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interpretation, prejudices, fantasy, imagination. There is an appar-
ent acknowledgement that (i) factuality as a category of ‘epistemic 
objects’ (Mattila 2005) can be seen to exist and to be defi nable but 
that (ii) each individual fact needs to be worked at and negotiated.
A great deal of the phraseology indicates non-negotiability. Things • 
labelled as facts are not created by current discourse but brought in 
from other discourses. The phrase the fact that is the most frequently 
occurring vehicle of travel.
Establishing the phraseology of • the fact that involves examining in 
detail the preceding prepositions and verbs, where the fact that is 
in Rheme and the predicates of the fact that where the phrase is in 
Theme, to use the terminology of Systemic-Functional Grammar.5

Things commonly said about facts include:• 
Facts are the cause: they lead to outcomes, problems, solu- o
tions, conclusions; they mean/imply things, or are com-
mented on because contrary to expectation they don’t 
mean/imply things.
Facts are the immoveable objects around which other  o
epistemic objects orientate themselves: they are ignored or 
taken into account, or they corroborate ideas.
Facts are important. o
People also orientate themselves around facts: they talk  o
about them and react affectively to them, either positively 
or negatively.

In a sense, once a proposition has been labelled fact in the New Scientist it 
is, in Morgan’s terms, successful. It has travelled out of its original domain 
and into the area of popular scientifi c discourse. We can see that discour-
sally it has become situated at the heart of things; it is the proposition to 
which people react and around which other epistemic objects orientate. For 
the period of its lifetime it has consequences. The shadow of negotiability 
constantly hangs over it, however, and the possibility of being ‘de-facted’ 
is always present.



7 Grammar Patterns, Local 
Grammars and Evaluation

7.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter reviews some possible answers to the question raised in Chap-
ter 1 and again in Chapter 4: to what extent is it possible to use patterning 
in language to identify (and therefore quantify) evaluative meaning? The 
chapter starts from the work on pattern grammar carried out in the 1990s 
(Hunston and Francis 1999), but considers also more recent approaches, 
in particular the FrameNet project (e.g. Fillmore et al. 2003) and the local 
grammar of Affect proposed by Bednarek (2008). The chapter does not 
dwell on the Sentiment Analysis approach that was covered in Chapter 4, 
but in a sense it offers a corpus linguistics alternative to that Computational 
Linguistics approach. What lies behind all of this work is the question of 
the relationship between form, in particular phraseology, and meaning.

There are in fact many ways of expressing the relationship between co-text 
and meaning. As Sinclair (1991: 104–105) has noted, although ambiguity is 
common when words are considered in isolation, it is a rare phenomenon 
when ordinary running text is encountered as co-text typically disambiguates. 
The other side of the coin is that words which regularly occur with similar 
co-texts (It is possible/likely/doubtful that) tend to share aspects of meaning 
(Hunston and Francis 1999), to the extent that co-occurrence can be used as 
a search principle for identifying synonyms and antonyms (Renouf 2009). 
When words are considered to belong to semantic sets, recurring patterns in 
their co-texts can be parsed to identify common semantic elements (Fillmore 
et al. 2003). Sinclair (2003) prioritises meaning in context and argues for the 
concept of ‘semantic reversal’, where co-text imposes a meaning on a word, 
as in Matt was usually the perpetrator of the best jokes, where perpetrator 
imposes a negative interpretation of best jokes. Goldberg (2006: 6) similarly 
argues that it is constructions that impose semantic classifi cations upon verbs 
rather than vice versa. All such arguments tend to assume that two phenom-
ena—word-meaning and co-text—are independent of each other, or at least 
can be spoken of as if they were. Teubert (2004) goes further and argues that 
meaning is to be identifi ed only in text, and that it often makes no sense to 
talk of the meaning of a word independent of its co-text.
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There are, then, at least three ways to talk about the relationship between 
the meaning of a word and the co-text of that word. One is to suggest that 
co-text can be used as a diagnostic, to identify words that share mean-
ing (as Renouf 2009 mostly does). Another is to argue that co-text selects 
words that share meaning (as Renouf 2009 partly does and as Hunston 
and Francis 1999 mostly do). The third is that co-text construes meaning, 
so that all words occurring in a given co-text share meaning, but only in 
that environment (as Teubert 2004 does and as Hunston and Francis 1999 
sometimes do). The difference may be due as much to research context 
as to conceptual disagreements. Dictionary compilers, for example, fi nd it 
inconvenient not to assume that words have meanings.

This chapter explores the relationship between recurring patterns and 
evaluative meaning. In particular, it discusses grammar patterns and local 
grammars of evaluation, and asks whether grammar patterns can be used 
as a diagnostic to distinguish between types of evaluative meaning or to 
parse evaluative statements in running text.

The chapter takes as its starting point the grammar patterns identifi ed by 
Francis et al. (1996, 1998; see also Hunston and Francis 1998, 1999) and the 
concept of local grammar developed by Barnbrook and Sinclair (Barnbrook 
2002; Barnbrook and Sinclair 1995) and sometimes applied to evaluative lan-
guage (Hunston and Sinclair 2000; Hunston 2003a; Bednarek 2008). How-
ever, the grammar pattern project was not envisaged as something that related 
to evaluation. The primary aim was to provide a transparent and fl exible cod-
ing system for entries in the Collins Cobuild English Dictionary (Sinclair et 
al. 1995), and then to present the patterns independently of the dictionary in 
a way that made apparent the association between pattern and meaning, form 
and function (Francis et al. 1996, 1998; see also Sinclair 1991).

Inevitably, however, the patterns that attracted most attention were those 
that in some way conveyed evaluative meaning, and in particular those in 
which ‘semantic reversal’ (Sinclair 2003) seemed to take place. Work on 
patterns such as V n into–ing (e.g. had tricked him into kidnapping her), V 
way prep/adv (e.g. elbowed their way through the crowd) and there v-link 
something ADJ about n (e.g. There’s something strange about her) led to 
the observation that these patterns imposed an interpretation of evaluative 
meaning on words that in other contexts would not be considered evalua-
tive (Hunston and Francis 1999: 105).

When words that shared both pattern and some semantic similarity were 
grouped together (in Francis et al. 1996, 1998), it became apparent that 
functional roles could be mapped on to pattern elements with some con-
sistency. Some of this was ‘old news’. For example, among the verbs that 
occur in the pattern V n n (verb followed by two noun phrases) there is a 
group consisting of examples such as: the man who had caused her all that 
pain; this defi ant stand against Europe . . . fi nally cost her the premiership; 
it saved him the bother of getting washed and dressed for school; to spare 
him further embarrassment (Francis et al. 1996: 275). These examples can 
all be parsed using similar terminology, as in Table 7.1.
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Other examples are less traditional, although, as noted below, they do 
share much in common with the semantic roles proposed by Fillmore (e.g. 
Fillmore and Atkins 1992). One example is shown in Table 7.2, from the 
pattern V n from n:

This regularity and the possibility of consistency in mapping led to an 
attempt to develop a local grammar of evaluation (Hunston and Sinclair 
2000; and see below).

There seems good reason to suppose, then, that grammar patterns and 
local grammar, and indeed the other similar ways of systematising corpus-
based observations of form and meaning, will have a good deal of relevance 
to the study of evaluative language. This chapter explores the extent of that 
relevance.

Table 7.1 Parsing the V n n Pattern

AGENT PROCESS PERSON AFFECTED COST OR BENEFIT

The man caused her all that pain

This defi ant stand 
against Europe

cost her the premiership

It saved him the bother of getting washed 
and dressed for school

 spare him further embarrassment

Table 7.2 Parsing the V n from n Pattern

AGENT: PERSON, 
ACTIVITY OR 
THING

PROCESS: 
PROTECT

BENEFICIARY: 
PERSON OR 
THING

 

UNDESIRABLE STATE

Bingeing can cocoon a person from the pressures and 
challenges of 
everyday living

The suspension is designed to 
cushion

passengers from the effects of riding 
over rough roads

They insulate us from despair

ozone protects us from the harmful radiation 
from the sun

that would 
safeguard

them from future errors

Shade tender 
seedlings

from bursts of scorching 
sunlight

Their charitable 
status

shields them from the tough realities of 
trade publishing
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7.2 PATTERN GRAMMAR AND ITS CLOSE RELATIONS

The concept of pattern is introduced in Francis (1993) and discussed at 
length in Hunston and Francis (1999) and subsequently in other papers 
(e.g. Hunston 2004b, 2007a). Pattern annotation of word senses can be 
found in the Collins Cobuild English Dictionary (Sinclair et al. 1995, 
and subsequent editions) and patterns are listed together with the words 
that occur as their core in Francis et al. (1996, 1998). The notation used 
in those publications expresses the pattern as a series of elements, which 
may be a specifi c word (usually but not always a preposition) or a group 
or clause type (e.g. noun phrase, that-clause). The pattern includes only 
those elements which are distinctive of the core word and not others. 
It does not analyse elements to express their clausal function (such as 
Object or Adjunct), although such an analysis can be undertaken, as is 
done in Francis et al. (1996). Hunston and Francis (1999: 152) argue 
that such functional analyses are inherently unsatisfactory, though 
others, such as Teubert (2008) and Reichardt (2008), suggest that the 
grammar pattern agenda might be enhanced by linking it to the concept 
of valency. Herbst et al. (2004) explore pattern from a valency point 
of view.

To give a brief example of grammar patterns, here is the verb FOR-
GET, as coded in CCED (some of the codings only are given here):

V n (verb followed by a noun phrase: the Subject of the verb is not coded and 
neither are any accompanying adverbs or other elements; the fact that the noun 
phrase is an Object is not coded) e.g. Sometimes I change the words because I 
forget them.

V wh (verb followed by a fi nite wh-clause) e.g. She forgot where she left the car.

V to-inf (verb followed by to-infi nitive clause) e.g. She forgot to lock her door.

V–ing (verb followed by an -ing clause) e.g. I’ll never forget going to Sunday School 
as a kid.

V about n (verb followed by a prepositional phrase beginning with about) e.g. She 
forgot about everything . . .

V pron-refl  (verb followed by refl exive pronoun: although with many verbs the 
noun phrase in a V n pattern may sometimes be a refl exive pronoun, the specifi c 
coding is given here because the meaning of ‘forget oneself’ is quite different 
from instances where forget is followed by any other noun or pronoun) e.g. He 
forgot himself . . .
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As noted earlier, in two publications (Francis et al. 1996, 1998), lists are 
given of all the patterns for verbs, nouns and adjectives used in CCED; 
further lists are given for all the words (verbs, nouns, adjectives) that 
are the core words of those patterns. In the case of Francis et al. (1996), 
which deals with verb patterns, the pattern elements are mapped on to 
functional elements such as Object, Complement and so on. The words 
within each pattern are grouped into ad hoc ‘meaning groups’ which 
serve to highlight perceived semantic similarities.

For example, Francis et al. (1996: 145–153) collect together all the verbs 
in CCED that have the coding V about n and group them to highlight 
semantic congruence. Six such groups are given for this pattern. One group, 
for example, lists 31 verbs that indicate mental processes such as thinking 
or feeling, including forget and other verbs such as agonise, agree, bother, 
brood, care, cogitate, daydream and deliberate.

Pattern grammar arises from Sinclair’s concept of the idiom principle as 
a descriptor of language. Like collocation, patterns represent an instance 
of the idiom principle in operation. (And, like collocation, they are often 
best seen as coming about because of a more pervasive phraseology than 
is represented by the pattern itself.) Each grammar pattern identifi ed is a 
simple description of the recurrent behaviour of a given word. Behind the 
concept of pattern grammar lies an assumption that lexis and grammar 
are inseparable, and that any system of grammar is the outcome of the 
accumulation of each instance of each word in its context. It does not, 
however, take a theoretical stance on the mental processing of grammar, 
and, although some sense of ‘similar meaning’ between individual words 
is taken for granted, the existence of semantic classes in the mind is not 
presupposed. On the contrary, as shall be discussed in the following, it is 
assumed that semantic congruence is an ad hoc and mutable concept, and 
that meaning is invested in phrases rather than in words. In these ways pat-
tern grammar is distinguished from other concepts to which it otherwise 
appears similar, such as construction grammar or frames (see below).

One of the issues in pattern grammar research is the relationship between 
pattern and semantic classifi cation. Francis et al. (1996, 1998) somewhat 
naively group words into ad hoc ‘meaning groups’. This has led to criti-
cism (e.g. Teubert 2008) that the groupings are misleading because they 
appear to propagate the mistaken assumption that meaning ‘belongs to’ 
single words and that groups of words can ‘mean the same thing’, as well 
as ignoring aspects of semantic and grammatical theory that might more 
usefully inform the description.

The starting point for pattern grammar is the individual word, with 
‘word’ used in its dictionary sense of a lemma (though see Chapter 5 for 
a discussion of pattern and lemma). To illustrate this, Figure 7.1 shows 
concordance lines for the lemma RECOVER. Each set of lines within the 
fi gure illustrates a different co-text.



124 Corpus Approaches to Evaluation

Figure 7.1(a) Co-text: RECOVER is followed by a noun phrase (V n); also included 
here is the passive equivalent (be V-ed).

 do it myself, come to that.” Gwen recovered a little of her commonsense at
 disillusionment; maybe the Left is recovering an awareness once common among
 should be given much wider powers to recover costs. <xr> 9141 </xr> <hl> Bricks
 data retrieval service-and they recovered everything Alison had lost! Vogon
 through, time, in particular, to recover his health and heal the horrendous  
 teeters for a moment on its bow, recovers his balance, and then walks the
 wishes to sue the manufacturer to recover loss caused by a serious defect in
 has been a way of exploring and recovering part of myself, of somehow
 drive offers an opportunity to recover some of the defi cit by virtue of
 confi dence, go back to his roots, recover who he was. <p> NAFTA was the
 be changed. From now on, you quickly recover your sense of humour and your

 If he waited until damages were recovered as they almost inevitably would
 important if your stolen bird is recovered by the police and positive
 sank off the Isle of Man could be recovered within a week if they are still

Figure 7.1(b) Co-text: RECOVER is followed by a prepositional phrase beginning 
with from (V from n).

 job than his predecessor, who recovered from a poor start to clinch the
 to provide cover while Hartson recovers from a knee injury and Gayle a
 graver complications and almost recovered from bronchitis. He rested at
 coming back in good numbers after recovering from disease. <p> There are also
 from hospital, where he is recovering from a broken cheekbone and a
 in two tie-break sets and Mecir recovered from a set down against Derek
 last month after a long break to recover from a shoulder operation in
 on Staff: Two out of three are recovering from addiction. Third is in AL-
 been reversed. Scott’s has never recovered from Roland Huntford’s savage
 from New York wrote, after recovering from an operation in China where

Figure 7.1(c) Co-text: RECOVER is followed by a noun phrase and a preposi-
tional phrase beginning with from (V n from n).

 go home.” <p> Rescue workers have recovered 180 bodies from beneath the
 <p> On 2 April, the lifeboat recovered a body from the sea which was
 strategy by Mr Al Fayed’s lawyers to recover costs from Mr Hamilton. The focus
 such as estimating motion and recovering depth information from
 percent certain of its ability to recover payment from your insurance
 for other uses. Fishermen have recovered some from the sea, including a
 Insurance were given fresh hope of recovering substantial sums from Michael
 needs an exact copy of the key to recover the message from the cryptogram.
 also in hand, he said, to physically recover the oil from the sea. <h> POPE IN
 she will have great pleasure in recovering those expenses from her
 simply being a miner, let alone recovering uranium from its Olympic Dam
 is as foolish as saying that in recovering your property from the man who
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Figure 7.1(d) Co-text: RECOVER occurs at the end of a clause or is followed by a 
non-dependent prepositional phrase or adverb (V).

 shows signs—however faint—of recovering. <p> A small but growing minority
 sound and I am confi dent we will recover and prosper as we have in the
 in particular—had not entirely recovered at Monday’s training session.
 is sure her daughter will fully recover. `I’m very confi dent—she’s a
 Taylor Hawkins was last night recovering in hospital after the weekend’s
 and an eight-year-old girl is now recovering in intensive care. <p> Croydon
 2000 </dt> A boy aged 11 was recovering last night after his grandfather
 more hope we had she was going to recover. On occasion we felt she knew we
 unless the world economy starts to recover soon. Financial crises and risks,
 minutes against Everton, but recovered to keep his side in the game with

A few observations might be made about these examples. In Figure 7.1(a), 
the noun phrase following RECOVER (or the subject in the passive exam-
ples) may indicate either a positive cognitive, physical or emotional state 
(her sense of humour, who he was, his health) or a missing item (some of 
the damages,1 your stolen bird). In 7.1(b) the noun phrase following from 
indicates an illness or other undesirable situation. The examples in 7.1(c) 
all deal with getting something from somewhere, while those in 7.1(d) are 
about regaining health, fi tness or positive emotional state, that is, returning 
to ‘normality’. In other words, if we distinguish two possible paraphrases 
of RECOVER: ‘become physically or emotionally healthy after a period 
of reduced well-being’ and ‘get something from somewhere’, then concor-
dances 7.1(b) and 7.1(d) belong to the fi rst and concordances 7.1(c) belong 
to the second. Concordances 7.1(a) show instances compatible with each 
paraphrase.

Other verbs that parallel RECOVER may also be identifi ed. For exam-
ple, verbs that also occur with the co-text of from followed by a noun 
phrase (the pattern V from n) indicating an illness or other diffi culty include 
near synonyms of recover in the ‘become healthy again’ sense (convalesce, 
recuperate and bounce back) and verbs indicating suffering rather than 
recovery (die, reel, smart, suffer). Verbs followed by a noun phrase and then 
a prepositional phrase with from (V n from n) include several indicating 
a process of ‘getting’, such as acquire, extract, get, steal and take (infor-
mation from Francis et al. 1996: 189, 375). We might conclude that each 
pattern makes salient one of the aspects of meaning of RECOVER. This 
concept of semantic grouping will be returned to later.

There are a number of assumptions and limitations involved in present-
ing the concordance lines and their patterns in this way. The most sig-
nifi cant assumption is that only those items in the co-text that constitute 
defi ning characteristics of this particular verb need to be mentioned. For 
this reason, the co-text labels do not mention that the verb RECOVER 
has a subject in each case (as all verbs have subjects); they mention only 
what occurs after the verb. More controversially, it is assumed that some 
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items occurring after the verb are a defi ning feature of it, and so should 
be mentioned as signifi cant co-text, while others are not. For example, in 
Figure 7.1(d) there are examples of RECOVER followed by an adverb or 
prepositional phrase indicating time (at Monday’s training session, last 
night, soon); there are also examples of a more specifi c pattern—progres-
sive recovering followed by in hospital or in intensive care. An examination 
of more concordance lines than can be shown here demonstrates that both 
are frequent. For example, a corpus of issues of the Sun and News of the 
World newspapers contains almost 27 instances of recovering per million 
words, of which over three instances per million words are recovering in 
followed by hospital, or the name of a specifi c hospital or clinic or a similar 
noun phrase such as intensive care. The exact phrase recovering in hospital 
occurs over 100 times in this 44 million word corpus. Yet, from the point of 
view of pattern, this is claimed to be irrelevant. A sharp distinction, there-
fore, is made between those prepositional phrases beginning with from 
and those beginning with in. Although a case for this can be made on fre-
quency grounds (RECOVER from occurs about eight times as frequently 
as RECOVER in does), it is not a robust one. Rather, the argument is that 
whereas prepositional phrases beginning with in and indicating place are 
found following many verbs, those beginning with from and indicating a 
particular semantic role are found following only some verbs. To use Wil-
lis’s (2003) terminology, from identifi es a class of verbs whereas in does 
not. To use Fillmore’s (http://framenet.icsi.berkeley.edu) terminology, from 
introduces an element which plays a core semantic role in the ‘recovery’ 
frame whereas in does not. Such distinctions are problematic for the auto-
matic identifi cation of patterns.

One observation made earlier about the formal co-text is that certain posi-
tions in it are consistently fi lled by specifi c semantic roles. For example, the 
agent of RECOVER is usually an intelligent being, though it is sometimes an 
abstraction from human activity (e.g. the economy, the Left) or a metonym 
(the lifeboat). In Figure 7.1(c) the object of RECOVER indicates either a 
corpse or a sum of money or a natural resource (oil, uranium). In Figure 
7.1(b), the noun phrase following from indicates an undesirable circumstance 
such as an illness. In most cases this categorisation is so obvious as to be 
banal: the examples in Figure 7.1(b) include a poor start, a knee injury, bron-
chitis, disease and an operation. It should be noted, however, that in some 
instances a situation can be so classifi ed, not because of its out-of-context 
meaning but because of its position following recover from. Here are some 
examples from a wider search than the examples shown in Figure 7.1:

Example 7.1

Meanwhile, with only a few weeks to go to the release of the latest Star Wars in 
Britain, The Sun has discovered some fi lm-goers who are still recovering from 
previous parts of the series.
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Example 7.2

Environmentalists say attempts to repair the airstrip will further disrupt birdlife 
which is only just recovering from the initial building work.

Example 7.3

When Mama recovered from talking to Chrissie she ran into Bob’s room . . .

Here ‘previous parts of the series’, ‘the initial building work’ and ‘talk-
ing to Chrissie’ are not inherently negative, but are so in the context of 
‘RECOVER from’. Here the pattern could be said to ‘impose’ meaning 
by the process of semantic reversal mentioned earlier, and that this is an 
example of benign circularity: recover from is followed by phrases indi-
cating disruptive or unpleasant events, and those events are so classifi ed 
because they follow recover from.

Attempts are now being made (cf. Hanks 2008) to write pattern descrip-
tions which consistently capture semantic as well as formal information, 
but this project is in its early stages. The concept of ‘local grammar’, to be 
described in more detail later, also aims to map meaning elements on to 
pattern. A rather similar, and much more complete, project is the FrameNet 
project (www.framenet.icsi.berkeley.edu), which starts from specifi c seman-
tic frames and progresses through the identifi cation of words realising those 
frames to the specifi cation of semantic roles within the sequences in which 
the core words frequently appear. A key advantage of this approach is that 
words that happen to belong to different classes are treated the same (e.g. 
recover and recovery belong to the same frame and have the same core 
semantic roles). The FrameNet project identifi es a frame ‘recovery’, with 
the core semantic roles ‘patient’, ‘affl iction’ and ‘body part’. Examples such 
as Pat is recovering from scarlet fever illustrate the frame verb recover 
along with the patient Pat and the affl iction scarlet fever. Verbs in this 
frame are: convalesce, heal, perk up, recover and recuperate. Nouns are: 
convalescence, recovery and recuperation. Some of these verbs share gram-
mar patterns with RECOVER (and some of the nouns share patterns with 
recovery), others do not. Verbs such as suffer are treated quite differently as 
belonging to the ‘Catastrophe’ frame with semantic roles ‘undergoer’ and 
‘undesirable event’ (rather than ‘patient’ and ‘affl iction’). Fillmore (2008) 
argues forcefully that such an approach is more informative than a valency 
approach alone; and although he does not mention grammar patterns as 
such, his argument would apply to those too.

In other words, what we have here are two approaches, each of which, 
in the end, identifi es a set of verbs (among other words), a set of patterned 
co-texts (e.g. prepositional phrase with from) identifi ed from a corpus, a gen-
eral semantic congruence between the verbs and the semantic roles that go 
with this, mapped on to the pattern. What is interesting is that starting from 
either end of the process, that is, from the pattern or from the semantic frame, 
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leads to results that overlap to some extent but that are far from identical. 
RECOVER and HEAL are grouped together by FrameNet but treated quite 
differently in pattern terms. RECOVER from and SUFFER from are treated 
as similar by pattern grammar and as quite different by FrameNet. The dif-
ference is that whereas FrameNet assumes word-meaning that is independent 
of pattern (e.g. suffer from is a variant of suffer), pattern grammar assumes 
that meaning belongs more to pattern than to word (e.g. suffer from is more 
similar to recover from than it is to suffer). What pattern grammar assumes 
most of all, though, (and FrameNet does not) is the mutability of semantic 
categories. The placing together of recover with recuperate and bounce back, 
let alone with suffer, reel and die can only be an ad hoc suggestion based on 
an intuitively perceived congruence, and that perception is, of course, in turn 
based on the formal similarity of recover from, bounce back from, reel from 
and suffer from.

7.3 PATTERNS AND EVALUATIVE LANGUAGE

As noted earlier, the original concept of grammar patterns was not particu-
larly connected with evaluation, but the association of pattern and meaning 
inevitably raises questions as to whether patterns can assist in identifying 
and characterising evaluative language. To put the argument very simply: 
a lot of words in English (verbs, nouns and adjectives) do not occur with 
anything other than the most basic patterns. Here ‘basic’ might be defi ned 
as ‘that which defi nes the word class’. A noun is that which follows a deter-
miner or an adjective. An adjective occurs before a noun or following a 
copular verb. A verb occurs without complementation or is followed by a 
noun phrase. In CCED, this behaviour is noted regularly only in the case of 
verbs (which are coded ‘V’ or ‘V n’); for the other word classes it is assumed 
that the word class label carries this pattern information and the pattern 
is noted only when the frequency is unusual (e.g. the north is coded ‘the 
N’ and electric as in electric fi re is coded ‘ADJ n’, but friend is only coded 
‘Noun’ and large is only coded ‘Adjective’). Very many words, however, 
occur sometimes, often or usually with more extensive patterning. In a 
large proportion of cases, this more extensive patterning is associated with 
some kind of evaluative meaning.

For this argument to appear reasonable it is necessary to consider 
that most complementation patterns involve either clauses (that-clauses, 
to-infi nitive clauses, wh-clauses) or prepositions. That-clauses, to-infi n-
itive clauses and wh-clauses entail a packaging of information (‘realis’ 
or ‘irrealis’) that makes that information available for subjective com-
ment (Hyland and Tse 2005). I have argued elsewhere (Hunston, 2008a) 
that prepositions serve to classify information; it might be added here 
that some of that classifi cation will interact with evaluative meaning. 
This is fairly apparent in prepositions such as against, which construes 
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opposition, or about, which construes a topic about which comment may 
be made, but the most productive preposition in this sense is probably 
as, which construes subjective classifi cation. For this reason, patterns 
involving dependent clauses and prepositions are all candidates for a 
contribution to evaluation.

The importance of pattern to evaluative meaning is illustrated most 
clearly in the case of adjectives. Adjectives are in any case the word class 
most associated with evaluation or, to put it more properly, evaluative 
meaning is most canonically articulated using what Halliday and Mat-
thiessen (2004: 219) call ‘intensive’ clauses (e.g. Sara is clever) where an 
Attribute is assigned to a Carrier. Again, most canonically, the word realis-
ing the Attribute is modifi able with an intensifi er such as very (Sara is very 
clever) and may modify another word (Sara is a clever girl); in short, it is 
what is commonly termed a gradable adjective. It is, of course, possible for 
adjectives, especially classifi ers, to construe non-evaluative meaning (elec-
tric fi re, Catholic church, a tall building), but the patterns that complement 
adjectives almost always co-occur with evaluative meaning of some kind. 
Figure 7.2 shows examples (all from Francis et al. 1998):

Figure 7.2(a) Adjectives indicating emotion.

 I’m not surprised the staff support you•  (ADJ that)
 I was uncertain what his next move should be•  (ADJ wh)
 It was exciting watching her grow in confi dence•  (it v-link ADJ–ing)
 Ann’s friends were less enthusiastic about her plans•  (ADJ about n)
 I . . . was worried as to how my death would affect them•  (ADJ as to wh)
 I stood utterly astonished by what I’d done•  (ADJ by n)
 He was utterly absorbed in his private game•  (ADJ in n)
 I was very fond of her•  (ADJ of n)
 Canada is seriously worried over the level of spending . . .•  (ADJ over n)
 I’ve always felt very affectionate towards Karen . . .•  (ADJ towards n)
 I thought I was angry with them•  (ADJ with n)

Figure 7.2(b) Adjectives indicating human qualities.

 • He appears powerless against the corrupt politicians (ADJ against n)
 We left for New York feeling . . . inadequate as parents • (ADJ as n)
 Her mother was clever at many things•  (ADJ at n)
 I fear I’m not cut out for detection • (ADJ for n)
 . . . he was absent from work for 35 days•  (ADJ from n)

Figure 7.2(c) Adjectives indicating qualities of things.

 • Children’s homes are expensive to run and diffi cult to staff (ADJ to-inf)
 . . . blues and greens are easy on the eye•  (ADJ on n)
 . . . insects which are benefi cial to birds•  (ADJ to n)
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Figure 7.2(d) Adjectives indicating attitudes.

 • It was fortunate for George that the cinema manager could vouch for him 
(it v-link ADJ for n that)
 It is understandable why they hate the sight of him • (it v-link ADJ wh)
 It is quite possible to alter or extend a house • (it v-link ADJ to-inf)
 It would be ludicrous for him to travel economy . . . • (it v-link AJD for n to-inf)
 . . . the trainer thought it best that I should rest the knee • (v it ADJ that)
 . . . I don’t feel it appropriate to start now • (v it ADJ to-inf)
 It is possible some dates may change . . .•  (it v-link ADJ that)
 It was obvious to me that Mary needed a friend•  (it v-link ADJ to n that)

The examples in Figure 7.2(a) indicate an emotion or reaction, the object 
or target of which is construed in the clause or prepositional phrase follow-
ing the adjective. In 7.2(b), the adjective expresses a quality possessed by 
a person, with the prepositional phrase defi ning the scope of that quality. 
The examples in 7.2(c) are similar except that the quality belongs to a non-
human entity. In each of the examples in 7.2(d), the clause following the 
adjective construes an event or situation to which the adjective expresses 
an attitude; in those examples where it is used, that attitude is construed 
as impersonal—a community rather than an individual reaction—except 
where a prepositional phrase (to me) reassigns the evaluation as personal.

In each case, then, the pattern elements (dependent clause or preposi-
tional phrase) express either the object of the evaluation or the extent of its 
scope. In some cases there is both a prepositional phrase and a clause (it 
was fortunate for George that . . . ; it would be ludicrous for him to . . . ; 
It was obvious to me that . . .). In each case the prepositional phrase plays 
a slightly different role: the silent benefi ciary of the positively appraised 
situation (silent in the sense that ‘George’s’ own opinions are not known); 
the logical subject of the non-fi nite clause (‘he travels economy and that is 
ludicrous’); the source of the evaluation (‘I fi nd it obvious that’).

7.4 PATTERNS AND APPRAISAL

The grouping of the earlier examples is highly reminiscent of the three-
part division of resources for evaluative meaning proposed by Martin and 
White (2005) as discussed in Chapter 2. Patterns appear to express ‘what 
someone thinks about something’ (Affect) or ‘how good or bad an entity 
is’ (Appreciation) or ‘how good or bad what someone does is’ (Judgement). 
This raises the prospect of using pattern to identify types of evaluation. It 
should be said at the outset that of course this will not work, because of 
the allusive quality of much evaluation; no ‘test’ can identify more than 
the most explicit or inscribed evaluation. However, we should note that 
Martin (2003: 173) draws on a concept of grammar pattern (which he 
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refers to as ‘grammatical frame’) to provide a simple way of distinguish-
ing between Affect, Judgement and Appreciation. He argues for canoni-
cal expressions of each part of the Appraisal system thus (examples from 
Martin 2003: 173):

Affect occurs canonically in the frame • I feel (very) x, as in I feel very 
happy/sad.
Judgement occurs canonically in the frame • it was x of him/her to do 
that, as in It was kind/cruel of him to do that.
Appreciation occurs canonically in the frame • I consider it x, as in I 
consider it innovative/unimaginative.

This suggests that pattern, or frame, may be a useful heuristic in distin-
guishing between types of evaluative meaning, at least in respect of adjec-
tives. Affect is associated with feeling, so adjectives construing Affect 
collocate with FEEL. The object or target of the emotion is not neces-
sarily expressed, so the canonical pattern or frame is a simple Intensifi er 
clause. Appreciation, on the other hand, is associated with a more cerebral 
response, and with an object or target, so adjectives construing Apprecia-
tion collocate with CONSIDER and modify a noun (or the pronoun it in 
Martin’s example). Whereas Appreciation is associated with the evaluation 
of entities (construed by a noun phrase) rather than actions, Judgement is 
the reverse; thus, adjectives construing Judgement co-occur with to-infi ni-
tives while those construing Appreciation do not.

The frames suggested by Martin raise the possibility of using a prepo-
sition test to distinguish between adjectives expressing Appreciation and 
those expressing Judgement. If we consider two similar patterns, it v-link 
ADJ of n to-inf and it v-link ADJ for n to-inf, we might interpret Martin 
to mean that only instances expressed as or paraphrasable by the fi rst of 
these would be genuine Judgement. Other instances paraphrasable with 
for would be Appreciation. In some cases, the distinction seems to work. 
For example, brave occurs with the of pattern but not with the for pattern 
(e.g. It’s very brave of her to give up after all these years but not ‘It is very 
brave for her to . . .’). Diffi cult, on the other hand, occurs with for but not 
of (It’s very diffi cult for people to have the time and energy to do that but 
not ‘It’s very diffi cult of people to have the time . . .’). This suggests that 
an assessment of bravery is always Judgement whereas an assessment of 
diffi culty is Appreciation, paraphrasable using the Appreciation frame: ‘I 
consider having the time to do that diffi cult’. Not all instances are so ame-
nable, however.

According to Francis et al. (1998: 501–502), three kinds of adjectives 
occur in the pattern it v-link ADJ of n to-inf: those evaluating an action 
positively (e.g. brave, clever, decent, generous, kind, nice, right, sensible, 
wise); those evaluating an action negatively (e.g. absurd, cruel, foolish, gut-
less, improper, negligent, rude, selfi sh, silly, unfair, wrong); and a smaller 
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number indicating that an action is typical or atypical behaviour for some-
one (characteristic, typical, uncharacteristic). Many more adjectives are 
listed under the pattern it v-link ADJ for n to-inf. This includes some groups 
that have no equivalent in the of pattern, including examples such as it is 
diffi cult/easy/safe for him to . . . ; it is important/essential/unnecessary for 
you to . . . ; it is impossible/possible for her to . . . ; it is enough/suffi cient 
for us to. . . . Other groups, and many individual adjectives, are found in 
both patterns e.g. nice, right, sensible, wise, absurd, foolish, unfair, wrong, 
typical. This suggests some similarities but also subtle differences. Table 
7.3 shows some of the adjectives noted by Francis et al. (1998) as occurring 
in each pattern. Adjectives that occur in both lists are in bold.

Table 7.3 Adjectives in Two Patterns

Of pattern For pattern

clever logical

prudent rational

responsible reasonable

sensible sensible

smart wise

wise  

brave

courageous  

big excellent

decent fair

fair fi ne

generous good

good great

great helpful

kind lovely

lovely nice

nice okay

right right

sweet tremendous

thoughtful useful

(continued)



Grammar Patterns, Local Grammars and Evaluation 133

There are a number of conclusions that might be drawn here. The fi rst 
is that the of pattern is more straightforward, in that it is always the 
speaker who evaluates the actions of a person construed by the noun 
phrase following of. The for pattern is less straightforward. The person 
indicated by the noun phrase following for is sometimes construed as the 
evaluator of an action for which they are not directly responsible. This is 
certainly true of the group of adjectives (awkward, dangerous, diffi cult, 
easy, hard, risky, safe, simple and tough) which occur in the for pattern 
but not in the of pattern. An example such as it was diffi cult for him to 
act may be paraphrased as ‘He acted. He considered his action diffi cult’ 
and also ‘He acted. I considered his action diffi cult’. Other examples 
include It must have been gratifying for you to discover . . . ; it’ll be nice 
for you to have someone to play with. In each case it is the speaker who 
imposes the evaluation; this is quite different from, for example, ‘She 
considered having someone to play with nice’. In other cases, the noun 
phrase following for does construe the one with responsibility for the 
action, but the evaluator is the speaker alone (e.g. it’s okay for manag-
ers to throw cups around . . . or ‘I consider managers throwing cups 
okay’). Sometimes more context is needed to identify who the construed 
evaluator is: in Sometimes it is helpful for a child to keep a record of 
anything to do with the tics it is not clear without more context whether 
it is the child who is helped by this activity or another person (a medical 
professional, for example). A further feature to note is that the activity 
construed is typically ‘irrealis’: it is a potential activity rather than an 
actual one, whereas the of pattern typically construes a ‘realis’ or actual 
activity. Finally, it must be noted that the of pattern cannot be used with 
‘social’ Judgement, only with ‘moral’ Judgement. Judgements of legality 
or appropriateness, as the fi nal group in Table 7.3 indicates, are made 
using the for pattern. This suggests that both construe Judgement but of 
different kinds.

Table 7.3 (continued)

Of pattern For pattern

gratifying

interesting

satisfying

acceptable

appropriate

legal

 legitimate 
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Some pairs of examples show a clear difference between the patterns, 
such as Examples 7.4 and 7.5.

Example 7.4

It was lovely of her to send the card (She sent the card; I judge the action to 
be lovely)

Example 7.5

It will be lovely for her to be part of it (She will be part of it; I judge that she will 
fi nd the experience lovely)

Others are less clear-cut, as in Examples 7.6 and 7.7.

Example 7.6

It was wise of you to come, and alone (You came alone; I judge the action to 
be wise)

Example 7.7

It would be wise for you to refuse (You will refuse; I judge the action to be wise 
(and that you will benefi t from it?))

The upshot of this discussion is that Martin was right to propose the 
of pattern as a diagnostic, except that what will be highlighted will be 
Judgement on moral rather than on social grounds. It is not entirely 
clear whether the for pattern is used for Judgement or Appreciation. 
The for pattern is more likely to be used for irrealis actions and in cir-
cumstances where the noun phrase following the preposition construes 
someone affected by, as well as doing, the action. The study also, inci-
dentally, supports Teubert’s (2008) criticism that some of the ‘mean-
ing groups’ in Francis et al. (1998) are less fi nely delineated than they 
could be. The second group in the it v-link ADJ for n to-inf pattern, 
for example, is a mixture of items expressing different kinds of Judge-
ment (acceptable, legal as well as lovely, nice) and some reported Affect 
(gratifying, interesting).

Most clearly, however, this study suggests that it is the pattern as 
much as the adjective itself that construes the evaluative meaning. As a 
result, where an adjective is used non-canonically the frame (or pattern) 
may alter the classifi cation. This is true of Martin’s other examples, too. 
For instance, Martin notes that unimaginative construes Appreciation 
rather than Judgement because it is more likely to co-occur with a noun 
phrase, and so appraise an entity, than with a to-infi nitive clause, thus 
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appraising an action. Some typical examples from the BoE (Examples 
7.8 and 7.9) support this:

Example 7.8

Haig . . . therefore proves himself to have been unimaginative, indifferent, ob-
stinate and incompetent . . .

Example 7.9

The Warana parade was poorly organised, lacked any cohesion and was ac-
companied by boring repetitive music and unimaginative choreography.

Much less frequently, the adjective occurs in the frame or pattern noted 
by Martin:

Example 7.10

Most observers considered Ford unimaginative, certainly not brilliant.

When unimaginative is used to appraise an action, that action is usually 
nominalised:

Example 7.11

. . . once they had made the desperately unimaginative selection of Tim Wren 

. . . they had little option.

It is worth looking, however, at what happens when the word is used non-
canonically.

In Example 7.12 does unimaginative construe Appreciation (of us as 
critics) or Judgement (of our action in saying something untrue)?

Example 7.12

Wordsworth is not saying, and it is sentimental and unimaginative of us to say, 
that he [Wordsworth] has become less a feeling man and less a poet. (Leader 
1999: 30)

Similarly, in Example 7.13, is Mr. Lilley the object of Appreciation, 
or is this action of ‘falling back on this old chestnut’ the object of 
Judgement?
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Example 7.13

It was in a way somewhat unimaginative of Mr Lilley to fall back on this old 
chestnut. (James Fenton, ‘Do we want naked policemen on the beat?’ The Inde-
pendent 14.6.1993)

In a question that reminds us of the earlier discussion of pattern and 
meaning we might ask: is it the adjective unimaginative, construing 
Appreciation, or the pattern ‘it is x of you to do that’, construing Judge-
ment, that carries most weight? Without attempting to answer this 
conundrum, because the whole point of it is that it is unanswerable, I 
would argue that this apparent blurring of Martin’s distinction provides 
a good test of it. The mismatch of pattern and adjective (unimaginative 
appears very rarely in the pattern ‘it is adjective of person to do this’) is 
congruent with the mismatch between what appears to be being evalu-
ated in the examples and what is actually being evaluated. In Example 
7.12, it is the utterance ‘he has become less a feeling man and less a poet’ 
that is evaluated as ‘obvious but untrue’ via the evaluation of the saying 
of it as the product of an unimaginative critic. In Example 7.13, what is 
evaluated as ‘unimaginative’ is ‘Mr. Lilley—but only in the context of 
his current pronouncements’.

In more general terms, Martin’s use of grammar frames suggests 
the possibility that other patterns might typically co-occur with one 
type of evaluative meaning than another. Patterns with that-clauses or 
wh-clauses, for example, tend to construe Affect, either expressed by 
the speaker/writer or reported by them. Example adjectives are: afraid, 
angry, glad, horrifi ed and surprised. Similarly, adjectives followed by 
about typically construe Affect. Examples include: angry, apologetic, 
cool, cynical, happy, passionate, philosophical, nervous, serious and 
unhappy. As will be discussed in the following, some adjectives with 
about construe an appraisal of the reported Affect. Examples include: 
analytical, arrogant, articulate, charitable, entertaining, fair, hon-
est, reticent, right, scathing. A small number construe evaluation of 
what someone has said, their state of mind or their actions e.g. aware, 
careful, ignorant, marvellous, ruthless, specifi c, selfi sh, vague. Of the 
adjectives followed by in, however, only those such as confi dent and 
interested express Affect. Many more express either Appreciation or 
Judgement, such as awash, careful, fl uent, helpful, important, lacking, 
lucky, right, slow, successful. In fact, most patterns have exemplars 
within and without the Affect type, as Table 7.4 suggests (adjectives 
listed in the table are representative of groups cited in Francis et al. 
[1998] and appear in the order of the groups in that publication). A few, 
however, such as against, as and towards, favour one or other type of 
evaluation.
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Attempts to support fi ner distinctions through pattern differentiation 
are less successful. For example, the pattern ‘adjective + that-clause’ occurs 
with most but not quite all of the sub-divisions of Affective meaning sug-
gested by Martin and White (2005):

fear: • afraid, anxious, apprehensive, fearful, nervous, pessimistic, 
petrifi ed, scared, suspicious, terrifi ed, wary, worried
desire: • desperate, determined, eager, hopeful, keen, optimistic

Table 7.4 Adjectives in Appraisal Types

Pattern Affect Judgement/Appreciation

ADJ about n passionate, cool, happy, 
unhappy, philosophical, 
nervous, angry, cynical, 
serious, apologetic

arrogant, specifi c, vague, 
scathing, charitable, articu-
late, reticent, honest, enter-
taining, marvellous ruthless, 
careful, fair, selfi sh, analyti-
cal, aware, ignorant, right

ADJ against n effective, defenceless, safe, 
successful

ADJ as n marvellous, important

ADJ at n nervous, angry good

ADJ by n fi ne, astonished hidebound, available

ADJ for n eager, afraid, happy, guilty suitable, ready, vital, useful, 
good

ADJ from n safe

ADJ in n confi dent, interested lacking, awash, fl uent, slow, 
helpful, important, careful, 
successful, right, lucky

ADJ of n fond, critical, afraid, tired, 
desirous

considerate, careless, empty, 
full, destructive, deserving, 
kind

ADJ on n keen, optimistic fair, rough, weak, strong

ADJ over n angry, despondent, worried, 
enthusiastic, jealous

ADJ to n partial benefi cial, detrimental, gener-
ous, fascinating, infuriating, 
important

ADJ towards n sympathetic, aggressive, 
ambivalent

ADJ with n angry, patient, breathless lavish, excellent, okay, 
lucky
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misery: • heartbroken, sad, sorry, unhappy, bitter
antipathy: • critical
cheer: • happy
affection: none• 
disquiet: • concerned, disturbed, impatient, perturbed, worried, 
puzzled
surprise: • amazed, astonished, astounded, bemused, incredulous, 
shocked, surprised
confidence: • confi dent
trust: none• 
ennui: none• 
displeasure: • aghast, disappointed, disgusted, dismayed, distraught, 
frustrated, horrifi ed, regretful, angry, annoyed, cross, furious, 
incensed, indignant, irate, irritated, livid, mad, outraged, resentful
interest: • interested, fascinated
pleasure: • awestruck, chuffed, content, ecstatic, encouraged, fl at-
tered, glad, feel good, grateful, gratifi ed, heartened, jubilant, pleased, 
proud, thankful, thrilled

This list supports the fairly obvious observation that where Affect can be 
expressed towards a proposition (as in I secretly felt quite pleased that they 
had missed me so much) it can be realised by an ‘adjective + that-clause’ 
pattern, whereas in the few cases where Affect is directed only towards a 
person or thing (as is the case with ‘Affection’ or ‘Trust’), no examples of 
the pattern are found.

Conversely, if a particular sub-division of Affect, such as Affection, is 
considered, the realisations are not restricted to any particular form: exam-
ples include be passionate about, be fond of, be keen on, be enthusiastic 
over, be partial to and be sympathetic towards.

It seems, then, that adjective patterns in general can be of some use in 
distinguishing between types of evaluative meaning, most decisively iden-
tifying Affect. That use is, however, fairly limited and is not helpful in 
making fi ner distinctions. What a ‘pattern grammar’ is useful for, however, 
is providing evidence for the wide range of adjective-in-pattern exemplars 
that are available for consideration. Lists of such patterns and adjectives 
based on corpus investigation are, arguably, a useful supplement to and 
confi rmation of intuition. If the priorities are reversed, however, and pat-
terns themselves are taken as a starting point, other distinctions emerge. 
These will be considered in the next section.

7.5 PATTERNS AND EVALUATION

As noted earlier, patterns make some contribution towards distinguishing 
between the types of evaluative meaning identifi ed by the Appraisal model. 
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Generalisations from patterns, however, may make other distinctions. In 
other words, instead of asking ‘what kinds of evaluative meaning are there 
and do patterns contribute to these distinctions?’, we might ask ‘what, in 
relation to evaluative meaning, do patterns do?’ Or, if we take patterns as 
a heuristic to investigate evaluative language, what are the phenomena that 
emerge? I suggest that from a study of each of the meaning groups in each 
pattern set two distinctions can be observed.

Firstly, there is a distinction between patterns that perform the function 
of evaluating and those that report evaluation. The ‘performative’ patterns 
are primarily the ‘it’ patterns and the ‘there’ patterns. In each case, unless 
there is an explicit attribution (‘Smith says that’ or ‘According to Smith’ or 
‘Smith fi nds it adjective that’ or ‘it is adjective to Smith that’), it is the writer/
speaker who is the source of the evaluation. Here are two examples:

it v-link ADJ that

Assesses likelihood: • arguable, axiomatic, believable, certain, con-
ceivable, correct, defi nite, demonstrable etc.
Assesses obviousness: • apparent, clear, evident, manifest, obvious, 
plain, transparent
Judges the proposition as good or bad, including assessments of likely • 
affective response: acceptable, admirable, advisable, absurd, annoy-
ing, appalling, awful, awkward, bad etc.
Assesses the importance of the proposition: • compulsory, critical, cru-
cial, essential etc.
Assesses the ordinariness or otherwise of the proposition, including • 
assessments of likely affective response: amazing, anomalous, aston-
ishing, astounding, baffl ing etc.
Assesses the relevance of the proposition: • incidental, irrelevant, per-
tinent, relevant, signifi cant

there v-link something ADJ about n/-ing

Judges or appraises the entity: • admirable, attractive, beautiful, cosy, 
elegant etc.; absurd, artifi cial, awful, bad, bogus etc.; abstract, con-
crete, fanciful etc.
Assesses likely affective reaction to the entity: • alluring, appealing, 
endearing, exciting, fascinating etc.; boring, depressing, disconcert-
ing etc.; addictive, compelling, compulsive, hypnotic etc.; amusing, 
comic, funny etc.
Assesses the degree of normality of the entity: • abnormal, average, 
common, curious, different etc.
Picks out a typical characteristic and makes this evaluative: • Chap-
linesque, Dickensian, English, exotic etc.; adult, boyish, childish etc.; 
military, political, scientifi c, theatrical etc.
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Indicates degree of openness: • anonymous, covert, secret etc.
Indicates degree of fi xedness: • controversial, equivocal, fi nal etc.

Other patterns may perform evaluation, but only if the source of the 
evaluation is explicitly marked as the speaker (as in I fi nd it strange 
that a lower court can turn around a decision of a higher court); oth-
erwise, the evaluation is reported rather than performed (as in People 
fi nd it strange that people on a high income end up getting the same 
child benefi t as everyone else). The distinction between ‘performed’ and 
‘reported’ is important for the implementation of local grammar (see the 
following section).

The second distinction is less clear; it relates to the fact that whereas 
evaluation in some instances appears to be straightforward, in other cases 
it is multilayered. As illustration, consider Figure 7.3, which shows exam-
ples of the ADJ about n pattern:

Figure 7.3 Examples of ADJ about n.

1. Everybody is happy about Cindy and Jerry fi nally getting married.
2. People were anxious about the future.
3. Most people are curious about a murderer.

4. They’re fanatical about what they eat.
5.  He would sit in his chair . . . getting grumpy about the temperature of the 

milk on his cornfl akes.
6. Americans have become complacent about immunisation.

The fi rst three examples in Figure 7.3 report Affect, attributing a reaction 
to events to the people construed by the subject of the clause. In examples 
4–6, however, a reaction is attributed but it is also judged as excessive 
or inappropriate (fanatical—‘too concerned’; grumpy—‘unreasonably dis-
pleased’; complacent—‘too relaxed’). In these examples there are two lay-
ers of evaluation. In example 6, for instance, ‘Americans’ are the source of 
Affect in response to immunisation, but the writer/speaker is the source of 
Judgement regarding the Americans’ attitude.

In the ‘ADJ about n’ examples, the multilayering is dependent on the 
choice of adjective itself rather than on the pattern. For some patterns, 
however, multilayering is built in. Four patterns of this kind are: V n as n; 
V n as adj; V n n; V n adj. Examples of these patterns are:

Example 7.14

[The history of Irish music] sought to represent the story as a steady pro-
gression from the dark ages of the 1960s towards the bright lights of the 
boy-band era.
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Example 7.15

Colin was amazed that most people described him as aloof.

Example 7.16

I have always considered us a happy family.

Example 7.17

. . . fi ring those who thought him insane and replacing them with those who 
pronounced him sane.

These may be parsed as shown in Table 7.5.

Table 7.5 Parsing the V n as adj, V n n and V n adj Patterns

 verb noun as noun

The history of 
Irish music

sought to 
represent

the story as a steady progres-
sion from the dark 
ages of the 1960s 
towards the bright 
lights of the boy-
band era.

     

 verb  noun as adjective

most people described  him as aloof.

     

  verb noun noun

I   have 
considered

us a happy family.

     

 verb  noun  adjective

[they] thought  him  insane

[they] pronounced  him  sane
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In each of these examples an evaluation of an entity is attributed to some-
one. The evaluations are: ‘the story of Irish music is a steady progression 
. . .’; ‘Colin is aloof’; ‘we are a happy family’; ‘he is insane/sane’. Where 
attributions using these patterns differ from those using other patterns 
such as V that (‘most people said that he was aloof’, ‘I think that we are a 
happy family’ and so on) is that with this set of patterns (V n as n etc.) the 
mediation of the attributor is made apparent. Whereas in ‘most people said 
that he was aloof’ there is an apparent ‘original’ utterance—‘he is aloof’ 
(though this is only apparent, of course)—in most people described him 
as aloof such an utterance is less recoverable. It is more obvious that the 
opinions being attributed could have been expressed in very different terms 
or not expressed at all. In the fi rst example, it is far from clear that the 
TV programme makers would recognise their own narrative as charting 
a steady progression from the dark ages . . . towards the bright lights. . . . 
The ‘steady progression from darkness to light’ might be read as a pastiche 
of the programme’s message and therefore as an implicit comment on the 
quality of the programme itself. This pattern allows or even encourages the 
expression of attribution as evaluative interpretation rather than as report.

Moreover, many of the verbs that occur with these patterns them-
selves indicate a degree of subjective interpretation of the attribution. For 
example, verbs used with as and either a noun group or an adjective group 
include: attack, brand, condemn, decry, denounce, dismiss, misrepresent, 
scorn, stereotype, pass off and write off among others. Verbs used with the 
V n n pattern include brand and label and others, while those with V n adj 
include believe, brand, judge and label among others.

The distinctions drawn in this section, between performed and reported 
evaluation, and between single and multilayered evaluation, are important 
for the establishment of a local grammar or evaluation.

7.6 AN INTRODUCTION TO LOCAL GRAMMAR AND 
EVALUATION (AND A RETURN TO FRAMENET)

The chapter ‘A Local Grammar of Evaluation’ (Hunston and Sinclair 2000) 
was an initial attempt to bring together Sinclair’s concept of a truly func-
tional grammar and the concept of evaluation. By ‘functional grammar’, 
Sinclair meant a grammar that would label each element of an analysed 
unit in terms that related directly to its discourse function. The clearest 
example of this is the local grammar of dictionary defi nitions developed by 
Barnbrook (2002), in which each element of the defi nition is identifi ed in 
terms that give a precise indication of how it contributes to the function of 
defi nition. The advantages of defi nitions as a test bed for the concept are 
that they are unambiguously identifi able (they occur in particular slots in 
a dictionary database) and their function as defi nitions (or explanations of 
word-meaning) is equally unambiguous. Table 7.6 is an example of a defi ni-
tion as parsed by Barnbrook (2002: 172).
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Applying the concept of local grammar to evaluation is less straightfor-
ward. Leaving aside for a moment the (very large) issue of implicit evalua-
tion, it is still not easy to identify clauses whose sole function is to evaluate. 
It is a premise of local grammars, as defi ned by Barnbrook (2002) and by 
Sinclair (Hunston and Sinclair 2000), that they parse the function of a 
sentence. That is, they treat the sentence as performing an action. This is 
wholly appropriate in the case of dictionary defi nitions; such defi nitions 
perform the function of defi ning. One of the intriguing aspects of grammar 
patterns, however, is that for the most part they are used to report a func-
tion rather than to perform it (see Hunston and Francis 1999: 121–122). 
The previous section illustrated the fact that while a few patterns with 
adjectives might be said to perform evaluation, most report evaluation and 
some do so in a multilayered way. Furthermore, as is obvious, no ready-
made corpus of evaluative sentences exists (although there are data sets of 
texts that are likely to be heavily evaluative, as described in the Sentiment 
Analysis literature).

In Hunston and Sinclair (2000) no attempt is made to identify a corpus 
of evaluative sentences (in the way that Barnbrook uses a corpus of defi ni-
tions). Instead, some patterns are taken as a starting point, and also single 
words are selected which are known to be evaluative (nuisance and diffi cult). 
Concordance lines for each word are obtained from the BoE corpus, and 
the various patterns of occurrence for each word are parsed using terminol-
ogy such as ‘Evaluated Entity’ and ‘Evaluator’. The patterns of occurrence 
include both those associated with the pattern grammar of Francis et al. (e.g. 
It is diffi cult to imagine) and those that are simply associated with the word 
class (e.g. It was a diffi cult task). The aim was to make advances towards 
establishing a local grammar (i.e. one that identifi ed all the elements needed 
to parse instances of evaluation) that could be used to parse automatically 
a corpus of evaluative clauses. It did not go very far towards achieving that 
aim, at least partly because it failed to differentiate between performed and 
reported evaluation and between evaluation-as-emotive reaction (Affect) and 
evaluation- as-social judgement (Judgement or Appreciation).

Before continuing with the notion of local grammar, I shall return to 
the approach of FrameNet. As mentioned earlier, FrameNet takes as its 
starting point the notion of ‘semantic frame’. Words which belong to each 
frame are studied in a corpus, typical uses are extracted—these may be 

Table 7.6 Parsing Defi nitions

Hinge Left-hand side Right-hand side

Co-text Defi nien-
dum

Co-text Matching 
element

Defi niens Matching 
element

If someone 
or some-
thing

is geared to a 
particular 
purpose

they are organised 
or designed 
to be suitable

for it
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grammar patterns (termed ‘valency patterns’) or frequent collocations—
and the semantic frame elements are mapped on to parsed examples. A 
great deal, then, depends on the initial identifi cation of semantic frame. 
As noted earlier, in the discussion of RECOVER and SUFFER, this is the 
point at which an approach that prioritises pattern and one that locates 
meaning within individual words might most differ.

I shall here take an example, using the word diffi cult, which Hunston 
and Sinclair treated as expressing evaluation and which according to Mar-
tin’s (2003) test most probably construes Appreciation. FrameNet allocates 
the word to the ‘diffi culty’ frame. This frame identifi es a scale of ease and 
diffi culty, not just ‘diffi culty’. Other words in the frame include a cinch, a 
doddle, a pain, child’s play, challenging, tough, easy and trivial. There is, 
therefore, a considerable difference in the degree of generalisation being 
employed here, with Hunston and Sinclair treating the concept of ‘diffi -
culty’ as an instance of evaluation and FrameNet treating it as a distinct 
category. FrameNet identifi es two core elements for this frame: ‘activity’ 
and ‘experiencer’. The analysis identifi es a number of valency patterns, 
which are very like grammar patterns except that some valency patterns 
confl ate two grammar patterns. Leaving this difference aside, the mapping 
of semantic element on to pattern element is quite straightforward and is 
identical in the two approaches. The valency patterns are:

vping (in pattern grammar terms • it v-link ADJ–ing), as in it was dif-
fi cult getting motivated on a night like this, where the -ing clause is 
the ‘activity’.
vpto (in pattern grammar terms this includes both • it v-link ADJ to-inf 
and ADJ to-inf). Examples are It was diffi cult to settle on the right 
key and this second distinction will be much more diffi cult to make. 
The activity is either the to-infi nitive clause alone (in the it pattern 
examples) or the subject of the clause and the to-infi nitive (e.g. this 
second distinction . . . to make) in the others.
ppfor (in pattern grammar terms both • it v-link ADJ for n to-inf and 
ADJ for n to-inf). This includes the experiencer element in the prepo-
sitional phrase, as in It is so diffi cult for some people to accept friend-
ship or Max was diffi cult for her to deal with.

Some of the other annotations note degree, identifying quite, extremely, 
very and so . . . that, and parameter, noting the adverb technically. Oth-
ers note verbs which tend to govern the clause in which the diffi culty is 
expressed, namely fi nd and prove. More patterns are thereby added: v n 
ADJ (fi nd something diffi cult), v it ADJ to-inf (fi nd it diffi cult to do some-
thing), v n ADJ to-inf (fi nd something diffi cult to do), v-link ADJ (some-
thing proves diffi cult), v-link ADJ to-inf (something proves diffi cult to do), 
ADJ n (proves a diffi cult thing). The other collocates (choice, issue, ques-
tion, road, situation and market) add only one other pattern, ADJ n to-inf 
(a diffi cult question to answer). That is, 12 patterns.
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The word diffi cult is also analysed by Hunston and Francis (1999: 130–
136). They identify 21 ‘behaviours’, of which some are associated with 
comparative and superlative or with pseudo-cleft with ‘what’ and ‘how’ or 
with ‘as . . . as’. Omitting these there are 15 left. The difference in quantity 
between FrameNet and Hunston and Francis can be attributed to the fact 
that the latter include the identifi cation of patterns with make.

Thus far, then, there is agreement as to how this word behaves and how 
the behaviour might be analysed. This continues. Where FrameNet identi-
fi es two core elements: ‘Activity’ and ‘Experiencer’, Hunston and Francis 
suggest ‘Evaluated Entity’ and ‘Affected Entity’. Analyses of the patterns 
with it are identical except for nomenclature; two examples are shown in 
Tables 7.7 and 7.8.

Hunston and Francis, however, suggest that the Affected Entity is involved 
also in the patterns with fi nd, as in Table 7.9.

There is more difference in the coding of to-infi nitive clauses without it. 
FrameNet, quite sensibly, includes both the subject of the clause and the 
to-infi nitive clause in the ‘Activity’ element, as in Table 7.10.

Table 7.7 It v-link ADJ–ing

Activity/Evaluated Entity

It was diffi cult getting motivated

Table 7.8 It v-link ADJ for n to-inf

 
 

 
 

Experiencer/
Affected Entity

Activity/
Evaluated Entity

It is diffi cult for some people to accept friendship

Table 7.9 V it ADJ to-inf (Example from FrameNet)

F’net     Activity 

H&F Affected 
Entity

Evaluated Entity

 She found it diffi cult to wipe the thought from her mind.

Table 7.10 V for n to-inf

Activity . . .   Experiencer . . . Activity

Max was diffi cult for her to deal with
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This makes the clause the equivalent of ‘Dealing with Max was diffi cult for 
her’. Hunston and Francis opt for a solution that is less satisfactory, using 
another element label, ‘Evaluation Limiter’; the equivalent coding for the 
example from FrameNet would be as in Table 7.11.

The rationale (that Max is not inherently diffi cult, only diffi cult to deal 
with) seems to be splitting hairs, and has justly been criticised (Warren, 
personal communication). However, other uses of ‘Evaluation Limiter’ 
appear more justifi ed. One example from Hunston and Francis (1999: 134) 
is shown in Table 7.12.

The rationale here, that the ‘city governments’, when acting as business 
partners, are diffi cult (but in other respects are sweet reasonableness 
itself), seems more justifi ed. The other advantage of this analysis is that 
the ‘Evaluated Entity’ is identifi ed as the ‘city governments’; these are, 
surely, the object of the evaluation. (Note that it would be diffi cult to 
fi nd an ‘activity’ here.) A similar example from FrameNet, International 
trade unionism was a diffi cult road to travel identifi es ‘road’ and ‘to 
travel’ as together comprising the Activity but leaves ‘international trade 
unionism’ unlabelled. Another use of Evaluation Limiter occurs in the 
Hunston and Francis example shown in Table 7.13.

Table 7.11 V for n to-inf

Evaluated 
Entity

  Affected
 Entity

Evaluation 
Limiter

Max was diffi cult for her to deal with

Table 7.12 Using ‘Evaluation Limiter’

Evaluated Entity   Evaluation Limiter

City governments in Poland can be diffi cult business partners

Table 7.13 Using ‘Evaluation Limiter’

Causer  Evaluated 
Entity

 Evaluation 
Limiter

Modifi ers make a sentence diffi cult to understand
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(FrameNet does not include examples with make in its treatment of diffi cult 
and has no ‘causer’ equivalent.) A good argument could be made that this is a 
paraphrase of ‘When modifi ers are used, understanding a sentence is diffi cult’, 
suggesting that ‘understand a sentence’ is the Activity or Evaluated Entity. 
Again, this would seem to be the more rational analysis. What the analysis 
shown here does, however, is to focus on ‘a sentence’ as the object of evaluation 
rather than the activity of understanding. This in turn suggests a consistency 
between this analysis and a categorisation in Martin and White’s terms as 
‘Appreciation’.

FrameNet does, however, identify elements which Hunston and Francis do 
not account for. These are all either ‘peripheral’ or ‘extra-thematic’. One is 
‘degree’, which takes account of modifi ers such as extremely, so . . . that or as 
. . . as. Another is ‘parameter’, which is to a large extent similar to ‘evaluation 
limiter’; it relates either to adverbs such as technically and economically or to 
prepositional phrases with in. Examples (with the ‘parameter’ in italics) are:

Example 7.18

International trade unionism was a diffi cult road to travel, both in principle and 
in practice.

Example 7.19

The principle is . . . diffi cult to apply in the many practical situations which arise.

Finally, ‘circumstance’ suggests a cause of diffi culty and occurs in a prepo-
sitional phrase with with or in a wh-clause; this element is in italics in 
Examples 7.20 and 7.21.

Example 7.20

Once the activities of an organisation have been divided up, they need to be 
coordinated and this becomes more diffi cult with the complexity of the organi-
sation’s activities.

Example 7.21

But identifi cation is more diffi cult when relatively few portraits in the round 
have survived.

In spite of this agreement, there is considerable disparity between FrameNet 
and a local grammar approach because the starting point for a local gram-
mar is the pattern itself. The example that will be taken here is the pattern 
ADJ to-inf. It is well known that this pattern is susceptible to contrast-
ing analyses, depending on the choice of adjective, because of Chomsky’s 
famous distinction between ‘easy to please’ and ‘eager to please’. Hunston 
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and Francis (1998: 405) identify 16 main meaning groups, divided into two 
‘types’. In one type, the understood subject of the to-infi nitive clause is dif-
ferent from the subject of the main clause, as in Fish can be fi ddly to cook 
(ibid.: 405; cf. ‘John is easy to please’). In the other type, the two subjects 
are the same, as in We would be foolish to ignore them (ibid.: 405; cf. ‘John 
is eager to please’). In terms of evaluation, however, there are further dis-
tinctions. All examples following are from Francis et al. (1998: 404–411).

For the examples in the fi rst fi ve groups, the competing analyses dis-
cussed earlier are possible. That which is evaluated may be contained in the 
clause subject, with the to-infi nitive clause indicating a limiting specifi ca-
tion or context. Alternatively, it may be that the entity indicated in the sub-
ject and the action indicated in the to-infi nitive clause together (as Verb and 
Object) make up that which is evaluated. In Table 7.14, both analyses are 
shown (in the fi rst and last rows) with the examples placed closer to each 
analysis depending on which seems most reasonable. It might be noted that 
the fi rst analysis brings the analysis closer to Appreciation (of a person or 
thing) and the fi nal one brings it closer to Judgement (of an action).

The next fi ve groups express Affect; in each case an Evaluator (or Experi-
encer) is reported as feeling an emotion about or reaction to a situation. In 
the fi nal two examples shown in Table 7.15, the reaction is one of willing-
ness or unwillingness to perform an action.

Table 7.14 Parsing v-link ADJ to-inf

Entity  Evaluation Limiter/Specifi cation

Horses are pretty to look at

. . . the place is fi t to live in

The printing is easy to read

Such matches are boring to watch

Children’s homes are diffi cult to staff

Action . . .  Evaluation . . . Action

Table 7.15 Parsing v-link ADJ to-inf

Evaluator  Reaction Situation

They were puzzled to fi nd the kitchen door 
locked

She was very angry to fi nd him still with the 
circus

You ’ve got to be very thankful to win once

A spokesman was reluctant to reveal the actual fi gures

He is most anxious to avoid appearing weak
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In the next three groups (one other group consists only of ‘be sure/careful 
to’ and is left unanalysed here), an action or situation is expressed by both 
the subject of the main clause and the to-infi nitive clause, with the evalu-
ation occurring between them. The evaluation is either Judgement or an 
assessment of probability or ability, as shown in Table 7.16.

For the fi nal two groups, we are again caught between competing analy-
ses, one of which favours Appreciation (a person is evaluated in respect 
of an action they have done); the other favours Judgement (an action per-
formed by a person is evaluated). As in the fi rst set of groups, both analyses 
are shown in Table 7.17.

The upshot of this is: whether we start with a semantic frame or pattern 
there is considerable consistency in mapping semantic and pattern elements. 
From the analysis of ADJ to-inf, and the earlier analysis of ADJ about 
n, however, it appears unlikely that any pattern would have a one-to-one 
mapping on to local grammar elements. Regrettably, there appears to be no 
‘quick fi x’ here. The FrameNet approach would appear to work better, but 
the early decision concerning semantic frame limits its scope. One of the 
advantages of pattern is that it is possible to look wider and include other 
kinds of evaluation in the same frame. It is becoming clear that the main 
challenge to the concept of either local grammar or semantic frame is the 
level of generality of the frame adopted.

An illustration of a level of generality that seems to work is the local 
grammar of Affect (Hunston 2003a; Bednarek 2008: 65–99). This is partly 
because Affect itself is relatively self-contained. Bednarek’s version is prob-
ably the most successful. It builds on and considerably extends work by 
Hunston (2003a) and shares common ground with FrameNet by borrowing 
some terminology from it, notably ‘Emoter’, ‘Emotion’ and ‘Trigger’, as the 

Table 7.16 Parsing v-link ADJ to-inf

Action . . .  Evaluation . . . Action

People are slow to learn

The Labour Party looks increasingly certain to win the next election

The lion had not been able to escape

Table 7.17 Parsing v-link ADJ to-inf

Entity  Evaluation Limiter/Specifi cation

You are right to say we are dealing with people 
who are feeling emotional

He was lucky to escape with his life

Action . . .  Evaluation . . . Action
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core semantic elements associated with Affect. Another point of commonal-
ity with FrameNet is that Bednarek considers all word classes, to consider-
able advantage. Some of Bednarek’s examples, with their parsing, are:

Everyone / loves / compliments•  Emoter / Emotion / Trigger (example 
from FrameNet)
I / ’m happy / for him•  Emoter / Emotion / Empathy target (example 
from Hunston 2003a)
He / has impressed / as stand-in for the injured Tommy Wright•  Trig-
ger / Emotion / Trigger (Example from the BNC)

Bednarek (2008: 95) notes that analyses depend on the presence or absence 
of either the Emoter (He hates days like that vs. He has impressed as a 
stand-in), the Trigger (He still hankers after offi ce vs. I don’t mind) or an 
overt expression of Emotion (I yearned for something new vs. It came as 
a surprise).

7.7 CONCLUSION

This chapter has considered pattern grammar in relation to concepts of 
evaluation, in particular the Appraisal system (see Chapter 2). It was found 
that patterns are of some but limited use as tests for different kinds of 
Appraisal. On the other hand, patterns are a very useful heuristic, iden-
tifying distinctions in evaluative meaning that the Appraisal system may 
overlook.

The chapter also examined local grammars alongside other attempts to 
map meaning on to form, most notably FrameNet. Considerable similari-
ties were uncovered but no one-to-one match.

The chapter has considered the challenge posed by any approach that 
maps formal and functional features: to derive a system that would reliably 
identify functional roles in unannotated text. A number of possible Local 
Grammars have been suggested and it is argued that lessons can be learned 
from the diffi culty in implementing them. One is that pattern alone does 
not reliably identify functional roles. Rather, it is the word and the pattern 
together that does that, and that causes problems for the grammar writer 
in that the grammar becomes very detailed indeed, with a single pattern 
having two, three or four potential analyses depending on the node word. 
The alternative, to work from the word to the grammar, is promising, but 
runs into diffi culties in identifying the optimal level of generality at which 
the grammar might aim.

Most signifi cantly, perhaps, the chapter has argued for the primacy of 
pattern in identifying meaning and for the mutability of semantic categori-
sation. This alone argues for the desirability of taking pattern rather than 
word as the starting point for a local grammar.



8 Phraseology, Intensity 
and Density

8.1 INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this chapter is to examine the role of phraseology in 
expressing strength of evaluation. The chapter begins with a reconsidera-
tion of one of the examples presented in Chapter 1 (Ali 2008) and repeated 
here as Example 8.1.

Example 8.1

As I write this, Professor Smith, now a distinguished scholar, has her job under 
threat from the ghastly, grey accountants who run the University of Biggin-on-
Sea. We are now in an epoch of production-line universities with celebrities paid 
fortunes to teach eight hours a week and genuine scholars dumped in the bin.

The extract makes two main evaluations: disapproval of the University 
of ‘Biggin-on-Sea’, which is planning to discontinue Professor Smith’s 
employment, and, more generally, disapproval of all UK universities who 
prioritise fi nancial interest over scholarship. In terms of resources used 
to make these evaluations, the extract is both implicit and explicit. It is 
implicit because it relies on shared assumptions about the social unaccept-
ability of: ‘universities are run by accountants’, ‘celebrities teach instead 
of scholars’ and ‘celebrities are paid a lot of money to teach’. There is 
also, however, explicitly evaluative lexis: adjectives distinguished, genu-
ine, ghastly, grey; and phrases under threat, dumped in the bin. There are 
also phrases that fl ag or suggest evaluation without being wholly explicit: 
production-line, paid fortunes. It is also notable that every entity and 
action in the extract is the subject of evaluation. The human participants 
are a distinguished scholar, ghastly accountants and celebrities. The uni-
versities are production-line, run by accountants, with skewed priorities. 
The action of discontinuing someone’s employment is described with the 
phrases under threat and dumped in the bin and the practice of employing 
non-academics as teachers is evaluated negatively by contrasting celebri-
ties with genuine scholars.




