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Abstract

The trial, as a pivotal stage in the realization of legal justice, serves as a crucial arena for commu-
nication among parties involved in the case. In this dynamic context, attorneys, being central par-
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ticipants in the courtroom, construct their identities through their choice of language. Modality
metaphor, as a grammatical device, is employed not only to convey the ideational information but
also to articulate deeper aspects, including the speaker’s attitudes, viewpoints, and emotions.
Therefore, this research explores 30 Supreme Court trials in the United States, aiming to reveal
the characteristics of defense attorneys’ use of modality metaphors in the trial and the pragmatic
identities constructed through it. The findings suggest that defense attorneys tend to use modali-
zation resources, often adopting an explicitly subjective orientation, and primarily construct four
pragmatic identities: Professional legal practitioners, advocates of interests, holders of viewpoints,
and advisors. This study contributes to unveiling the pragmatic strategies employed by defense
attorneys in courtroom communication, broadening the application of modality metaphor in legal
contexts, and providing practical guidance to enhance the effectiveness of defense attorneys in
courtroom communication.
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1. 5|15
TGS H ARl AA7E, B Halliday [1]7E ZhREEEF8) — Bt = Rai# DR (& ThRe,

Iy

ANBrDjgE, HiRDIGE), TSI NH R —ANEEJEE, A A LIEE AR DI @it . HAAMY
FIRVE A S FA RN R i M R, R I T U AR A S T S A R R
FECS AL [2]. RGTIREE S F U0, F—8E T U — Sl dE—8alail. prig—5%ak, 4
HAARE FETMRIEAEA, S s Az JE—860 R, $8F—2 W2 fhik
W Je Fak 3, B NGB VR SR AR ok LR E VR AR C— BT BRI S — R A« B
X7 [3], MBPHIEEE A BB T DO S SO 3 i, I8 I F VA A BN ) SRR IE KB
(UL AT [4], 3X P4k e G AR RER RIS S I B I RIE. BT, s B i w7t £ Z AL e
BURTER[4] WEIERR[S]F S B R [6] 55152, LAE M Bl N bR U Re4]. U IhRe[7] A &
TR FLNG o SR, R T BT T 1 A5 Bay R A FH LA B 6T Bty A R 5 M D B A DGV o (B — 1R,
VLR [BTARNAFT T o 2 i o ) R B AT I BRI A R KA . I ) A B AR, AT A tH &
S AFAIER “EHAET G

B ERE G @ BFERL B R R, W—NANEZ RPN S 2 H A2 bs 73, FE, Mk
ERETEE LB S — e R b e HAM RS9, A, X1 RE R S @A B AU
SRS, RN IR, KZEPEXEZEERRT . fEE 4L, Matoesian [9] [10]#R81T T FEH 22
X R R 5K 5 e R AR AA . Tracy [11] M I X2 B £E 11 Sk B B BOWE IR 75 AN gk 25 52 i 1)
P HHT E RN, R TIEE W AE M R B UL GE S KSR EW H G % . fEENERA,
X B O BRI U] AR R VA E I S A, [12] [13] [141BE ) 2 0 i R B oAb w2 54, A
PRA[15] [16]. HEIM[17]. 42F A[18] [19] [20]. & oi[21]5%, WHICHM BE 2 B0 K e B R A D) ReiE 5 %
155 2 4E[8]+ Martin IAMALL AL A[16]. Phid R G[14], HE RGE[18]IT 4E K 2 R I L B &34 17]
[20] [22]. WAART S, B RIVETETE I B 0 @A H 25 52 2067, (E T AP M & 03 1A ST S ATI AR G [
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Z HATFUMA AR R R S0k, ASCHE/ADNERE, Stit 30 Aty it SR S o, BE
()28 DL AN T 1) B o 1 50 A S AR R A P A I Dl an ], RIUT A%F 7 2) BEH IS
BRI R A e I 17 SRR SEEL B AT 2 R T A A B

2. R EA
2.1. RGBSR

BT RGIEEIE S S0HE 5 TIRE = K202, Halliday W\ 918 kB gy i) LL 2y Ak B AT B B gy 9
R, B RS ThRER A PRI BE . 1 ASBRmIAL T A BRbam Rgth, SiESEmIts. —Bok,
TEADRETT Lol I g A S . AR DL AEE R R Rs, HIXFFERBIESNME—Ir 2, 14
AR AT LA /NARERIE . MU iE & A 5 AIWnNE N R FRIART,  BUNIEA B .

Halliday W\ ATESIRIEN T H €552 2 MR E &S . 1B LA (type).  HX A (orientation)
A AE (value) = AN T HEAT 20T, A S B R AE A X AR R, 5%, HERE NESL
(modalization) 1 & # 1k, (modulation) , {5 2 A8 75 LA #e A5 B o D Re i i @, 150135 2 ) i vl e 1k
(probability) F1£8 ¥ P (usuality) )T BASATE DAASHed S AR S5 9 Dh RE I ER ORI, U1 38 X B U
X 5% (obligation) =i fiit (7] (inclination) . A4t 3= 298 MR AR, 7] L 1% 4545 /E 14 (that will be John).
1% 25 I N iE (that”s probably John) & #5145 & (that’Il probably be John)skSZBL, 1 & AL 3 B @ % &
B 5 417 (you should know that) FIE 7] (137 J& , i FiI 3hid] 9k 31 73X (you are supposed to know that) il
TE A% S5 (1°'m anxious to help them)sRFERIFI[2]o FLIR, EASRUAEFEIIF . SrEEW. BHEFEW. &
PEF AR A, b A A A R I (0 o 7R BA A A SR, 0T SRR R,
R ULIE R WT B, 6 E B AR R BT EE R R, S s N T O
TEER AL, BEOEE TR S . Sl R (L 1):

Table 1. The types and orientations of modality
= 1. BSHER R EE

KA

'*'""""~'~~,,¥,,,1\1 B P

B2 &L A
AN I think (in my opinion) Mary knows. I want John to go.

ey = o
A9 It isn’t likely Mary knows. It’s expected that John goes.
SR EEERU Mary’Il know. John should go.
E[ASLTRY

(SRS Mary probably knows. John’s supposed to go.

22. BER&®E

SR BE T 2R, JFHEI M ERNES . HEE S O RIER R, @i X
0 B A LS A 5T T SO S A LB L B F 0 o 0 2 i o AR e ) 3 SUR B 3 A S 4 IR AR T
ANAZ, TR RE P SERSCAR I, R AR BRI G B, ROk, s HARN . M,
A5 3= SCH B WK B 0 A NAT Bt 2 RO i 1) R S BORE B O i) T R A 2 A BRI S )
R, NS RFEAL A& L. HERW. B S IEEF R BRI ko @ i 3 L
AW D NEHEAEZ 0, N7 EZEREEENZIRAT T RA 2 S X HITR, RIEHR
0y A A SR J& L LA AR SR SRR R I, X AMESEALI . 15 5 A0 & A S e Sk ) B 3R
BN 77 5 3 LA AE TR R 3 K B4R S A BB AR ) A 2 5 G AR i T S 43 [23]. 5 2, BLilE S i
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F st — BN AR Y R RIS (B e, ARG A PR B, Uiis 8 I T A BRI T B ik B
SEFh B A 1T 7= AR A ) (R A2 B AR
3. MRERS 7R

AR FEMCER T 5% [ d i 12 Bt 30 M2 o G o 5% i i v A 5 (R BCHR W) VA R IN e 250, LATAL
JEME o SRA R B 2 P DB S e 22 TR )7 B M A A R T AE S o b T B KRR s RS S e, B
RN BTk, AHE T AR EERE K 30 St Mt ) ikt . TP BRI St 5, 45
RRREIEATHCN 90,016, KATECN 5396, AHIFFUR A 1 iR EFR LA UAM Corpus Tool, K 3CASEL
ANEIWTA], FEEET A AN TE R ITAESE AT N TFalbniE, 2 3RAG 1 OG5 A5 Ramd {3 FH 1 210 25080
KA X SR AT B AR BT

3.1. FHPEITESERM SR

A, ARRRE A AT T4, RS SR E R R LR, DORE R 5
JEE B AR N A T A BR e K A Bk e Seit e B (18] 1)
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Figure 1. Overall distribution of modality for defense attorneys

1 BHPRINESERS2ESMHIER

P L RoRRFIEAN T s AT, AR T A BRI ARG T AR 3. BRI, 15508
BEAESN, EHARRRmAIS 2R, SRR (1205 )T T A 16(450 X)),
AR B AT T e AT REVE A H AR RN 2 T 5 A . X — p S T E E S AT
RSB A 5 U AN A TEAC[8]4E ik s 2 B SRR SRS &RIE, HFRRTHE. BB
CETBLY SR CREZT U AENE SR X AT REE VA E AR RN A B e LA R TG R .
2P ) RN R TR A ARG S BUBL IR AREREE N\ Bt BOAT 9 BB 7 i B EAT | ), B
TR E 5 T R IR 2 W S R e A, I B T S e s 2 Tt WSS
B R E R R, e SRR S EUR AS ARy 3, B T A 170 SR S P S T R A W
FOCR DRV S R S B MR R

3.2. BHPEITSHEN
MNTRIEEM S, LREEEE, ERAENR, RELEHTES FUE, alo R 5 56 1)
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HFE . AT RIS S VTS, #MEETHOAE TAMH I —F(ERA L —F: BRETH I S0 2
)R FEE ESE N ULE S E E & ik B — A RN B S BUR M R . B S i R AT
PDUR—ANEA RIS, TR — NP2 ER IR AR T, AR
WNAEBRE AT T 185 [24] Bk, TEREHIEEET, AHPEITIEA 21 P B FDE R, AR Bal
TR, M T A RLE & AR T U6 1 br s B o AR — i FE iR 8] T EEAEA,
A T DURE Sy, BRIV ML . RIS . SRR R
3.2.1. FMAIEEM AL E

15 S BT B T A B T A T iR M B B 1y o FERE X —HURESE S, R RO &
TORFEE S, WAEE RIS, Wt g AW R R R R S AR RS
(RE R, LB AT g T b R L35 (0 B B fth N . 408 1

%) 1: It is simply not plausible that anyone would recognize this issue and choose to resolve it by relying on an oblique

reference to the AAA rules rather than a simple, explicit sentence delegating the gateway issue. (Henry Schein, Inc. v. Ar-

cher and White Sales, Inc.)

e, BRI T B MECE,  “Itis simply not plausible that” & B BRE T X 5 S 34
PIAEEPESE . SR, SEBR b, BEP I AT R 0 A AW s AV, A RIE R L&
. B IEARRE, AHPEITEA AW ST SR AT, B REBU RS, TR, X RES
Ram B IS 1 3 RIE, LR SORFIA BRI IS BEFIEVE, A B B 95 A HE UGS
R R . BT H B A UNE], fn “itis likely” ,  “there is no doubt” ,  “there is no rea-
son” , LA WT 5 I ek, ANIMIRAR AP TR S A ST R ) X R 07 KI5 1 B M A7
WA A, R IEE ARG EA R IEREAE T, RN T e, &f
B F IR ERIT W T, T FBURIE R, (155 R E R D2,

3.2.2. MaEdEFE

PP ST R AR SR, SRR N . s AR SRR e . bR IR 3 5
TERIMRIRIE L, 4E3FJ0TREREE N B NG IERRE, 1K R E 1 AR R T 1 18 v e AT — 2 )
P, 38 I 7 A B L ) B2 1) 4 HE SR I 22 o A 0 & B DL RO AT A AN A R, g 2:

4] 2: That’s an administrative process that would require public comment, would require environmental analyses. It

would require evaluation of all of the other dictates that the Corps is operating under. And so it would be, | believe, not clear

and convincing evidence under the court's existing standards. (Florida v. Georgia)

1 2w, A7 HR R Ve Ia M RN SR RERE s 22 b % BLIA N iR T ARSI, 1 B R AT
ITERE P it B A AR PFIR . ISR LR T HARRE B pPAh o M O IZ S8 3 T0A TR i L A\ 5 iR
MR JR 5 (0 1 5K AT VR EE B ARt o BEPETAE PRI A A 1 RS R U 1 believe” SRR
EH O, FEHEE T H O IR SEAEI ESR, Wingey B S —Jr Al at. shah, B
PRI R A A 00 S P A WU e ) DA ST 150 1 8 AT U 2 2 (R O BE E U, 8 5 SR 360, g
TR BRI ER AR R B2 B, JUHGE B MRS BB R Tk s (i HkLL), SERERS7E
T EAE W TE 2 AR AR — W, A Bt 534 HRor s, 448 C— T ek,

323 MRFFaHE
THAS R, R I A R, SRS, S R B s ik 554 UKk,
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AL “Ithink” IR 427 IR, BEPERITAIESER “1think” ,  “1believe” ,  “lassume” 5%k H O
f/NE), A R AR EE O F AR R B R IEEE T . 2 W) 3.

4] 3: The general rule in Federal criminal litigation is that the Federal district court is supposed to impose sentence
without unnecessary delay. Now, say the district court violates that obligation. It takes too long to impose a sentence. | think
it would be extraordinary to suggest that the remedy of a district court’s unnecessary delay in sentencing the defendant

means the defendant should get off scot-free. (Dolan v. United States)

7E6 3 Fr,  “Ithink” BELERIA 7 AP AT W Ao 8 is FIXANEE, HIRERR S PR T4
NG, MEAAUNRIR S, A SR T R AT E S R & 1 Sy . B Il 2 i LA
PEFEALF “1 think” AR Bt FikJ7, i “1am certain” , JEIL T — M & BRI . XA i#E
R BT AERR A AW SRR, OR¥E— 2 0 RIS, (W 25 2 B B A AT vkt . B SR E
RN R Z TS 5B R, XA IR E C R BT RIS, I AR T E
S HERE. XA BT Sk EE AN o A A VTR, B A T OO A A [ R
3.2.4. BWE

PP I N S SRR R AL T 2 Gy, o SR B (R A T B AR AR B RIS
W T RIFEVER, HoRURS, DMRAEMA T2 A i AU AR AR . 3B b, — 2SRz
WA A TR N R BCE I S, dnfl 4:

#] 4: It is important, it is critical that this Court maintain the line that it has always maintained between the potential

preemption of a law that is directed at third-party providers of health benefits, as was the case in Travelers. (Leslie Rutledge

v. Pharmaceutical Care Management Association)

] 4 3K AN ZEAEE SR St v R Bt B e BT Cu 0 24 5 4 R 22 R ) 2 B 28 R 2 5 1 1974 4F (e TR AR
WA PRBETE ) (ERISA)HUAR, LLAZ ERISA 2505 T M5 900 5. #E Iy ERISA Efn b NAR S
T3 900 SiE% . BINX )RR KA HIEG AT @UG HARMH AT A 2R W R IA T R I
EHEAS AT S, JRIE X MR IR N A E LR (It is important, it is critical) 5 T 22445 2% w1 i AR A
PE, WEZR TR E AR KRR A, X n] A0 A AT B A R e DR R R M ) — S )
o FRET L, AR U I A R )0 P R A R T GRS

4. &EiE

T A B A] DU 1T BORH G S D e sltam i, R B st i S i JOERIR, RS ES v, AP
FRITAT R A i 5 P Bod 308 2 M EE L 205 7 DO AT B o B0 30 3756 g A\ RGTA B
JE BT RLEEAT 0 AT AN GE Tt WETTREL, AR A S AR 3, O AR TR 1 U A
[ o BT 1 A Bae 2R 1RS]Sy, OIS AR L . R dEd . R R
HRERE . R, TEGERNE, EARE RSP RIS 1 — A, AR L 4
LML GRa N7 AER AR T B BT B 47
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