacd ®mMo um importante demento
na negociacdo de sentidos que ocorre em toda interacdo. O modelo usado para tal
investigacdo € o modelo tedrico desenvolvido pelo professor James Martin (1992, 1996 e
20000. Este modelo proporciona uma maneira sstemdica de descrever e dassficar os
recursos usados para negociar emocbes e opinides. Para edta investigagdo foram
sdecionados 14 textos da secéo “opinido do leitor” do Ste Amazon.com da internet. Os
resultados da andlise dos textos mostram como os leitores (escritores) fazem uso do Sstema
de Apreciacdo (APPRAISAL) para avdiar ndo s6 o livro, como também a dor, a medicina
tradiciond, os médicos tradicionais, o autor do livro e a § mesmos. As avdiagbes sobre s
proprios mostram como 0s recursos de Apreciacd (APPRAISAL) sdo usados para dar
maior credibilidede a0 leitor, aumentando assm a solidariedade com o interlocutor. O
estudo também mostrou a importancia que o contexto tem na emisso de opinides, mesmo
em textos explicitamente avdiativos, como é o caso das opinides andisadas, a opinido
passada implicitamente aparece em grande quantidade e cumpre um papel fundamenta Uma

investigacdo como esta é importante pois ressalta o papd do escritor na construcdo de seu

texto e incita uma ecrita e umaleitura mais critica e consciente.
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Chapter 1

The Research

1.0 Introduction

The following text, a sample of the data to be andyzed in this dissertetion, is a
review on a book caled “Heding Back Pain: the mind-body connection”, by John E.
Sano (193 pages, 1991, firg edition) and was found on the world wide web dte
Amazon.com. Its main purpose is to evaluate the book, so that potentia buyers can have

access to the opinion of those who have aready read it.

| was hedled after reading this book!, June 27, 1998

Reviewer: bennete001@hawaii.rr.com from Hawaii, U.S A

In October 1996 my car was hit from behind by another car and the next day | had
excruciaing back pain. Within a month the pain had spread to my neck and jaw
(TMJ). | tried to live my life as before but couldnt. Everything | did made the
pain worse. | had to quit my teaching job. | couldn't play guitar or Sng or swim or
lift things. | tried an ogteopath, chiropractor, denta splint, biofeedback, and
damogs a year of physcd thergpy. Physicd thergpy would rdieve the symptoms
temporarily but they would return after a day or s0. | began to redize physca
thergpy could help me but never HEAL me. | was so depressed by the pain and al
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the limitations on my life and | prayed desperatdly for heding. | beieve this book,
which | ssumbled upon in a bookstore the next day, was an answer to my prayer.
After about two weeks my pain was gone. Occasiondly it comes back and then |
just have to keep from fearing it again and just re-read the book and renew my
thinking according to what the book says. I've been healed since February 1998.
In order to get better you must read and understand how the brain works as Dr
Sarno describes. Then you must be aware that there are things in your life making
you angry and fearful. This is hard to do when youd rather ignore these things in
your life. Emotiona pain is hard to face but it sure beats congtant back, neck, and
jaw pain and the physica and emotiona misery thiskind of pain brings.

This text goes beyond a smple evauaion of the book “Heding Back pan..”. By
reading this text we get to know how the reviewer hurt him/hersdf (n October 1996 my
car was hit from behind by another car), how excruciating and fast the pain was (and
the next day | had excruciating back pain. Within a month the pain had spread to my
neck and jaw), how incapacitated he/she became after the pain commenced and how
much higher life was changed because of it (I tried to live my life as before but couldn't.
Everything | did made the pain worse. | had to quit my teaching job. | couldn't play
guitar or sing or swim or lift things). We get to know that the reviewer is tenacious
because hefshe has tried many different kinds of treatment (I tried an osteopath,
chiropractor, dental splint, biofeedback, and almost a year of physical therapy) and also
that the reviewer sees physica thergpy as inefficient (Physical therapy would relieve the
symptoms temporarily but they would return after a day or so. | began to realize
physical therapy could help me but never HEAL me). We aso get to know that the book
is good and its author is trustful (In order to get better you must read and understand
how the brain works as Dr Sarno describes). In summary, we get to know much of this

reviewer’s opinion not only about the book, but about the world!
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Many of the utterances in this text do convey, or a least trigger an attitudind
reponse from the reader, and not only through direct evduations but aso through
ample “facts’ or “gpparently unevauated descriptions of some event or dae of affars’
(White, 2001, Appraisal Website).

Evduation, or the writer/spesker’s opinion, has for a long time been an essentid
concept in describing how naturdly occurring discourse works and has interested many
scholars in linguigtics. The notion that every utterance, besides information, caries an
opinion &bout that information (Hungon, 1993) has motivated the search for
descriptions of language use that would take into account the attitude and evauations
encoded in every utterance. Labov (1972, p.366) for ingtance, states that evaluation in
nardives is “perhgpos the most important element in addition to the basc narative
clause’. He dso suggests that speskers constantly monitor their interactions by using
evauaion. They want to show the “point of the narative, its rason d'é&re’ (ibid) in
order to pre-empt the question “so wha” a the end of the tdling, which in most
narratives would represent the total fallure of the tdler. Hdliday, snce 1973, has
advocated that language, beddes conveying an idedtional function conveys
interpersond  meaning which encompasses the spesker's opinior/intruson on what is
sad. Winter (1982, p.190) looks a evauation as a mgor discourse component and
cdams that the Stuation-Evduation patern of cause rdations “is one of the larger
clause reations which organizes the other clause relations’. And Hoey (1983, p.55),
following Winter, assarts that “Stuation and Evdudion ae the fundamentd units of
discourse andysis’.

More recently linguists have proposed different agpproaches to a productive

andysis of evauation. It was in the search for a systematic gpproach that Martin (1992,



1996, 1997, 2000) developed frameworks to be deployed in the andyss of what he cdls
APPRAISAL.

APPRAISAL (labds for sysems will be in cgpitd) is the overdl sysem which
gives language users choices in terms of how they gppraise, grade and give vdue to
people, objects, events and socia experience. This sysem beongs to the category of
interpersond  meaning. Choice of APPRAISAL, together with its linguigic redization
and deployment in the staging of a text, is criticad to the congruction of meaning and
sgnificance.

APPRAISAL may be redized directly, through explicit evduative lexis (eg.
wonderful, pleasant) or indirectly, that is, a word or set of words may be used to trigger
a paticular reection from the reader/ligener. APPRAISAL, in this last case is
condructed through idegtiond meaning. An andyss of idedtiond meanings that ae
used to “evoke’ interpersonal meanings is a vauable way for uncovering the stance
taken by writers/'speskers.

In Martin's gpproach APPRAISAL is the overdl sysem to account for
writers/speakers stance in text and the lexicd choices in this area are seen as expressng
and smultaneoudy creeting categories of reactions. The man caegory is AFFECT,
which relates to the resource used for construing emotions. Related to this are two other
categories or sub-sysems. JUDGEMENT, deding with the expresson of mord
vauations of behavior; and APPRECIATION, deding with aesthetic assessments. Each
system is then subdivided into a number of subcategories that dlow for a more delicate
levd of andyds (Table 1.1). Detals on the sysems and subsystems will be found in

Chapter 2.



APPRAISAL
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AFFECT

Un/happiness:

Dig/satisfaction:

In/security:

Misery
Antipathy
Cheer
Affection
Ennui
Displeasure
Interest
Admiration
Disquiet
Surprise
Confidence
Trust

JUDGEMENT

Socia esteem:

Social sanction:

normality

capacity
tenacity

veracity
propriety

APPRECIATION

Reaction:

Composition:

Vauation

impact
quality

balance
complexity

Table 1.1: Martin’s (2000) APPRAISAL system

In this complex network, Martin (2000)

shows how evduation (and its

enormoudy varied lexica choices) can be sysematicdly organized and concentrated in

a gndl number of basc sats of options which facilitates an anayds that could bring a

better understanding of the rhetorical effect of evaduative lexis and more importantly to

an understanding of the interplay of interpersonal meaning and socid relations.

Martin's modd has been gpplied specidly in the research into secondary school

and workplace literacy (Chrigie and Martin, 1997) and my intention in this sudy is to

widen the scope into a more persond and subjective genre. More specificdly, | intend

to deploy Martin's framework to andyze a sat of 14 “customer reviews’ found in a dte

on the internet where readers evauae the book “Heding back pain: the mind-body

connection” by Dr. John E. Sarno (193 pages, 1991, first edition).
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1.1 Objectives

Based on the assumption that beddes information every utterance caries an
opinion about that information and tha this orientation is one way of representing
redity and negotiating solidarity, this sudy ams a investigating how and why writers
exploit differet ranges of APPRAISAL in the informd internet genre “customer
review”.

| propose to investigate the following questions:

1. How do the writers of the reviews (heregfter the reviewers) engage in the
APPRAISAL system in order to eva uate the book?

2. What else, besides the book, serves astarget of evaluations?

3. How do reviewers use APPRAISAL resourcesto congtruct their personain the texts?

4. What role doesimplicit (evoked) ATTITUDE play?

1.2 Significance of the research

Sarangi and Wilson in the editorid of TEXT (volume 20, 2000) say that keeping
with ther editorid pronouncement two years earlier, they “would like to see more
corpus-based, descriptive work being underteken, specidly with a specia focus on
theoreticd issues surrounding the organization and consumption of texts in socid
contexts’. Besdes meeting part of this wish — | focus on theoretical issues surrounding
the organization of texts in socid contexts — the relevance of this Sudy rests on some

other factors. One of them is the fact that studies on different and contemporary genres
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provide access to a range of different and contemporary socid practices, such as giving
and sharing opinion openly on an internet Ste.

Ancther important fact is that the words chosen to describe the world in a text
inevitably reflect the opinion of the one describing it. Thus discussons of how people
and events are labeled in texts can be ingghtful to the field of discourse andyss.

And above dl, as White (2001), in his APPRAISAL web site notes, APPRAISAL
theory is “very much an ongoing research project’, and there are ill numerous
regisers and discourse domains to which the theory has not yet been gpplied. So any
atempt of andyss may lead to extensons to and daboration of the APPRAISAL

framework.

1.3 Procedure

The corpus | intend to investigate condsts of 14 reviews of the book “Heding
Back Pan: the mind-body connection” randomly sdlected out of a set of 136 reviews
collected from the world web Ste amazon.com. These reviews, on the Ste, and for the
purposes of this study, are cdled “customer reviews’, the product of a supposedly
gpontaneous act of those who have read the book and wish to comment on it or share
thelr opinion.

The set of 14 texts represents 10% of the reviews of the larger corpus. These 14
reviews will hereefter be labded T1-T14. They were fird divided and classfied
according to the parameters of APPRAISAL theory. This first step provided answers to
question 1 posed in section 1.1. In a second step, the ingtances that showed the

deployment of APPRAISAL resources had their targets identified. This second step
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reveded what dse, besdes the book, was subject for evauation (question 2 in section
11). Then each of these targets were analyzed according to the three systems of
APPRAISAL, namdy AFFECT, JUDGEMENT and APPRECIATION and their
subsystems, providing basis for the discusson of their possble rhetoricd effects and
adso an answer to question 3. The find step was to map the number of instances which
had APPRAISAL resources used implicitly and explicitly, thus searching for the answer

to question 4.

1.4 Organization of the thesis

In Chapter 2, | will present a review of the literature on evduaion and more
specificadly on APPRAISAL theory. The theoreticd background will help to darify
theoreticd and methodologica questions regarding the divison and classficaion of the
APPRAISAL resources found in the texts which will be andyzed. In Chapter 3, | will
present the results of the andyss of the 14 customer reviews under the parameters of
the APPRAISAL framework. In order to degpen my andyds, within the three mgor
gysems (AFFECT, JUDGEMENT and APPRECIATION), | will divide the instances
according to their targets and then each target will be discussed separately. In Chapter 4,
| will present the conclusons of the dudy, point out some limitations encountered
during the process of anayss and | will dso atempt to make suggestions for further
research. | beieve that the customer review section is a useful dte for an invedigation

of how and why interlocutors engage in the APPRAISAL system.
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Chapter 2

Theoretical Background

2.0 Introduction

This chapter ams at presenting issues related to basic concepts and theories which
support the andyss of the 14 customer reviews, the data for this sudy. The
underganding of the different categories and ther definitions, as wdl as ther

subcategories, iscrucid for the discussion of the resultsin Chapter 3.

2.1 Evaluation

The expresson of the writer's or speaker’s opinion about what is being presented
is widely recognized as a condant feature of language, but the labd “evauation” for
such a feature is far from a consensus. There is a wide range of terms in use. Some
linguids tak of affect, some of stance, Hdliday (1973) refers to attitude, Martin (1992,
1997, 2000) to appraisad, and some others like Winter (1982), Hoey (1983), Hunston
(1989, 1994) and Thompson and Hunston (2000) prefer the term evauation. And even
though the study of evauation dates from long ago, the disagreement goes beyond the

discusson on the terminology to be used, including aso the definition and the role of
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evauation in discourse. But whatever the term and however it is used, evaudtion is
accepted as a very important discourse phenomenon and has been the subject of a large
amount of research.

The term evduation has commonly been used in two ways. 1. to refer to dements
of textua patterns (Winter, 1982; Hoey, 1983; Jordan, 1984) and 2. in a more restricted
sense to refer to lexical and grammatica choices (Hunston, 1989, 1994; Meurer,
1998,1999; Channel, 2000; Hunston & Sinclair, 2000) that express the speaker/writer’s
attitude. These two different usages share some difficulties related to the complexity of
the subject and the question of what should count as evauation in atext.

In some cases evaudion is identified because of its pogtion in a text, but most
dudies have shown that evduation tends to spread throughout a text rather than being
confined to one particular pat of it. Winter (1982) points out that in Stuation+
Evduation textud pattern evaudive language can be present in the Stuation dement as
wel as in the Evdudion one This implies tha evauaion is a highly complex
phenomenon and thus not aways a straightforward matter.

So how do we recognize evauation? According to Hunston and Thompson (2000)
there have been both conceptud and linguistic answers to this question. Conceptualy
gpesking, “evauation has been noted to be comparative, subjective and vaue-laden”
(ibid, p.13), 0 identifying d9gnds of comparison, subjectivity and socid vaue would
leed to the identification of evaduation. For the comparative naure of evauation,
anything which is compared with the norm should count as evauation. Labov (1972,
p.381) gives the example of negatives as comparators and argues that “they provide a
way of evauating events by placing them againg the background of other events which
might have happened’. The subjective naure of evauation can be redized whenever a

word or a sentence has a meaning which is personad to the spesker, or in other words,
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when it is only verifidble in terms of the person’s own experience and scde of vaues.
For the vaue-laden nature of evaduation Hunston and Thompson (2000) suggest god-
achievement to be taken as the bass for evduation, having “what is good’ as “what
achieves our gods’, and “what is bad’” as “what impedes the achievement of our gods’
(ibid, p.14).

Turning to the linguidic aswer to the question, evauation is recognized by being
redized through choices of lexis and grammar. Many writers (eg., Channe, 2000;
Conrad and Biber, 2000; Hunston and Sinclair, 2000) have tried to come up with
frameworks that would lead to a more enlightening investigation, some deding more
deeply with one or the other aspect.

As | will further daborate on in section 2.3, some lexicd items ae clealy
evauative, in the sense that they obvioudy express the opinion of the speaker or writer.
Some words have a more referentid content, but aso include an eement of opinion
while some others have no evauative function &t dl.

Hunston (1993, 1994) dso suggests that evauation should be anadyzed under
three different parameters. 1. Status (representing a scade of certainty-uncertainty); 2.
Vadue (a scde of good-bad); and 3. Reevance (a scde of important-unimportant).
Despite the different parameters, Hunston and Thompson (2000, p.25) argue that
evduation is “essatidly one phenomenon rather than severd” and that the badc
parameter is the good-bad one —in the sense that it is to this parameter that dl the others
seem to relate. They adso point out that however evaudtion is to be analyzed, it has to
account for both the persona (subjective) neture of evauation and its relevance to a
system of vaues.

Maintaining the good-bad parameter, or the postive or negative dimensons, as he

might cdl it, Martin (2000) adds that rather than a smple persona matter, evaudion is
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truly an interpersonal matter, “in that the basc reason for advancing an opinion is to
dicit a response of solidarity from the addressee”. Within the systemic functiond
linguidtic tradition, Martin (2000) has developed a framework to the andyss of what he
cdls the APPRAISAL sysem in English, the tem gopraisd being utilized for the
“semantic resources used to negotiste emotions, judgements, and vauations’ (p.145).
Martin dso deds with “resources for amplifying and engaging with these evduations’

(ibid), but this agpect will not be considered in the present dissertation.

2.2 APPRAISAL theory

The APPRAISAL framework has emerged from more than 15 years of research
undertaken by a group of linguists lead by professor James Martin and associated with
the Department of Linguigics a& the Universty of Sydney. The following outline of the
modd relies mainly upon Chrigtie and Martin (1997), Martin (2000) and White (2001).

The APPRAISAL theory, as mentioned before, divides evauative resources into
three broad semantic domains, namdy ATTITUDE, GRADUATION AND
ENGAGEMENT (Table 2.1). ENGAGEMENT is the system of options for indicating
the spesker’s degree of commitment to what is being expressed. GRADUATION is the
system by which speskers graduate (upgrade or downgrade) the force or volume of their
utterances. And ATTITUDE deds with the options speskers have to indicate or pass
their personal opinion and emotiona responses towards participants and processes.

Within the APPRAISAL sysem, the heading ATTITUDE is the centra concern of this

study.
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monogloss
ENGAGEMENT 4‘::
! heterogloss

AFFECT
g;; —— ATTITUDE JUDGEMENT
§ APPRECIATION
<
—P raise
FORCE I
> lower
—— GRADUATION
» sharpen
FOCUS I
L soften

Table 2.1. APPRAISAL system

23ATTITUDE

In conddering ATTITUDE, the modd suggests dasdfying as atitudind “any
utterance which eather conveys a negdive or postive assessment or which can be
interpreted as inviting the reader to supply ther negative or podtive assessments’
(White, 2001). This shows that ATTITUDE may be redized ether directly or indirectly.

Directly through explicit evaluative lexis

Example 1, T6': amazing

and through phrases which overtly indicate the atitudina position being taken:

Example 2, T2: This should be required reading.

Example 3, T10: Thisguy deserves a Satue.

! Texts are labeled from T1 to T14, as already stated. The complete texts are found in the Appendix.



For the indirect redization, a word or set of words may be used to trigger or evoke a
partticular reection from the reader/lisener. Attitude in ths last case is constructed

through ideational meanings. Condder:

Example 4, T4:

SiX years ago, on a business trip, my back ‘went out’ on an arplane and | was
unsure whether | could get out of my seat. | struggled to get out of the plane and
checked in to my hote on the River Wak in San Antonio Texas. | went right to
bed but, upon attempting to get up in an hour, found that | had to roll out onto the
floor...

In this dretch of the text, except for the item unsure we do not find any overtly
evduative words, rather, the writer relies on the reader interpreting the happening
presented in evauative terms. The writer relies on the reader seeing the dtate of events
described as problematic, as tokens of the incapacity caused by the pain and/or bkens
of the unhappiness or frudration this type of Stuation brings. Here we come across what
in my opinion is the mogt fuzzy issue in goplying the Apprasd theory, tha is, how
many layers of evdudive meaning are the dedrable number of layers in analyzing a
text. Thisissue will be discussed in Chapter 3.

From the examples given above, it becomes clear that it is better to see
ATTITUDE as a feaure not of individud words (even though words may be
atitudind), but of dretches of language. This raises the issue of what would be the
gppropriate unit of analyss. For Martin (2000, p.155) “Given the prosodic nature of
interpersond redization it is unlikdy tha this issue can be resolved in condituency

terms’. This study will then treet units of varying length.
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2.4 The subsystems of ATTITUDE

241 AFFECT

As shown in Table 21, ATTITUDE is subdivided into three categories or
subsystems. AFFECT, JUDGEMENT and APPRECIATION. AFFECT can perhaps be
taken as the basc sysem to which the other two are closdy related. It deds with

emotions, with pogtive and negative emotional responses and dispositions:

Example 5, T1: | was so depressed by the pain

Example 6, T8: In the meantime | am enjoying life

The main framework for AFFECT involves three variables, namely, un/happiness,
in/security, and digsatisfection (Table 2.2). According to Martin (2000, p 150), the
un/happiness variable covers emotions concerned with “affairs of the heat” (misary,
antipathy, cheer and affection). In/security “covers emotions concerned with ecosocia
wdl-being” (disquiet, surprise, confidence and trust); and the digsatidfaction variable
“covers emotions concerned with the pursuit of goads’ (ennui, displeasure, interest and
admiration). There is dso a diginction between the above categories, which fal under
the heading Redlis AFFECT and two other categories (fear and desire) under Irredis
AFFECT (Table 2.3), which involve fedings of intention (rather than reaction), fedings
that relae to the future, “as yet unredized Sates rather than present existing ones’

(ibid)



SURGE (of hehaviour) |DISPOSITION

UN/HAPPINESS

Unhapiness

Misery whimper down

(mood in me) cry sad
wall miserable

Antipathy rubbish didike

(directed feeling: 'at you') abuse hate
revile abhor

Happiness

Cheer chuckle chearful
laugh buoyant
regjoice jubilant

Affection shake hands fond
hug loving
embrace adoring

IN/SECURITY

I nsecurity

Disquiet restless uneasy
twitching anxious
shaking freaked out

Surprise Start taken aback
cry out surprised
fant astonished

Security

Confidence declare together
assart confident
proclam assured

Trust delegate comfortable with
commit confident in/about
entrust trugting

DIS/'SATISFACTION

Dissatisfaction

Ennui fidget bored
yawn fed up
tune out exasperated

Displeasure caution Cross
scold angry
cadtigate furious

Satisfaction

Interest atentive curious
busy absorbed
flat out engrossed

Admiration pat on the back |satisfied
compliment impressed
reward proud

Table 2.2. A framework for Realis AFFECT (Martin, 2000, p151-2)
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DISINCLINATION SURGE (of DISPOSITION
behaviour)
Fear tremble wary
shudder fearful
cower terrorized
Desre suggest miss
request long for
demand yearn for

Table 2.3. A framework for Irrealis AFFECT (Martin 2000, p151)

242 JUDGEMENT

JUDGEMENT can be taken as fedings in the context of proposds, “norms about
how people should and shouldn't behave® (Martin, 2000, p.155). It is deployed for
condruing morad evaduations of behavior. It has a podtive and a negative dimension
and isdivided into two mgor groups, socid esteem and socid sanction (Table 2.4).

The diginction between socid sanction and socid esteem becomes clear in the
description given by Martin (2000, p.156),

Socid egeem involves admiration and criticism, typicaly without lega
implications, if you have difficulties in this aea you may need a
thergpis. Sociad sanction on the other hand involves praise, and
condemnation, often with legd implications, if you have problems in this
areayou may need alawyer.

Socid edeem treats vdues of normdity, capacity and tenecity. Vdues of
normdity take into account “how speciad someone is’, how ordinary or peculiar he/she
is. Capacity is concerned with vaues of ability and competence and tenacity indicates

how resolute someone is. Any traces of determination or willingness to sustain work

towards some goa may invoke vaues of tenacity.
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Socia sanction treats values of veracity and propriety. Veracity is mogt likey

goplied to the arguability of a person’s sincerity while vaues of propriety indicate how

ethicd someoneis.

SOCIAL ESTEEM
Venid

positive (admire)

negative (criticize)

Normality (fate)
is he or she specid?

Capacity
isheor she
capable?

Tenacity (resolve)

lucky, fortunate, charmed...

norma, average, everyday...
in, fashionable, avant-garde...

powerful, vigorous, robust...

indghtful, clever, gifted...
balanced, together, sane...

plucky, brave, heroic...

unfortunate, pitiful, tragic...
odd, peculiar, eccentric...
dated, daggy, retrograde...
mild, weak, wimpy...

dow, stupid, thick...
flaky, neurotic, insane...

rash, cowardly, despondent...

isheor shereliable, dependable... unreliable, undependable...

dependable? tireless, persevering, wesk, distracted, dissolute...
resolute...

SOCIAL SANCTION  Poditive (praise) Negative (condemn)

Mortd

Veracity (truth)
is he or she honet?
Propriety (ethics)

is he or she beyond
reproach?

truthful, honest, credible...
red, authentic, genuine...
frank, direct...

good, mord, ethical...

law-abiding, fair, just...
sengtive, kind, caring...

dishonest, decaitful...
glitzy, bogus, fake...

deceptive, manipulative...
bad, immord, evil...

corrupt, unfair, unjust...
insenditive, mean, crud...

Table 2.4. A framework for JUDGEMENT (Martin 2000, p.156)

It is important to stress that the way people make judgements about normality,
capacity, mordity etc. is determined by the culture they live in and by ther own
individual experiences and bdiefs. Thus, as White (2001) &ffirms, “therés dways the
possihility that the same event will recaive different JUDGEMENTS, according to the

ideological postion of the person making those JUDGEMENTS'.
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Despite the fact that each reader will dso interpret a text's tokens according to
their own culturd and ideologica postioning, they may be subject to influence of the
co-text, 0 that staging inscribed and evoked evauaion may be used as an important
drategy to make readers share the writers interpretations. Let us consder the following
example. The coding is [t (standing for token), + (pogtive) or — (negetive) vaue

TARGET].

Example7, T3:

What can | say? | am the biggest skeptic | know [+ tenacity/ REVIEWER]. When
| origindly injured my back shoveling snow, then reinjured it playing basketbdl,
someone recommended that | read an article about this guy Dr. Sarno. | didnt take
the advice -- xraysindicated aphysica injury [t, + tenacity/REVIEWER]...

With the word skeptic, judgement may be evoked, whether postively or
negatively will depend on the context. The reviewer uses then, a token “someone
recommended that | read an article about this guy Dr. Sarno. | didn't take the advice —
xrays indicated a physcd injury” as bass for his sdf gpprasng as tenacious. This
means that if to be skeptic is to resolutely indst on questioning, not to accept things at
face value, a characterigtic that can be seen as podtive in our culture, then the reviewer
may be positively evauated. | further eaborate on this notion in the next paragraph.

JUDGEMENT can be redized directly or indirectly so any andyss of
JUDGEMENT has to diginguish between what is termed ‘inscribed” (or explicit)
JUDGEMENT and wha is termed ‘tokens of JUDGEMENT (implicit). As it was
shown in example 1, regarding ATTITUDE, in some cases JUDGEMENT is dso

explicitly redized by means of alexicd item:
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Example 8, T3: To betotaly honest

Example 9, T6: Dr. Sarno appropriately names the overwheming problem as...

But in some other cases, vaues of JUDGEMENT are evoked, they are triggered by

gpparently ‘factual’ descriptions of some event. In T1 there are two examples:

Example 10, T1: | tried to live my life as before [t, + tenacity/REVIEWER]

Example 11, T1: | tried an osteopath, chiropractor, denta splint, biofeedback, and

amogt ayear of physicd therapy [t, + tenacity/ REVIEWER]

which are gpparently informational, but that have the capacity in the culture to evoke

judgmental responses as to the tenacity of the reviewer.

2.4.3 APPRECIATION

APPRECIATION is relaed to fedings in the context of propogtions. It
“condrues the ‘aesthetic quality of semiotic text/processes and natural  phenomend’
(Martin, 2000, p.146). It deds with those evduations “which involve postive or
negative assessments of objects, artefacts, processes, materia circumstances and Sates
of dfars rather than with human behaviour” (White & Don, 2001, p 1). Human

participants may aso be evauated by vaues of APPRECIATION, but in this case the



29

assessments do not focus on their behavior, but on their gppearance ( eg. “a beautiful
woman”).

The podtive and negative dimensons ae organized under the headings of
reaction, compodtion and vauation. Reaction is concerned with “presentation and the
type of reaction the assessed item is seen as activating, with whether the entity under
congddering (9c) is pleesng ‘to the senses, s0 to speak” (White & Don, 2001, p 1). It
can be related to the questions “did it grab me?’ (reection: impact) and “did | like it?’
(reaction: qudity). Compodtion is concerned with structure or form, with how wel the
pats of the entity being evaduated fit together. It is rdated to the questions “did it hang
together?” (compodtion: baance) and “was it had to folow? (compostion:
complexity). Vdudtion is reaed to the question “is it worthwhile?” and is concerned

with awide range of socia vaues (Table 2.5).

Pogtive

Negative

Reaction:impact
did it grab me?

Reaction:quality
did I likeit?

Compostion:balance
did it hang together?

Composition:complexity
was it hard to follow?

Valuation
was it worthwhile?

arreting, captivating,
engaging...
fascinating, exciting,
moving...

lovely, beautiful, splendid...

gopedling, enchanting,
welcome...

baanced, harmonious,
unified...

symmetrical, proportiond...

smple, eegant...
intricate, rich, detailed,
precise...

chdlenging, profound,
deep...

innovative, origind, unique...

dull, boring, tedious,
said...
dry, ascetic, uninviting...

plain, ugly...
repulsive, revolting...

unbalanced, discordart...
contorted, distorted...
ornamental, extravagant...
monoalithic, amplidtic...
shdlow, indgnificart...

conservetive, reectionary...

Table 2.5. A framework for APPRECIATION (Martin, 2000, p.160)




In Chepter 3, andyss of my data will be caried out to invesigae how
APPRECIATION, JUDGEMENT and AFFECT and their relevant subcategories are
deployed by customer reviewersin the texts.

Some of the categories in Tables 2.3, 2.4 and 2.5 described above do not have
universdly gpplicable criteria, hence throughout the andyss , one might find items that
could have been equaly wdl classfied under another category. Martin (2000, p. 161-2)
stresses that “appraisd analysts do need to declare their reading podition - in particular
gnce the evauaion one makes of evocations depends on the inditutiona podgtion one is
reading from”, therefore, this study took into consderation the reading postion |, as the
analyst, adopted — that of a pain sufferer, which seems to be the pogtion nauraized by
the texts. It also consdered the actual context in which vaues occur, for the context can
sometimes be respongble for the propagation of one vaue, guiding us towards seeing a
paticular vdue as more rdevant than another. Sometimes there is a glimpse of one
vaue, but in the context it gets overridden by another. For ingance, in “I used to get
layed (sic) up 2 or 3 times a year for about two weeks duration before | read the book”
(T8), there is a glimpse of JUDGEMENT [-normadlity] but the APPRECIATION [+
vauation] of the book gets more relevant. Another example can be seen in T1, “I began
to redize physcd therapy could hep me but never HEAL me’, where there is a
gimpse of postive APPRECIATION [+vauation], but essentidly evaduates physca
thergpy as negative, thus classfied as[-vaudion].

APPRECIATION resources in the corpus were classfied mostly following the
genad definitions given in sction 243 above. The categories reaction and
composition  accounted for the “vdues which fdl under the generd heading of

aesthetics’ (White, 2001), or the “assessments of the form, appearance, congtruction,
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presentation or impact of objects or entities’ (ibid.). However, notice that the category
valuation accounted for the “nonaesthetic category of ‘socid vauaion'™ (ibid). For
example, instances of APPRECIATION towards the book that contained assessments of
its success in terms of the accomplishment of its purpose, or in other words, heding the
pain, were classfied under the heading valuation (eg. T12, “This book flat cured me in
two days [+ vduation]’; “This book gave me my life back [+ vduation]”). Vdues of
APPRECIATION towards traditiona medicine, pan and advice were classfied as
valuation for their obvioudy non-aesthetic features.

The dasdfication of JUDGEMENT vdues followed the generd definitions
described in section 2.4.2. Instances which involved vaues by which the person could
be “lowered or rased in the eteem of ther community” (White, 2001) were classfied
under one of the categories under the heading social esteem (Table 2.4), with a postive
or negdtive dimenson. Normality accounted for any traces of peculiarity and uniqueness
or indication that things were out of the norma or back to normd. For ingance in “ with
the cycles of pain, pan and more pain, and wondered ‘why me” (T2) we have [t,-
normdlity] because this dretch of the text triggers the idea that the reviewer is pitiful,
unfortunate to suffer like that. On the other hand, “ | did squats yesterday for the first
time since June, when the attack occurred” (T12), we have a case of [t, + normdity]
because it shows the reviewer doing things she used to do as a normal person. Vaues
of Capacity accounted for those indances that reveded any kind of in/ability,
infcompetence or even temporary physca in/cgpability. T1 brings good examples. in “I
couldn't play the guitar or sng or swim or lift things’, we have [ capacity], for it shows
clear evidence that the reviewer is not capable of carying out dmple tasks; in
“everything | did made the pain worse’, we can see a case of [t, - capacity] because it

reveds the reviewer's feding of incompetence. Findly, regarding JUDGEMENT socid
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esteem, vaues of tenacity accounted for instances that reveded some determination to
sudtain a pogtion. To illudrate, in T1, “ | tried to live my life as before ”; and “I tried an
osteopath , chiropractor, denta splint, biofeedback, and admost a year of physca
therapy” we have two cases of [t, + tenacity] because they show the reviewer’s struggle
to overcome the pain and live as before.

Ingances of JUDGEMENT that triggered any kind of “legd, rdigious or mord
implications’ (White, 2001) were classfied either as propriety (more related to ethics)
or as veracity (more related to sincerity), which are the categories under the heading
social sanction (Table 24). In T12 “They (doctors) are lieing (dc) ther way to the
bank” illudrates a case of [- propriety] because this sentence somehow attacks the
ethica pogtion and integrity of doctors. T1 serves as an example of [t, + veracity], for it
suggests that Sarno is trustful, someone readers can rely on: “In order to get better you
must read and understand how the brain works as Sarno describes’.

The classfication of the vaues of AFFECT followed the categories presented in
Table 2.2 and used its surges of behavior and digposition as parameters. Some examples
ae T9, “In the meatime | am enjoying life..[happinesscheer]”; T1, “I prayed
desperately for heding [inclination:desire]”, T4, “ | was unsure whether | could get out
of my seat” [insecurity:disquiet]. And aso, indances where the verb to suffer was
present were considered as tokens of unhappinessmisery, because unless we tak of a
masochist, suffering can be essly associated with unhgppiness. Thus, examples like
“I've suffered with back pain for 20 years’ (T2) and “ after four years of suffering with

chronic back pain after a diagnoss of a herniated disc” (T10) were classfied as [t,

unhappinessmisary].



Chapter 3

APPRAISAL theory at work

3.0 Introduction

As dated before, the 14 reviews used in this sudy were found in the customer
review section of the internet world wide web dte amazon.com. According to a Saff
member a Amazon.com, Mak Burton (persond communication, January 8, 2002),
“The customer review section is to dlow potentid buyers of an item to see how hdpful
or useful the item was to another customer, to point out if the item suits the purpose it is
intended for, or to highlight any flaws or particularly good points with the product”.

| assume that if evaduating is one of the specific purposes of the section, this might
be a good dte for an investigation of the resources reviewers deploy in order to achieve
such a god. The search and andysis of these resources are fundamentd for the tentative
of answering the questions posed in section 1.1. In this chapter | will discuss the
APPRAISAL resources present in the data, their targets and aso the potentid rhetorica
effect they might have | will firsg present the results of the overdl divison of the

indances according to the mgor sysem they beong to. Then | will present the



classficaion of the targets of APPRAISAL within those sysems and using examples
from my daa as illudration | will discuss the rdevant evauative devices and their
possble rhetorica effect regarding the different targets addressed. As the results will
indicate, while APPRECIATION and JUDGEMENT ded with externd targets of
evaduations, the sysem of AFFECT, for assessng individud, subjective emotions, deds
with the sources of evduation, rather than with ther targets. Therefore, a digtinction
will be mede — while vaues of JUDGEMENT and APPRECIATION will be discussed
in relation to ther targets, vaues of AFFECT will refer to the “emoters’, because in
teems of AFFECT in these texts writerdspeskers usualy report the evauations of

circumstances related to themsalves and not to any externd target.

3.1 Attitudinal elementswithin the systems

As shown in Table 3.1 and graphicdly represented in Figure 3.1, the classficaion of
the ingtances according to the three mgor APPRAISAL systems, namey AFFECT,
JUDGEMENT and APPRECIATION reveded that JUDGEMENT was the most
deployed system, with 54 ingances, or 43,9% of the 123 ingances of APPRAISAL
found in the overdl anayss, followed very closed by APPRECIATION, with 43% of
the ingtances. The high number of ingances of JUDGEMENT can be considered
surprising, since the main object for evaduation in the reviews was a book (a product,
not an emotiond state and not the behavior of any human agent) and as we have seen in
chapters 1 and 2, APPRECIATION is the system that encompasses the vaues for this
type of target. These results broadly answer question 1 posed in section 1.1, but will be

further explored. (For the complete analysis of each of the 14 texts, see Appendix 1).



SYSTEM instances percentage”
JUDGEMENT 54 43,9%
APPRECIATION 53 43,0%
AFFECT 16 13,0%
TOTAL 123 99,9

Table 3.1. Overdl numbers and percentages of attitudind eementsin the data.

Figure 3.2

B JUDGEMENT:
43,9%

APPRECIATION
1 43,0

O AFFECT:
13,0%

Figure 3.1. Reaults of the classfication of systems

In the section below the three systems will be unfolded, and their targets ( or the

emoters in the case of the system of AFFECT) will be presented in tables, according to

the percentage of occurrence. In the following sections, within their mgor system, the

targets (or emoters) will be presented and discussed at amore ddlicate leve.

2 All the percentagesindicated in this study are approximated numbers. They will be presented with only
one decimal, thus the totals may vary alittle from 100%.




3.2 Thetargets

The search for possble targets, or the answer to question 2 (section 1.1), reveded that

the book was not the only target for gppraisas. The following tables (3.2, 3.3 and 3.4)

show the other targets and emoters, the number of occurrences of each of them and dso

their percentage within the system they belong to.

JUDGEMENT

Target instances per centage
REVIEWER 33 61,1%
SARNO 9 16,6%
TRADITIONAL DOCTORS 9 16,6%
CO-WORKER 1 1,8%
MOTHER 1 1,8%
PEOPLE 1 1,8%
total JUDGEMENT 54 99,7%
Table 3.2. Targets of JUDGEMENT
APPRECIATION

Target instances per centage

BOOK 44 83,0%
TRADITIONAL 5 9,4%
MEDICINE
PAIN 3,7%
ADVICE 1 1,8%
EMOTIONAL PAIN 1 1,8%
total APPRECIATION 53 99,7%
Table 3.3. Targets of APPRECIATION
AFFECT

Emoter instances per centage
REVIEWER 16 100%
Total AFFECT 16 100%

Table 3.4. Emoters of AFFECT
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3.3 Thetargets of JUDGEMENT

3.3.1 Reviewers as target

As shown in Table 3.2, the mgor targets of JUDGEMENT were the reviewers
(with 61,1% of this category of APPRAISAL dements directed a them). Sarno and
Traditional doctors came next (with 16,6% each). Conddering the overdl results of the
three systems, reviewers are second in the rank of APPRAISAL targets, with 33
ingances (firg is the book with 44 ingtances). Why so many sdf-evduations in a text
whose main object is to evaduate a book? | believe the answer to this question lies on the
reviewer giving himdf/hesdf cedibility and authority to peform the task of
evaduding and shaing this evaduation in a public ste, as | will further discuss in the
next paragraphs. Jordan (1984, p. 95) clams that “skilled opinion is often a vitd
ingredient” in evaduations. Subjective evaluations can not be ‘proved’ vdid or not, as it
happens with measurable data or evidence, 0 readerslisteners must heavily rely on the
kill of the person providing the evduation. If the person “has no <kill in the subject he
is evduating, we mugt classfy it as unsubgtantiated opinion, and treet it accordingly”
(ibid).

An andyss a the next levd of ddicacy showed the subcategories of

JUDGEMENT favored by the reviewers (Table 3.5).

-capacity 13 39,3%
+ normadlity 9 27,2%
+ tenacity 5 15,1%
-normdlity 3 9,0%
+ capacity 1 3,0%
+ veracity 1 3,0%
+ propriety 1 3,0%
Total 33 99,6%

Table 3.5. Vaues of UDGEMENT — target: reviewers




Here are some examples® of incapacity, lack of normdity and postive tenacity,

repectively:

Example 12, T 12: negative capacity

| was flaa on my back, ice pads, couldn't care for mysdf, couldn't walk, for
weeks, then somewhat | could walk, but | couldn’t lift, run, exercise, pick up the
remote control off the floor [- capacity/ REVIEWER]...

Example 13, T 2: negative normdlity

...with the cycles of pain, pain, and more pain, and wondered “why me’
[t, -normdity/ REVIEWER].

Example 14, T 1. postive tenacity

| tried an osteopath, chiropractor, denta splint, biofeedback, and amost a year of
physica therapy [t, + tenacity/ REVIWER].

By agppraisng themselves (Table 3.5) as incapacitated (13 instances of negative
capacity, 39,3% of the ingances), “out of norma” (3 ingances of negaive normdity,
9,0%) and tenacious (5 indances of podtive tenacity, 15,1%), reviewers give
themsalves credentias to postively evauate the book. Because they suffered and were
debilitated, they know what living with pain is like. Therefore they depict themsdves as
knowledgeable enough to appreciate the book and the heding it proposes and alows

them to accomplish.

3 All the examplesin this chapter follow the coding: [t (standing for token), + (positive) or — (negative)
value/ TARGET].
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The vaues of pogtive normdity and postive capacity (example 15 and 16 below)
may adso go in the same direction. They are used in dretches of the texts when
reviewers are tdling their readers what ther lives have become after reading the book.
Thus, by assumption, their lives before the book was “out of normdity”, which creates

bonds with the negative vaues of normdity and capacity mentioned above.

Example 15, T 10: positive normdity

| have my life back [+ normdity/ REVIEWER].

Example 16, T 13: positive capacity

24 hours later | could kick over my head [+ capacity/ REVIEWER].

3.3.2 The author of the book as target

Dr. Sarno, the author of the book, agppears as target in 9 ingtances of

JUDGEMENT vaues. Indications of pogtive capacity appear in 7 instances (77,7% of

the instances); postive veracity in 1 (11,1%) and negative veracity in another 1 (11,1%)

(Table 3.6).

+ capacity 7 77,7%
+ veracity 1 11,1%
-veracity 1 11,1%
total 9 99,9%

Table 3.6. Vaues of JUDGEMENT —target: Sarno




Examples 17 and 18 beow illudrate ingances of pogtive cgpacity and pogtive

veracity:

Example 17, T 5: poditive capacity

Even though every doctor I'd seen until then told me | could nothing and would
evertudly wak with a cane, Dr. Sarno put me back on my feet quite literdly [t, +
capacity/ SARNO].

Example 18, T 1. postive veracity

In order to get better you must read and understand how the brain works as Dr
Sarno describes[t, + veracity/ SARNQ].

In the light of the numbers in Table 3.6, we see the author being gppraised as a
competent person who performs well the role he is expected to and is pogtively
evduated in the parameters of socid esteem (postive capecity). When being judged
under the parameters for socid sanction, one ingtance gppraises him with postive vaue
of veracity (example 19) and one ingance with negative veracity (dill example 19). But
a deeper andysis shows that the negative instance occurs in the context of the reviewer
doubting Dr. Sarno's veracity before having read the book, by pure skepticism (example
19 beow). This negdivity is later in the review (ill example 19) overrode by many
ingances where the book is podtively gppraised (+ vaduation), what prompts the

inference that this negative vaue has been changed to postive:

Example 19, T3: negative veracity and positive vauation

What can | say? | am the biggest skeptic | know. When | origindly injured my
back shovding snow, then reinjured it playing basketbal, someone recommended
that | read an article about this guy Dr. Sarno. | didnt take the advice -- xrays
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indicated a phydgca injury — and who was this guy to doubt my pan.[t, -veracity/
SARNQ] | spent over 10 years limiting my activity with an average of every third
day in subgantid pain. So findly, after getting a tip from a co-worker | respect, |
read this book. Two weeks later... no more pain[t, + vauation/ BOOK] After
severa orthopedists, physca thergpists, and  chiroquackters, findly no pan.
After thousands of dollars of trestment, a $15 book fixed me[t, + vauation/
BOOK] To be totaly honest, every three months or so when a mgjor sorm goes
through | get a twinge. But my worst day now is better than my best days three
years ago.Jt, + vauation/BOOK] I'm dill a skeptic in every other area and can
laugh &out wha | cdl the "I bdieve in Tinkebdl cure” But it
worked.[+vauaio/BOOK] Try it, believe it and youll probably have a good
result.[+ vauation/BOOK] And if this works, what does this say about the rest of
traditional medicine? Good luck.

3.3.3 Traditional doctors astarget

Traditional doctors is the overdl term which encompasses the lexicd items and

nomina groups orthopedists, physical therapists, chiroquackters, doctor, sicknesscare

professionals and experts. These terms have been grouped for purposes of anaysss.

As shown in Table 3.7, traditional doctors were targets in 9 ingtances and in al 9

they were given negetive vaues.

-capacity 3 33,3%
-propriety 5 55,5%
-veracity 1 11,1%
Tota 9 99,9%

Table 3.7.Vaues of JUDGEMENT - target: traditiona doctors

Doctors were most gppraised in terms of socid sanction (555% negetive

propriety and 11, 1% negdtive veracity), and this indicates that they are evduated as
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deviating from the reviewer's expectations reatively to the professond role doctors
should play. In their socid esteem doctors were gppraised in 3 ingtances, and al of them
indicated the doctors negative capacity.

The other targets of JUDGEMENT — co-worker, mother and people appeared just
once each and did not show any specific rdevance and will not be andyzed. In wha

follows | present illustrations of negetive capacity and negative propriety, repectively:

Example 20, T8: negative capacity

| was extremely skepticd as most information on back pain led me to believe that
few if any so cdled experts have good answers (| think my reply to my mother
was “They don’t know anything about the back!”) [- capacity/ EXPERTS].

Example 21, T12: negative propriety

I was flat on my back, ice pads, couldn't care for mysdf, couldn't walk, for weeks,
then somewhat | could wak, but | couldnt lift, run, exercise, pick up the remote control
off the floor, | was in bad shape, | was thinking of my life like this, it lasted for months.
Don't believe the dcknesscare professonds that write ther reviews, [- veracity/
SICKNESSCARE PROFESSIONALS] you know, the doctors that scare you with their
bone skeletons and xrays and gloomy forecast for your postural future. [ — propriety/
DOCTORS] They are lieing (9c) their way to the bank.[- propriety/DOCTORS] Don't
believe the physcd thergpig who want to whirl and wind you and even eectric shock
you and "well see you next week", [t, - propriety/ DOCTORS] oh yea, they would like
to see you next week for the rest of your painful life. [t, - propriety/DOCTORS] Their
whole worlds are proven invadid by any one who will read this book. You want your life
back, they want you under their care! [t, - propriety/DOCTORS] This book flat cured
me in two days.



The JUDGEMENT vadues directed at traditiond doctors may tell us a little about
the beliefs of the readers of this genre. Being able to cure is seen as an obligation of the
doctor and faling to perform under such desrable parameters may provoke distrust and

doubts about not only the professond’ s competence but aso about his’her propriety.

3.4 Thetargets of APPRECIATION

3.4.1 The book astarget

Still concerning question 1, expectedly, the book was the man object for
evauation. Although values of APPRECIATION appeared second in the rank of the
systems used (Table 3.1), an andyss of the targets found showed the book as the main
target of the resources used (35,7% or 44 of dl 123 instances andyzed). And by the
engagement of reviewers in the APPRECIATION system (towards the book) | found
that “Heding Back Pain: the mind-body connection” is highly appraised as positive — as

can be seen in Table 3.8, dl the ingtances of APPRECIATION towards the book have

positive values.

+ vaudion 35 79,5%
+ reaction: impact 4 9%
+composition: balance 3 6,8%
+compodtion: complexity 2 4,5%
Tota 44 99,8%

Table 3.8. Vaues of APPRECIATION — target: book

A closer look at the subcategories, a a more ddicate level of andyss, showed

that reviewers favor the evauaion of the book in terms of its socid vaue (35 instances




of pogtive vduation or 795% of the totd of subcategories for the target under
consderation), rather than its aesthetic composition or presentation.

The numbers above show that reviewers occupy part of the space the section
customer review offers them, they point out if the item suits the purpose it is intended

for, rather than giving decriptive evauations on the form.

Here are some examples:

Example 22, (T 4): pogtive composition: complexity and podtive vauation

It was afagt read [+ composition: complexity/ BOOK] and upon getting to the end
and finishing the last drop in my pitcher, | findly got up and waked awvay — never
to be truly bothered by back pain again [t, + vauation/ BOOK]. I've read the book
severd times since then and have given away approximately 50 of them to friends
(most of whom have had smilar results) [t, + valuation/ BOOK].

Example 23, T12: postive vauation

This book flat cured me in two days [+ valuation/ BOOK].

Example 24, T12: positive vauation

This book gave me my life back [+ vauation/ BOOK].

The few ingtances of aesthetic APPRECIATION may be due to the genre
“Heding Back Pan..” beongs to. It fals in the category of “sdf-help” books and, as
Meurer (1998, p. 11) interestingly points out, “Because of the complexities of modern
life, people resort to counsdling, drawing on expet sysems including investment

advice, legd conaultation, different thergpeutic trestments, and the reading of sdf-hep



books’ to solve their problems. The reationship between this and APPRECIATION
(vauetion) lies in the fact that reviewers am when reading this type of book may be
essentidly to find answers to their problems, what would explain their concern in

expressing the book’ s socid vaue,

3.4.2 Traditional medicine as target

In this section, as in section 333, the lexicd items and nomind groups
conventional methods, physical therapy and treatment have been grouped under the
term traditional medicine.

Traditiond medicine is 5 times negaively gopraised in terms of its socid vaue
(valuation), and these are dl the instances where it occurs as target. (See Table 3.9

below)

| - vauation |5 | 100%

Table 3.9. Vaues of APPRECIATION — target: traditional medicine

Examples 25 and 26, from T1, illudtrate the use of this category in the corpus

examined:

Example 25, T1: negdtive vauation

Physcd thergpy would rdieve the symptoms temporarily but they would return
after a day or so [t, -vauation/ PHYSICAL THERAPY]. | began to redize
physica thergpy could hedp me but never HEAL me [t, -vauation/ PHYSCAL

THERAPY].



Example 26, T11: negative vauation

| spent thousands of dollars on conventional methods without any pogtive results
[-valuation/ CONVENTIONAL METHODS].

For the reviewers, medicine is not playing the role it is supposed to play, it is not
helping people to hed ther physca pan. This might be a clue to finding that people
who look for a book like “Heding Back Pain..” have log their hope in traditiond

medicine, which canbe asignd to changesin socid roles and socid practices.

3.4.3 Pain astarget

Pain itself gppeared as target in only 2 ingances and as expected, both instances

gave pain a negative dimenson.

- vauetion 2 100%

Total 2 100%

Table 3.10. Vaues of APPRECIATION — target: pain

Example 27, T1: negative vauation:

“and the next day | had excruciating back pain” [-valuation/ PAIN].
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3.4.4 Advice as target

Even though advice was target in only one indance (Table 3.3), it is worth
commerting on because it gives us an example of a fine line between categories and

illustrates a complication regarding the classfication of vaues of APPRAISAL.

Example 28, T7: fuzzy boundary between categories

After $2000 on an MRI, the orthopedic doctor said that my chronic pain was "due to the
structures in my back and that the good news was that the pain would go away in
10 to 15 years as they fuse together as you get older”. Usdless do nothing advice|[-
vauation/. ADVICE] THIS BOOK- is amazing, no longer a dave to backpan

since 1991. No pain No pain!!!

The lexicd item “advicg’, dthough being grammaticadly a noun, hence thing-like
and subject to APPRECIATION, seems to carry a strong invocation of the merits of the
human participant who produced it, which would broaden the possbility for
JUDGEMENT (of human behavior). This is a fuzzy boundary between systems that are
highly dependant on the context. In my andyss | conddered it as taget of
APPRECIATION, but | clearly see that it could have been classfied as a negative
JUDGEMENT of the orthopedic doctor.

The other ingance that occurred only once (emotiona pain) was not relevant,

hence it will not be analyzed.



3.5 Theemotersof AFFECT

As addressed in section 3.0, the sysem of AFFECT, for deding with individud and
subjective emotions, refers to emoters, rather than to externd targets. Table 3.11, shows

the results of the subcategories of AFFECT found in the data.

unhappiness: misery 8 50%
disndination: feer 2 12,5%
incdination: desire 1 6,25 %
dissatisfaction: ennui 1 6,25 %
insecurity: disquiet 1 6,25 %
security: confidence 1 6,25 %
happiness: cheer 1 6,25 %
satisfaction: interest 1 6,25 %
Tota 16 100%

Table 3.11. Vaues of AFFECT — emoter: reviewers

Examples 29 and 30 sarve to illudrate, respectively, the subcategories unhgppiness:

misary and insecurity: disquiet:

Example 29, T 1. unhappiness misery

| was 0 depressed by the pain and dl the limitations in my life [unhappiness. misery/
REVIEWER].

Example 30, T4: insecurity: disquiet

SiX years ago, on a business trip, my back ‘went out’ on an arplane and | was unsure
whether | could get out of my seat [insecurity: disquiet/ REVIEWER].

As demondrated in Table 3.11, unhappiness misary was the most frequent

category of AFFECT found in the texts. White (2001) argues that “by agppraisng events
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in afectud terms, the spesker/writer invites ther audience to share that emotiond
response, or a least to see that response as gppropriate and well motivated”. If such an
invitation is accepted, solidarity between spesker/writer and listener/reader will be
enhanced, and “once such an empathetic connection has been established, then there is
the possihility that the listener will be more open to broaden ideologicad aspects of the
Speaker’ s position’”.

| suggest that by sharing their emotiona responses/dates, expecting them to be
seen as appropriate, reviewers do not only enhance solidarity with readers, but aso
enhance their authority to give opinion on the subject. Affectua terms would work Sde-

by-sde with sdf evaluation as argued in section 3.3.1.

3.6 Implicit ATTITUDE

Out of the 123 ingances of ATTITUDE found in the text, 72 were implicit, or
tokens of ATTITUDE (examples 14, 17, 18 and 25 in this chapter provide some
illustrations of tokens of vaues). This represents agpproximately 585% of the totd,
which can be conddered a farly high number once the explicit function of a “customer
review” is to evauae, as dated before. This is a very important finding because it cdls
atention to the amount of evauation that is present in every and each text but is not
overtly expressed and thus not aways accounted for.

The high percentage of implicitness may indicate tha the writers heavily rely on
idegtiond meanings to support ther evaduations and to dicit a response of solidarity
from the reader. They use APPRAISAL resources, explicitly and implicitly, as pat of

the negotiation of meanings that goes on in every interaction.



At this point | would like to rescue the issue | raised in section 2.3, that is, the
isue of how many layers of evauaive meaning ae the rignt number of layers in

andyzing atext. By way of exploring thisissue, let us congder:

Example 31, T10: multi-layers

| have my life back. After four years of suffering with chronic back pain after a
diagnogs of a herniated disc [unhappiness: misery]. | can now ride horses again,
garden, and go to an amusement park and go on the rides and water dides [t, +
normdity]. Also, the weekly chiropractic vigts are a thing of the past [t, +
normality]. Thank you Dr. Sarno.

The reading above ignores the emotiond impact of idestiond meaning that might
be read as implicating AFFECT in relation to being able to ride horses again, garden,
go to an amusement park, go on the rides and water slides, and not having to go to the
chiropractic every week which can be easily associated with happiness (a subcategory
of AFFECT). This kind of andyss is possble if we take into condderation the context
and the reading podtion of a pain sufferer, which is the most probable reader of a
review of thiskind.

The same ingtances of positive normdity and/or happiness could be seen as tokens
of postive APPRECIATION of the book, which, after dl, is what the text is supposed
to be doing — evauating the book. Thus, having your life back, being able to ride horses
again, etc. can be seen as evoking postive vauation of the book (a subcategory of
APPRECIATION), as it was the book which was the agent for regaining such a “happy
normality”.

To make the point clearer, let us consder:



51

Example 32, T1: multi-layers

In October 1996 my car was hit from behind by another car and the next day | had
excruciating back pain. Within a month the pain had spread to my neck and jaw
(TMJ).l tried to live my life as before but couldn't [-capacity/ REVIEWER].
Everything | did made the pain worse [t,- capacity/ REVIEWER]. | had to quit my
teaching job [t, - capacity/ REVIEWER]. | couldn't play guitar or Shg or swim or
lift things [t, - capacity/REVIEWER].

If we replace the classfication negative capacity by negative normdity, we would

dill have a plausible reading.

In October 1996 my car was hit from behind by another car and the next day | had
excruciating back pain. Within a month the pan had spread to my neck and jaw
(TMJ). | tried to live my life as before but couldnt[- normdity/ REVIEWER]
Everything | did made the pain worse[t, -normaity/REVIEWER] | had to quit my
teaching job.[t, - normdity/REVIEWER] | couldnt play guitar or sSng or swim or
lift things][t, - normdity/REVIEWER]

In this case we would have negative capecity and tokens evoking negetive
capacity in order to evoke negaive normdity. And in addition to this posshility,
conddering that dl these indances of negative capecity or negative normdity are
expressed in the text as being caused by pan, | could suggest that such instances could
adso evoke negative AFFECT for we can assume that, excepting masochids, being in
pan, an incapecitating pan, does cause unhgppiness. We would have then negative
capacity evoking negetive normdity evoking unhappiness.

In this study, | suggest that, besides the instances of AFFECT shown in the results
presented so far, dl ingances of negaive cepacity and negative normdity

(JUDGEMENT) with reviewer as target might also be consdered tokens of negative
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AFFECT (unhappiness), because | believe that the reading postion naturaized by these
reviews is that of a pain sufferer, or a leest a person very closdy related to a pan
sufferer. And as mentioned before, we do know that pain causes negative emotions and
reactions. The words of the nurse JIl Kedley (persond communication, September, 8,
2001) seem to give support to the this assumption: “As a nurse I've seen how pan
evokes amazing emations in the person experiencing it and those around them”.

Usng the same citeria vaues of podtive capacity and postive normality
(JUDGEMENT) with the reviewer as target would also be seen as tokens of postive
AFFECT. The ingances of AFFECT in the overdl classfication would, then, increase
from 16 to 42 but ill the number of instances of JUDGEMENT would remain the same
5. We would have ingtances working in two different but rdevant layers. In the
literature, athough this double function is described and discussed, there is not a
gtandard way for its coding. So we can discuss and andyze the double function but we
can not graphicaly represent the double coding.

| suggest that both readings should be accounted for. We would then have 16
ingances of negative JUDGEMENT (13 negative cgpacity and 3 negative normdity)
(Table 3.5, p.29) with an underlay of negative AFFECT, and 10 ingtances of posgtive
JUDGEMENT (9 pogitive normdity and 1 postive capecity (Table 3.5, p. 29) with an
underlay of podgtive AFFECT. Thus 26 ingtances, out of the 33 shown in Table 3.5,
would be considered as JUDGEMENT evoking AFFECT.

By consdering more tokens of AFFECT vaues we can see that reviewers direct
evaduaions a themsdves through “demondrating emotions which are likdy to be seen
as appropriate, or just, or at least sympathy-evoking” (White, 2001), and that this could

be expected to edtablish “a sense of sympathy, a sense of common experiences and



hence to enhance the possbility that the overdl podtion in the article might be seen by
readers as legitimate” (ibid.).

In this study, | bdieve these two layers (negative JUDGEMENT evoking negative
AFFECT, and postive JUDGEMENT evoking postive AFFECT) are, if not the right

number of layers, a least a plausble number, which reveds a lot about the possble

intentions and expectations of the reviewers while writing their reviews.



Chapter 4

4.0 Conclusions

The APPRAISAL framework, which this dissertation has used, is a particular
goproach to “ describing and exploring the way language is used to evauate, to adopt
dances, to condruct textud personas and to manage interpersona positionings and
relationships’ (White, 2001). As dated in Chapter 1, this sudy on APPRAISAL
resources found in customer reviews intended to search for answers to following
guestions:

1) how do reviewers engage in APPRAISAL to evauate the book?

2) what ese, besides the book, serves astarget of evauations?

3) how do reviewers use APPRAISAL resources to congtruct their persona in the

texts?

4) what role doesimplicit ATTITUDE play?

Regarding question 1, the results demondrated that, in the overdl classfication,
JUDGEMENT and APPRECIATION were deployed most frequently (43,9% and
43,0% respectively) as compared to AFFECT (13,0%). Since the man object for
evauation in the reviews was a book and, as outlined in Chapter 2, APPRECIATION is

the sysem which deds with assessments of the form, gppearance, compostion of



objects, artefacts and dates of affars, the high percentage of JUDGEMENT resources
was an unexpected result.

A deeper analysis though, (section 3.4.1) reveded that, in this corpus, the book
was the mogt frequent target of evauation, being referred to 44 times (representing 35,7
of the 123 ingtances of APPRAISAL). Furthermore the book was mostly appraised for
its socid vaue (84,0% of al instances of APPRAISAL resources towards the book
itsedf were vaues of vduation). This finding shows that the concern of the readers of
this type of book (a how-to, sdf-help book) is whether it accomplishes its purpose,
rather than whether for inganceit is neatly and well written or any other fegture.

The search for the other targets (answer to question 2) of APPRAISAL throughout
the instances revedled that besides the book, traditional medicine was the second most
rlevant object of APPRECIATION. Traditiond medicine was, in dl insances,
negatively appraised in terms of its socid vadue. This can be taken as an indicator that
people who look for a book like “Heding Back Pain: the mind-body connection” are
usudly dissatisfied with medica results obtained via traditiona medicine.

Within the sysem of JUDGEMET, which was the mos frequently deployed
throughout the reviews analyzed, the relevant targets were traditional doctors, the author
of the book (Sarno) and more expressvely the reviewers themsdves. Traditiond
doctors, as it happened with traditiond medicine, were negatively appraised in dl
instances they appeared as target. A deeper analyss revedled that negative evauations
towards a doctor’'s competence seems to easly dip into the professond’s propriety, so
that his’her honesty and credibility are put at risk.

On the other hand, the author of the book, although being a doctor, was appraised
differently from traditional doctors. He was postively evduated in terms of his capacity

and veracity, making a bond with the overal postive eva uation of the book.



Interestingly, reviewers were the second target mostly gppraised in the 14 reviews
(26,8% of dl 123 ingances and 61,1% of the ingtances within the JUDGEMENT
gystem). As argued in section 3.3.1, vaues of capacity, normdity and tenacity were
used to give reviewers credentids as a way to vdidate ther “skilled” opinion on back
pain and the book.

Reviewers were also the emoters of al resources of AFFECT (section 3.5). They
directed evduations a themsdves, demondrating emotiond dates which are likely to
be seen as appropriate, as a strategy to enhance solidarity and aso their authority.

The results of the analyss of reviewers in sections 3.3.1 and 3.5 answer question
3. They reved how APPRAISAL resources work in order to offer support for reviewers
as authority personas, and thus reassure the readers that they do have the credentids to
give their opinion on the book which is the main subject of the reviews.

The percentage of implicit ATTITUDE found in section 3.6 (585% of 4l
instances) provides an answer to question 4. It shows that, even in a text which has
evadudion as its man objective, implicit evauation plays an important and dgnificant
role.

The question about the role of implicit ATTITUDE dso touched a complicated
point in APPRAISAL theory. If implicit ATTITUDE is teken into condderation, how
many layers of evduaive meanings should the andyst account for? In this dudy, as
dated in section 3.6, | propose that two layers be consdered. The layer of
JUDGEMENT (with reviewers as target) is proposed to be conddered with an
underlayer of AFFECT. Ingtances or tokens of capacity and normality would then be
seen as evoking AFFECT. (See more on this discussion in section 4.1 below).

The results of this sudy demondrae just some ways in which writers engage in

the APPRAISAL sydem, more specificdly in the sysem of ATTITUDE (AFFECT,
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JUDGEMENT and APPRECIATION) to adopt stances, to construct their textual
personas and to form aliances with the readers. It explores how emotive responses,
atitudes and judgements are explicitly and implicitly presented in texts. It dso shows
how andyds can, by ways of a descriptive andyds, uncover some of the underlying
vaue systems which are passed on by writers  utterances.

The modd used in this sudy is very thoughtful and provides a vaduable tool for
the andyss of language, but as dtated before it is an ongoing project and as such,

leaves a number of limitations and questions unanswered.

4.1 Limitations and suggestions for further research

The APPRAISAL framework provides a complex network of sysems and
subsystems, but the categorization of ingtances is far from being a draightforward
matter. Some categories overlgp and are very context dependant, which makes it very
difficult for the andyst to explore the whole range of posshbilities. The multilayering
aspect, addressed in section 3.6 and in the conclusion above, seems to be a congtant in
dmos every text. Thompson (persona communicetion, February, 5, 2002) points out
that the gtuation might be tricky snce “dl Apprasd sems from Affect’, thus the idea
of evoked AFFECT is inherent in dl ingtances of APPRAISAL. AFFECT is the main
caegory from which the other two derive — as Martin (2000) explains, JUDGEMENT
and APPRECIATION ae inditutiondization of fedings in terms of proposds and
propositions respectively, so Thompson (ibid) argues that “any and every example of
these two categories’ can be seen as evoking AFFECT and this then would make its

labding (as tokens of AFFECT) unnecessary. He aso argues that if an anays tries to



folow every nuance in a text, he/she might “lose sght of what the text is redly doing’
(persona communicetion, September, 9, 2001).

In my opinion, some texts, more than others, do provide enough bass for evoked
AFFECT to be labded, and | believe the customer reviews investigated in this study
sarve as examples. This may be because here writers are taking about a very persond
subject — own ther suffering or good hedth — which seems to have a very close
connection to one's emotiona state. The way andysts should account for these nuances,
or double-coding gtill has to be discussed and seems to be urgent.

| believe that other sudies on highly subjective and emotiond related texts might
lead researchers to a conventiondized way of accounting for different possble layers.
Another sudy that could possbly bring some useful indghts about the role
APPRAISAL resources play in the negotiation of meanings would be an andyss of the
engagement of the author of the book “Heding Back Pain: the mind-body connection”.
A comparison between the way Sarno deploys dements of the APPRAISAL system
throughout his text and the way his readers (here the reviewers) do, might show that
gopraisng pain, doctors, medicing, ec. in Smilar ways can be accounted as a very
important point for the high acceptability of his book. | only fear that, for having so
many nuances and for being such a time-consuming task, APPRAISAL andyss may be
redricted to shorter texts only. But ill any atempts in this direction may draw new

issues from the “virtua Pandora s box” Martin (2000, p. 175) talks about.

4.2 Pedagogical implications

Jordan (1984, p. 3) points out that “texts are written not just for specific purposes

but dso for specific readers, and this again is reflected in the information presented and
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the way it is presented’. APPRAISAL theory gives us an indght into how people share
their perceptions and fedings about the world and how they are passed on in utterances.
Criticadly, teachers tend not to teach students to render visible the part played by
the writer in the congruction of ther texts and a study of this sort could work in the
opposite direction, so that texts can be written and read with a conscious understanding

of the writer’ srole in ascribing sgnificance to people and events.
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APPENDIX



Table 3.1 Vaues and targetsemoters

Key:  APP. = Appreciation
JUD. = Judgement
AFF. = Affect

1

| was hedled after reading this book!, June 27, 1998
Reviewer: benneteD01@hawaii.rr.com from Hawaii, U.SA

value tar get/emoter
In October 1996 my
car was hit from behind by
another car
and the next day | had APP. PAIN
excruciating back pain. - vauation
Within amonth the pain had
Spread to my neck and jaw
(TMJ).
| tried to livemy lifeas JUD. REVIEWER
before + tenacity
but couldn’t. JuD REVIEWER
- capecity
Everything | did made the JUD. REVIEWER
pain worse. t, - capacity
| had to quit my teeching job. [ JUD. REVIEWER
t, - capacity
| couldn't play guitar orsng | JUD. REVIEWER
or swvim or lift things. - cgpacity
| tried an osteopath, JUD. REVIEWER
chiropractor, denta splint, t, + tenacity
biofeedback, and amost a
year of physica therapy.
Physcd therapy would APP. PHYSTHERAPY
relieve the symptoms t, - vauaion
temporarily but they would
return after aday or so.
| began to redize physicd APP. PHY S TEHERAPY
therapy could help me but t, - vauaion
never HEAL me.
| was so depressed by the AFF. REVIEWER
pain and dl the limitations unhappiness. misery
onmy life




and | prayed desperately for
heding.

AFF.
Irredis desre

REVIEWER

| believe this book, which |
stumbled upon in abookstore
the next day, was an answer
to my prayer.

APP.
+ vduation

BOOK

After about two weeks my
pain was gone.

APP.
t, + vauation

BOOK

Occasondly it comes back

and then | just have to keep
from fearing it again

AFF.
Irredis, fear

REVIEWER

and just re-read the book and
renew my thinking according
to what the book says.

APP.
t, + valuation

BOOK

|'ve been heded since
February 1998.

In order to get better you
must read and understand
how the brain works as Dr
Sarno describes.

JUD.
t, + veracity

SARNO

Then you must be aware that
there are thingsin your life
meking you angry and
fearful.

Thisis hard to do when
you'd rather ignore these
thingsin your life

t, - c.aoacity

REVIEWER

Emotiond painishard to
face

APP.
-vauation

EMOTIONAL PAIN

but it sure beats constant
back, neck, and jaw pain and
the physicd and emotiond
misery thiskind of pain
brings.

AFF.
unhappiness misery

REVIEWER

2

Revdation!, October 31, 1998
Reviewer: A reader from U.S.

If you want to buy only one
book about your back, thisis

the book! What a reveation!

APP.
+ vauation

BOOK

I've suffered with back pain
for 20 years.

AFF.
t, unhappiness. misery

REVIEWER




Thisbook describesme, my [ APP. BOOK
life, and my symptomd + vaudion
And it will undoubtedly APP. BOOK
describe yours. t, + vauation

| read it in one Stting. APP. BOOK

t, + compogtion:complexity

This should be required APP. BOOK
reading + vauation
for anyone who's ever dedlt AFF. REVIEWER
with the frugtration of dissatisfaction:ennui
doctors and diagnoses,
with the cycles of pain, pain JUD. REVIEWER
and more pain, and wondered |t, -normdity
"why me”
3
Skeyptic goes two years without back pain, November 2, 1998
Reviewer: A reader from New Y ork
What can | say?| am the JUD. REVIEWER
biggest skeptic | know. t, + tenacity
When | origindly injured my JUD. REVIEWER
back shoveling snow, then t, + tenacity
reinjured it playing
basketball, someone
recommended that | read an
article about thisguy Dr.
Sarno.
| didn't take the advice --
xraysindicated a physicd
injury
—and who was thisguy to JUD. SARNO
doubt my pain. t, -veracity
| spent over 10 yearslimiting | JUD. REVIEWER
my activity - Capacity

with an average of every APP. PAIN
third day in subgtantid pain. - vaudion
Sofindly, after getting atip JUD. CO-WORKER
from a co-worker | respect, + veracity

| read this book.
Two weeks later... no more APP. BOOK
pain. t, + vauation
After savera orthopedigts, JUD. ORTHOPEDISTS,
physicd thergpists, and t, - capacity PHYSICAL THERAPISTS

chiroquackters,

AND CHIROQUACKTERS




findly no pain. APP. BOOK
t, + vauation
After thousands of dollarsof | APP. TREATMENT
treatment, t, - vauaion
a $15 book fixed me. APP. BOOK
t, + vauation
To be totaly honest, JUD. REVIEWER
+ veracity
every three months or so APP. BOOK
when amgjor storm goes t, + vauation
through | get atwinge.
But my worgt day now is
better than my best days
three years ago.
I'm ill askeptic in every APP. BOOK
other area and can laugh +vauation
about what | cdl the "l
believein Tinkerbdl cure.”
But it worked.
Try it, believeit and youll APP. BOOK
probably have agood result. | + vauation
And if thisworks, what does APP. TRADITIONAL
this say about the rest of t, - vauation MEDICINE
traditiond medicine?
Good luck.
4

This book and a pitcher of margaritas cued my back pain!, December 21, 1998
Reviewer: A reader from Stanford, Cdifornia

For over twenty years| JUD. REVIEWER
experienced back pain that - capacity

some times incapacitated me.

SiX years ago, on abusiness

trip, my back ‘went out' on an

arplane

and | was unsure whether | AFF. REVIEWER
could get out of my sest. insecurity: disquiet

| struggled to get out of the JUD. REVIEWER
plane t,- capacity

and checked in to my hotel
on the River Wak in San

Antonio Texas.




Vi

| went right to bed but,
upon attempting to get up in
an hour, found that | had to
roll out onto the floor.

t! - Capa:lty

REVIEWER

| yelled so loud that a
Security person actudly
checked in on me.

JUD.
t, - normdity

REVIEWER

| hobbled down the stairsto
the escaator,

JUD.
t, - capacity

REVIEWER

out onto the River Walk and
stopped in abookstore to
pick up acopy of the
Comsumer Union's Back
Book.

It was out of stock but | spied
acopy of Hedling Back Pain.
| purchased the book and
walked afew stepsto a
mexican restaurant on the
River Wak. Opening the
book, | ordered a pitcher of
margaritas to reduce the pain
and began to read.

It was afast read

APP.
+ compodtion: complexity

BOOK

and upon getting to theend
andfinishingthelast dropin
my pitcher, | findly got up
and walked away - never to
be truly bothered by back

painagan.

APP.
t, + vduation

BOOK

I've read the book severa
times Snce and have given
away gpproximately 50 of
them to friends (most of
whom have had smilar
results).

APP.
t, + vauation

BOOK

Infact I've just given away
my last copy and logged on
to Amazon.COM to reorder
ten more.

APP.
t, + vauation

BOOK (I'll keep giving
them...)

It was time for meto drop
this note to those of you who
have not yet read this book.

JUD.
t, + propriety

REVIEWER

Suspend your beliefs, reed
the book, and get rid of your

APP.
+vauaion

BOOK




vii

back pain.

A pitcher of margaritas
might not hurt either (;-).

5

A brilliant and underappreciated view of back pain, March 28, 1999

Reviewer: arthgold@aol.com (see more about me) from Boston

| went to see John Sarno as a

patient about ten years ago,

and he completely changed JUD. SARNO
my life t,+ capacity

Strangely, my problem was JUD. REVIEWER
foot pain rather than back t, - normdity

pain, but the diagnosis was
the same.

Even though every doctor I'd | JUD. DOCTOR
seen until then told mel t, - capacity

could nothing and would

eventudly have to wak with

acane,

Dr. Sarno put meback onmy | JUD. SARNO
feet quiteliterdly. t, + capacity

| now play tennis, hike, and JUD. REVIEWER
do anything ese | warnt. + normdity

People unwilling to give up APP. BOOK
their misery should skip this + vaudion

book; anyone who want to be
free of back problems, on the

other hand, should read it.

6

Changed my life!, April 22, 1999

Reviewer: A reader from Durango, Colorado

| experienced severe and APP. BOOK
sometime debilitating back t, + vauation

pain for five years prior to

reading this book.

After reading the book and JUD. SARNO
dowly convincing myself t, + capacity
that he wasright, my lifehas | APP.

changed. t, + vauation BOOK




viii

| have regained dl of the JUD. REVIEWER
mohility thet | hed thought t, + normdity
was forever logt.

Dr. Sarno clearly describes JUD. SARNO
the symptoms of back pain + capacity
and then proceedsto
delineate the exact steps one
should take to conquer the

beast.

Dr. Sarno appropriately JUD. SARNO
names the overwhdliming + capacity

problem as TMS.
The affirmations offered by APP. BOOK
Dr. Sarno are conveniently t, + vauation

taped next to the toilet in my
bathroom for adally

reminder.

v

THIS BOOK isthe BIBLE for back pain sufferers - PRICELESS, May 28, 1999
Reviewer: geffordsl@aol.com from Dallas Texas

After $2000 on an MR, the
orthepedic doctor said that
my chronic pain was "due to
the structures in my back and
that the good news was that
the pain would go away in 10
to 15 years asthey fuse
together as you get older".
Usdess do nothing advice.

APP.
-vauation

ADVICE

THIS BOOK - isamazing, no

longer adave to backpain
since 1991.

APP.
+ vauation

BOOK

No pain No pain!!!

8

| was dways skeptical, but till it worked., May 21, 1999

Reviewer: Jack Cohen (jcohen@streamlines.com) from SanL uisObispo, CA

My mother saw areview of
Sarno in an Andrew Well
book.




| was extremely skeptica as

mogt information on back
pain led meto believe that
few if any so cdled experts
have good answers (I think
my reply to my mother was
"they don't know anything
about the back!™)

QUD.
-capacity

EXPERTS

She overrode my negativity
and sent me the book.

JUD.
t, + tenacity

MOTHER

| found it contained the most
logicd information on the
back and back pain that | had
ever read.

APP.
+ composition: balance

BOOK

Within two weeksthe pain
was gone (I wasinthe

middle of a gpasm event
when | got the book).

APP.
t, + vauation

BOOK

Thiswas about 2 or three
years ago.

Sincethen | have not had a
major spasm event or been
stopped from any work or
play activity from back pain.

APP.
t, + vauation

BOOK

| usedto get layedup 2 or 3
times ayear for about two
weeks duration before | read
the book.

APP.
t, +vauation

BOOK

| have my own little
treatment that | usethat is
based on the information in
Sarno's book.

But the chiropractor,
physicd thergpist, and
orthopedic surgeon are dl
out of my life.

JUD.
t, + normality

REVIEWER

Also goneisthat congtant
fear that limited my
activities, the fear that my
back would "go out".

AFF.
security: confidence

REVIEWER




9

Reviewer: A reader from Columbus, Ohio, USA

OUTSTANDING!!!!

| heard about this book on
ABC's 20/20 afew months

ago.

After | only reed the first 26
pages | started feding better
and within a couple days my
chronic low back pain was
gone and has not appeared
eversince.

APP.
t, + vauation

BOOK

Inthe meantime | am
enjoying life, playing with

my children like I've never
done before, playing tennis
again and doing al kinds of
thingsthat | could have never
even imagined before in the
last 10 years.

AFF.
happiness: cheer

REVIEWER

Thank you Dr. Sarno!!

10

It really works!!!, August 14, 1999
Reviewer: A reader from Rochester, New Y ork

| have my life back.

JUD.
+ normdity

REVIEWER

After four years of suffering
with chronic back pain after
adiagnoss of aherniated
disc

AFF.
t, unhgpiness: misery

REVIEWER

| can now ride horses again,
garden, and goto an
amusement park and go on
the rides and water dides.

JUD.
t, + normality

REVIEWER

Also, the weekly chiropractic
vigts are athing of the padt.

JUD.
t, + normality

REVIEWER

Thank you Dr. Sarno.
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Sarno's method absolutely works!, August 16, 1999
Reviewer: |dhays@fullnet.net (see more about me) from Oklahoma, USA

| found "Hedling Back Pan’
several years ago.

| had been suffering for three
yearswith lower back pain
and a so-cdled "dipped
disk."

AFF.
t, unhgppiness. misary

REVIEWER

| spent thousands of dollars | APP. CONVENTIONAL
on conventiona methods - vaudion METHODS
without any positive results.

| congtantly thought about
how much my back hurt.
One day | saw Sarno's book
in a bookstore and bought it.

That evening | read the first
30 or 40 pages.
Asl| read, amazingly my APP. BOOK
back problems melted away. | + reaction: impact

No pills, no exercise,

nothing.
Just aquick attitude change.

It redly was exactly asSarno | JUD. SARNO
said. + capacity

Back pain was due to
emotiond stress and nothing

more.
Sounds strange, but my back | APP. BOOK
pain went away that day. t, + vauation

It has crept back at times APP. BOOK
sincethen, but Smply t, + vauation

rereading "Heding Back

Pain" makesit go away every
time, and immediately.
Thisisan amazing book. APP. BOOK

+ vauation

If you have given up on APP. BOOK
doctors, exercise, and you + vauation
fear surgery, read this book
for the easy way out of your

pain.
Thisisonething that sounds | APP. BOOK
too good to be true, but it + vauation

redly istruel




12

| have my life back. It flatworks.com, September 23, 1999

Reviewer: A reader from Pain Free Ville

Xii

| wasflat on my back, ice JUD. REVIEWER
pads, couldn't care for - cgpacity
myself, couldn't walk, for
weeksthen somewhat | could
walk, but | couldn't
lift,run,exercise, pick up the
remote control off the floor,

| was in bad shape,

| wasthinking of my life like
this, it lasted for months.

Don't believe the JUD. SICKNESSCARE
sicknesscare professonas - veracity PROFESSIONALS
that writetheir reviews,
you know, the doctors that JUD. DOCTORS
scare you with thier bone — propriety?
skeletons and xrays and
gloomy forecast for your

postura future.

They arelieing their way to JUD. DOCTORS
the bank. t, - propriety

Don't believe the physical JUD. DOCTORS
therapist who want to whirl t, - propriety
and wind you and even

electric shock you and "well
See you next week”',

oh yea, they would liketo JuD DOCTORS
See you next week for the t, - propriety

res of your panful life.
Their whole worlds are APP. BOOK
proven invdid by any one t, + vauation
who will read this book.
Y ou want your life back,they | JUD. DOCTORS
want you under their care! t, - propriety

Thisbook flat cured mein APP. BOOK
two days. + vauation

For fifteen bucks Im better, APP. BOOK

t, + vauation

| would have spent 25K to
have my life back.




Xii

Two days Im better, APP. BOOK
t, + valuation

| surfed in hurricane Floyd JUD. REVIEWER
free of pain, t, + normdity

| did squats yesterday for the | JUD. REVIEWER
firg time snce June, when t, + normdity
the attack occured.

Thisbook gave memy life APP. BOOK
back, + vauation
thank you Dr. Sarno,
you got ahome here
whenever,

thank you Larry King for the

gutsto arr it,
thank you Howard Sternfor | APP. BOOK
making me beleve it waan't t, + vauation

bogus,

and thanks be to God for the

wonderful mind we have and
the discovery he choseto
bless uswith in our time,

13

Im back kickboxing after two days of completing the book., September 23, 1999

Reviewer: A reader from FHorida

| went down in what was AFF. REVIEWER
diagnosed as disc problems, | t, unhgppiness misary
couldn't walk for days, JUD. REVIEWER
months went by, couldn't - cgpacity
train, work out, surf,
anything.
| saw Larry King, | bought JUD. REVIEWER
the book, withan open mind |t + tenacity
| read it,| didit,
24 hours later | could kick JUD. REVIEWER
over my head, +capacity
four days complete hedling, APP. BOOK

t, + vauation
TMS and amazing discovery, | JUD. SARNO
the guy deserves a statue. t, + capacity
| wonder what else we can AFF. REVIEWER

do with our mind.

satifaction: interest
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Thisbook changed my life..., August 29, 2000
Reviewer: A reader from Stockton, CA USA

Xiv

| had been suffering from AFF. REVIEWER
back pain for eight years, t, unhgpinessmisary

including sciatica, Snce my

pregnancy.

In fact, my back was so bad, | AFFECT REVIEWER
just the thought of having disndination:fear
another baby really scared

me.

| just did not think | could JUD. REVIEWER
withstand the pressure of the | t, -capacity

pregnancy on my spine.

| have dso suffered from AFF. REVIEWER
knee pain and foot paindl of | t, unhapiness misery
which made my life dmost

unbearable at times.

| saw Howard Stern on the

Larry King Show talking
about Dr. Sarno and his

books.

| bought the book and JUD. PEOPLE
thought, "it can't be this t, - veracity
sample. These people are

imagining this"

But at thetime | wastaking JUD. REVIEWER
four ibuprofen at atime, t, - normdity
three times aday, and it was
darting to affect my
stomach.

| quit the ibuprofen, and APP. BOOK
followed Dr. Sarno's steps. t, + vauation

The bottom line - | have

been amost pain freefor one
yedr.

Occasondly | have aflare

up, but | redizeit for what it

isand it does not last long.

| recommend this book. APP. BOOK

+ vaudion

It sounds crazy, but if you
areinasmuch painas| was,
what have you got to lose??







