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Abstract	

In	 criminal	 trials,	 the	 important	 factors	 to	 realize	procedural	 justice	are	 the	neutral	
stance	of	the	judge,	and	the	opposite	stances	between	the	prosecution	and	the	defense.	
Stance‐taking	 in	 Courtroom	 Discourse	 is	 dedicated	 to	 research	 Stance‐taking	 in	
courtroom	 interaction,	based	on	 forensic	 linguistics	and	 interactional	 linguistics.	The	
book	 put	 forward	 that	 Stance‐taking	 is	 a	 goal‐directed,	 constructive,	 and	 strategic	
speech	act,	and	 it	 is	 the	 result	of	 stance	 subjects’	pursuing	of	 their	own	goals	 in	 the	
interaction.	 It	 also	 answers	 the	 questions	 what	 specific	 discourse	 stances	 speech	
participants	 express	 in	 trial,	 how	 participants	 construct	 their	 stances,	what	 are	 the	
important	differences	 in	discourse	strategies	 in	Stance‐taking	of	all	participants,	and	
what	are	the	communicative	purposes	and	social	factors	that	influence	Stance‐taking,	by	
discussing	the	language	means,	pragmatics	functions,	role	differences,	felicity	of	Stance‐
taking	in	courtroom	interaction,	and	so	on.	This	book	is	an	ambitious	blend	of	Forensic	
Linguistics	 and	 Interaction	 Linguistics.	 It	will	be	 a	helpful	 addition	 to	 the	 shelves	of	
practitioners,	scholars,	and	students	both	in	legal	practice	and	linguistics	research.	
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1. Introduction	

Stance/Stance‐taking	is	a	new	field	of	 linguistic	research	at	home	and	abroad.	Since	the	21st	
century,	 monographs	 and	 essays	 on	 stance/Stance‐taking	 have	 been	 published	 one	 after	
another.	Several	authoritative	journals	organized	special	issue	on	this,	such	as	the	second	issue	
in	Text	in	2003,	the	second	issue	in	Journal	of	Pragmatics	in	2005,	the	second	issue	in	Taiwan	
Journal	of	Languages	in	2010,	the	fourth	issue	in	Text	&	Talk	in	2012,	etc.	Academic	conferences	
on	this	are	also	widely	held	around	the	world.	Scholars	have	noticed	that	speakers	(writers)	
construct	and	express	their	own	stances	while	communicating	information,	as	Du	Bois	(2007)	
put	it,	“the	most	important	thing	we	do	with	language	is	to	construct	a	specific	stance”.	
Courtroom	interaction,	as	a	discursive	activity,	 is	 filled	with	subjective	understanding,	value	
judgment	and	personal	emotion	of	 the	participants	 in	 the	conversation,	whether	 it	 is	 in	 the	
process	of	exposition	and	investigation	of	legal	facts	or	the	identification	and	interpretation	of	
legal	 theories.	 In	 the	 trial	 process,	 the	 parties	 of	 the	 lawsuit,	 based	 on	 their	 own	 different	
stances,	 often	 use	 different	 language	means	 to	make	 different	 factual	 statements	 and	 legal	
arguments	on	the	same	legal	fact,	legal	basis	and	judgment	conclusion.	In	addition,	the	abstract	
and	generalized	characteristics	of	legal	provisions	and	the	principle	of	judicial	reasoning	make	
it	is	necessary	for	the	parties	to	take	different	stances	in	the	legal	reasoning	process	to	seek	
case	 solutions	 in	 the	 court.	 It	 can	 be	 said	 that	 the	 nature	 of	 law	 and	 the	 characteristics	 of	
courtroom	interaction	provide	an	objective	possibility	for	the	subjects	of	litigation	to	express	
their	 subjective	 stances,	 and	 they	 also	 have	 subjective	 demands	 to	 take	 specific	 stance	 to	
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safeguard	their	own	interests.	Moreover,	in	criminal	trials,	the	most	basic	and	important	factors	
to	 realize	 procedural	 justice	 are	 the	 neutral	 stance	 of	 judges	 and	 the	 equal	 confrontation	
between	 prosecution	 and	 defense	 with	 opposite	 stances.	 In	 courtroom	 interaction,	 as	 an	
important	 and	 special	 field	 of	 conversation,	 what	 specific	 discourse	 stances	 do	 speech	
participants	 express	 in	 trial?	How	do	 they	 construct	 their	 stances?	What	 are	 the	pragmatic	
functions	 of	 Stance‐taking?	 What	 are	 the	 important	 differences	 in	 discourse	 strategies	 in	
Stance‐taking	of	all	participants?	What	are	the	communicative	purposes	and	social	factors	that	
influence	Stance‐taking?	 Such	questions	have	 the	 important	 research	value	 in	both	 forensic	
linguistics	 and	 Stance‐taking	 studies.	 The	 newly	 published	 Stance‐taking	 in	 Courtroom	
Interaction	 (by	 Luo	 Guihua,	 published	 by	 Huangshan	 Publishing	 House	 in	 August	 2019)	
provides	a	rigorous,	deeply	thoughtful,	meticulous	and	novel	account	to	these	questions.		

2. Content	Introduction		

The	book	is	rich	in	content	and	rigorous	in	structure,	with	eight	chapters	in	total.	
The	first	chapter	of	the	book	provides	important	introductory	theoretical,	methodological,	and	
historical	 context.	 This	 chapter	 locates	 the	 object	 of	 study,	 placing	 stance/Stance‐taking	 in	
courtroom	interaction,	the	special	institutional	discourse.	This	part	introduces	the	impressive	
data	collection	effort	that	went	into	the	book,	and	the	methodology	applied	to	analyze	the	data.	
It	also	briefly	introduces	the	research	significance,	research	objectives,	and	research	contents	
of	the	book.	
The	 second	 chapter	 locates	 the	 historical	 origins	 of	 discourse	 stance	 studies	 and	 reviews	
previous	research	on	court	discourse	at	home	and	abroad,	as	well	as	the	related	research	on	
court	discourse	stance.	The	book	puts	that	the	study	of	courtroom	discourse	presents	diverse	
and	multidisciplinary	perspectives,	but	 it	pays	 little	 attention	 to	 the	objectivity	of	 language,	
ignoring	 its	 subjectivity,	 especially	 ignoring	 Stance‐taking,	 the	 expression	 of	 subjectivity.	
Meanwhile,	the	focus	of	stance/Stance‐taking	research	has	shifted	from	single	words	to	speech	
acts,	and	from	written	language	to	oral	interaction.	However,	the	expression	of	Stance‐taking	
in	court	trials	has	not	been	given	enough	attention.	The	studies	related	to	the	Stance‐taking	in	
courtroom	 interaction	 are	 basically	 case	 studies	 based	 on	 the	 perspective	 of	 Systemic	
Functional	Linguistics	(Tracy	2011,	Zhang	2011).	Therefore,	it	is	quite	necessary	and	significant	
to	conduct	research	systematically	on	Stance‐taking	in	court	interaction.	
The	third	chapter	fully	develops	the	theoretical	framework	of	this	book.	This	book	integrates	
two	theoretical	resources:	Interaction	Linguistics	and	Principle	of	Goal	in	pragmatics,	and	puts	
forward	a	Goal‐oriented	Stance‐taking	analysis	model.	In	this	model,	Stance‐taking,	under	the	
specific	 social	 judicial	 cultural	 value	 system	 and	 physical	 background,	 is	 a	 purposeful,	
constructive	and	strategic	social	practice,	in	which	all	parties	involved	cooperate	and	compete	
to	 pursue	 a	 specific	 purpose	 in	 discourse	 practice.	 From	 the	 ontological	 point	 of	 view,	 the	
discourse	stance	is	re‐divided	into	Evaluation,	Affect,	Epistemic	stance	and	(Dis)alignment.	
The	fourth	chapter	discusses	Evaluation	in	courtroom	interaction.	It	defines	the	Stance‐taking	
of	Evaluation	as	that	the	evaluating	subject	makes	positive	or	negative	judgment	and	definition	
on	 the	object	according	 to	certain	evaluation	criteria,	and	 its	object	 is	a	person	or	an	event.	
Evaluation	 stance	 is	 divided	 into	 three	 types:	 positive,	 neutral	 and	 negative.	 The	 linguistic	
means	to	construct	Evaluation	stance	can	be	classified	into	explicit	and	implicit	two	types.	The	
identification	and	differentiation	of	evaluation	means	and	types	need	to	take	into	consideration	
the	 contextual	 factors,	 especially	 the	 the	 purpose	 and	 intention	 of	 the	 evaluation	 subject.	
Evalutive	words	and	prases	are	the	main	explicit	evaluation	means.	In	courtroom	interaction,	
speakers	usually	use	adjectives,	nouns,	verbs,	and	adverbs	at	the	same	time	when	expressing	
Evaluation	stance,	while	reporting	speech	acts	are	an	 important	 implicit	evaluation	method.	
The	 author	 also	 discusses	 that	 the	 Evaluation	 stance	 in	 court	 interaction	 has	 four	



Scientific	Journal	Of	Humanities	and	Social	Sciences																																																																							Volume	3	Issue	4,	2021	

	ISSN:	2688‐8653																																																																																																																										

204	

characteristics:	 presupposition,	 dialogue	 and	 monologue,	 strengthening	 and	 weakening,	
attribution	 and	 self‐attribution.	 First	 of	 all,	 presuppositions	 are	 used	 to	 express	 Evaluation	
stance,	that	is,	Evaluation	located	in	the	background	information	shared	by	the	speaker	and	the	
listener	in	the	utterance.	Secondly,	Both	dialogue	and	nonologue	are	used	to	express	Evaluation	
stance,	while	the	former	are	frequently	used	and	the	latter	rarely	appear.	Third,	participants	
uses	language	means	to	strengthen	the	power	of	Evaluation	stance	in	the	trial,	while	the	means	
to	 weaken	 the	 Evaluation	 stance	 are	 seldom	 used.	 Fourth,	 attribution	 and	 self‐attribution	
involve	 the	 issue	 of	 attributing	 responsibility	 when	 the	 speaker	 expresses	 an	 Evaluation	
position.	 This	 chapter	 describes,	 analyzes	 and	 explains	 the	 language	 expression	 means,	
strategic	 features	 and	 pragmatic	 functions	 of	 Evaluation	 stance	 in	 courtroom	 discourse	
interaction,	 and	 explains	 the	 differences	 of	 Evaluation	 stance	 of	 various	 litigation	 subjects	
according	to	Principle	of	Goal	in	pragmatics.	
The	 fifth	 chapter	 analyses	 Affect	 in	 courtroom	 interaction.	 Stance‐taking	 of	 Affect	 is	 the	
expression	of	self‐emotion	of	the	subject,	including	positive	emotion	and	negative	emotion.	The	
former	includes	love,	sympathy	and	gratitude,	while	the	latter	includes	sadness,	regret,	shame	
and	fear.	In	courtroom	interaction,	Stance‐taking	of	Affect	has	three	meta‐functions,	namely,	
emotional	description,	emotional	expression	and	emotional	arousal,	which	overlap	with	each	
other	and	take	emotional	arousal	as	the	ultimate	function.	In	order	to	achieve	the	established	
communicative	 purpose,	 the	 litigants	 usually	 describe	 the	 past	 emotions	 of	 others	 or	
himself/herself,	 deliberately	 express	 his/her	 inner	 feelings	when	 speaking,	 and	 arouse	 the	
feelings	of	others	 through	words.	The	prosecutions	express	 the	negative	Affect	 towards	 the	
litigants	to	arouse	the	negative	feelings	of	the	judge	and	others	in	courtroom,	while	the	defense	
try	to	express	positive	Affect	towards	the	litigants.	The	judge	rarely	express	Affect	stance	in	
court.	There	are	significant	differences	in	Stance‐taking	of	the	three	parts	of	participants	in	both	
types	and	 language	means	of	Affect.	This	 chapter	also	elaborates	 this	difference	 in	Affect	 in	
relation	to	purpose	and	purpose	relationship,	and	explains	it	from	the	perspective	of	the	judicial	
concept	of	“presumption	of	guilt”.	
The	 sixth	 chapter	 explores	 the	Epistemic	 stance	 in	 courtroom	 interaction.	Epistemic	 Stance	
refers	to	the	views	and	attitudes	towards	propositions,	and	its	object	is	propositions.	Epistemic	
stance	includes	two	types:	information	source	and	proposition	evaluation.	The	former	includes	
four	 sub‐types:	 sensory	 type,	 reporting	 type,	 citation	 type	 and	 inference	 type.	 The	 latter	 is	
divided	 into	 three	 levels	 of	 high,	 medium	 and	 low	 magnitude,	 and	 constitutes	 a	 “reliable‐
unreliable”	 reliability	 continuum	of	Epistemic	 stance.	This	 chapter	describes	 the	expression	
means	of	 information	source	and	proposition	evaluation,	examines	 the	reliability	of	various	
means	 of	 Epistemic	 Stance,	which	 constitutes	 the	 reliability	 hierarchy	 system	of	 courtroom	
Epistemic	 Stance.	 This	 chapter	 also	 statistically	 analyzes	 the	 distribution	 differences	 of	
Epistemic	 Stance	 in	 different	 litigation	 roles,	 and	 explains	 the	 role	 characteristics	 and	
distribution	differences	of	Epistemic	stance	of	each	litigant.	In	order	to	prove	their	innocence	
or	 that	 the	 crime	 is	 opportunistic	 and	 petty,	 the	 litigants	 frequently	 used	 various	 stance	
markers	in	the	type	of	propositional	evaluation,	presenting	a	“powerless”	discourse	style.	The	
prosecutor	 used	 excessive	 number	 of	 reporting	 speech	 to	 take	 advantage	 of	 the	 written	
testimony.	In	order	to	apply	the	law	to	defend,	the	defender	used	more	quotation‐type	evidence.	
In	order	to	basically	maintain	objectivity	and	neutrality,	judges	only	used	quotation	and	speech	
reporting	to	express	Epistemic	stance.	
The	 seventh	 chapter	 examines	 the	 (Dis)alignment	 Stance	 in	 courtroom	 interaction.	
(Dis)alignment	Stance	refers	to	the	agreement	or	disagreement	adopted	by	the	speaker,	to	the	
stance	of	other	interaction	participants,	and	its	object	is	the	stance	of	others.	(Dis)alignment	
Stance	is	the	“stance	of	stance”,	including	“alignment”	and	“disalignment”.	Alignment	refers	to	
the	speech	act	in	which	the	current	speaker	adopts	a	convergent	and	adaptable	position	to	the	
purpose,	 viewpoint,	 evaluation,	 epistemic	 and	 action	 projection	 of	 others	 in	 the	 previous	
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discourse	in	communication.	Meanwhile,	Disalignment	is	a	speech	act	that	takes	a	position	of	
disagreement	to	the	stance	of	other	participants.	This	chapter	focuses	on	the	language	means	
of	(Dis)alignment	Stance,	including	lexical	and	syntactic	means,	conversational	structures.	The	
means	of	expressing	Alignment	mainly	include	pragmatic	markers,	indicating	agreement	and	
inference,	 verbs‐‐‐‐mainly	 “agree	 (tong	 yi)”	 and	 “support	 (zhi	 chi)”,	 adverbs	 ‐‐‐‐mainly	
“also(ye)”,	overlap,	and	repetition	‐‐‐‐in	order	to	express	agreement	to	others.	The	main	means	
of	expressing	Disalignment	are	pragmatic	markers	‐‐‐‐pragmatic	markers	indicating	transition	
and	 pausing,	 verbs	 ‐‐‐‐“objection	 (fan	 dui)”,	 repetition‐‐‐‐repetition	 of	 self‐question	 by	 the	
interrogator),	interruption,	echo	question,	rhetorical	question,	correction	‐‐‐‐mainly	correcting	
others'	 words.	 This	 chapter	 also	 discusses	 the	 interaction	 of	 (Dis)alignment	 Stance	 among	
judges,	prosecutors,	defenders	and	defendants	from	the	perspective	of	intertextuality.	It	also	
analyzes	 and	 explains	 the	 appropriateness	 and	 deviation	 of	 (Dis)alignment	 Stance	 among	
different	 subjects	 in	 court.	 Influenced	 by	 the	 relationship	 of	 different	 purposes,	 the	
(Dis)alignment	Stance	among	the	parties	in	the	trials	are	obviously	different.	The	Alignment	
mainly	occurs	between	the	defender	and	the	litigant,	but	also	between	the	defender	and	their	
witnesses,	 because	 the	 relationship	 of	 purpose	 between	 them	 is	 consistent.	 There	 is	
Disalignment	 between	 the	 prosecutor	 and	 the	 litigant,	 because	 the	 relationship	 of	 purpose	
between	them	is	conflicting.	(Dis)alignment	Stance	between	judges	and	litigant	usually	tend	to	
be	at	the	positive	side	of	the	continuum,	because	the	relationship	of	purpose	between	them	is	
neutral.	
The	 eighth	 chapter	 is	 the	 conclusion	of	 this	book.	This	part	 summarizes	 the	pay‐off	 for	 the	
theoretical	 and	 empirical	 account	 of	 Stance‐taking	 in	 courtroom	 interaction.	 This	 part	 also	
briefly	summarizes	the	contribution	of	this	book	to	language	research	and	judicial	practice,	as	
well	as	the	limitations	of	the	book.	

3. Brief	Comment	

The	advantage	and	characteristics	of	this	book	are	mainly	reflected	in	three	aspects.	

3.1. Scientific	Methods	and	Emphasis	on	Corpus	
The	 study	 of	 this	 book	 obtains	 objective	 data	 through	 the	 observation	 and	 recording	 of	
courtroom	interaction,	which	is	an	empirical	study.	The	corpus	in	this	book	all	comes	from	the	
field	investigation	of	the	author	and	her	team	in	courts	all	over	the	country	for	more	than	ten	
years.	They	tried	every	means	to	contact	the	court	and	the	judges.	With	the	consent	of	the	court,	
they	went	into	the	court	trial	to	observe,	record	the	field	log	and	get	the	recording	data,	and	
built	the	courtroom	interaction	discourse	corpus.	On	the	basis	of	vivid,	authentic	and	natural	
language	materials,	the	book	uses	corpus	tools	and	methods,	to	conduct	corpus	investigation.	
On	one	hand,	indexes,	word	lists,	subject	words	and	other	tools	are	used	to	find	out	prominent	
Stance‐taking	 language	 items	and	 their	co‐occurrence	relations	and	 topics	of	 representative	
corpus,	 in	 this	 way	 to	 improve	 the	 typicality	 of	 corpus	 selection,	 and	 objectivity	 and	
systematicness	of	 the	analysis.	On	 the	other	hand,	corpus	 is	used	 to	determine	whether	 the	
findings	 obtained	 through	 qualitative	 analysis	 can	 be	 supported	 by	 more	 quantifiable	 and	
verifiable	 linguistic	 evidence,	 thus	 verifying	 and	 enhancing	 the	 validity	 of	 the	 conclusions.	
Corpus‐assisted	method	is	conducive	to	revealing	patterns	and	verifying	theories,	enhancing	
the	 representativeness,	 objectivity	 and	 systematicness	 of	 research,	 and	 describing	 and	
explaining	the	subjective	category	of	“discourse	stance”	more	objectively	and	scientifically.	

3.2. Seamlessly	Meld	of	Theories	
While	paying	attention	to	the	analysis	of	linguistic	facts,	this	book	attaches	great	importance	to	
the	 application	 and	 advances	 of	 theories.	 This	 book	 integrates	 two	 theories	 of	 Interaction	
Linguistics	 and	 Principle	 of	 Goal	 in	 pragmatics.	 Interaction	 linguistics	 emphasizes	 the	
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interactive	negotiation	of	meaning,	emphasizing	that	the	structure	and	meaning	of	language	are	
the	 product	 of	 negotiation	 and	 competition	 among	 interaction	 participants,	 and	 undergo	
continuous	 changes	 in	 order	 to	 meet	 different	 communicative	 needs	 of	 participants	 in	
interaction.	The	“different	communicative	needs”	emphasized	by	interaction	linguistics	is	the	
“goal”	highlighted	in	Principle	of	Goal	in	pragmatics,	and	“Goal	is	the	cause	of	speech	production	
and	the	motivation	of	speech	development”.	These	two	theories	have	natural	connection	and	
are	perfectly	melted	in	this	book.	On	the	basis	of	integration	of	the	two	theories,	this	book	puts	
forward	 the	 Goal‐oriented	 Stance‐taking	 Analysis	 Model.	 The	 discourse	 stance	 is	 a	 kind	 of	
purposeful,	constructive	and	strategic	speech	act	carried	out	by	both	sides	of	interaction.	It	is	
not	only	an	interaction	process	in	which	the	speaker	pursues	and	realizes	the	purpose,	but	also	
an	interaction	process	between	various	purposes	and	purpose	relationships	of	the	interaction	
participants,	a	process	of	cooperation,	competition	and	compromise	between	various	purposes	
and	purpose	relationships.	The	Goal‐oriented	Stance‐taking	Analysis	Model	in	this	book	adopts	
Du	Bois’	(2007)	Stance‐taking	classification,	which	includes	four	categories:	Evaluation,	Affect,	
Epistemic	 and	 (Dis)alignment.	 However,	 the	 book	 innovatively	 proposes	 that	 interaction	
participants	may	express	their	(Dis)alignment	stance	with	other	interaction	participants	while	
expressing	their	Evaluation	and	Epistemic	stances,	while	their	Affect	stances	are	different	from	
Du	Bois’	(2007)	and	do	not	express	their	(Dis)alignment	stance	at	the	same	time.	Moreover,	the	
(Dis)alignment	stance	is	not	only	expressed	through	Evaluation	stance	and	Epistemic	stance,	
or	it	is	not	produced	at	the	same	time	of	expressing	Evaluation	stance	and	Epistemic	stance,	but	
has	its	own	unique	expression	means	and	resources.	

3.3. Profound	and	Nuanced	Analysis		
Conley	&	O’Barr	(1998)	emphasized	that	“the	details	of	 legal	discourse	are	very	 important”.	
Forensic	 linguistics	highlights	 the	micro‐language	details	 in	 the	macro‐research	of	 law.	 It	 is	
through	 language,	 especially	 through	 the	micro‐discourse	 of	 legal	 conversation,	 that	 actual	
inequality	can	emerge	and	exist.	It	is	also	through	language	that	people	can	feel	fairness	and	
justice	 in	every	 judicial	 case.	This	book	absorbs	 the	essence	of	 interactive	 linguistics,	which	
pays	great	attention	to	language	details,	and	carefully	records	and	marks	every	pause,	overlap,	
interruption	and	correction	in	court	discourse	interaction.	This	paper	carefully	investigates	the	
detailed	micro‐discourse	in	courtroom	interaction,	such	as	word	selection,	sentence	pattern,	
style	and	interactive	structure.	We	can	see	that	there	are	many	marks	such	as	“(NS)”,	“⊥”	and	
“←”	in	the	examples	of	the	book,	all	of	which	are	transcribed	one	by	one	from	the	recording,	
and	analyzed	in	the	chapters	according	to	the	transcription	glossary	of	interaction	linguistics.	
With	the	help	of	naturally	occurring	courtroom	interaction	data,	the	book	explains	a	series	of	
verbal	 interactions	 in	 trials.	Meanwhile,	 It	re‐analyzes	a	series	of	 traditional	grammatical	or	
semantic	 categories,	 proving	 that	 all	 aspects	 of	 language‐phonology,	 pronunciation,	 syntax,	
vocabulary,	semantics,	pragmatics,	and	language	variants	can	be	analyzed	from	the	perspective	
of	interaction	linguistics.	For	example,	based	on	the	courtroom	interaction	corpus,	the	author	
analyses	 “echo	questions	 (marked	as	 “?.”	 in	 the	book).	After	detailed	analysis,	 including	 the	
phonetic,	prosodic,	structural	and	sequential	features	of	echo	questions,	the	stance	function	of	
echo	 questions	 is	 emphatically	 explained,	 and	 it	 is	 proposed	 that	 echo	 questions	 is	 non‐
conventional	indirect	instructing	speech	acts	in	courtroom	interaction.	

4. Conclusion	

This	book	seamlessly	melds	the	Interaction	Linguistics	and	Principle	of	Goal	in	pragmatics,	and	
it	is	an	ambitious	blend	of	Forensic	Linguistics	and	Interaction	Linguistics.	It	will	be	a	helpful	
addition	 to	 the	 shelves	 of	 practitioners,	 professors,	 and	 students	 both	 in	 legal	 practice	 and	
linguistics.	While	the	topics	are	complex,	the	book’s	vivid	examples	and	detailed	analysis	guide	
the	reader	throughout.	It	breaks	the	previous	framework	that	Forensic	Linguistics	was	limited	
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to	 analysis	 of	 objectivity	 of	 languages.	 It	 breaks	 new	 ground	 for	 linguistic	 theorists	 and	
empirical	legal	studies	in	melding	the	Interaction	Linguistics	and	Courtroom	Discourse	Studies.	
It	provides	suggestions	for	litigation	participants	to	construct	appropriate	positions,	which	is	
helpful	to	improve	participants'	discourse	awareness	and	standardize	trial	language.	However,	
the	book	is	limited	in	its	explicit	engagement	with	legal	theories	and	practice.	We	expect	further	
research	from	the	author	and	other	scholars	in	this	field	to	come	out	continuously.		
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