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Abstract

The current study is set out to presthe theoretical concept of stance, as
aspect of interpersonal meaning, into the discoofssports and to explore tl
production of stance in sport preconferences. It seeks to provide an accoul
how patterns of stance are conveyed in such carde:. It detects lexical and
grammatical stance markers used by interlocutotearchoseisoccer conferences
to achieve what is known as the stance tric. The study is divided into tw
sections. The first section provides the theorkticamework of the study.
tackles corpus linguistics, star-taking, stance markers, and the discourse
of the study(Appraisal Theor by Martin and White, 1999 The second section
dedicated to the practical analysis of the threeseh socer transcripts. It
illustrates the numbers, percentages and instasfcemnc-taking arriving at thu
conclusions.

Key Words: Stancéaking, Stance Markers, Stance Triangle, SoccessReenferenc..
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The frorfucﬁon of Stance y;‘ianf]fe n Cajport ﬂi&counfe

Literature Review

There no studies about stance within sport diseptmsvever, the subject of stance

is dealt with in multiple studies:

* Al-Shunnag, M. (2014). Stance in Political Discaifgabic Translations of
American Newspaper Opinion Articles on the 'Aralpi&yp

* Florea, A. (2006). Patterns of Adverbial Stance Wtay in United Nations
Political Discourse: A Corpus-based Study.

» Johnstone, B. (2009). Stance, Style, and the Lstigundividual

Section One: The Theoretical framework

1.1. Introduction

This section first presents the theoretical franwad the research. The subject of
corpus linguistics is presented with its definitioadvantages, purpose, and
development. Then, it dives deeper into the legm@mmatical framework of the
study starting from the main topic which is statalang. It further explores Du
Bois’s (2007) stance triangle and its three comptsgevaluation, positioning, and
alignment). Also, it sheds the light of the stamoarkers in both lexical and
grammatical marking. Finally, this section offersiatroduction into the Appraisal

¢\ theory perspective with the spotlight focused oe itleas of James Martin and

PeteWhite (1990).

1.2. Corpuslinguistics

According to Paltridge (2006), a corpus is geiemmgroup of authentic texts that
are either spoken or written. Based on its size @mdposition, it represents a
specific range of language use. Thus, a corpus c®ll@cted parts or bits of
language which are ordered and chosen dependingrtain linguistic features that
one may use them as samples of the language. Ax@wften computer readable
and analyzed electronically. They are assessedrdingoto certain linguistic
features and the occurrence and the reoccurrenttesd features in the discourse.
They could be calculated with tools of concordaaod frequency of particular
items (p.156).
Actually, there are number of advantages of usorgara in discourse studies. One
Is that of reducing researcher bias. Empirical eisjgereached when removing the
researcher bias in favor of objectivity and emgarnt Discourse analysts aim at
uncovering how language is used and employed ferdrfit underlying discourse.
This is done by collecting diverse supporting exwmplanguage samples) of
discourse construction to reveal what is typical arhat is not so as to see the
cumulative effect. Those meanings are not only geksand individual centered
but they are shared by a discourse community (B&0€16, p.13).

Moreover, the fundamental purpose of a corpudoisvalidate a hypothesis
concerning language by providing real life authergvidence from everyday
language. At first, corpus linguistics startedfdsus on English language and then
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new interest emerged on comparative studies adaoggsiages. Recently, corpus
linguistics approached the use of the World WidebVés a corpus. Language
teaching, political science, and translation steidiee all fields that began to use
corpora beside linguistic (Mahlberg, 2005, p.14).

1.3. Sport Discourse

Sport is one area of culture. Language is onth@imost essential ingredients of
the uniqueness and cultural identity of sport. @guently, its spread and social
range is established by it as shown by the phenomer sport media. Sport
produces many professional and trade jargons ¢earhing jargon, the language
of sport sciences, sport medicine, and sport fasg). To some extent, each such
variety is linked with national language and inwlyphonetic, stylistic, and
morphological features. Multiple values of sportside the domain of sport are
expressed through language. These values are letpludosophical, physical,
health-related, and artistic (literature and fins)a(Liponski, 2009, p.19).

From the point of view of the language of sptre world of sport is seen as a
specific linguistic reality in which certain protagsts are given multiple linguistic
roles. The referee employs expressions with a shoricise style reinforced with
the right symbolic gestures and commanding powedfef@nt registers and styles

, are used by the coaches. In informal conversatohbgtween one another, players

also use a specialized jargon. A scientists andysipian also use a different
language. Despite having common characteristiessetHianguage varieties pose
distinct intonation, stylistics, terminologies, ad@lectal features. For instance, a
referee expressing his ideas on the pitch is diffefrom a supporter screaming
"We got screwed" (Liponski, 2009, p.20).

1.4. Stance- taking

In everyday interaction, people engage in mudtgpnversational activities. It was
noted that people do not only finish these acéasitbut also express them with a
stance. Stance taking can be defined as "taking ppsition with respect to the
form or one's utterance". It is considered to b&reé and important in the area of
linguistic subjectivity because it represents ammract of communication. It is
claimed that there is no neutral position, neuirals said to be a stance or a
position by itself. A clear example is presentedthsy choice of verbs and how it
mirrors our stance towards that particular speé&cin.instance, the choice of the
verb "alleged" indicates doubt (Jaffe, 2009, p.1).

Social actors take stances, thus they are ewausimultaneously 'positioning'.
Accordingly, every act of evaluation is an act ¢dnee taking hence making
assessments towards actions or participants inddlvean action. For instance, a
study based on public and media discourses abasitgbwas quite evaluative
since it reveals good and bad views within the ean§ moral discourse about
overweight and, self-control and the influence besity on a particular society.
Thus, the views of people involved in the studyvedd their stance in a social
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perspective (Jaffe, 2009, p.4).

To conclude, an interaction is not only about ititerchange of information and
ideas but it is also about negotiating subjectividgman beings can never read
minds or thoughts but they realize that others hauels, opinions, and beliefs.
Thus, the human language organization displaysdratention and orientation. It
Is amazing how humans use language to create heukipds of meanings and
stance is one type of these meanings (Jaffe, 2009,

1.5. The Stance Triangle

The framework of stance that is intended to decined is one where stance is
observed as "A single unified act encompassing raéuaplet sets of distinct
components and processes". Three components afesteaed to be tackled here:
evaluation, positioning and alignment. Evaluatien "The process whereby a
stancetaker orients to an object of stance andactaizes it as having specific
guality or value". Positioning is the process iniahhthe stancetaker displays
his/her affective stance (e.g. | am glad) and epigt stance or declares to
changing degrees of certainty or knowledge. Adddilty, alignment is "The act of
calibrating the relationship between two stances, lay implication between two
stancetakers". The following diagram was designe®b Bois to further illustrate

\ his point of view (p.165):
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Subject 1
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Subject 2

The Stance Triangle (Du Bois, 2007)

According to Du Bois (2007), stance is seen asetlacts in one "tri-act”. In the
dialogic stance, these elements (evaluation, pogig, and alignment) come
together to form a single unified stance act. dkirig a stance, the stancetaker (1)
evaluates an object, (2) positions a subject (bstlaé self) and (3) aligns with
other subjects”. In a more informal way, "I evabuaomething, and thereby
position myself, and thereby align with you".

1.6. StanceMarkers
Stance markers can be divided into: lexical granmatical markers.
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1.6.1. Lexical Markers

The most common words in English are consideatde-laden and stance can be
inferred from the use of these evaluative and &ffeavord choices. These lexical
markers include adjectives, verbs, and nouns. Thmtienal or attitudinal
conditions of individuals are attributed throughclsuexpressions. Evaluative
adjectives give an opinion on the amount, valueumlity of something such as
(difficult, nice, etc.). Evaluative verbs carry arppcular meaning which conveys
the writer's attitude of something. Their use helps reader to understand what
weight, authority, accuracy or relevance the wrattaches to the source material
being reported - i.e. if, or how strongly, the wriendorses it. They include such
verbs (need, love, etc.). Keep in mind that thesgcal expressions rely on the
context and shared background for their explanabonnterpretation. (Biber,
Johansson, Leech, Conrad & Finegan, 1999, p.968).
1.6.2. Grammatical Markers

Grammatical markers include two types: stancedmals and modals.
1.6.2.1. Stance Adverbials

Biber, Johansson, Leech, Conrad & Finegan (1988je that Stance adverbials
are used to demonstrate emotions, express judgmentattitudes towards a

. propositional content. Stance adverbials can cors@ye semantic distinctions.

Accordingly, it is useful to bring together starmmarkers into three main semantic
groups: epistemic, attitudinal, and style of spegkiFirst of all, epistemic stance
markers are employed to demonstrate speaker'skemarthe status of knowledge
or information in a preposition. They can show mheanings of doubt or certainty,
truthfulness, limitation, or precision (p.973).

Second of all, there is the attitudinal stancectvis the second semantic category
that is used to show feelings, emotions, and petsattitudes. Style of speaking is
the third semantic category for stance devicesleSty speaking stance means
showing the speaker's or writer's comments on whatommunicated and the
manner of delivering these comments. The gramniastance adverbials are
illustrated in the table below (Biber, Johanssoeedth, Conrad & Finegan, 1999,
p.974).
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Table (1): Stance Adverbials (Biber, Johansson, L eech, Conrad &
Finegan, 1999)

Epistemic Stance Attitude Style
Stance Stance
Doubt & | Actuali | Source/ | Limitati | Viewpoin | Imprecision | Evaluatio
Certaint | ty & Evidence on tor n;
y Reality per specti Judgmen
ve t;
Assessme
nt of
expectati
on
SINGL | Certainly | Actuall | Apparen | General About, ironically, | honesth
WgRD . y, really _Iy, Y, apprgximate s_adly, R
ApveER | definitel evidently, ma_unly, ly, k_|nd of, wisely, | literally,
B 2 reportedl | typically like, Extremely| truthfull
maybe, y roughly, sort , 2
obviousl of Perfectly, | personal
y, of hopefully ly
course,
perhaps,
probably,
absolutel
Ys
possibly
PREP. | withouta| Fora | Accordir In in my To my with all
PHEAS doubt | fact, in g to general, | view, surprise due
fact in most | for me respect
cases
FINITE | | think, , If you can call| As might | if you
CLAUS | | guess, | it that be don't
E bet, , it expected mind
seems my
asking
1.6.2.2.Modals

Modals express two types of meanings. The fype of meaning is called
deontic or intrinsic which shows the interlocutormmitment towards a
proposition. The deontic category encompasses tmoskals that involve “Actions
under the direct control of an animate subjectcifigally modals of permission,
obligation, volition, and intention”. Thus, actions events controlled by humans
directly. The second type of meaning is calledtepisc or extrinsic that indicates
the interlocutor's confidence or certainty towar@sproposition. The epistemic
category comprises modals that deal with “logitatus of events or states, usually
relating to assessments of likelihood: possibilityecessity, or prediction”.
Accordingly, we can distinguish three semantic geowf modals: modals of
permission, possibility, and ability (can, couldayn might); modals of obligation
and necessity (must, should, ought to); and mod&lsolition, intention, and
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prediction (will, would, shall) (Biber, Johanssdmeech, Conrad & Finegan. 1999,
p.485).
1.7. Appraisal Theory

Appraisal theory deals with those linguistic aspewded to express, initiate, and
naturalize a specific inter-subjective and evemjualdeological positions
"Appraisal framework, a particular approach to explg, describing and
explaining the way language is used to evaluateadopt stances, to construct
textual personas and to manage interpersonal @aisiy and relationships"”. It
investigates how judgments, attitudes, emotive aesps are explicitly stated,
implied, or presupposed. More specifically, it mncerned with the language of
evaluation, attitude and emotions. (White, 201%).p.

Table (2): An Overview of the Appraisal Framework (M unday, 2012, p.24)

:3(A) Vel.:43 Ynx 2018

Domain of Parameter value Illustrative Realization
Appraisal
Attitude Affect Through feelings and emotior Happy, sa
) reactions
g Judgment Of ethics, behavior, capacity Wrong, brave
= Appreciation Of things, phenomena, reactions Beautiful, authentic
Graduatiol Force Raist Extremely unwise
Lower Slightly corrupt
Focus Sharpen A truefather
Soften An apologyof sorts
Engagemel Monoglos: Contractiol Demonstrate, shc
Heterogloss Expansion Claim, nearly, possibly

1.7.1. Attitude

Aspects of feelings are the main concentratioth® system of attitude. Attitude
incorporates "Our feelings, including emotional ateans, judgments of behavior
and evaluation of things". It focuses on the sermaneanings related to emotions,
ethics, and aesthetics. The first semantic regaelated to emotion and is known
as affect. It includes references to positive and negatispaases and reactions
(e.g. cheerful, pleased, and confident). The sec@mantic region is known as
judgment. It deals with attitudes towards others and theinavior. It is divided
into two categories: judgment of social esteem puigment of social sanction
(e.g. odd, powerful, and loyalAppreciation is the third semantic region of
attitude. It comprises meanings related to the evabf things and natural
phenomena. Accordingly related to “Things we makd performances we give”
and “What such things are worth and how we valuemth(e.g. remarkable,
irregular, worthless) (Martin and White, 2005 agdiin Al-Shunnag, 2014, p.153).
1.7.2. Graduation

Graduation system gives value to both attitudd angagement because it
provides a scalar strength to the interlocutorsileations and stances. It includes
two major categories: force and focUsorce is concerned with positive and
negative assessments of intensity and amount. difit&tions or assessments of
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intensity are concerned with qualities (e.g. veaytremely) and processes (e.g.
slightly hindered). On the other hand, quantifieasi or assessments of amount are
concerned with entities (e.g. few, many). The sdcoategory of graduation is
focus which is related to prototypicality. It deals witbays to sharpen (scale up)
the chosen category (e.g. a true mother, a traedjiand to soften (scale down) the
chosen category (e.g. he is kind of crazy) (Maatnal White, 2005 as cited in Al-
Shunnag, 2014, p.162).
1.7.3. Engagement

When taking stances, speakers or writers posthemselves in accordance “to
the value positions being referenced in the text aith respect to those they
address”. Engagement is divided into two categoaestract and expand (Martin
and White, 2005 as cited in Al-Shunnag, 2014, p.155

Contract resources are “directed towards excluding cerd#iogic alternatives
from any subsequent communicative interaction ¢eadt towards constraining the
scope of these alternatives in discourse”. Congatirther divided into: disclaim
and proclaim. Disclaim comprises viewpoints or ralétive positions to reject them
directly, i.e. deny (e.g. this isot the case) .As for the proclaim category, it
includes patterns that focus on the joint knowledge agreement between the

. addresser and the putative addressee, i.e. concari@.g. of course, certainly

(Martin and White, 2005 as cited in Al-Shunnag,£204.157).

Besides contract, expand is the second categbrthe engagement system.
Expand concentrates on resources that provide an opmiray dialogic space for
other alternative positions or outside voices.ds two semantic groups: entertain
and attribution. Entertain refers to the meaningkaflihood. It is achieved through
the use of modal verbs (e.g. may, might), adveels frobably, perhaps), besides
using some mental verbs (e.g. | think, | believeggftih and White, 2005 as cited in
Al-Shunnag, 2014, p.159).

Section Two: Research Methodology

2.1. Introduction

This section aims to introduce the practicallymsa of the selected corpus. It
contains the methodology of analysis concentratimg the manual and
computerized analyses. The analyses are preserit@d the lexico-grammatical
and appraisal theory framework. Thus, the lexicad grammatical markers are
demonstrated in addition to the stance functionwdradrom these markers
depending on the appraisal systems. Furthermoeesténce triangle is tackled
within the analysis.
2.2. The M ethodol ogy

The methodology chosen for the purposes of thdysis a combination of
corpus- and discourse-analytical methods. The fois@rawn from the lexico-
grammatical framework of stance (Biber et al., 1999; Biber, 2006), while the latter
Is drawn from appraisal theory (Martin and Whité032). The corpora of the study
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consist of three texts collected from the ASAP spebsite. First, to ensure its
validity, the corpus is manually analyzed based tbe lexico-grammatical
framework (Biber, 1999). Second, the results oleiinom the manual analysis are
used as inputs to the computerized analysis usay\Mordsmith software (version
4). Wordsmith helps in identifying the markers anctounting them for the final
results which are interpreted according to thealisge model of analysis (appraisal

theory). The chosen transcripts are illustratedwel
Table (3): Thetranscriptsthat make up the cor pus of theresearch

The Conferences SportsFigure
University of Wisconsin Soccer Medid@aula Wilkins
Conference (2015)
Toronto FC Media Conference (2016) Greg Vanney
New York RED Bulls Media Conference (201)Y) Jessesula

2.3. Corpus and Discourse Analyses of L exico-grammatical Marking of Stance

The analysis in this study starts with a corpumlysis for the purpose of
identifying the patterns of stance in the chosescalirse. The analysis is based on
the consideration of occurrences of the lexico-gnatncal markers through which
stance is expressed. The stance markers idenitifigd: corpus are the value-laden
words (adjectives, verbs, and nouns), and gramailatarkers (stance adverbials
\ and modals). The table below illustrates the digtron of stance markers in the
corpus:

:3(A) Vel.:43 Ynx 2018

Ne.

Table (4): The stance markers

Type of stance marker Number of Per centage of Total
occurrences frequency%
Stance adverbie 80 43.71Y
Value-laden words (evaluative 70 38.25%
adjectives, main verbs, and
nouns
Modals 33 18.03%

The table shows an obvious preference for ugir@gnmatical stance markers
represented with the highest frequency of the staattverbials. Both modals and
stance adverbials are part of the grammatical msnkeh a total number of (113)
which corresponds to 61.74% of the total frequentdyis percentage is much
higher than value-laden words 38.25% total frequemhbis indicates that there is a
clear preference for using stance adverbials nfae tising value-laden words or
modals in sport discourse. This indicates thattsppeakers tend to use adverbial
stance markers more often than any of the othacstmarkers and this is probably
attributed to the idea that they index stance aully.

As mentioned earlier, stance adverbials fdlb ithree types: epistemic stance
adverbials, attitude stance adverbials, and stylgpeaking. Each type expresses
certain semantic meanings and thus owns semartégarées. The following table
illustrates the type and number of occurrence@ttance adverbials in the corpus:
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Table (5): Stance adverbialsfound in the corpus

Stance Marker | occurrences| Type | StanceMarker |occurrences| Type

1. | think 26 Epistemic| 10. | obviously 3 Epistemic
2. Like 15 Epistemiqg 11. Clearly 1 Style

3. Kind of 7 Epistemic 12. | Hopefully 1 Attitude

4, Sort of 7 Epistemic¢ 13. | Actually 1 Epistemiq
5. Really 5 Epistemi¢ 14. | Possibly 1 Epistemic
6. For me 4 Epistemi¢c15. | Certainly 1 Epistemic
7. | Definitely 4 Epistemiqg 16. maybe 1 Epistemic
8. Honestly 1 Style |17.| Probably 1 Epistemic
0. | gues: 1 Epistemic Total : 80

As it is clear from the table above, the mostreent stance type is the epistemic
stance with 77 occurrences. If turned into pergeEgait makes 96.25% of the total
frequency of adverbials. As far as the epistemanet categories, the most
frequent adverbials are those expressing doubtcartdinty, such akthink. This
indicates that sport discourse of the selected usonpse doubt and certainty
adverbials more frequently than other adverbidlss lall related to the fact that
they are expressing their status of knowledge tdsvar proposition and the entire

.\ atmosphere of uncertainty surrounding sport. Siglleerbials take the second place

after the epistemic adverbials with only 2 occuce=n This does not mean that
they are careless about their style or manner ofn@onication but spontaneous
speeches and interviews often rank low in the pes®f these features. Attitude
adverbials are the least used in the corpus wilth boccurrence (see table 5). This
low percentage (1.25%) displays a kind of discouits® is characterized by
formality and the little display of the personagpasts.

Doubt and certainty adverbials express theksysacertainty or doubt towards a
proposition. Their range includes absolute judgmeftcertainty to various levels
of probability (doubt). Adverbials like certainlgefinitely, maybe, No doubt, |
think, | believe, | guess are within this categoijhroughout the course of
interaction in the chosen discourse, interlocutare doubtful towards certain
propositions. There are two reasons behind usindptdadverbials. The first reason
Is because they are uncertain of their positionrfstances related to games results
or an upcoming plan. The second reason could laecklto removing personal
responsibility for a certain comment, mistake, @raposition. The most frequent
form within this category is (I think) with 26 oagcances through the entire corpus
(see table 5).think has the highest frequency of the other stancerbive.
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Table (6): Example (1), University of Wisconsin Soccer M edia Confer ence (2015)

Statement with Stance Marker | Stancetaker Stance Obj ect Stance Function
Stance Pattern
| think the coaches  Epistemic Paula Winning the Big Engagement:
that they have Adverbials (I Wilkins Ten Entertain
changed here, thejrthink, obviously) championship. +
attitude, their + Attitude:
mentality, all that, Evaluative Appreciation
they've changed all lexical
the that, and it's item(great)

great to be a coach
and be a part of,

because obviously
without our ups and
downs.

Screibman (2001) illustrates that "I think" exgses the speaker's opinion, degree
of belief, or subjective evaluation of a positidrhus, it marks a strong epistemic
position. Du Bois (2007) through his view of thearste triangle describes
stancetaking as a triplet set of three componemigsiuation, positioning, and

~alignment. The employment afthink shows the speaker's evaluation or further

elaboration of a proposition depending on the odntd interaction. During the
evaluation, the speaker positions himself on changiegrees of certainty. As for
the alignment, it corresponds here to the engageamartain system of appraisal
since it opens the dialogic space for more thanapirion and this is illustrated
with the use of (I think). The use of (I think) st®the speaker’s doubtfulness and
as a result assigns the statement into the ranglketihood rather than certainty.
Thus, comes the significance of using (I think)hwtthe aspects of alignment and
disalignment because it functions as a softeningfame saving act. This
demonstrates that epistemic doubt adverbials Hedpspeaker sounds less direct.
The lexical item (great) shows coach Wilkins'statlte towards being part of the
winning experience and how he values such efforts.

Moreover, (I think) is not the only epistemiculd adverbial to occur in the
corpus. Other instances that indicate the meanirmpuabt include: definitely with
4 occurrences, probably, possibly, and maybe witlccurrence. They demonstrate
likelihood and less certainty about a propositidime speakers’ evaluation of
likelihood is mitigated through the use of such exttials. Imprecision adverbials
take second place after the doubt and certaintgrédls with markers like (like)
with 15 occurrences, (kind of) and (sort of) witho€currences. Imprecision
adverbials express the meaning of inconclusiversass$ inexactness. Spoken
language, like the one adapted in the corpus isidered less precise than formal
and academic language. Actuality and reality adeeybare another type of
epistemic stance adverbials. They signify that whattated is a true reflection of
reality and not just an opinion about a propositibhe adverbial of reality that is
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identified in the corpus is (really) with 5 occuroes.
Table (7): Example (2), University of Wisconsin Soccer M edia Confer ence (2015)

Statement with Stance Marker | Stancetaker Stance Object Stance Function
Stance Pattern

| think that made a  Epistemic Paula Whether she Engagement:
huge difference, sp Adverbials (I Wilkins expected to win Entertain
at the end of think, really) the Big Ten at the +
September | didnlt + end of September. Attitude:
really see that, byt Evaluative Appreciation

you could feel the lexical
momentum building] items(huge,
and | think it's well)
something they hav
done quite well.

D

The example above shows different degrees ohiogytthrough the use of the
two epistemic adverbials (I think and really). Treality and actuality position
presented in the statement is realized throughuskeeof the adverbial (really). The
stancetaker presented the reality of not expedtngin the whole championship.
The entertain type of engagement is used withifk)hwhich opens the space for
more than one opinion and thus sets an alignmeahtwihat is stated. The attitude

, of Coach Wilkins is revealed through the use ofelieluative lexical items (huge

and well). These evaluative lexical items are usadescribe their performance and
the differences the team have made in order tah@rchampionship.

Moreover, Lexical marking of stance takes secquidce after the stance
adverbials discussed earlier. They constitute 38.8bthe total frequency with 70
occurrences. Lexical marking is set in certain eative value-laden words and
these include verbs, nouns, and adjectives. Thakspeexpects the listener to
understand the intended meaning of these wordsubeaa the shared knowledge,
background, and context. Each word has its owmessp/e and evaluative known
meaning. The corpus as taking from normal sportfezences conversations is
filled with evaluative lexical items that are udedestablish a stance. The language
used by the sport speakers is very evaluative tamte-filled. So, it is normal that
this language usually include subjective and aiffectontent like the thought,
intentions, personal comments, and overviews dbpaances. Most of the lexical
items are related to physicality and performaneeg. (strong, great, and excited).
Understanding the purpose of using an evaluatixiedeitem helps in detecting the
stance function.

Furthermore, modals take third place after lexioakking of stance.
Modals are part of the grammatical marking anddiveded into three semantic
categories (possibility, prediction, and obligajionThe following table
demonstrates the occurrences of modals found indfpis:
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Table (8): TheDistribution of Modalsin the corpus

Semantic Categories Number of Occurrences
Prediction Modals 16
Possibility Modals 17
Necessity Modals 0

This table above shows that prediction possibititydals are the most
frequently used type of modals with 17 and 16 a@nges. The reason behind this
Is that sport as stated before is related to the stf uncertainty depending on the
fact that it is a competition and nothing is 100%aanteed. In addition to that,
people in normal conversations tend to soften tht@itement for politeness-related
reasons and not wanting to be too direct or toonuittad to what they are saying.
The table further illustrates that the modals afassity are not used in the corpus.
These modals show the meaning of obligation ang #éne considered stronger in
meaning than other modals. Necessity modals peartairge degree of certainty
and thus, they have the least frequency in spedodise. Instead, stancetakers try
to replace such certainty with forms that denotespgmlity and doubt. The modals

(can) and (will) have the highest frequency withot@urrences.
Table (9): Example (3), New York RED Bulls Media Conference (2017)

:3(A) Vel.:43 Ynx 2018

Ne.

Statement with Stance Marker | Stancetaker Stance Object Stance Function

Stance Pattern
They will come in Evaluative Jesse Marsch Marsch’s opinion  Attitude:
here with a great lexical on the Toronto Judgment
team. They will be items(great, team which his +
ready to push the ready, high) team is competing  Engagement:
game. They will be + with. Entertain
flying high. Modal Auxiliary

(will)

Predictions are expressed widely in sport dissmbecause of the nature of sport
itself with the competition, points, and playerg€rformance. Predictions indicate
uncertainties because the predicted future actiorsvents may or may not take
place. Since predictions are uncertain and othssipiities may occur, the stance
function is that of the engagement entertain sygtaher alternatives are possible).
The stancetaker’s attitude of judgment is expres¢sethe use of the evaluative
lexical items which index the stance function diygecMarsch is judging the
Toronto team as a great team and thus, is condidee huge challenge to his
team.

Jounnal ef Basra Research for Human Sciences
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Table (10): Example (4), Toronto FC Media Conference (2016)

Statement with Stance Marker | Stancetaker Stance Obj ect Stance Function
Stance Pattern

We try to build Epistemic Greg Vanney| Developing the  Attitude:

depth into our roster. Adverbial (kind team’s Judgment
That's the only thing of) performance and +

we can do. Create + how this helps in Engagement:
over this preseasgn Evaluative overcoming Entertain
and early season and lexical difficult times.

develop a syste items(vast)

where we can kin +

of plug guys in and Modal Auxiliary

it makes sense far (can)

the vast majority o

our guys.

The table above shows how the stancetakerthsemiodal auxiliary (can) in two
different senses. The first (can) is followed bg terb (do) and as a result, itisina
context of ability. However, the second (can) igdign a context of possibility.
This is clear from the combination of the epistemuwerbial of Imprecision (kind
of) and the modal auxiliary (can) illustrates thensetaker's uncertainty and

_ possibility that are linked to sport discourse. sThirther open the dialogic space

for more than one opinion and this gives a stahaeftinctions within the entertain
engagement system.
2.4. Conclusions

As stated before, one of the significant thimgsdo with language is to take a
stance. This section has examined the conveyancstapice in three soccer
conferences based on instances found in the cofpescorpus analysis has proven
that the lexical and grammatical stance markerse hdiferent distributions
throughout the corpus instances.

The analysis shows a preference for using &islsrin the expression of stance,
as the adverbial stance markers have been fouh@ thhe most frequently used
stance markers (43.71% of the total). The secoadephoes to the evaluative
lexical items, as the value-laden words are alequent in the corpus (38.25% of
the total). Finally, modals are found to be thesl&squent as they stand at about
18.03% of the total. Modals of possibility are fduto be most frequently used
rather than modals of prediction and necessitys ghres more prominence to the
idea of uncertainty and how this technique of iediness is used to express a
status of knowledge, politeness, and less commitrieea proposition. However,
This indicate that sport speakers tend to use dverhials stance markers more
often than any of the other stance markers andgsobably attributed to the idea
that they index stance indirectly.

Moreover, the analysis shows that the engagesmsttain level of appraisal is
the most frequently used since it is linked to dldeerbial (I think) and the whole
state of possibility. It shows that the stance takeave the dialogic space open for
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more than one alternative opinion or assessmetgadsof being extremely sure.
This is called the 'dialogic expansion' in whick 8peaker provides his own voice
along with other possibilities. Certainty expressi@re thought to be too direct or
too socially harmful since they cancel other opmsioand voices and in

conversations, speakers often try to achieve algmmvith the person they are
interacting with. As a result, with the stance rigke, stance takers’ languages
reveal more than just their attitude. Interlocutdosnot only evaluate and position
themselves to propositions but they also try taeehalignment with the person

they are interacting with. Thus, the three sidesheftriangle as proposed by Du
Bois are found in sport commentary.
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