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A review on the study of modern chinese evaluative utterances

CUI Jin-su, WANG Jian-hua
(1. Central China Normal University, Wuhan 430079;
2. Zhejiang University of Science and Technology, Hangzhou 310023)

Abstract: This paper summarizes and comments on the study of modern Chinese evaluative utterances from the field of

linguistics. Based on the definition of “evaluation”, it is pointed out that three theoretical perspectives, namely the ap-

praisal theory, the subjectivity of language and the pragmatic study, could be used for analyzing Chineseevaluative phe-

nomena in the future. After generalizing their current study, the merits and demerits have been pointed outin the hope

ofoptimizing our future study on the Chinese evaluative system.

Key words: modern Chinese evaluative utterances; appraisal theory; subjectivity of language; pragmatic theory
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