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FROM THE EDITORS' DESK

We are now approaching the end of our three year term as co-editors of NETWORK.
The next issue will be our last, and a new editor {or editors) will be chosen next summer at
the business meeting of the Macquarie International Systemic Functional Congress. While
the changes in the world of Systemic Linguistics have not been as astonishing as those in
the world at large during this period, they have been dramatic. The workshops, conferences,
and summer schools on four continents many of whlch are reported in this issue are a sign of
healthy and diversified growth.

These continuing evelopments make it all the more important that there be a
NETWORK to keep the systemic community informed about what is going on. They also
make the editorial work easier, since organizers and pasticipants of conferences are eager to
share their knowledge and experiences. We want to encourage you to think seriously about
taking on editing NETWORK. It is not a big job. We have been operating at a very basic
level, with a bank account, a computerized record of subscribers, a copy machine, a post
office, an electronic mail connection, and an ability to cut and paste. Managing editor, Nan,
will pass on a subscription list in apple pie order; Peter and Jim ase happy to dispense free
advice, Martin Davies will continue as book review editor/archivist, and the International
Systemic Congress Committee continues to provide area representatives whose job
descriptions include submitting copy to NETWORK.

In this issue you will find NEWS of the Sydney Congress and publication NEWS from -
Helsinki and Sterling. There is also extensive NEWS from two Congress Committee
members from Europe and Africa. There are REVIEWS of meetings from Glendon,
Nottingham, Hangzhou, Beijing and Suzhou. as well as REVIEWS of books from Tench,
Corbett, Bex and Ventola. Reports on work in progress come from Sinclair, Hasan and
McDonald. The ISSUES we discuss in Volume 17 are theoretical with contnbutxons from
Matthiessen, Fawceti, Butler, Parsons, Tench and Anderson.

Finally, ptease look at the mailing label on the envelope. For some of you, the date 10,1991
appears under your name. This means that your NETWORK subscription has expired, and
unless you pay us, this is your last NETWORK. Piease résubscribe while you are thinking
of it. Also, please send us something for NETWORK NEWS, while you are at it.

James D. Benson
Peter H. Fries

Nan Fries |

Box 310

Mount Pleasant, MI, 48504
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The 19th International Systemic
Congress will be held from
13-18 July 1992 at Macquarie
University.

Daytime sessions will be devgted to
plenary and section papers, with the
Wednesday set aside for workshops or
sightseeing.

Evening sessions will be devcted to
panaels, and to presentations about the
semiotics of theatre and music which
will include an element of performance.

A second brochure, with
accommodation andregistration
information, will be distributed by the
middle of Novernber 1951,

Please send your absiracts to:

Rhondda Fahey

School of English and Linguistics
Macquarie University

NSW 2109

Australia

Fax No: {06! intl.}{D2 nat!.)805 8240
E-mail: isc93 @srsuna.shirc.mq.oz.au

by February, 1st, 1982,

e Abstracts should be camera ready
and include a heading with: the title
of the paper, and name(s) of the
author{s), tcgether with the name
of the institution(s) to which the
author(s) are attached, e.qg.
"Macgquarie University".

« Abstracts should not excead one
A4 page. This includes rejerences.

. Pleass use wide margins - minimally 3

cm leit and right, and minimally 4 cm at
top and bottom.

All papers wiil be given a 40 minuie.
time siot.

" Please indicats if fou need less time or

maore.

With your abstract please send us also
a separate sheet with the following
information:

e your name, the title of your paper,
and the address to which we
should send out reply,

« The title and the brief description of
any workshop you would like to
ofier.

e An indication of the type of
workshop(s) you wouid like to
participate in. (We will use this
information 1o try and determine
what workshops are likely to aftract
sufficient participanis to be viable).

e Any equipment (projectors, audio
or video replay facilities, eic.) you
will need for your paper and/or
workshop. '

o Whether or not you require early
accepiance for funding purpases.




UPCOMING MEETINGS

October 4-6, 1991. East Lansing, Michigan, USA. Theory Construction
and Methodology in SLA. Inquiries: Alan Beretta/Susan Gass,
Department of English, Michigan State University, 201 Morrill Hall, East
Lansing, MI 48824 USA. E-mail: 21003smg@MSU or 21910mgr@MSU.

October 18-20, 1991. Boston University Conference on Language
Development, 16'th. Boston, MA. Abstract deadline: Postmarked 1 May,
1991. Contact: Conference on Language Development, Boston University,
138 Mountfort St. Boston, MA, 02215. Phone 617-353-3085. e-mail:
tangconf@bu-mfl.bu.edu

November 2-4, 199L.17'th Annuval Conference on Teaching/Leamning.
Japan Association of Language Teachers (JALT). Portopia Convention
Center, Kobe, Japan. Contact: JALT, Lions Mansion Kawaramachi #111,
Kawaramachi Matsubara-Agaru, Shimogyo-ku, Kyote 600, Japan. Tel:
0755-361-5428. Fax: 075-361-5429.

81°st annual convention. Seattle, Washington. For information: NCTE, 1111
Kenyon Rd. Urbana IL, 61801, USA. Tek 217-328-3870.

1992

January 3-9, 1992, Barcelona, Spain. Twenty-sixth International
Conference of the International Association of Teachers of English as a
Foreign Language (IATEFL). Inquiries: - JATEFL, Mrs. Julia Norcott, 3
Kingsdown Chambers, Kingsdown Park, Tankerton, Whitstable, Kent CTS
2DJ, United Kingdom.

February 14-16, 1992. Multicultural Education for the 2Ist Century,
Orlando, Florida, USA. Contact: Alfread Mouton, NAME Proposal
Coordinator, Division of Basic Studies, McNeese Statec University, Lake
Charles, LA, 70609.

February 28-March 2, 1992, American Association for Applied
- Linguistics (AAAL). Seattle, Washington. Contact: Sandra Savignon, 2090
. FLB, University of Illinois, 707 S. Mathews, Urbana, IL, 61801 .USA. Fax:
(217) 224-2223. E-mail: s-savignon@uiuc.edu

March 3-7, 1992, Teachers of English to Speakers of Other Languages
(TESOL). Vancouver, Canada. For information. TESOL Central Office, 1600
Cameron St., Suite 300, Alexandria, VA, 22314. Tel: 703-836-0074, Fax:
703-836-7864

March 20-22, 1992. BAAL Seminar on <Forensic Linguistics. Limited to
40 pamicipants. Contact: Malcolm Coulthard, Depaniment of English, °*

November 22-27, 1991. National Council of Teachers of English (NCTE).

University of Birmingham, PO Box 363, Edgbaston.
England. Tel: (021) 414 - 5687. Fax: (021) 414 5668

April 1-3, 1992. Conference on Applied Natural Langu
Trento, Italy. Contact: Lyn Bates, BBN Systems, 10 Moulton
MA. 02238. USA.

Aprit 2-4, 1992, Socio-linguistics Symposium 9. Umiversity of Reading, -
England. Contact: Paul Kerswill, Department of Linguistic Science (Fax:
0734-753 365) or Eddie Williams,Centre for Applied Language Studies
(Fax: 0734-756 506), University of Reading, Whiteknights, Reading, RG6
2AA, ENGLAND. :

April 2-5, 1992, Second Language Acquisition: Interdisciplinary
Perspectives. Contact: India Piough, Conference Chair, English Language
Center, 1 Center for International Programs, Michigan State University,
East Lansing, MI, 48824, USA. Tel: (517) 353-0800. Fax: 517-336-1149.
E-mail: 21003icp@MSU.BITNET. Abstracts: 3 copies of a one-page abstract
(without name), and a 3" by 5" card giving name, title of paper, affiliation,
address, phone number and e-mail address. Deadline for abstracts:
October 15, 199%.

April 5-7, 1992, Sixth Iniernational’ Workshop on Natural Language
Generation. Castel Ivasne, Trente, Italy. Contributors interesied in
participating should submit a paper of 10 pages in length to Robent Dale,
Center for Cognitive Science, University of Edinburgh, 2 Buccleugh Place,
Edinburgh EH8 9LW, Scotland. Tel: (+44) 31 650 4416. Fax: (+44) 31 662
4912. Email: R.Dale@uk.ac.ed. Submissions due no later than November 4,
1991

April 20-23, 1992, Georgetown Round Table on Languages and
Linguistics. Topic: Language, communication and social meaning. Contact:
Carol J. Kreidler, GURT 1992, SLL Dean’s office, School of Languages and
Linguistics, Georgetown University, Washingion, DC, 20057. [Speakers
invited include Halliday, Hasan, and Fries.]

April 24-26, 1992. 37'th Annual Conference of the International
Linguistic Association. At Georgetown University, Washington DC. Topic:
Functional Linguistics. Contact: Ruth Brend, 3363 Burbank Dr, Ann Arbor,
MI, 48105. Abstract Deadline: December 31 1991, :

June 25-27, 1992. 4'th International Conference on Theoretical and
Methodological Issues in Machine Translation. Montreal, Canada. Contact:
Pierre 1sabelle, TMI-92 Program Chair, Canadian Workplace Automation
Research Center, 1575 Chamedey Boulevard, Laval, Quebec, Canada, H7V
2X2. Tel (514) 682-3400. E-mail: wmi@ccrit.doc.ca. Deadline for
submission of papers: January 31, 1992

St Camhn
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July 4-7, 1992, Seveath Intemmational Phonology Meeting. Krems
Ausiria. Contact Phonologictagung, Institut fir Sprachwissenschaft,
Berggasse 11, A-1090 Wicn, Austria. Deadline for abstracts (1 page max.)
December 1, 1991,

~ July 6-9, 1992, 9'th Bicnnial Conference of the Aunstralian Federation of

Modern Language Teachers Associations (AFMLTA). “Towards Language
Excellence in the 21°st Century.” Contact: The Sccretariat, Ninth National
Languages Conference. Language Teachers Association of the NT, PO Box
42446, Casuarina, NT, 0811. Abstracts: duc December 13, 1991 {about

150 words) .

July 7-9, 1992. Fifth International Morphology Meeting. Krems Austria
Contact Phonologictagung, Institut fiir Sprachwissenschaft, Berggasse i,
A-1090 Wien, Austria. Deadline for abstracts (1 page max.} December i,
1991. °

July 9-13, 1992, lIst Asian-Pacific Regional Conference, Applied
Linguistic Association of Australia (AILA). University of Sydney, Sydney,
NSW. 2006, Australia. Contact: Prof. Ross Sieele, University of Sydney.

July 13-18, 1992, 19th Intermational Systemic Congress. Macquarie
University, Sydney. Austratia. Contact: Ruqaiya Hasan, School of English
and Linguistics, Macquarie University, NSW, 2109, Australia. [See call for
papers in this issue]. [PLEASE RoTE: There was a mistake in the ares code of
the fax address listed in the call for papers which was distributed in
Tokyo. The area code for Australia is 61 (not 62 as listed).

July 23-28, 1992. Coling—92, Nanies, France. 14th International
Conference on Computational Linguistics. (Pre-COLING tutorials will take
place on July 20-22. Contact: Prof A. Zampoli. Universita di Pisa, ILC, via
della Faggiola 32, 1-56100 Pisa, ITALY. Tel +39-50-560481. Fax: +39-50-
589055. Deadlines: Submit six A4 or 8-1/2 by !1 inch copies of the full
paper to Prof Zampoii before November 1, 1991. Camera ready copies of
final papers conforming to the COLING style sheet maust reach GETA
(GETA-IMAG, COLING-92, BP 53X, F-38041 Grenoble, FRANCE) by May 1,
1992.

July 31 - August 2, 1992. International Association of Litefary
Semantics.University of Kent, Canterbury, UK. (Contact Trevor Eaton,
Honeywood Cottage, 35 Seaton Ave, Hythe, Kent CT2{ 5HH. England.)

July 31 - August 3, 1992. Fourth Nottingham Intermational Systemic
Workshop. (Papers on Geare, Theme and Exchange encouraged.) Comact:
Gerald Parsons, Depariment of English Studies, University of Nottingham,
Nottingham, NG7 2RD, UK. If you wish 1o submit a paper, contact Gerald
parsons before January 24, 1992.)

 between experts and lay people will be discussed.

|

- English Depa i tmen+, Univers g of Vicdorom Vic4s

August 4-8, 1992, Linguistic Associn(ion of Cansda and th i

» _ ¢ United
Statcs. (LACUS;). At the University of Montreal, Montreal, Canada. Contact:
Valeric Makkai, Secretary-Treasurer, LACUS, PO Box 101. Lake Bluff, IL,
60044, ‘USA. Abstract Deadline: January 15, 1992.

August 9.-M, 1992: Fifieenth International Congress of Linguists
Quebec City, Quebec, Canada. Abstract deadline: 1 October 1991. Contact
C_IPL. Department of Language and Linguistics. Laval! University, Quebec
City, Quebec, Canada GIK 7P4. Phone: 418-656-5323: Facsimile:418-656-
2019. e-mail: cipl92@Ilavalvm] bitnet.

Au_gu§l 26-29, 1992. Discourse and the Professions. Uppsala, Sweden
This mtema.nional conference will focus on the production and -
comprchcnsa‘on of written and spoken discourse in professional settings.
Text analgfsas. discourse analysis, pragmatics, and siwudies of the writing
process will be covered, together with siudies of the interrelationship of
spec_ch and writing in modern society. Both theoretical and applied
studies of spoken and written discourse among professionals and
Inquiries; rift- i
gum;arsson. FUMS, Uppsala University, Box 1834, S—?gl 48s Upgsa::,Lou'sc
wedaen,

1993

July 1993. Fifth Nottingham International Systemic Workshop. Madrid
or Barcelona, Spain.

July 1?93.Australian. Systemic Meeting. Contaci: Cate Poynton, South
Australia College of Advanced Education, School of Communication, Magill
Campus, Lorne Ave, Magill, SA, 5072, Australia

.lul'-y 1993. Third Biennial Chinese Systemic Conference. Hangzhou, P. R.
China. Con!ar:t: Pfof. Shaozkeng Ren. Foreign Languages Department,
Hangzhou University, Hangzhou Zheijiang, 310028, P. R. China, .

v _l‘l—g:ls’, 1993, 20ttt Zhternationar Sysiemic C‘bnﬂﬁ-egg
1cHtone. Brdish Columbia. s ' .
mbia. Conada, Confoat: qirdqg ﬁtlfun
Columbia-Cangda. The " " \o.British
La . e Wit be a Course’ foy one or
. WEEKS Befave (A ' ¢ o e

1 \ / e Cunffesg 72 ) -

994 7 by pevravd moham.. vantouver Fun
August I:S, ?994. {Tentative date). 1SC-2t. Gheni, Belgium. Contact:
gnine:-Manc Simon-Vandenbergen, Guinardstraat- 12, B-9000 Gem

elgium. ’ o ’




1995
July 1995, 1SC-22. Beijing. China. Contact: Prof HU Zhuanglin,
" Department of English, Peking University, Beijing, People’s Republic of
China. :

July, .1995, China Systemic Conference. Beijing, China. Contact: Prof HU,
Department of English, University of Peking, Beijing, People’s Republic of
- China.

1996

~ July 1996, ISC-23. Sydney, Ausiralia. Contact: Di Slade, Faculty of
Education, University of Technology, PO Box, 123, Broadway, Sydaey,
NSW, 2007, Australia.

August, 1996. Jyviiskyla. Finland. 11th World Congress of the
International Association of Applied Linguistics (A1LA). Inquiries: Prof.
Kari Sajavaara, Department of English, University of Jyvaskyla, SF-40100,
Jyvaskyla, Finland.

Notes from Nan: ON CONSIDERATION. We would like to thank cveryone who
sent matcrial 10 us on white 8 12 by 11 paper and changed their lired otd
typewriter ribbon beforc writing for NETWORK. REMINDER: Sead your

. electronic addresses 1o Jim Benson for. the Systemic list: sead your tefcrcnccs

" to Christian Matthiessen for the Systemic Bibliography: and send copies of
your atricles and books to Martin Davies for the archives and for book -
reviews in NETWORK. Please feel free to volunteer anicles for N_ET\_VORK.
your energy for putting out NETWORK in the fulure, your aomination of self-
nomination for the next intermational Systemic Congress Commitice, md .
your participation in any or all of our meetings. Although we have a mailing
tist (and charge monecy for NETWORK) we do not intend to exclude soyone.
The money we charge for NETWORK just barely covers the cost .of. production. -
Also please feel free to add mectings fo the ‘upcoming meclings’ lisl, review
ANY meceting you attend, send in arca ncws, review any bpok, ewc. We
panicularly need news of all NEW books. We would also like 1o know if you
are interested in hosting a Intcrnational Systemic Congress tafter 1996). [See
NETWORK volume 16, page 7 for instructions.] Please feel frec to usc the
page called "NETWORK invoice™ -at any meeting you atiend. We n‘ccd help
sclling NEYWORK. Most of all we need 1o know what YOU' are doing. Arc you
going on leave? Do you have ‘work in progress™? Have you had 2 book
accepied? Did you get a Ph.D? Have you changed jobs? Have you wntien an
article? Please ley us know! Thanks, Nan

U

"under. the .main heading.

4TH NOTTINGHAM INTERNATIOMAL SYSTEMIC WORKSHOP
31ST JULY TO 3RD AUGUST 1992
CALL FOR PAPERS

Following the success of the previous workshops, we are pleased to
announce that a Fourth Systemic Workshop will be held in Nottingham
next summer - once again over a period of THREE days.

The main topic will be GENRE and workshop sessions will explore
aspects of different GENRES.

Two days of the Workshop will be devoted to papers and discussion
However, to reflect the on-going intarest
in our previous topics, the third day will be devoted to sessions
on THE EXCHANGE and on THEME. .

Date of workshop: Friday 3tst July to Monday August 3rd 1992,

Conference address: Dr. Gerald Parsons

Dept. of English Studies

University of Nottingham

Nottingham NGT 2RD U.K.
further Information: This will be sent toc those who rsturn the
sl1ip below by January 24th 13992

Please return this slip by Sunpary 26h 1992 to Oc, §. Parsons, Dept. of Eaglish Studies, University of Nottingham , NG? 2R LK.

-

{ PLEASE

Address..visececees cvasa. WRITE

R I I A L I R R A I I I R R A I I R RN A A B

LEGIBLY)
Please tick as appropriate:

I hope to attend the 4th Nottingham International
Workshop and would like further information.

I am willing to present a paper on:-

C—_J Genre
(] The Exchange
1 Theme
[C--JOther

The title of my paper will be:
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Recent Systemic
and Other Views on Language

Eija Ventola (editor)

1991, approx. 520 pages. Cloth. ISBN 3 t1 017407 0

approx. DM 218.00. approx. USS 120.00.

Special conference price. approx. DM 174,40, approx. USS 96.00
(Trends in Linguistics  Swdies and Monographs)

Sysiemic linguistics, which has developed from Firthian linguistics, and
such functional approaches 10 language as, for cxample, the Praguc School,
have always shared common ground.

This coflection of 21 original articles captures some of the newest
devetopments in funciional linguistics.

Part 1 dcals with theoretical considerations (dynamic vs. synoplic/static
options, probabililies of sysiems, the notions of register, transitivity, and
rank}. ‘

Part 11 prescats analyses of spoken conversational data. both from a
theoretical and from an applied point of view. Topics include cecoverability,
minimal exchanges, evaluative assessments, and discourse skills in  patient
intcractions and in cducationzl coniexis.

Part 11l centres around analyses of written data and covers functional
theories in tcaching writing, various ideologics in writing and their
realization, intcrtextuality, cohesion and coherence in texis, and foreign
learners’ difficuliics in academic wriling.

Contributors include M.A K. Halliday, Nils Erik Enkvist, Frantisek Dancs, John
A. Bateman and Cécile L. Paris, William McGregor, Ronald Geluykens, Amy
B.T. Tsui, Jay L. Lemke, Elke Tcich, Eirian L. Davies, Jonathan Fine, Frances
Christic, Barbara Coutwre, Jamcs R. Martin, Paul J. Thibauli, Gill Francis and
Annclicse Kramer-Dahl, Kevin MNwogy and Thomas Bloor, Michacl Hocy,
Geraid Parsons, Hclen Drury and Eija Ventola.

Recent Systemic and Other Views on
‘Language

Eija Venlola (editor)

Upon publication, please send me copics of Receny

Systemic and Qther Views on Language, ( special conference price,
approx. DM 174.40, approx. US$ 96.00)

The 20% conference discount applics only to prepaid orders placed
directly with the Publishers on or before September 15, 1991,
For your information, the .rate of exchange is
approximately ¥100=DM 1.30

D Cheque enclosed [:l Please charge my credit card D Pleasc invoice at regular price

D Vim D American Express © U Mastercard/Access {please add the four number DJ:D

_ bank code appearing above yous name)
codvestie [TTT T T T TULT T 1T 10 ] codvcatvaiawna______
Name Date 7

Cfcdil card orders arc not valid without signawre, and the addicss registercd
with the credit card instituie musi be given,

* American Express card is not valid for orders placed in Nonh America.

Plecase scnd this form to: For Nonth America:
Moul'op‘ de Gruyter Wailter de Groyier, Inc.
(A Division of Waller de Gruyier & Co) 200 Saw Miit River Road
Genthiner Strasse 13 Hawthome, NY 10532
D-1000 Berlin 30, FRG USA

& % Jn "‘.I‘“i‘pr
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JISHERS — A reas:: Papers
giggEﬁth glt i rif ing Cong rgs o r 6.1 Introduction: theory and deserxpt.xon
6.2 Presantation of the transitive and ergative systema
6.2.1 The transitive aysten
i
?g:;::-:ﬂ;npf:::r:ic Linguimticess Recent 6.2.2 The orgstive systes

6.3 Transitive/erdative EFFECTIVE structures

§.3.1.1 Internal prototypical structure of the category "trangitive:
;ﬂi::: g:vies {University of Stirling) effective’
and g g ; ? g aote on t?a facility-oriented passive
< . . rototypical structure of the category ergative:effective
Louise Ravelli {University of Birmingham) 6.3.2.2 Ergative instigation versus amalytical causation
- 8.4 rangitive/ergative MIDDLE structures
CONTENTS 8.4.1 Transitive PSEUDO-EFFECTIVE structures
6.4.2 Ergative pseudo-effective structures
PART 1 - FRAMERORK . _ 6.5 Conclusion ) -
1. Trust the Text 8. Ao Initial Approach to Comparatives in a Systemic Functional Grammar
John B Sinclaisr Gor don Tucker |
. 8.1 Introduction
2. How do you mean” 8.2 The atructurs set up for guality and cowparison
M.A.K. Halliday . . 8.3 The syntactic structure of than consiructions

.1 General observations

.2 THAN + NOMIRAL GROUP

.3 THAN + CLAUSE

Semantic considerations and the system network.

8.3
3. Functions of probabilities on linguistic systems 8.3
Jerathan Five 8.3
3.1 Introduction 8.4
8.5

8.8

3.2 Previous studies of probabilities Realization .
3.3 Proposals for the role of probabilities in systemic theory. Conclusion and implications for other forms of comparative
3.4 The evidence for probabilities : -
3.5 Conclusi
o bonclusions PART IV - FUNCTIONAL SENTENCE PERSPECTIVE and THEME
PART 11 - METARUNCTIONS 10. n Some basic problems of Functional Sentence Perspective -
4. Interpreting the textual metafunction J;" F;”:Zd
Christian Hatthiessen ) 10.1 Introduction
4.1 Textual issues to be discussed ig‘g Eb°-°°“§2:?¥?1 igctor
4.2 “The problem of interpreting tha textual metafunction P& Lihear iitcation
4.3 Textual movement 10.4 The semantic factor
4.4 The shape of the textual movement:@ waves 10.5 Factors, signals and carriers of CD
.1 Carriers of textusl waves 10.6 Potentiality
.2 Imposing discreteness on wave 10.7 Intonation
.3 From grammatical waves to discourses semantic waves 10.8 Conclusion
Second order nature of the textual metafunction
Pynamic character; transitions 13. Towards an understanding of the notion of Theme: an example fron Dari

- . Linda Rashidy
Thematic progression 13.1 Introduction

.1
.2 Transitions botweon waves 13
‘3 .

N R Tttt
NmBOA L s

2 Beckground
Honorraal Statuses and textusl trensitions 13.3 A definition of Theme
- 13.4 The structure of Dari
4.8 Conclusion: misiuterpretations and 1nterprstat1ons ) 13.5 Analysis of &4 Dari narrative
- . . X . - 13.6 Theme '
5. }ntfrpfffzral meaning in discourse: value orientations 13.7 Identification of Theme
=T . . . 13.8 Discussion S
5.1 Semiotic fupctions and semantic rasources 13.9 Conclusion .
5.2 Heteropraxia and orieatational text semantics ’ )
$.3 Interpersonal mesning: Toward a broader semiotic interpretation  PART ¥ - TEXT STUDIES
5.4 Genre and the social-constitutive function in text - ) ‘
5.5 Global value-orientational patterns in text 14. Technicality in the register of bridge
James [,

Benson and Will 3.
PART II1 - LEXICOGRAMMAR 14.1 Introduction tan 8. Greaves

6. Transitivity/ergativity: the Janus-headed grammar of actions and events 14.2 Introducing -and

identifying clauses}
14.3 Taxonomising

e iq, 3 1 Relstional processes of attribution:

defining technical terms (relational intensive

supsrordination
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entered on a

The format

The format
dvisable to check the exact

~

Legal requests include: list surname
is a

UISTS@ALF.LET.UVA.NL. The

Each request should be

the. LINGUISTS Nameserver
8/2/91

tings.

ion a linguistic nameserver.
etc,

single or mult

ers in the language sci
» Eirst name: address

ion of an address.
first name: address
VE command it

ies,

.
H

Announcing
Linguist

e addressed to LING
m

ignored.

reply to
ing a REMO

]

equests the removal of an address.

ests the addit
add surname,
remove surname

issu

list string*
form of an entry with LIST)

put into operat
HELP speaks for itself
LIST requests address lis

ADD requ
(before

15 server is to
REMOVE r

+++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++
The basic commands now available are: HELP, LIST, ADD, REMQVE.

Please let your colleagues know about us!

addresses of research
All requests should b
subject line will be

University of Amsterda

separate line,
Institute for General

Today we have
Norval Smith,

of th
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Christian Matthiessen
Terry Threadgold
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SOCIAL SEMIOTICS

A transdisciplinary journal in
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Anne Cranny-Francis, Christian Manhiessen,
Terry Threadgold, Theo van Leeuwen
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SOCIAL SEMIOTICS

The title of this new journal derives from
M.AK. Halliday's Lansuage 35 3 Social
Semiotic (1978). Tt was also the tile of 2
book by two prominent Australian
semioticians, Guather Ksess and Robert
Hodge.

Since the appearance of Language a5 &

i iotic, social serniotics has
expanded beyond language 10 fields such as
fiterature, performance studies, film and
iclevision, art and music, and beyond
functional linguistcs 10 connections with
CORLEMPOSATY social theory, feminist
theories, psychoanalysis, deconstction
and a variety of approaches (o cultral
swdices.

The new jousnal seeks t give & wider
audience to recent Australian work in social
semiotics, and invites conmibutions from
anyone who feels at home in the ans-

disciplinary conjunction whicl it represents.
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- is Batman: Hollywood
and she postmodem

The epistemotogicat politics i

of postmodem feminist theorizing
Jan Wright Gracefulness and sirength:
sexuality and gymnastics in the
Seoul Otympics
Peier Doyle The sociosemiotics of
cleciricity substarions
1, R, Manin Intrinsic functdonality:
implications for contextual theory
n Lesuwen The sociosemiorics of
" Easy Listening Music
Eric Schwimmer The dialogic imagination
in Tangu myth
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UNEYERSITY OF NOTTINGHAH
Qaoarzment of Engliap Studies
WONOGRABHE TN SYSTEMIC LINGUISTICS
BOITOMR: GERALO PARSONS

1931

Tha: a2 af this series 13 to focus attention entiraly upon ane
garticu s study, Tha rationale is that 1n 30 doing an apportumity
war !l B @rOVIONd to QIVE TS Feadsr an 'A-depth insi1ght TARG the
oavelopsent of the suthor's 1deas. not always possidle in sharter
Puti 1CARTanS .

It wilt o particularly uvasful 10 ProviIding an cosertunity for the
MThGr 6 91ve & detatled acgount of an anaiytical moasl which may
OB GROBIGSAEIS. In 30 aaing, 1t 18 hoded ChAt cansbructive
€EitIcIam Ray 08 developad wnich will lead to progress 'n 10iving
sanesof the proglems iavelved.

. L4
Tires fRiTomtng Jub11GATIGNS Are avatlable 10 thie sertea;

Nustas Oae unmm&mum
Ienta Ffocuayng gn Coherends and Conssigoq

Garald Parsons

This: research repori, written By the sditor of the seried, uses
HASAA'S CREIA 1ALErACLIGN Method B0 I1Nveatigats the dtomparative
coherance 4F aincean tents, The rFesultes snow that a significant
COrrelaALIon existe Detwaan perooptions of conerencs and  the
paccantage of central tokens, CRuC len@ing SuoDOFT o Hazan's
cancespt af conesive harmany. Statistical analyers shows CLhat
focusing an long chains of Interaction resvils I1In & distinct
wBEravasent 1N LN Maplanation Sf the i1nfarmants’ perientions of
tive relacive Gohersnces of thne texta., The author has developad a
mthad af cEicuiating tha relative strength of the contriputiran of
Gofreeiwe hMarmony to textual cohsrence.
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Lingyistica No.b.i encliose E......

veeer.COpies of HOROYraphs TR Systealc

Linguistics No.2.[ enclose £.......

wesse.COples oOf NONOgraphs in Syscemic

Je....coplag of MHonographs in Systemic

Linguistics Ho.3.% encloce £......

HumDer Two: Vars Mg

Kavin Nwagu

or, anogu hag MAdE an 1addrtant Sontrilution to the fisld of gonr
analysis.

Thare ‘o & detarlea eccount of Lhe wuse of tnr
| frameworis aooli1ed to the 3&me deta. Tha First s bas
aporcach to the analysis of article introductiong, T
$4CONd  and thIrd methicds enamine the Lhemat)c progressian ad
naturs gf cohedive devices in thne thros parsllel genrde of: ti
re Ch  argicle oroger, an  Actompanying  abstract eng  tA
squivalant Journslistic vermian.

Bower Relations 10 Sharesgadrs; A Q13coucic
ty1r36)68 AQoroach G0 Ocamatis 0)14]gave

Clara Calvo

Nuabar Thrye:

Tms monggraon qiffars from the others 1n that 1t uses olecoury
scylistics, whtch tnvaives findings from the fialas of diocour
analysis, conversational snalysis and proQmatics, to exg®ine UA
fool-mastar glscourse 1n Shakespasrs.

The analysin has emoloyed three differsnt perspectives: tno usa g
Gronouns of asddress {yousthou); the overat) orgenigation of tA
d18cOurse; 4nd Lhe golitansss sCractadies used Dy faals 2nd gha
maslors 10 faco=to~face 1Ateraction. Rurton’s framewdrk woe yag
to study tha ¢onversational Structre of fool-master discoursd on
Grown and Levinacn's modal to atudy the politensss phenomena.

2:08“ FCA AUBLICATIONS SMOULD BE SENT OM THE ACCOMPANY [NG PROFOSN

+
OF. WILARY AILLIER, QEPAATHENT OF ENGLESH STUDILES, uNIVERSITY ¢
HOTTINGHAM, NGT 20D, U.K,

Total)
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UNIVERSITY OF HOGTTIHGHAK 19494

1% HOEL
1% idgively tnfarme) journa) wnicn (1) aime Lo orovide
,fcu’.‘lm for ImGOrTANY Aspers In systemic linguistics due
dlly to be punitared 1 mars formal journais, but uniikely
dar i thase ather journals far soes constdersbie Lime: (2]
G/avide an outiet for working gaoers regceting on the eariier
G4E of resesrch pragramhes and designad Lo #iig1S comments from

guss tn The Preld: (1) Lo nCauraqe NEN wWrILEFS 10 Sysbemic
Spistics who may wish imtiaity to try weiting faor such a
asl befare cevieing their work for puslicatian alsswhare, It
s0 hoped occasianelly o oublish gapers from writers who,
qu not working 1a b systdmic framewori, nevercthsiase share tne
wcerns of systamic Viagquistics,

w foliowing pubiications are svailyole I8 tNis series:

glupa L {1967}
itge} Gotcary:

waf E1-Manoufy:
Aadta Q. Yatnagal:

controt, .
Cormal Cloran: Negotiating new Contexts 1N canversacian,
Apran Halcaim:  Altarnative approaches to Sasuel conversation im

friguiat1c deagriperon,

¥Yoluse 2 L1947}
Tvan Lows. Santetes iniGre] alaments 'n English iml their

dIaCaurae runction,
Spndra WAt 1y CQurs J1scorrss 35 gwnre - dome problems and
tesues.

carqltnd Sty atgn:

Wnen 1% & dyetam notworN NOL & SYSLEM ASCHOrK?
Intanattan and MEANIAG N SIGNLANEGUS dr8SOuUrsd,
Aegister angivers - The language of air treffic

Intarrugtions - A markwer of scciel dtazance?

YUNIVERSLTY OF ROTTINGHAN 199

Reoarsmens of fnglisp Studiga
REARINTS 1N SYSTEMIC LINGUISTICS

BOLTOR: GEAALD PAASANS

The aim 13 to regrint vailumes for which tnars 3t3)1 sogsars to be
& daméns, But for wnidéh tha ariginal «ditions &ce Ao langer

avar)ianie,

wumger One:  An_Introduction Lo Srafsmis Lingyuistics
Yalume QN SLEMGIUCSS and Sralemy

Hargdaraet dercy

This 14 & rearint of velume gne gf the gogular Introduetory account
of Systemic LInguidEIcs, firat pubf1sned 1n 1975 and 13 10 resoonse
O manp raquedts for the Book, Vvalume Qre deais with Structures
MY Systemd &g '8 cherdcClerisesd Dy succiast ang uid writing.

Yay wha foundacion for the rast af the

The Lwe 0DANING ZHaplers
in clarifying the gharacteristic

GOk NG are especialty helnfyl
Festures of Syartamic linguistisa.

Chaotar thres focuses caon landuage levals and Che Aaxt GHeotar
desls with Zhe SYNCAGRATIC 4nd DAMASIGMILIC aAaws of CSNALAS ARG
chovdwe. The rett of the Boon doncentrates upon 9rammar anyg in
SRFLICU)AF QIECUEISS he SENCHNCS &f SLruCtyre, UnIL, Fank, STYSEes
and da)icacy.

tg B.T7, Gatsforg LEtd. for pgermission to uke the

wa are grateful
N Ge PeprinGdd version of cur First volume n

dariginel 1etting
Tt e Surtes,

Numper Tag:, 48 _{Agroduetign £ Sreqemrs LiNnauisticy
Qlyee Jugi. Lavels 40 L1008

Margarst gsrey

{forenceming}

folune 3 (reew)

Hergsras Barry: They’re 4!) out of ates eacept our Jonnny =
A disgussion of motivetton lor the Yack of it} wn

aystomia Linguistics,

Yon Malay: Intecgersonsi mesnings ta Judiciel digcourse,
ANfc~Har1e Simon=Yandenbergen: ‘He's my Frisnd’ or 'it'e oy
feteng’? A Spstamsc gciount,

Eyrieni Qavias: Jsntencs Troes in English discaurss » A foresc!
spgroecn.

Ranald Geluykens: [nfarmstion strutturs tn Engtish sonvarsecion
The ivan=new Jist iNCL 10N revisited, -

Yoluse & (1890)

Willtem Mafiregor: The secafuncltianal hypothests sng

syntsgmatic relations.

G11) Francte:  Theme tn the darly prass.

Ropare CocNeroft: Rhetoric and coherencs. .
Anjoia Dawning: The discaurss Tunction of gressntative ere 6
extoTential SCructures tn MAdio EAglian and Present Day Bngliea:

A systemte functional persdective.

Hifary Nilliar: Succecs ena unsucceds in sstion instigation: . &
framewors for dascrifitng “success’ in the nacural spsech of

children agea 71-12,

GRDERS FOR PUBLICATIONS SHOULD BE SENT ON THE AGCOMPANYING
PROFGRMA TO:

OR, HILARY HILLIEA, GEPARYMENC OF RHOLISW 3TURLES. UNIVERSITY OF
NOTTINGHAM, NGT ZRD, U.K.

sumpar Theee: Qo Gie Sucface of Q\icourss
Michss! Mowy

Tne sariy chanters focus on some of Ne fActors wnich nave Lo 09
Laken 1At gonsideratien 10 Ay disCussion  S9f  diwcoures
SrganIsAticn, EMOGNAKIS 18 Qiven L3 the work Of Winter who Lrecen
discaurse #3 the product of semantic ralatians holiding petween
santencas Ar orooosItidns.  Thare followe a discuseron of, the
defrmition of clause relations, catagurtes of clauss relations,
the weys 1A SRIEN ~elatians ars signalied and tne meians By wnich

they may be ¢larifiag, .

The nent CRADLErY ghow howm WiAtEr'S worh may 04 200)14d €O anklyss
whole discourses #nd longear pRBNEgan. AL first, the Aethag e
11tuserated using sn wasmpis davised By ¥incer for  tescning j
gurposes and nvoives the Praolem-Solution pactern. Later LNe |
MetRod 14 uasd wICH Feal dr4course Laxen from & varvety af sources. I
Two madifications Lo the 4ethod ars expisines. Tns first invoivase
the concent af multi-~laysring =~ Ghe dxi1alsnce of more then one
Probiam=35alution pattsrn withia the Same JIECIurss. The secand
invalives e role of pArt1Ipantd angd BUdIAACE, WRICA 18 #hown Lo !
afface the anaiysis of Fiegion, screntific  writing  and
advertisanents. Other pattarns Are )luvdtrated Defare e final
Chanter dasls with Cartain Lheoreticsl congiusions, TAws Doon can

be rscommanded for tes detatleqd anslysie  Ang  thsorecical ‘
conclumidans. Wa undarstand ctat Or, Hosy constasrs 1L ST 02 the
pracursad L0 NS fulture work 10 Lhte 2res.

We sre grateful to Allen and Unwin for permission Lo use Lhe
ar1ginal sHLTING 1 the redrinked varslon of tits Dook, |

ORDERS FOA PUBLICATIONS SNOULD BE SERT ON THE ACCOMPANY ING PROFORMA|
19: |

DA. MILARY WILLIER, DEPARTMENT OF ERGLISH STUDIES, UNIVEASLTY &
HOTTINGHAM, KGQT 2ARD, U.X. ‘

'
|
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THE INTERNATIONAL LINGUISTIC ASSOCIATION

Lengusge has bean callad "the Ultimate
ankt despast foundation of tuman sociaty®,
and with svery passing yesr {t becosss
Clesrar that an understanding of ourseives
and our soctety depands an -y
underatending of the naturs and functton
of language. The ways we think, sct, and
tntarsct are inaxtricabiy bound up with
the ways we structure and formulsts our
parcoptions: tf wa ars to comprehend
oursslives and our experisnce, wa st
axemine our xingle most distinctive
festure as humsna, our 1sngusge.

The diverse forms of verbal
communication provide s subject which has
profoundly affacted man‘s view of Nimaelf
snd his vorld, Explosive controversies
have erupted and subsided as Lo
information from many discipiinas has
added to our wnderstsrding of langumge.
History, soclolegy, snthropotogy,
psychology, btoYogy. phystcse, and
alectronics have s}l  contributed axcliting
naw discoveriss to our kxnowledge of the
scquisition, structure, and Influsnce of
Tanguage. -

But the study of language in f{ts many
aspects has not been limitad to purs
theory; {t has & constently growing range
of practical spptications. New fnformstion
from the soclis! and natural wclences has
made possible the description of languags
with new objectivity and providad velusble
new toolts for social planning snd  tLhe
teaching of languege. A scent century oldg,
inguistics, the acientirtc study of
Tangusge, hss never been so dynamlic a5 {t

- in today, In recant ysars, furtharmora,
students of litersture have found the
methods and insights of VYinguistics to be
useful (n slsborating thaorties and methods
of literary critictism, and . their
discover (es have, In turn, ahed wors 1ight
on Vinguistics. ’

The ItA i3 & scholarly arganizatton
offering & forum for the examlnation of
Ttoguistics from st! angles, Its monthly
and annual mestings end fts distinguished
Jeurnal WORD provids an opportuntty for
the dissemination of new dats snd fdeas.
Manbare of the ILA  tncluds Tinguisyx of

. every Vingulstic school and persuasion and

sclentiats tn related dinciplines in al}
— of tha warld, as weli an Isnguage
[ Zdents  The only

m 1he stady of Innguaqe.

HISTORY

Tha ILA wan founded 1n 1943 as the
Linguistic Circle of New Yark, on ths
wodal of such Eurcpesn organtzations as»
the Linguistic Clircle of Prague and tha
Sociste Linguistique de Parls, by a group
of Eurcpean !inguists In ex!le bacsuse of
the war, tp sasocistion with Iinguists at
saveral New Yark universitiss. Secsuse of
the nature of Its membership, it has
occupind a unique place tn the history of
world. Yinguistics: as H, A, Gleason, Jr.,
wrote In 18685, *"The Lingutatdc Circle of
New York from. the first was a meeting
place for European and Amerlcon viawpoints
snd techiiquas. Graduats students trained
in the wunivarsities of MNaw York wers
trained tn both traditions.”

By 1369 the organizetion had grown to
fnclude more than 2000 mesbers from =il
aver the vorld and the nawe was
sccordingly changed to the International
Linguistic Assoctatlon. Nattons in Europs
and South America, as well sz countries as
widaly scattersd aa Indoneztla, Tahitd,
Saudi Arabinm, Iarse), MNigeria, Kenya,

Japan, arcd Korea, ars among the mors than

30, on aix continents, represented in-its
present merbership,

The menbarship tists of the ILA have
read {tke an honor roil of the profassion,
Such inftuenttsl scholers a8 Owight
Bolingar, HNosm Chomsky, Telilyg Harcise,
Roman  Uskobson, Willtam Labov, Robert
Ltado, Andre Martinet, Ketneth Pike, Pautl
Poostal, T. A. Sebaok, snd Urie] Wesinretch
ara among thosa who have warked with thas
organization, spoken at Its mestings, or
written for $ts journal, :

ACYIVITIES
Regular Maetings

Since 1943 guant speskers have been
fnvited to present papers st the regular
monthiy meatings held at 2:30 p.m. on the
second Saturday of aach month, October
through HMay, except March {(when the
Association has fts Annual Conference).
Currently the meetings take place et
Hunter Coliepge. at 695 Park Avenue, Neaw
York Clity.

in secent vyears we hava hagrd from
David K. Barnhart {tLexik House) apeak ing
an “New Englian®; Giulisno Bonfantae

(University of Turin) on “Aphasfa®; Marvin
. Herzog (Columbia University) on "The
Yiddiah {Language and Culture Atine™;
Witttam G. . Moulton (Princeton University)
on “Ssntence Perspactive tn Englieh™;
Jemas - Macris  {(Clark Untvarsity) on
*Primats Communication®; GCeoffrsy Nesdier
{Pace tintversity) on “*The Dutch Language
in Metropolitan New Yoark™; ODennis Wepmssn
{Queens Lollege) on *Prosodic Fasturas of
Bisck Folk Postry®: end kFugena Nida
(Amarican Bible Socisty) on *Semiatics and
Lex lcography® |

Anrusl Conference

In order +to provide a broad forum for
the reading of pspers/ and the exchange of
fdess by the frtarnational lingutstic
communf ty, the ILA has held an  Annuad
Conference on Linguistica avery yaasr since
1855. Moat conferenceas hsve been {tn New
York City, but other attes have included
Vorcester, Massachusetts; Arsgqulipa, Peru;
and Windsor, Ontario, Canads and the
Aszocistion 1w actively pursuing the
possibiitty of & Conferance in the Far
faat in tha very nesr future.

PUBLICATIONS

One of the most {important functions of
the LA (s c¢he publication of WORD,
Appearing three times a ysar, In Apertt,
Ssptembar, and Descenber, the journsl
contstns articies Gealing with the
structure, tunction, and historical
davalopment of natural tanguages snd with
related toplice. Readars of recant i{ssuas
of WORD have found articles o  the
traditional "school® Jangusges ~- Latin,
Graek, English, German, Fresnch, Spanish,
and ltalisn -~ a3 well a3 on many lJess
widaiy studied, such w2 Russisn, Dutch,
Walah, and Sinhatese, Articles in recent
umbers have included. such divarse
subjecia a8 a comparison of the dislects
of Rio de Janstro and LEshon, L]
theoratical atudy of neo-atructuraltss,
and the phonological procssses tnvolved in
firat-langusge acquisition, fFrom time to
tionw an {s3um {2 devoted to = singls toplc
or thems: for sxampies, Volume 28, rumbers
1-2 {Apcit-Soptenber, 18976} dealt with
Caltte tingutstics; Volume 30, numbere {~2
{apcti~September, 35972} was devoi=d 2o tho
problems of netlonal lanpusgs Dlsnning:
and Yoluma 33,

ninbers 2-3 (July-August, -
1982) examtned the Spantah tangusspge in

Amerindian languages
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INFORMATION
BRYEF Accofggsﬂf;ggE RESEARCH

directed by
Rugaiya Hasan
School of English & Linguistics
Macquarie University
New Scuth Wales, Australia 2109

with the assistance of

Carmel Cloran
Hichael Oerlemans

David G Butt
Rhondda Fahey

1: Title of research

The role of everyday telk between mothers and children
establishing ways of learning

2: Basic guestions

Phase 1: Do speakers systematically differ in the
selection of meanings in everyday discourse?

i If so, does this variation correlate with the
speaker’'s social position?

Phase 2: How does the speakers’ experience of socially

the perscnal ones of peer group interaction?
3: Subjectsa: all from in and around Sydney, NSW.
A: Phase 1’

-24 mother child dyads;
-all dyads Australian native; English as first tongue;
-no consistent experience of any other culture;
-average age of children 3;8 (range 3;6-4;2);.
-equal number of male and female children;
~mother-child dyads from two social backgrounds;
-gocial background~defined by reference to degree of
autonomy in work position:

Lower Autonomy Profession (LAP)

Higher Autonomy Proféssion (HAP)

B: Phase 2

— a) -24 schools; 12 from HAP, 12 from LAP areas;
"F: -kxndergarten teachers and 20-22 children;

differentiated ways of meaning in everyday talk
at home compare with ways of meaning typical of
other significant interactional environments such
as the instructional contexts of the classroom and

b} =8 phase 1 children (2X2X2), each playing with two or
three of their neighbourhood friends;
- neighbour children same age and background;

¢) -same 8 children and a Senior Research Assistant;
-SRA native Australian; first tongue English;
~parent of child similar age as subject children;
-experience of teaching in local schools

4: Data

A: Phase 1

- approximately 100 hdurs of naturally occurring dialogue
between the subject child and her/his mother in their home’

environment recorded by the mothers while they were engaged in
their everyday household activities;

- from this a sample of approximately 22,000 messages
anelysed for semantic variation;.messages approximately equally
divided across 24 dyads and in each dyad acrosa the three
material situational settings common to all dyads, viz. (i)
mother giving care eg bathing, dressing child; {(1i) cooperative
activity, ie both mother and child "working" together eg baking,
tidying up room, hanging out washing; and {iii} copresent but

distinct engegement eg mother working, child nearby playing or
Jjust hanging about;

B: Phase 2 {data from 3 contexts):
-context 1: 24 classroom interactions
‘ -12 schools from HAP area; 12 from LAP area;
-recording from the first year of school1ns,
-two zrounds from each class;
-round 1 during first momth of scheoling;
-round 2 during last month of schoollng,
~two major pedagogic fields:
~-picture talk
-number talk

total collected data: approx 48 hrs

-context 2: 8 children from Phﬁge 1 recorded while
playing with their neighbourhood friends in
thei{ usual -home. environments

total collected data: approx 16 hrs
-context 3: same 8 children in casual conversation with
@ Senior Research Assistant who had first
spent time getting to know them by fregquent
visits and participation; the same senior
researcher inserts within his casual talk with
these children s pedagogic context, treating the
children as if they were pupils in the claaerOm
and as if he were the teacher.

total collected data: 16 hrs+




5: Statistical Procedure
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- A principal components analysis 2§
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Fax 62) 414 6203

Dear Colleague
The Bank of English: An Intemalional-_l.anguage Corpus

Folowing the success of the first Cobuild publications, | can now reveat that Cobuild has
begun a substantial new development in corpus collection at Birmingham and in the
research associated with it.  The original research has borne fruit in a range of
dictionaries, grammars, course books and guides, and the data has been made widely
available. :

The First Ten Years

Cobuild was ten years old at the beginning of October 1990.  In this first decade our
thinking moved from recognising lhe unique value of the evidence we got from 5 miilion,
then 7.5 million, and eventually around 20 million words, to sealising that there is still a
very jarge amount of information available in the language to which we did not have
access.  This concerns the delailed patterning of less comunon words, and the development
of comprehensive lists of the words and phrases that follow similar rules.

ﬂundreds of Millions of Words

Therefore once again we are going to raise the size of our corpug by an order of magnitude
and move into the hundreds of millions of words. We hope that most of this work will be
done during 1991, and that from 1992 onwards there will be a completely new range of
evidence available to enhance the publications of the future.

A Massive Flow of Language

For the longer term, work has also started on a new dimension of corpus research.. In the
same building as the Cobuild project is the Rescarch and Development Unit for English
Language Studies, a section of the School of Eaglish that is particularly interested in the
building and analysis of corpora, and in conducting new research in the field. One of the
principal projects of the Unit in the coming years is to extend the notion of corpora into
endless amounts of text flowing through the computer, and to develop accompanying
retrieval software. This is a unique project supported by the British Government
(dti/SERC), Nimbus Records and Collins Publishers.

Access to the Corpus

it is the seitled policy of all the partners in the Birmingham corpus work that our

material should be available for general use.  During the 80s, many scholars, business
e

-2

colleagues and students made their way to Birmingham 1o work with the malerial that
was available. Gradually the software that gives access 1o the corpus and allows it to be
processed has become user-friendly and very powerful and sophisticated. We hape 1o
maintain and increase the availability of the material to those who have a serious
interest in it, and invite scholars to spend periods of study in a pleasant environment in the
same building as Cobuild. * Small and clear requests can often be handled by
comrespondence.  We cannot subsidise these services, but we keep cur charges as low as

possible. If you want to use the corpus, please write to the Corpus Administraior at the
above address.

Research in Grammar

We are also very pleased to announce that 2 major research initiative has begun in the
study of English grammar. The Cobuild Gramumnar recently published has created a lot of
interest because it provides information mot availabie elsewhere. It is now possible,
building on that experience, to put together a very detailed grammar from which fusther
publications can be derived. Professor Michael Halliday, consultant on ihe existing
grammar, has agreed to be a participant and consultant in the new project.

The associated compilation work in Cobuild continues and more titles will be published
each year; {airly soon we will begin a revision of the first dictionary, and ithe new
evidence from the corpus and grammar wili be incorporated into that project.

Research and Development in Lexicography

Cobuild has now established a new approach o lexicography which seems to be on course
to becoming the principal way of studying the vocabulary of a language. Since Cobuild
has demonstrated the relevance and enormous value of Jarge corpora, there has been a
growing interest from other siudents of language, including those weorking in automatic
intelligence, transtation and language teaching. Cobuild thus has a ten year lead to

mainlzin and these new developments are the iatest stage in meeting the needs of the 90s
and beyond.

Cobuild and the School of English have established a good working refationship with
corpus linguists in other countries, notably in Europe, and together we promote the
provision of corpus resources in languages other than English with the support of the
Council of Europe and the EEC.  Hence the title of the new initiative; we sce ourselves as
the English language base of a growing international community.

I you have an interest in finding out new facts about English, the Birmingham corpus, and
our expertise and experience may be able to help. -

Yours sincerely

lw M. Sitdage
. -
Professor | M Sinclair

Professor of Modern English Language
Editor-in-Chief Cobuild
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LINGUISTIC ANALYSIS AND DEAF STUDENTS' TEXTS:
TOWARDS A PEDAGOGY OF MEANING AND REPRESENTATION

ﬁecause of the centrality of language to the educative process, deaf
students matriculating in mainstream colleges and universities
experience more problems with reading and writing activitieé than their
hearing peers and fail tor graduate in greater numbers. In attempling to
assist hearing-impaired learners, teachers and researchers have tended
to remediate their lexicogrammatical'ermrs; they have concentrated on
what deaf writers do incorreﬁtly in texts. This-manuscript suggests a
different approach. By émploying three linguistic methodblogies-error
aﬁalysis. functional sentence perspective, and text analysis—I try to show
how deaf students use the resources of English to make meaning and
represent their ideas. I develop strategies for analyzing student texts, and
I suggest various ways that the mainstream college composition
instructor can utilize the findings of linguistics as a basis for the

' instruction of deaf and hearing students,

acquisition of deaf youngsters, the text expldres strengths and weaknesses
of bath oral and signed training for these with moderate to profound
hearing loss. 1 then discuss the characteristics of deafl students’ written
prose at the micro and macro textual levels as a prelude to a linguistic
study of eleven short essays written by deaf students.

A bnef hnstory and description of the contras’ung lmgmstm

1 s explained.

—.  INFORMATION

Opening with a review of the factors influencing the language -

In the ‘chapter on error analysis, I describe the interlanguage rules
manifested by deaf writers in their texts, demonstrating that their
“errors” are the result of rule-governed behavior, In the chapter on FSP, 1
show how deaf students manage given and new infﬁrmation to create
communicative dynamism, while in the section on text analysis I
examine semantic and cohesive connections in their texts.

Suggestions for a linguistically-based composition curriculum
conclude the study. Examples from student texts illustrate how deaf
learners respond to the pedagogical approaches outlined in the
manuscript, supporting the contention that instruction in information
management, in the ideational and tagmemic constituents of texts, and in
the logical relations of English aré more beneficial to deaf writers than

pedagogical practices based on the eradication of syntactic errars.

Jacqueline Joy Anderson

Asgistant Professor, Communication Arts
Madonna College

36600 Schooleraft

Livonia, M1 43150-1173

{313)591-5064




TOWARDS A GENERAL POLICY
FOR PUBLISHING BOOKS OF PAPERS
IN SYSTEMIC LINGUISTICS

Robin Fawcett
(Editor of Pinter Publishers’ Open Linguistics Series)
Computational Linguistics Unit '
University of Wales
College of Cardiff
Cardiff CF1 3EU
UK

e-mail: fawcent@uk.ac.cardift
THE PROBLEM

QOver the last few years | have had a growing feeling that those who work in the systemic
framework are not doing as well as we might to make our ideas available 10 each oiher and io
those outside. Network is there to keep us in touch with each ather, but it does not normally
publish full length articles such as might appear in a joumal or a book. In fact, our main public
forum is our annual international congress - increasingly strongly supported by the area meetings
that take place in North America, Australia, Europe and China. The problem is that, by and
large, different groups of people attend the different conferences, so that most people miss most

papers. )

1 am in the fortunate position of having been able 10 get to almost all of the recent intemational
congresses (though not, of course, 10 most area meetings), and I am increasingly concerned that
the many excellent papers that are presented are heard by far too smail a group. So what is to be
done? *Publish the conference proceedings,’ you may say. Bul there are at least the following
two problems.

To illustrate the first probiem, consider the Stirling Congress of 1990. Of the sixty or so papers
given there, around thirty were offered to the editors of the resulting volume (Advances in
Systemic Linguistics: Recent Theory and Practice, edited by Martin Davies and Louise Ravelli,
to be published im early 1992 by Pintér) - but there was room for only twelve in the book itself.
So one problem is that many good papers do nol appear, even when 2 “conference proceedings’

appears.

The second problem is the difficulty of finding publishers willing to publish books consisting
of conference papers. Those who organise and attend conferences often rather like the idea that
a book has come out of the conference. But for those who have not actually been there - which
includes most of the potential purchasers of such a book (and, most imporiansly, the potential
publishers) - tie mere fact that papers have been presented on the same occasion does not
normally sirike one as a particutarly powerful unifying factor. The fact js that, these days, it is
not easy 1o sell, year by year, a series of books each of which claims that it gives an overview of
current thinking in a particular area - even in as exciting a growth area as systemic linguistics! It
simply is not the case that each year’s book of conference papers provides a new, definitive state
of the art’ in the field - and yet the editors of such books are virtually forced to make some such
claim in order 10 make the book attractive to those who publish and purchase such books. (For
this iype of book o a be genuinely authoritative overview - as the two New Developmenis in
Systemic Linguistics volumes published in 1987 and 1988 sought io be - the editors need to
have access 10 ALL possible contributors; not just those who happen fo have presented a paper
to a Congress in Helsinki or Stirling or Tokyo, worthwhile though these collections undoubtedly
are.)

1 can think of three ways of responding 10 this problematical- situation, and I would like to
propose these for consideration by she systemic commumty Of the three, it is the third which
could, [ think, make the most significant difference.

THREE POSSIBLE SOLUTIONS

1. We should alt ensure that our libraries order copies of all systemic books. While I haven't been
able to check with Nan Fries before writing this, my guess is that there must be around a
thousand people on the list of those invited 1o our congresses. This should mean that we have
reached the critical mass for supporiing book publication without depending on outside interest
{not that we sheuld not continue to ry i increase this, of course). In other words, if each of us
ordered one copy of every sysiemic publication, no publisher need ever lose money on a
systemic book again. {Perhaps Network could reprint the order forms for the papers from the

. congresses from which books have been produced?)

2. We could follow the trend established at the East Lansing and Tokyo Congresses and seek to
publish our proceedings in journals. Here, questions to ask are: How many journals would
would be willing to do this? And is the publicity sent out by journals to libraries, eftc, as good as
that of mainstream publishers? My feeling is that there are probably not enough journal editors
willing to take our conference papers Wore than very occasionally, but that where this avenue is
open i1 may at times be appropriate - perhaps in the framework of what is to be proposed below.

3. We could stop publishing an annual book cenired on each annual congress, and instead start . & .




publishing books centred on specific themes (unless the organiser particularly wanted to and
could ensure suitable publication). This type of hook would be likely to be more atractive to
authors, publishers and book purchasers. It could be an opportunity for thase other than
conference organisers 1o edit 2 book {and o possibly give their CV a boost).

For example, 1 can imagine that the systemic community may well be capable of publishing a
useful and insightful book every five years or so in each of the following areas:

{1} systemic theory and description {these two being separable in principle, though | would

prefer not to separate them for the reasons given in the Introduction to Halliday and Fawcent
1987) e.g. new ideas connected with the theory and apparatus of systems, such as the role of
probabilities in system networks, systems that change, the role of gates, the relationship of

. system networks and realization rules, new ideas about theme in relation to other languages,
possibly a whole book of papers on, e g theme or transitivity or mood or modahty etc)

(2) systemic literary stylistics;

{3) systemic ideclogical studies;

(4) systemic computational linguistics;

{5) systemic educationai linguistics;

{6) sysiemic finguistics and society (includes ().

There could be less frequent books on currently Jess popular areas such as systemic
psycholinguistics and systemic phonology. And there need be no necessary limitation o books
made up on the conventional patiern of papers of 4,000 1o 8,000 words; there could, if it were
appropriate, be two to five papers of 15,000 ~ 40,000 words.

At Finter we have made a smal} beginning in the publication of therne-based books, with Birch
and OToole's The Functions of Style coveriag stylistic studies {many being literary), Chilton's
The Language of the Nuclear Arms Debate covering a specialist area of ideological linguistics,
and a book currently in preparation, edited by Paul Tench, on Systemlc Phonology. But there is
certainly soope for more.

| should make it clear that Pinter would NOT want to publish all of these books! It is healthy
that an increasing number of " friendly publishers' are appearing, and in my view the more

publishers there are who publish systemic and related books, the more tikely others are (o realise
that our books are indeed worth publishing. I would like to see as many publishers as possible
publishing systemic books.

My proposal is that there might be 2 small commitiee who woutd act as 2 combination of
clearing house, catalyst and signal box. Its role would be to do what | have been doing in
relations between systemic linguistics and Pinter Publishers over the last few years, but oa a
broader front and perhaps more systematically. The committee could collect a “pool’ of material
that authors were willing to have considerad for book publication {most cbviously, but not
exclusively, from the internaticnal congresses and the “area chapters’ that are fidw developing ia

Noith America, Australia, Europe (all at Nottingham so far) and China. ft could suggest to
potentiai editors that they might consider working on a book in some ayea or other. (Initiating
rew books in this way has been one of my main satisfactions in editing for Pinter.) They would
also keep in touch with publishers, 10 see who might and might not be interested in publishing
wark in any particular area. (I have in mind one or two experienced people who might chair or
serve on such a committee...)

None of this would be intended to replace the current procedures whereby authors of whole
books approach, or are approached by, individual publishers, or the valuable role played by
Occasional Papers in Systentic Linguistics. The purpose is to provide more and better outlets for
the excellent papers that are presented ai systemic congresses, and which too often do not get
shared with the wider community. [am thinking in particular of the many outstanding papers
that were presented at the last congress in Sydney, and the fact that on that occasion ro book
came out of the congress. But many could have gone into “theme-cenired’ books, if only there
had been someone to prompt and co-ordinate any willing editors. Next year we bave our second -
congress in Sydney; my proposal is that this time we shouid seek to set up two or three potential
books that would draw on the material presented there, as well as that from previous congresses
or area conferences or specially writien papers by people who are unable to anend, and to seek
to publish through a variety of publishers. )

SUMMARY - .

To summarise {concentrating on the third proposal): § am suggesting that we should move on
from a practice that has served us preity well, on the whole, in the past, but which it may be
becoming time to abandon as our principal publication outlet. It is not fair 1o contributors to a
congress that the publication of papers originally given at that congress should depend, as it does
now, on the willinguess of the organiser to take on the additionat work of editing a volume of
papers - a volume, moreover, that may in the end have as its only significant unifying factor that
most of the papers are systemic. While this has been good enough in the past, | think that we
may find increasing difficulty in getting such volumes accepted for publication int the future -
and that we shall in fact get more and better books published if we switch to “theme-centred'
books. & _

What do you think? f you have any comments, criticisms or suggestions (e.g. for commitiee
members), piease contact me at the address at the head of this anticle. 1 hope this matier may be
discussed at the Business Meeting of the Sydney Congress, ‘when ! could summarise the views
sent to me, and I hope we might set up such a committee.
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SYSTEMIC ARCHIVE
SYSTEMIC ARCHIVE ACCESSIONS LIST ?
October .1991 fall issue

1. Previous lists

List 1:  Network 7, March, 1985
" List2:  Network 10, June, 1986
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. Introductieo o @ fuastienal qraeeac of Chinese

0 Contentw

What is grammar? Dees Chinese have a grammar?
What is a functional grammar? )

How is a functional grammar organised? )

Using a functional grammar: a note on terainology.

’ i -
i1 What is aramear? Does Chinese have 3 Qraamar:

patterning. It 1is gart of
language organises its sounds

and the=e larger groups:
othetr .

Grammar i€ a type of language
general patterning through which a
into words, i1ts words into larger groups, e
into coherent wholes so that we can make sense to eac #
Grammar lies betlwsen two aspects of the real wnrld; at one i? N
the sounds that we utter or the letters that.we wrntei at . e
other, the contexts in which language act:ylty ta&es .p_:ce.
Grammar is formal patterning; that is, to do wth form: hoy i emz
i.e. words, are organised into structures, .e _phnases an
sentences. Grammar is also meaningful patgernxng: dlfferencgs in
the form of items and structures reflect differences 1n meaning.

at in this way, grammar is an indispen§ible part of
no language could funct?nn without this fgrmal and
meaningful patterning. So when you hear peopﬁe ﬁav_“Changse.t
no grammar®, in effect what they are saying is Chxnesgh;sn : ?5
language'!®. What they are usually picking up on about Chines
that it doesn 't possess the sort of c}assacai Nes?ern
exemplified by Latin word inflections: i.e. Fhanges in the fan
of the word, usually its ending, to express dgifferent grammatica
meanings like tense, gender, number , case and so on.

Looked
any languages

to exXpress

are other ways of organising fora
Y makes

which has almost no word endings,
and what the Chinese traditionally _
iridicate grammatical

put there
meaning, and Chinese,
great use of word order, | Lha
call ‘“empty words®: that is, words which
.relationships. . . > .
grammatical wmeanings that we are obliged to express 1n
Chinese does not need to express. For example, the
- 21 N
sentence H X
either “I°'m buying a book" =or ;
no need to specify whether one or more than one boOk
Likewise the action of
lace in the past "{Yesterday} 1
i‘:"('I’o:'.tt:!ay') 1‘m buying boeoks”, or the future " {(Tomorrow)
books", with no change in the form of the word.

bought some books®, ar the

tearning to speak Chinese is thuus a process of

expectations as to what we need to express in an
a broader view, that means readjusting the ﬂhole
compunicate it to
What we need 1%

our
taking
embody our experience 0% the warid and
How dp we effect this "change of mindset”"?
sart of theoretical perspective, sS0oM2 way of locking at

way

the

has

gr amaar

It is true, however, that there are a whole log of
Engtish
Chinese
Woo maai shu "I buy book" could be tranglated
“1'm buying some books®: there 18

is involved.
buying represented by maai could be taking
present
1°11 buy

readjusting

utterance;
we
others.
some
l anguaqe.

which

some

The grammar of Chinese, this set of formal
patterns, lies hehind Every utterance a Chinese speaker make
and is to a large e:tent unchanging. However what a descripti
of this grammar, "a grammar® of Chinese in the other sense of t
word, reveals and emphasises about the language, depends ve
much on the way it views language in general. The sort

description used here is a functional one, so I will now go on
summarise the main features of a functional view of language.

and meaningf

A functional grammar is a natural grammar, a
grammar in which every {featwe can be explained by reference
how the language is wused; in other words, the
kinds of grammatical patterns that exist in language bear
a natural relation to the meahings they express,
Let's look at an example of how the grammar represents experien

Someone observes a
linguistically as
R T
Furwuyuarn xii parn‘r
waiter wash dish,
We can look at this representation in at least three differe
ways. Firstly, on the level of meaning, it breaks down a compo-
eiperience into three parts: a person, an act of nashing, a di:
Secondly, in grammatical terms, these parts fulfil differe
roles with respect to the pholes we may label these roles as
Actor Process . Goal ’
Furwuyuarn xii parn'r
waiter wash dish
Thirdly, these differsnt parts may be assigned to different wi
classes:
noun verh noun
Furwayuarn xii parn'r
waiter wash dish
reflecting the analysis of
represented by verbs,
represented by nouns.

complex phenomenon and

ﬁzfu.

represants

experience
and participants in

into
the

“goings—cor
gaings—t

1've already used some terms that may be familiar to Y€
fram your previous study of grammar, but these terms are not set
as  "“"merely grammatical®, in the sense that "grammatical"™ i
often gpposed to "meaningful®. In a <4uncltional grammar, the
distinctions represented by such terms are seen as embodying
natural relationship between grammatical forms and their
meanings, :n  other words between the forms of a i anguage ar
their relationship to their context of use. Thus a functiona
grammar explicitly draws the connection between a contextus
notion like "goings-on®", the grammatical function that represent
it‘ i.e. "Frocess", and the word class that enpregsses  tha
function, i.e. “varb"“.

A funclional grammar first asis about

a languageg
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“What meanings does this language exist to express?® and then it

tries to identify the forms through which these meanings
are expressed. This is a very different viewpoint to that of
traditional (Latin) grammar, which asks first *“#hat are the
different forms that exist 1n this language?" and then “What

meanings can be attached to these forms?"

making sense of a

From the practical point of view of
more immediately

language, a functional appreoach. i3 thus
relevant.  But a functional grammar does not simply ask "What are
meanings that exist in the Ianguage?”, or to put it another way
"What are the meaning distinctions recognized 1n this language?",
it sisultaneously asks “HOw are those distinctions expressed?™.
Ihat is to say, we cannot simply draw distinctions on the basis

of meaning alone; in that case we could go on forever drawing
finer and finer distinctions. It is a basic principle of a
functional grammar that every meaning distinction recognised must
make some contribution ta the form of the wording. This grammar

of Chinese that we are about to work through may not tell you
anything new about the forms that exist in Chin2se; what it
hopefully will do is make wmore sense of those forms by
identifying the meaningful contrasts that they embody, and the
broader contexts of those meaningful contrasts. In other words, a
functional grammar is a functional interpretation of language forms.

the

functional grammar thus sguates "meaning” with “"function in
3+ that is, the meanings of language forms are built up
their use in different centexts. This may not seem
arth-shatteringly original: it is obvious that a lot aof what we
mean when we spealy depends on.the context in which we speak it.
it a functional grammar carries this idea of “meaning =
function” right down into the grammar itself, i.e.

inta  the
interpretation of language forms.

We have seen this application of the idea of “function* to
grammatical form, in the analysis of the erample we ve given above
furwuhyuarn xii parn’r "wailter wash dish" into Actor, Frocess - and

oal, showing the function of language in representing experience.
But is this the sole function of language?
l‘nj—u

Woo chi pirngguoo

1 eat apple )

his too can be viewed az & representation of experience in terms

f
Actor Froceses Goal.
But what about this example:
Y8 Y0 (3 WE ).
Pirngguoo woo chi (taor woo buh chid.
Apple I eat {peach I not eat)
ust looking at the firat part farst, as
xparience this still has the same functions
Goal Actor Frocess
hough the order has now been changed.

a representation of

What is the signmificance of this change? The clue is given

Let's ook at another example:

by the additional clauae i1n brackets (taor woo buh chil “peach 1
eat*, which sets up a contrast hetween "apples” which [ do
eat, and “peaches" which | don‘t. Each of these clauses
represents a different experience, but the warding of them
together reflects not only the representation of gwperience, but
also a presentation of information. 1n other words, we can look

at the above example, and also our first esample, not only as a
representation of experience but alsp as a message. This means

that we recognise two distinct types of function: the first have to
do with the representaticn of experience and include such functions
as Frocess “goings—on”,Actor “performer of goings on", Gaal “that
to which the goings—on extend"; the second have to do with the
presentation of & message, and include the functions Topic “starting
point of the aessage™ and Comment “"development of the message™.

nat

Thus the contrast between Woo chi pirngguoa and Pirngguoo
wao chi can be clearly brought out by identifying both the
similarity of eiperience and the difference in messages :

Topic Cominent

Actor Frocess Goal

Woo chi pirnggupo

1 eat apple

Taopic Comment

Goal Actor Frocess

Pirngguoa woo chi :

apple 1 eat

Topic Comment

Goal Actor Process
taopr woa buh chi
peach I not eat

AS well as what we have called the “experience" and
"message” functions, there ig another distinct function of language
that could be called "exchange”: i.e. the aspect of language ae an
exchange between a speaker (or writer) and listener (or reader). In
English this forms another *layer” of the structure of the
clause, as exemplified by the relationship between the -

underiined elements in the following exchange:
"Lm going new?" Are you?* “Yes, I really should
it’s getting rather late, isa’t 1t?"
in Chinesze we don't need to recognicse the exchange
functions in the clause in the same way as the experience .and
message functions, but we can and will identify the place of
all three in the grammar. What we need to do now is to talk about
how a functional grammar is organised, and some of the other

notions, besides “"function®, that underly it.

1.2 How

In order to show how the parts of language are functional
with respect to the whole, we need to break down the grammar into
uwnits of different sizes that progressively "fit into" each other

into different levels that are
levels we can
companents, and

- or ,lecking at 1t another way,
built on  top of ane another. At each of these
identify the functions played by the different
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the different classes tn which they belong. So now we will
examineg these three notions: level, function and class. .

(a) Level ..

Grammar, 1i.e. linguistic form, can be divided into three
levels: clause, group and word., The clause is the highest level:
clauses are complete utterances in a context, they are what we
make texts out of. Clauses may either occur caomplete in
themselves (equivalent ¢to the traditional term "simple sentence®)
or they may be Joined to fora clause complexes {(“complex/compound
centence”). The above examples: Woa chi pirnggwuoa "1 eat apple®™,
and Furwuhyuarn xii parn’r "waiter wash dish*, are clauses;
Pirngguoo woo chi; taor woo buh chi “Apple T eat, peach I not

eat® is an example of a clause.comples.
The next level is that- of group; it is simlar to the
traditional tera “"phrase*. Groups are the coesponents of. clauses,

they make up clauses, and different kinds of groups “slaot into*
the different functional positions in the clause. So our first
example - - . :

Furwayttarn xii parn’r

waiter wash dish
consists of three groups

nominal verbal nominal
as it consists of three functions

Actor Process Goal.
The next level down 1s that of “"word“. Words in their turn
make up groups: to take our first example again, we have

noun verb apoun.,

Why do we go te all the trouble of identifylng and naming
these different levels 1f, as in the above sxample, they all just
fit neatly into each other like a Russian doll? We do this

because not all examples are as straightforward as the above one.
Let's look at a similar clauge which is slightly more complicated:

e -~ )

2 %e i "woay OB
ZThongguor xuersheng Jingcharng xii zihiii .de yi.far.
China student often wash self SUB clothes

“Chinese students aoften wash their own clothes.”

We can identify the clause functions as follows

a new function “Adiunct~, something that adds meaning to
Process)
Actor Adiunct Frocess Goal
Zhongguor xuersheng Jingcharng xii ' zibhjii .de yi.fur.
China student often wash self SUB ciothes
As we try to specify what the functrions are being filled by,

we see that the picture 13 slightly more
fActor function is filied by Zhoogguor
We would still want to call this a
that instead of a single noun, it 1s now aade up
Joined by what . we might called a "modifving relationship™.
Let's skip to the Goal functron, filled by zihiii .de yi.fur

complex. Firatly
xuersheng “Chinese
naminal Qroup,

" of the message"

“their own clothes“. Again we would call this a naominal

group, but it°'s Ao longer filled just by nouns, but by a4 pronoun
(zihiii?) and a noun {yi.fur) and a grammatical wmarker (.de)}
showing the modifying relationship between them. The Froacess
function is here again filled by a single verb (xii) but in
angther context could be filled by a verb plus stative verb
(ﬁiﬂ%‘zﬁ xiigan, jing "wash clean”) or by a verb plus aspect
warker { 4;3 xii.le ‘“completed washing, washed“}. Finally,
the Adjunct function is filled by the adverb Jingcharng
“often*, but this slot could esasily be filled by two adverbs

in a modifying relationship, e.g. J.' buh charng "not often®,

or by something more complex: ng\_g_ ﬁ@rehn-rahn.zhenzhm e
"conscient:ously”. s

We can see from the above esiample that the reiationship between
different levels is not always simple. However, by carefully
these different levels, we can identify the clause
functions at the most general level’, and then work our way down
through group and word, keeping in aind these general functions
while we ideatify, in successively greater detail, haw they are
composed or made up. Thus recegnizing thesa different levels
enables us te bring out clearly the central application of the
notion of function in describing linguistic form.

the
distinguishing

<There is a further level we cap recognise, that of "word
formative" or “morpheme”, 1.e. the parts that make up the words
themselves, such as \$ Zhong and guor in Zhongguor and

xuer and 4 sheny in xuersheng (these correspond in written

Chinese to separate characters). However, they are not directly
reiavant to the description of fhe grammar, so we won't go into them
in any more detail now.’

{b} Function

He have talked about “functjion™ in a general sense referring

to the uses to which language is put. "Function® with a capital
jetter refers to the specific parts of the grammar that are
functional with respect to the whole. The parts of - the clause

that we have labelled “Actor” “Process” "Topic* “"Comment®” etc, are
Functions in this sense. Functions are identified both by

{introducingtheir meaning and by their form (see the discussion above about the
thetwo-fald character of a functional grammar); “fora” in Chinese i1s @most]

defined as position in the clause or occurence with other elements.
S50 for example the Function™"Tepic" is defined as “starting point
(meaning) and {(roughly) as “first element in the
clause” {(form). We have already discussed how the clause has twa
different arrays or configurations of Functions, one to do with
representing experience {Actor, Process, Geal etc), the other

the with presenting a message (Topic, Comment).

students”,

but yvou will notice We can also recognise Functions at other levels bezides that
of two nouns, of

the clause: for example, in many of the groups above we had
two eleaents that could be characterised as. “"Modifier® and
"ModifiedY. We will identify these functions occasionally, but

since the range of Functiona here is not 50 wide, and comparatively
more of them tend

to be filied by distinct word classes, we won't o
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apply the notion of Function as strictly as at clause lavel.

{c) Class .
A4 class is a set of items that are alike in some respect.
minor

We can have classes of clauses {major {(with a Process),

{without Process)?, and classes of groups (hominal, adverbial,
verbal), but the most useful application af the concept of ©las® o can see that youryoong "swim® is in both cases modified by buh
~ and “not* in a way that wouldn’t be possible for a Topic like, for

is at word level: "word classes* (traditionally _
e.g. nouna, Vverbs, ayagnle, V) 4. xuersheng "student®. So we put yburyoong into the class
"going-on® in ouwr

erroneously ~ called "parts of speech®),

coniuwnctions etg, .
Why do we need this notion?_  HWell, looking

parspective of ctause Functians, we find that there is not always
one~to—~one relationship between Functions and the groups and
words which slot into them. Let’'s take thie time the messapge
Functions “Topic®” {starting point of message) -and - “Comment”
(develapmant of messagel). In an example like
Topic Comment
4@&5 R K-
a YOuryoons.
s/he SwWim
“She swims.™
the two Functions are
respectively, by
nominal group verbal group
naun T owerb.
Compare another examples
Topic Comaent ol
5% % —~ s AR 4R A8 E A
Youryoong -shih yir xiabog heen haao .de yuhndohng.
swimming be one MEARS very good SUB spork
“Swimming is a very good sport.*
time the functions are filled by ~
verbal group verbal group nominal graup
verb vert MUM MEAS adverb verb SUEB noun
Wa can see that the verb youryoong functions in the first exaasple
as Comment, and in the second as Topic, but we can also see
that in ancother sense it is still the =ame, it is still refarring

to the act of swimming.

from the

filled, at group and word 1evel

This

do we know it is atill the same? Well partly for the
we‘ve Just given above (meaning), but also Ffor other
that have to da with what we aight call its “structural
its pccurrence in different grammatical
Compare the following examples:

Comment .
#r.\g % 1RE L

2 buh youryoong
s/he nNot Swia

YShe doean’'t Swim.”

Topic Comnment —

AR A hil 844 .

Buh youryoong weih.le shentii buh haao.
not  swim for health not good

“Not swimming-is bad-for. your health.”

How
reason
reasons
potential”, i.e.
structures {(form}.

Topic

“yerb® because it refers 1o a type of

exparience (a meaningful reason), and because it can be preceded by
like I e,

adverbs like buh *not* and followed by aspect markers
i1 gueh etc (a farmal reasan).

These sorts of reasons allow us to set up & oumber of
distinct word classes in Chinese {or any language). In
traditional grammar, the idea 5f glass and Function is not clearly
distinguished, and so we have formuiations like “Subject
(Function) verb (class) object (Function), because the Function
we would call Frocess is always filled by a verb. But  because
this one~to-one relationship is not followed throughout the
grammar, either in English or Chinese (as we have seen  ahovel,
and because in Chinese there is even aore flexibility for
different ward classes to fill the same Functian, we will, at
clause level at least, keep Function and class very cleariy’

dictinct.

1.8 using a functional orammar; a npte @o Lerminology

This “grammar® in the contrete sense; i.e. ihis description
the grammar of Chinese, has been designed with some definite

of
aims in  mind.
“grammar*?”  and
believe that

descriptions in language learning.
developed here (and it is still very much at an early staged

grows out of a particular way of looking at language - a
functional oneg -~ and its develapment was prompted by a widespread
dissatisfaction, both From the point of view of teachers and

students, with current descriptions of Chihrese., A fanctional
such as that set out” for

approach to language description |,
English in Michael Halliday's [otroduction tg Funclional Gramear.
seemed to throw new light on some old questions in Chinese

grammar, within a framework whaose own foundations are very
explicit and clearly set out.

Firstly, froam our starting point “What is

“Does Chinese have one?”, you can see that we
there is a. definite role for grammatical
The kind of description being

Which brings vs tp dnother sense of the word “functional®.
This functional grammar, as well as heing develioped in the
framework of certain grammatical functions, is also designed to
be “functional® in the ordinary sense of the word: i.e. to ba
usable. The description set out here, its categories and:
distinctions and labels, are all intended to he useful in dealing
with real Chinese, that is, in analysing actual texts in Chinese.
This type of analysis is not some lofty theoretical construct, it
is a contribution to the practical process of working out "what
the hell i1t all means”, and a large part of that, though npi the.
whole, consisis in understanding ithe grammatical patterns.

recognised  here

It is in this light that the distinctions
They are not real

snid the labela given ta them should be viewsd.




in thesaselves, they are merely shorfhand for certain regularities

servad in the patterning of the clause: becoming aware of those

egularities is much more important than learning the labels.

s labels however they are meant to be useful, and in most cases

e tchosen to give as clear an idea of what they represent as
ossible. This is particularly true of the Function labels, the

es most immediately useful in analysing clauses. There are

hree main kinds of labels used in the present grammar, so I will

ow briefly identify them.

The first type could be called simply "grammatical* 1labels,
mare strictly “{grammatical) system" labels. These refer to
ifferent kinds of meaning distinctions that are arranged in
systems® whose features are in some sort of opposition to each
ther: e.g. statements vs questicns; uncompleted vs completed
spect; topicalisation vs focus, and so an. Many of the systems
ntroduce further distinctions stemming from cne or more of
heir features: e.g. statements vs questions, questions either
es/no or missing information. Many of the headings. in . the
ist of contents in the main text are system labels of
ind, and the organisation of this review is one by systems.

this

The second type are class labels: i1.e. labels for “items
hat are alike in some respect*. These class 1labels
re largely traditional, handed down from Breek via Latin: e.g.

ommon terms have been adopted, whose particular gragmatical use

s marked by the capital: e.g. Topic, Comment, Actor, Goal etc.
acondly it is the Function labels that are the most useful in
nalysing clauses, that is, in_separating out the functions of

he different parts of the clause in relation to each other, and

hus understanding the functioning of the whole, and this particular
tatus is marked by the capital,

This type of grammatical analysis, i.e.

¢ present description.
roblems of making sense of strings of words — ar in
rings of characters. - It is thus intended to be applied in
alysis aof actual texts, and most of the grammatical
troduced here have already been illustrated in
ttached to sach lesson,

written
the
distinctions
the summaries

and will be tested in text exercises.

Ch

This
nctional

revision is organised 1n a way that
Gin all of the senses discussed above).

15 clearly
First we

is
with the twe major divisions into representation of

identify the basic
tagether,
experience, and organisation of massage.
we examine the third major function of the clause as an exchange
between speaker and listener. Next we sove on to identify the

mays tn which additieonal information can be added to this basic
structure, and the different functional slots in the clause where
this information fits., Thirdly we discuss how the clause as a
whele, or particular parts of it, may be “marked", i.e. some
particular grammatical features added in response to a particular
context {this marking again falls clearly into experiential and

structure of the clauss, how it put

Following on from that

message marking).

Then we move on above or beyond the single clause to discuss
the different ways in which one clause may combine with anothear,
and . the different meaning relationships that can be established
between them. Finally we narrow our gaze a little to examine how
words are combined into groups, and talke a brief look at the
structure of words themselves and how they are built up out of

noun", “verb" “adverb" etc. Some terms have been adapted from characters {morphemes), particularly relevant again in written
he existing terms, e.9. the terms for the “verb-like* “coverb"” *Chinese, which does not mark breaks -between words, but prints
nd “postverb"; other terms have been adopted for features characters successively from left to right.
eculiar to Chinese: e.g. “"measure". These class lakels, and the
rganisation of ({(mpst) word classes into group classes, are ‘; We hape that this new look at the grammar of Chinese will
splained in detail in Introduction A of the main tent. “give those of you who are now struggling to come to terms with
: . “its complexities some way of reducing the *level of confusion®,

Yhe final type of tabel, Function labels, is distinguished “Descriptions of Chinese in the past have suffered from having
rom the other two by being always given an initial capital. ' yegtern grammatical categories foisted on them more or less
his is firstly because_anction labels particularly have been .indiscriminately. While we couldn't claim this as a genuine
glected to be as meaningful as possible, and therefore many ‘wegrammar for Chinese", . we believe that a functional way of

“‘looking &t language helps to "see around” some of the traditional

~distinctions, and identify patterns that are more relevant to the
interpret;ng of Chinese tents.

identifying the functions
f the parts of the clause in relationship to the whole, is the aim of
It is designed te help with the practical

inese,

£
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PAST MEE T INGS

Review of:
Whar Now? What Next? New Perspectives in Linguistics

The Applicd Linguistics Rescarch Working Group
International Spring Colloguium

. April 19 - 22, 1991

held at Glendon College, York University, Toronto

Fourteen papers by finguists from Canada and the United States were délive_md ai this
colioguium. Given its relatively small size, the cotloguium received papers dxsplaymg_ interest
in a wide variety of linguistic problems and perspectives-- and every paper had‘cngagmg.‘
pertinent and convincing aspects both from theoretical and practical points of view. Quality
levels were consistent and high.

The following quote is given as an entry point (if a somewhat exaggerated one) for the
discussion of a number of the colloguium’s papers:

Dramatic developments within psycholinguistics and neurolinguistics ... have
led 10 rekindled interest in generative grammar. Recent discoveries have
provided independent corroboration for the generativist view that the form of
language exists independently of its content (i.e. competence independently of
performance), thereby shattering the functionalist view that the two are
inscparable. For example, neurologists have found that the grammgnca!
properties of language are represented in the brain separately from its
funcrional properties, including those pragmatic aspects that generativists would
ascribe to performance. Under pathological conditions, form and function can
even become disassociated from each other; many cases are documented in
which, as a result of some cerebral rauma, a patient has maintained
grammatical abilities, yet has lost the ability o use language commur-lifzgtivcly.
or vice versa. Psychologists repont cases of abnormal language acquisition,
where form and function have become dissociated. Such findings have
suggested to many that a generative grammar is more than the product of the
manipulation of a set of arcane symbols— it is 2 model of the human language
faculty.!

This is a rather overstated atternpt io 1) divorce *form’ from “function’ and 2) insist on a
purely ‘formal’ linguisiics. Perhaps I have unfairly taken this quote from‘ its context
{Newmeyer's book is a very informative one) but it does highlight some issues that are
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relevang to the ALRWG colloguium. It does so in the following way:

There is a gulf between formal and functional views of language, perhaps best
summed up as the differcnce between an “intra-organism” versus & “inter-organism” approach
(Halliday, M.A K. 1978, Language as a social semiotic. London: Amold. p.12). From ong
side, there was 8 recognition in several of the papers at the colloguium that a functional
perspective needs must have a more consistent degree of formalism where possible (c.g. in
the lexicogrammar). The majority of the papers were given ‘from a functional (systemic-
funciional) perspective’, but in several (e.g. Gregory, Asp, Tousignant, Stainton), aspects of
‘formal’ models were incorporated {¢.g. GB syntax). These ‘blends’ were not established
lightly, they were established to improve the viability of statements about language code and
language events. At worst, the coiloquium participants were called upon o re-cxamine
aspecis of the linguistic models they work with. From the colloquium’s title (What Now?
Whas Next? New Perspectives in Linguistics) onc of its major themes emerges: The
linguistic model we operate with, like language potential in general, is open to modification in
contact with other instances of linguistic models. Hegemony in a science ostensibly devoted
to communication is problematic no maiter what side of a particular fence we find ourselves
on.

What follows is a short commentary on each of the papers (in the order of their
colioguium presentation) with these initial observations in mind.

The conference began on an historical note with Richard Baily’s (University of
Michigan) paper “The Age of Words". Baily penctrated 19th century “feelings’ abowt
language and pointed our that what we ‘feel’ about language today very much comes from the
16th century when "words first became things”. These impressions have been left
unexamined for too long, Baily claimed, and linguists need to turn constantly for evidence to
iay-persons’ conceptions about Jangbage. A more articulate socio-historical and socio-
linguistic agenda emerges from careful self-reflexivity of language.

Jim Benson (Glendon College, York University) mraed the participants’ atiention to
continuing debates conceming genre in "Genre and Register: the 1ail wagging the dog?". By
way of field, ienor and mode analysis of several 1exts, Benson sought to establish that
"generic structure, whatever it is, would seém to be a product of the interaction of register
values". With this thesis, he stands opposed 1o Martin, who Benson cited as having claimed
that genres cannot be determined by the values of registers bug, in fact, determine register.
Given that (after Halliday 1978, op cit) generic structure is outside the linguistic system, it is
the opinion of this reviewer that a dialectical relatonship exists between genre and register.
This, of course, depends on whai constructs genre is ‘made up of. The view of field, tenor
and mode as a semiotic environment that activates choices in registers seems (0 emphasize the
equal significance of all three situational constructs as ‘determiners’ of registerial choices. As
we will see, this very point was challenged in a number of the colloquium’s papers.

This reviewer’s paper followed. In "Disceming the disceming travelier”, 1 attempted
to show how a phasal analysis/catalysis can be a useful approach for making statements about
‘ideological patierns’ in instances of discourse (in this case a newspaper advertisement for an
‘up-scale’ travel magazine). 1 leave it 1o others 10 review this picce.

In "O'Neiil’s dramatic dialogue”, Karen Malcolm (University of Winnipeg) pres:
a detailed phasat analysis of a large sample of major characiers’ monologues in seve
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O'Ncilt plays. Malcolm demonstrated parallels beiween O'Neill’s perceived "language
consclousness™ and the shifiing ‘complexity’ of phasal patterning in the wxts. The phasal
analyscs were a convincing treatment of the speakers’ “structuring™ of monologue. How?va.
Malcolm®s analyses, at least as presented, did seem to side-siep mauers of degrees of delicacy
and depth of detail. It appearcd that all phasal distinctions were made “at the same level.
Significant similarities and dissimilaritics of phases at onc degree of delicacy wni} ial}guagc
potential in gencral (c.g. generic sivuations/registers) and their renewat of conncction in
instances could have been more clearly articulated.

In “The sole of register and phase in text typology”, Lyane Young (Carleton
University) reported on her rescarch using the constructs of phase and rogister in the .
description and typology of spoken academic texis (lectures). Her goals were wofold: (1) “w
examine the coanection berween registerial constructs and codal sclections io show the )
influence of situational components on the linguistic choices of users” and (2) "0 determine

" the nature of the resulling discourse in terms of macro structure.” Young's description

represents 8 crucial step toward providing interested partics with "reliable and complete
descriptions of diatypic varictics” and is thus crucial 10 “enabling teachers and learners 10
predict linguistic choices in a variety of generic situations.” Dr. Young was questioned about
her maintzining a distinction between personal and funcrional tenor {¢f. Gregory. M. 1988,
Generic sitation and register: a funcrional view of communication. In J. Benson, M.
Cummings and W. Greaves, eds., Linguistics in a systemic perspective. Amsicrdam:
Benjamins. for an opposing view.)

One of the most intcresting and best preseated papers of the conference was )
Jacqueline Anderson’s (Madonna University) contribution "Theme management and genezic
formation in deaf students’ writing”. Her ongoing research into the nature of deaf smdents’
writing has produced some very important results that, according to some at the colloquium,
have not nccessarily been warmly received by the cumrent purveyors of “wisdom™ for dcaf
persons’ language wse. This is unfornmate because Anderson’s paper indicatcd her acuity and
thoughtfulness. She demonstraicd how deaf students’ writing was struciured, but _su-uctumd
differcntly than “standard® iexts because of what she called "structural mismatches” correlated
with generic academic writing forms. Deaf wrisers, she reported, do not have the same
understanding hearing writers do of information requirements.  Anderson ¢ven went as fi_kl‘ as
10 compare this fact with other ‘non-standard” dialects (¢.g. Hispanic English) and cited it as a
major factor in writing problems. Because deaf smdents” writing ‘problems” are not
necessarily lexical or syntactic, but come mainly from a failure o understand the )
requirements of instinitionalized discourse structures, Anderson has reported success with deaf
students’ writing by offering consistent and explicit genre description and weaching. Her
research programme also demonstrates a fruitful *blending” of linguistic models: Her
theme/theme description is drawn from a Hallidayan (IFG) model and her discoursal siructure
descriptions arc drawn from the agmemic work of Longacre.

Carol Winkelman {University of Michigan) presented findiags from her doctoral

- rescasch rogarding ideational patterns (specifically, transitivity patierns) in her paper “Verb

types in some seventeenth-century pamphlets™. Using a large sample drawn from a "par_nph!cx
war” saging in England in the 1600"s and employing computer-assisted statistical analysis of
verb types, Winkleman was able 10 make interesting statements regarding the style of

different factions involved in the pamphletecring. Particularly, this involved pairing certain
verb type patterns with one of the pamphlcteers (a woman) whom Winkleman said was able
to "fight fire with ice” given her subtle control of this regisier.

In "Dialect diversity and processes of language change™, Jay Lemke (City University
of New York) poscd a number of inicresting questions for the future agenda of linguistics
(panticularly systemic-functional linguistics) especially as regards the “fostering of diversity”
and-how we model the relationships between social/culiural change, dialectal diversity and
changes in discoursal schema. Lemke discussed the difference berween several “scientific™
models {c.g. seif-organizing sysiems [chemisuy), cco-sysiems {biology} and eco-social
systems {extrapolalion from biology]) positing that our modelling of processes of language
change will necd to account for (infer alia) the diffcrent raes and courses of development in
{for example) gramemancal change ("slow™) versus discoursal schema (“fast”). In some ways,
Lemke's paper defies digest heve, but bricf mention of one point may give the flavour of his
presentation. He cited a model of eco-systems and their inherent processes of “ecological
succession™ that leads 10 a mosaic or “patchiness™ where "units” have continually developed
from and towards diversification, Unlike "embryonic” sysiems following predicuable
development parterns {c.g. based on DNA characteristics) and tending towards individuation,
“eco-social” systems develop into mosaics. do not "dic of old-age™, and arc also subject 1o
interventions occasioned by semiotic relationships affecting ity material basis. These
extrapolations from scieatific, biological models suggest interesting perspectives for modelling
processes of language change and highlight the nced for a continually diversificd approach to
matters of dialect and register. '

In "Preliminary issues for the study of theme/theme in Old English™, Michael
Cummings (Glendon College, York University) explored the relationship between form and
function of themic and rheme using a sample of Wulfstan ("the homilist™) exts. Using an [FG
model, Cummings found that, on the whole, Old English themces in this sample werc not very
divergent from what a Hallidayan theme/rheme -analysis would predict. However, an explicit
temporal placing of the texts has led Cummings to explore ceriain thematization paticrns that
are not accessarily reflected in preseni-day English. For instance, many of the preposcd
‘auxiliary’ elements in the Old English texts would not be propesly categorized as
Inierpersonal theme (as in IFG) because the Old English auxiliary in these cascs had “more
lexical content®. They were catcgorized as Ideational:topical theme. Cummings® list of Old
English thematic elements has added 10 IFG theme potential categorization and shown another
of Old English’s modern reflexes. o )

Flissa Asp (York University) affirmed the importance of knowledge as a resource for
socio-semiotics and for a socio-cognitive linguistics in “Dislocating sysicms: reconsidering the
role of systems in a socio-cognitive model™. Asp emphasized the social in terms of the
relationships between linguistic code and linguistic behaviour, but also stated that a cognitive
linguistic mode! "should meet the minimum requirements of cognitive rescarch™. To this end
she pointed out some problems with systcmic-functional models, particularly as regards the
metafunctions and the status of sysiems and systera networks. With the metafunctions Asp
has suggested a slightly different perspective based on research into cognitive processes and
the theory that knowledge is stored in propositional form (c.g. evea knowledge of how io ask
questions). The cqual status of the three metafunctions is slightly skewed in this view-- the




ideational is prioritized, while the interpersonal and textual selections are more ‘motivated” by
instances of discourse (see comments on Gregory's paper below). Asp cited thF apparent
*siability” of systems as representations of an eiar de langue as a problem, particularly in
terms of representing valuc as part of a dynamic process. She cited thc value of the choices
“Ms.?, *Mss." and ‘Miss’ and pointed out that a simple sysicmic notaion of L[Ecso
misrepresents their actual values in certain contexts. Asp suggested a mf)dc!—mst?nce
framework in place of sysiems. Given some of the teacts of the “Selective In.hcmance o
Principle” (cf. Hudson, R. 1984. Word Grammar. Oxford: Blackwell), rcplaymg dynamism is
less of a problem because any instance can stand fo;: a Fmdcl: new irfformanon can
(cognitively) enter the model via the instance. Realization relationships can be replaced by
model-instance relationships. ]

In "A tansformational and functional perspective on discourse analysis”, Nathalie
Tousignant (York University) combined linguistic models to analyze a short newspaper story
on the U.S. condemnation of Israc] for violence on Jerusalem'’s Temple Mount (Toronto Star,
Oct. 10, 1990). Using 2 combination of the Communication Lingui_sﬁcs. model and GB syntax,
Tousignant outlined how the experience relationship of a gcngﬁc situation (ideauor!al
function) would “activate” the lexicon and subscquent projections in instances _o'f discourse.
The codal cycle is thus conceived of differently in relation to its activation in instanccs of
discourse which can be functionally characterized by a phasal analysis. Tousigrant also
reported on her research into the possibility that "X expands into X" and X’ cxg?and.s into
X' citing as examples sentence rank {Clausc complex) elements such as tink, attitudinal,
vocative, eic.,(that X* expands into X” has been established in GB theory). o

One of the colloquium’s more ‘formally’ complete presentations came in Robert
Stainton’s (MIT) "In Praise of Open Questions”. Stainton sought 0 give an account of the
propositional content of WH-interrogatives. His initial examples will give some idea of thc
course of his paper: It has been “standardly claimed” 1hat sentences (1} and (2) have identical
propositional (roughly, ideational) content;

(1) Grass is green. (2) Is grass green.
To distinguish the semantics of interrogatives and declaratives, mood is inroduced.

Stainton calls such methods "force” and “radical” approaches, but goes on to point oul that
these approaches do not easily relaie the propositional content of such sentences as (3) (WH-

interrogatives);

(3) Who invented the hot-dog?
Using intensional logic, Stainton outlined 2 theory of meaning for English witl.a an output of
an infinite set of true "S-sentences” like (4}, where 's’ is a vaﬁablc_over mefmmgful
expressions in English and *p’ is a variable over formulac in intensional logic;

(4) *S" is satisfied in English if and only if *p’.

His paper then outlined in detail how S-sentences can be given for WH-interrogatives.
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Stainton’s proposals (which are much more lengthy and detziled than presented herc)
set up seme interesting challenges for any linguist concemed with replicable statements of
meaning regarding WH-interrogatives. Although it may not be 10 everyone's taste to asc such
formally explicit methods {c.g. "already inierpreted languages” like intensional logic), Stainton
has shown that many “assumptions’ about sentences’ propositional content do not necessarily
hold, and for a semantics that secks to be maximaily explicit and replicable much more
research needs 10 be done. His paper constituies an insightful contribuiion to this agenda.

Michae} Gregory {Glendon College, York University) began his presentation
"Motivating Movement: functional linguisdcs and GB syntax” with a metaphor: grammars
arc like stories. Siories are 1old for purposes and some siories fit these purposes better than
others. Selecting from a number of stories, Gregory proposed an engaging new narmative, that
is, a *grammar’ drawing on constructs from Communication Linguistics and GB syntax.
Prompted by chatlenges met in texi generation, discourse analysis, and driven by a desire for
parsimony in gencral, Gregory outlined the framework he is heading 1owards. This involves
"wrapping” gnostological pattemms from communicating community contexis and generic
sitvations around a GB syntax model so that, for instance, matters of projection from 2
lexicon and movement (inter alig) are seen as functionally motivated. This framework is
heading towards a producitive marriage of *functional” and ‘formal’ models.

The final paper of the colioquium was David Wati*s (University of Calgary) "Dynamic
description for contexi negotiation”. The title of this paper is misleading, becanse Wart ended
up giving a short but penctrating course in intonation. He began with a reassertion of the oft
ignored role of phonology in some linguistic work, especially as regards the importance of
intonation in discourse analysis. Wan necatly demonstrated that intonation js not just a matter
of the patiemning of various types of tones and tone sequences. While doing so, he showed
how a “grammaticai approach” to categorizing tones (eg. 2 tone sequence is seen as the entry
condition for a sub-system consisting of the options; cohesive, paratactic or hypotactic) is not
necessarily the best approach. He gave an example of two consecutive tones that were
important in the realization of hypotaxis and parataxis predominamiy because of their size
(observable with the aid of computer graphics) rather than their *shape’ (falling, rising, eic.),
Want concluded that other factors needed fo be brought into the analysis instead of
consistently turming to grammatical criteria. He closed with an example of prosodic features

~ in some tone groups that signal “over and above” grammaiical signals.

Several key issues (re)emerged throughout this colloquium as a whole. 1 will simply
tist some of the ones that have sinck with me and preface the list by saying that ihere existed
at the conference (particularly in discussion periods and around the “cash bar’) a healthy
degree of non-consensus coupled with an equally healthy desire on the part of all the
participanis to be explicit in their understanding of issues raised in the papers and discussions.

Some questions and issues:

To what extent and with what benefiis can a more formal syntactic component
(possibly a GB syntax) be coupled with a functional perspeciive toward language and
communication?

Whar aspects of current systemic-functional linguistic theory nced to be scriously re- ‘
examined 0 more accurately depics ‘how we mean’? (or in the case of Michael Cummings’. i
paper, ‘how we meant’). For that matter, what aspects of current sysiemic-functional,




are potentially being *wrongly' re-madelled? (Beason's conmibution on genre and register is
relevant in this context). T

What are the theoretical (and practical) consequences of our modelling of linguistic
processes? Are the metaphors {or abstractions) we make suitable to the purposes we hope for
- them to serve? (the conmibutions of Asp, Lemke and Gregory were most relevant to these
issucs}. ;

Current models can be profitably applied to research on ongoing langnage ‘problems’,
especially when descripion rakes piace in the context of a number of linguistic theories. This
facilitates not only clearer, more revealing descriprions, but also draws anention to the
viability and efficiency of the models used (this was especially clear in the case of
Anderson's paper and (o some extent in the contributions by Malcolm, Stillar, Young and
Tousignant).

Finally, what are the key factors involved in our research for the new “stories”, the
new perspectives in linguistics we continue moving towards?,

* - Glena Stillar
York University

NEW Books

Macmillan Education
Houndmiils, Basingstoke,
Hampshire RG21 2XS

. Telephone (0256) 29242

Davld Blrch: THE
LANGUAGE OF DRAMA
An cxamination of the critical
sirategics thet can be used fo
understand the dynamic processes
of writing, reading, dramaturgy,
rehearsal, production snd reception
of drama performance it both the
classroom and the professional
theatre. The author draws upon
many seeent insights in order 1o
present a detailed eritical theory
and practics of how the language
of drama incans as a proocss of
- drama praxis.
&)) 180py Handoack 0333 53637¢ £30.00
Papesback 0333516389 £499

NEW BookS

Pleass send all orders and correspondence to:
HEINEMANN

361 Hanover Street

Portsmouth, NH 03801-3959

Telephoneorders: 1-800-541-2086

FAX orders: {603)431-7840

inquiries and Customer Service: (603)431-7894
Hours: 9.5 Monday-Friday Eastern Time

EXPLORING HOW TEXTS WORK

Beverly Derewianka.

This book examines how different texts work 1o achieve their
purposes. looking beyond the surface of texts into the struc-
ture and language features of various genres, Along the way
the author visits a number of fellow explorers — eachers and
students who are defving into texts and discovering how they
make meaning. The aim of the quest is 10 find useful ways of
talking about language in the classroom and 10 use these
commaon understandings in the copstruction of effective
exts.

Foreword. How To Read This Book 1, A Funciional Approach 10 Language
2 Recogms 3. Inswructions 4. Namatives 5. fnformation Repons &
Explanations 7. Argumenis. Pastseripi. Appendix. References.

FETA
Feb., 1991 83pp Paper 0-905955-90-5 $1250




THE THIRD NOTTINGHAM SYSTEMIC WORKSHOP, 1991

- The workshop gave an overall impression of very smooth organisation and thoughifui
distribution of areas of study, which means that the organisers had been, and still were,
working very hard. There were about fifty participants (from all over the globe), a
number which made for easy and pleasant interaction. Also nice was the mixture of old
and new faces.

Certain areas of interest stand out on the programme. The meeting was convened
around two main topics: the Exchange, which took up most of the first two and a half
days, and Theme, which filled the last day of the workshop. As regards the particpants’
choice of subjects of study, the meeting showed that the language of politics, language
usc and development in children, language in business and the language of academic
papers are fields under investigation. The aims of research in these areas are threefold:
first, descriptive - the papers presented a lot of data from different corpora of spoken
or written language; then theoretical andfor applied - speakers considered the
implications of their data given the present state of the theory in their area, on the one
hand, and on the other, suggested explanations for certain intuitions about language, or
ways of applying their research 1o language teaching and language awareness. Reasons
why speakers or writess succeed or fail in their communicative aims were given special
attention in talks in both sections of the meeting: the Exchange and Theme.

As we saw on the first day, political interviews provide data which is lively and meaty -
for example, it appears ihat interviewees flaunt conversational principles for their own
ends, Sandra Hamis (Nottingham Polytechnic) showed us why we get the impression
that politicians are evasive: over 60% of their responses are mot answers 1o the
interviewer’s questions. Favourite ways of evading the question are challenging either
the presuppositions or the illocutionary force - in the latter case, the politician has
frequently perceived an accusation. In fact, a problem with the data turned out 10 be
the actual recognition of questions and answers - the response is directed not at the
questioner but at the overhearing audience, so that the cominunicative intention is not
"normal”, and the mapping of the question onto linguistic structures takes many forms.
Also, as Anne-Marie Simon-Vandenbergen (Ghent) demonstrated for “of course®, a
linguistic form can have different functions.  Politicians use certainty adverbs to
persuade, by creating a bond with their audience - together they share certain knowledge
or they recognise the logic of an argument. This bond does not necessarily include the
interviewer.  The interview of Juan Guerra, the notorious brother of the (then) Vice-
President of Spain, by a popular and normally friendly journalist, Mercedes Mil4, studied
by Vincent Salvador and Antonie Sdnchez (Valencia) showed cvasion by deliberately
failing to apply the principle of “relevance” and choosing unintended implications. It is
interesting how in this interview, and others in Harris corpus, the audience perceives the
questioners as aggressors when they try 1o prevent the interviewees from avoiding their
questions.

This ycar’s keynote speaker, Eija Ventola, brought us up to date in studies of the
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especially that of Margaret Berry (Qho as an organiser had unfortunately decided not to
present a paper this year, but who contributed many insightful and incisive comments in

the discussions at the workshop) and an cvaluation of the approach of the

ethnomethodologists - their shortcomings being, in her view, lack of consideration of the
social situation and of interest in the whole arca of realisation in the lexicogrammar.
Conversation analysts (perhaps because they insist on "pure” conversation as their
material} do not get much further in their picture of discourse structure than adjacency
pairs, while systemicists are constantly jooking for structures.  Eija concludes that
"conversation analysts do not see the wood for the trees, and systemicists sometimes
forget that there are trees in a wood”.

Mike Hoey’s (Birmingham) interest was also in evaluating and extending the theory of
exchanges. He considered the concept of complex moves, where either two units have
the same function - for example: initiation, or one move has two functions - for example:
response and initiation. He sees a larger structure than the three/ffour move set:
exchange progressions parallel to Danes’ thematic progressions. Thus, he linked the two
areas of the workshop’s content. An eye-opener 10 some of us was the uvse of discourse
analysis as evidence in court cases.  The.analysis can evaluate the likelihood of
exchanges between the accused and the police being authentic. A technical innovation
in his lively talk was the use of double transparencies!

More work on the theory of exchanges came from two very different sources: children’s
interaction - Hilary Hillier (Nottingham) and interaction generated by the systems
programmed into Robin Fawcett’s computer (Cardiff). Hilary has studied the ways in
which participants {in her corpus three children aged between 7 and 12 playing a
computer game} come {o an agreement as to what should be done in a particular
situation, and, from here, the grammatical realisations of successful and unsuccessful
action-instigating sequences, with their different choices of possible acts. As was pointed
out in the discussion, studies fike this of interactions between more than two participants
are needed.

Rabin, in his double session, invited us to browse in his systemic flowchart of exchange
structure, which is about o be implemented in the Cardiff generation programme. The
flowchart is the result of 2 study, in coilaboration with two Dutch researchers, using a
corpus of the language of 8 - 12 year old children. It is, of necessity, complex, since an
exchange grammar must be capable of generating (or analysing) any type of situation,
while genre grammars are specific. 'We were shown how the grammar not only deals
with more straightforward exchanges, but copes with challenges, and aiso covers indirect
speech acts through the choice: <straight/oblique>. In building his network, Robin has
gmnd usefui the work of Sinciair and Coulthard, with the advances made by Margaret
erTy.

Different types of data were presented in studies on spoken discourse.  Patricia
Haegeman (Antwerp) and Francesca Bargicla (Nottingham Palytechnic) analysed
exchanges in native and non-native business English, and Barbara Bokus {Warsaw) the
interaction of children working together to create stories.
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(W Exchange. In her lovely relaxed manner - which, however, combines with packing in a
-J lot of information - she gave an appraisal of work in the line of Sinclair and Coulthard,

In the evening of the second day of the conference, on Robin's suggestion, a di




100000000

3

was held around the different analyses of an example of an exchange taken from Mike
Hoey'’s talk. Eija, Margaret, Hilary, Mike and Robin gave their versions according to
their models - a very interesting experience for the group.

In the summary scssion on the Exchange, introduced and led by Robin, the various points
raised showed that differing opinions still exist (a healthy situation). Questions such as
whether the cxchange should be seen as process or product - in the first case including
in the model the possibility of repairs, challenges, etc, in the second, aiming for a model
of canonical exchanges, which would then show deviations from the norm, account for
our evaluation of a particular exchange and, in fact, coastitute a complete grammar of
discourse. Robin was in favour of the dynamic model (in fact, supporting the view held
by many computational linguists, that two different grammars are necessary: one for
generation of language, the other for analysis) and Margaret of the synoptic perspective.
Jean Ure pointed out that only when we arrive at the product stage can we check our
analysis of the process. Mike Hoey reminded us of the importance of the prospective
aspect of the Birmingham group's description of the exchange: the recognition of a
particular move scts up expectations which have a certain probability of being fulfilied.
Research presented at earlier sessions and the ensuing discussions have, in fact, shown
interest in constructing predictive models. '

Those of us working on Theme fall into different and overlapping interest groups:
thematic choices and successful writing, descriptions of the thematic possibilities in
different types of language, or different languages, and clarification of terminology.
Ingegerd Backlund (Uppsala) presented the results of an analysis of themes in telephone
conversations. Over 50% of the themes in the T-units studied refer to the speaker, so
she suggests that the method of development in this type of texi is, in fact, the speaker.
It is interesting that these conversations use very few marked themes {19 out of 419, of
which 10 were if clauses), while the proportion of interpersonal and textual themes to
ideational themes was over 50% in each case. Normally, new material is not presented
in thematic position - the theme tends 10 be realised by pronouns on inferrable items.
Another characteristic is experiential iconicity - evernits in phone calls are represented in
the order in which they occur, causes before effects, ete.

Two of the papers looked at Theme in languages which present different thematic
possibilities from those we have seen in Modern English. Michael Commings (Torento)
introduced us to the thematic choices in Old English, taking a text composed of narrative
and expository passages. He found that the typical topic theme was the grammatical

subject, and that, as in Modemn English, a marked theme provides a framework within’

which to interpret the following message. An interesting point as regards genre is the
fact that marked themes were relatively vnusual in the expository sections but frequent
in narration. A problem is presented by "then”, which appears so often it does not seem
very satisfactory 1o analyse it as marked theme, but rather as a discourse marker.
Predicators in thematic position present difficulties for analysis - or at least, pose
questions. Michael found that they seem to topicalise the idea of "pastness”. And what

i should be done about the auxiliary and catenative verbs in first position?

Rache! Whittaker and Elena de Miguel (Madrid) had to deal with somewhai similar

- problems in their paper on Theme in Spanish, a language in which the predicator is often

placed in first position - for a number of different reasons: (a) the semantics of the verb
(basically, verbs indicating physical or mental states or changes of state, and those with
a presentative function); (b) impersonal structures; (c) preposed predicator (and
postposed subject) when the writer chooses the verb as point of departure; (d) predicator
with null pronoun. In this last case, the writer considers the reader still has the subject
(and topic) activated, so this choice carries an instruction for the processing of the text -
"we are still talking about the same concept”. For this reason, this option was called
"zero theme”. The paper also compared the semantic roles of the themes in the Spanish
corpus of academic articles with a similar English corpus, and showed considerable
similarity between the two languages in this genre,

Hieng Hiong Lau (Birmingham) is also working on the language of scientific papers, and
presented a very interesting modification of one of Danes’ thematic progressions: the
hypertheme.  This rather loose term was shown to cover two types in his corpus:
“resumptive” and "summative” thematic links. He also found evidence for an orientative
and a prospective pattern.

Two studies were interesied in effective writing and thematic choices.  Jiafeng Zhang
(Nottingham) presented the results of experimenis on the language of job brochures.
She tested different hypotheses: that the brochures judged more attractive by her
subjects (young job-hunters) would have a8 higher number of interpersonal and
interactional themes and more references to people. Also there would be fewer lexical
items in the themes, making for casier reading. In fact, in the texts chosen, human
presence seemcd to be the key to their attraction, though Jiafeng warned that the study
needed to be repeated on a farger scale. However, the companies whose brochures she
used were interested in these results. Yuk Ching Hon and Puleng Thetala (Liverpool)
showed us examples of children’s science report writing. We discussed reasons for the
success or failure of the two reports and the extent to which this type of writing should
be guided. .

Ignacio Vizquez (Zaragoza) drew our atiention 10 an interesting fact: linguists and
workers in Al use the term "focus” to refer 10 totally opposite concepts. For linguists,
the focus carries unrecoverable information, for Al the focus is given - in the sense of
salient in the hearer's stack of knowledge - and appears in first position.

In the summary session on Theme, led by Eija Ventola, the discussion revolved around
some questions which have come up before (and wilt continue to do s0): "Is Theme a
necessary concept?”, "Theme v topic”, “Theme v given”, "What does ’the point of
departure’ do?"; and some new, like: “Does Theme distinguish text types?” and "Are
there textual metaphors?”. To-the new questions, a probable "yes" was given. As for
the old ones, information from other languages was lluminating. As to the relationship
between theme and topic, it turns out that in Chinese topicalising phrases meaning
roughly "as {or” can be applied to "yesterday” and “possibly” in "Yesterday/Possibly John
went to London”, where the question is “Is the first ideational element topical theme?”.
In Arabic, 100, topicalisers for possibility exist.  Also, the predicator in first position is
normal when the action is the point of departure - for example, in a football

commentary. Robin brought up some problems related to implementation in the
computer: predirated thema ot 0 - . -
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adjunct as scene-setter - how long does it hold good? It was suggested that Fries and
Lowe might be useful here.  As the discussion went on, Eija suggested that a "problem
clinic” could be a useful slot in future workshops. ' :

Other areas of work in systemic linguistics were present at the meeting: phonology and Occasional Papers in Systemic Linguistics
applications to EFL, as well as another functional perspective: 'Elen Prince’s work on

given and new. Manin Davies (Stirling) presented & detailed study of lexical and

phonological cohesion - and their interdependence - in Toads Revisited by Philip Larkin,

with a view to explaining certain "surprising” choices in the poet’s own reading of his

work. The tones used at certain points in the poem reveal meanings which the reader

could not have perceived alone - so that Martin concludes that without the aid of the Volume 4 (1990)
author’s interpretation, made clear by his reading, we have no way of discovering some '

aspects of the poem’s significance. Cohesion is also created at the suprasegmental level

by patterned distribution of certain tones, underlining the unity of the different sections

of the poem and helping to convey the character of each part.

Alfred Ndahiro (Liverpool) took up Prince’s taxonomy of "assumed familiarity”, which she
showed to analyse an oral narrative successfully, but which had caused problems with an Editorial Preface
academic text.  Although Prince was amoeng the potential readerss, she had difficolty in
classifying the different types of given information ("inferrable”, "unused”, "evoked”).

Alfred tested two texts on a small number of informants and confirmed Prince’s William McGregor The metafunctional hypothesis and
probiematic arca. It was interesting that subjects agreed on 2 "brand new” item in first ' Syntagmatic relations

position in one case. Alfred found that a high degree of shared knowledge between

writer and reader produces a text with a large proportion of “unused” entities. Gill Francis

Theme in the daily press

Bill Greaves introduced a group of us to "the grey book®, Halliday’s "A Course on

Spoken Intonation®, and helped us to recognise the different tones. He was very Robert Cockcroft Rhetoric and coherence
generous with his time and offered a second and third session at different points during

the meeting. Jean Ure led a discussion on using systemics in teaching English as a

foreign Ianguage. | Angela Downing The discourse function of presentative
| there in existential structures in
The atmosphere - as is usual at systemic meetings - was friendly and relaxed. The Middle English and Present-day English:

congress was organised in such a way 2s to get a lot done - to have a chance ic really
discuss the papers and different points which worry a number of us - without rush or
stress. | am sure that everybody will be pleased that the Nottingham group have .
decided that they can manage to organise another workshop next year. Hilary Hillier Success and unsuccess in action

instigation: A framework for describing

‘success® in the natural speech of
children aged 7-12

A systemic functional perspective

Rachel Whittaker and Gerald Parsons
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The Hangzhou Conference on Discourse Analysis, June 7-9, 1991.
Hangzhou, Zhejiang, Peoples Republic of China

Reviewed by Peter H. Fries

The Hangzhou Conference on Discourse Analysis was held from June 7
- 9 1991 at Hangzhou University. The meeting was cosponsored by the
Hangzhou University Department of Foreign Languages and the Zhejiang
Foreign Languge and Literature Association, with additional support from
Fudan University. It drew paricipants from 24 different universities from
seven citics (Beijing, Shanghai, Tienjin, LaoLing, Fujian, Szechuan, and
Zhejiang) and four provinces, not to mention the four participants from the
USA (Nancy, myself, Tim Nelson, and John Rohsenow). Thirteen papers
were delivered at the conference; all were presented in English (a vare
occurrence in China these days). The conference was intended to showcase
a number of approaches to discourse, including the Systemic Functional
approach, but in fact to our surprise, only two approaches were used.
Several of the paricipants from Shanghai, who had studied with Diver, and
more recently with Van Dijk used a cognitive approach. These papers
approached text from a macro-level analysis. The other presentations used
some version of the Systemic Functional model and involved a detailed
analysis of features of language of some text(s). No one used a formalist
approach. Indeed, the notion of rule-governed behavior as applied to
discourse came in for quite a bit of criticism at the conference generally.
The cognitively-criented papers focussed on belief systems and the
relevance of the assumptions participants have about the text to the
tnterpretation of what is said, while the people using the Systemic
Functional model tended to talk about uses of language and the differences
in language used in different situations. 1 was particularly interested in the
fact that the notions of Theme and Rheme were being used and explored.
For example, a comparison of the scene text (a sub-portion of stage
directions) and the fine text (what the characters say) of a play provided
additional evidence that the choice of Theme is related to differences in

~genre. Prof HU from Peking University presented a paper exploring

whether choices of Rheme can be made into a system. In addition a paper
was presented by a student of Hangzhou University exploring the
relevance of the textual metafunction to translation. '

The conference was a very pleasant conference with about 50
participants. Ample time was provided for each paper. In fact, sufficient
time was allotted to cach paper so that people could run over their time

fimit (1 am sorry to admit that | was one of them) and still have ample [ 5 an s

THE FIRST SYSTEMIC-FUNCTIONAL GRAMMAR SEMINAR HELD IN CHINA

by Fang Yan

The first Systemic-Functional Grammar Seminar of Chinese scholars was
held on August 3 - 5, 1989 in Peking University, Beijing, China, Nearly 40
linguists and language teachers attended the seminar, at which 18 papers were
presented exchanging results of work in the theory and practice of SFL carried
out since the 1980s. The first speaker was Hu Zhuanglin, Professor of English of
Peking University and Chairman of the seminar, who briefly summarized the
work in the research of SFL by Chinese scholars. He pointed out that with the
increasing number of linguists educated in Australia, England, New Zealand and
Canada, more and more articles concerning SFL theories and applications had
appeared. In the early 1980s, the emphasis was laid on the explication of the
three components of functional grammar and their refated semantic functions as
well as the finctional approach in foreign language teaching. Beginning from the
middle of the decade, there emerged a diversity of approaches to teaching and
research in China, mainly involving (a) exploration of the theory itself; (b)
applications of the theory in discourse analysis, stylistics, sociclinguistics and
foreign language teaching; (c) functiona! interpretation of the Chinese language in
word order, process classification, sound, mood, cohesion, thematic structure,
etc.; (d) SF grammar being taught to post- graduates in three Universities: Peking
University, Tsinghua University and Normal University of South China; and {e) a
textbook, A Survey of Systemic- Functional Grammar, compiled by Hu
Zhuanglin, Zhu Yongsheng and Zhang Delu being on the way 10 completion. (it
was published in October 1989 by Education Publishing House of Hunan
Province.)

Then some scholars presented their views on the nature of language and
research methods adopted in this school

Yang Chaoguang, a scholar from Beijing University of International
Economics and Trade, in his paper "Epistemology and SFL', discussed the reason
for the complicated framework of SFL from the perspective of ‘looking at the
world in its entirety’. he pointed out that Chinese scholars appreciated the
tradition of this school which emphasizes ‘coordination among all the component
parts within the system'. He argued that-the SF theories are ‘in conformity with
the current view of the world and in agreement with the need of the age of
information’. However, he urged SF linguists ic develop a common terminology
o
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so that their theories will 'fall within the reach of everyone interested in the study
of language'. Xu Shenghuai, from Normal University of South China,
Guangzhou, dealt with issues on ‘Research Methods in Functional Linguistics’,
focussing on exploring its differences from approaches of other schools. He
claimed that SFL recognizes a three level language system and that the process of
SFL development has been one of discovering, exploring, perfecting and
developing the third level -- that of context. He then went on to comment on the
bases and directions of SFL and the laws and principles this school observes.
Zhou Guangya from Sichuan University compared SF and TG Grammars,
mainfaining a complementary view in approaching the two schools. In the paper
entitled ‘Reflections on Text', Zhao Jiancheng, a young linguist from the
Chemistry Engineering University of East China, Shanghai, emphasized
Halliday's view of taking text as the poini of departure in the study of language,
for it is an important means of culmral transmission and also for realizing the
meaning of language. Zhu Yongsheng, from Suzhou University, elaborated on
'Pluratism in Linguistics' and its relevance to stylistic analysis.

Several papers were concerned with the concepts of subject, thematic
structure, mood and modality, and transitivity systems in the Chinese language.

Fang Yan, from Tsinghua University, spoke on ‘subject’, which had remained

controversial ever since the 1950s. Having summarized various definitions of
this concept, she proposed that perhaps following Halliday's macro-functions and
splitting "subject’ into theme, subject and actor could be a solution to this sticky
issue. Zhaag Delu explored "Desirability in Social Communication in Relation to
Mood and Modality in Grammar in Chinese’, while Li Shujing and Hu Zhuanglin
semmed up a rather comprehensive interrogative mood system in conjunction to
its semantic functions and grammatical realizations. Zhou Xiaokang classified
Chinese verbal processes, and Hu Zhuanglin worked out a network of Clause
complex of the Chinese language.

Experiments have also been made to apply SFL to language teaching. Yue
Meiyun, from Nanjing University, and Luo Jiangsheng, from the Institute of
Nationalities of Centra! China, Wuhas, both endeavored to use the theories of this
school in the teaching of the Advanced English Reading Course. Yue Meiyun
found that ‘being a discourse grammar', SFL ‘not only provides iasights into the
meaning and effectiveness of a text, but also offers the techniques and devices for
the interpretation of texts and discourses’. She proposad "2 holistic cyclic

A

approach’ in teaching reading. Luo fiangsheng, on the other hand, organized his
students to practice the ideational and interpersonal functions by way of writing
summaries and playing roles. Moreover, Wang Ying sought refationship between
"Meaning, Interaction and Language Teaching', whereas Wang Zhenya taiked on
"Exploration of Socio-cuitural Approach in Foreign Language Teaching'.

The last paper was given by Hu Zhuanglin reporting briefly the 16th
Intemational Systemic Congress held in Helsinki.

The papers delivered were only first attempts in the research and teaching of
SFL. Since most scholars were Halliday's students, their work was mainly
concerned with the explanation and application of his theories. The participants
found it necessary (a) to study other versions represented by other SF linguists so
that they could have an overali picture of this linguistic school; (b) to go into
depth in their research and develop a critical attitude in their evaluation of SFL;
and {(c) to further apply its theoretical framework (o expounding and disclosing
the features of the Chinese language and to teaching English and other languages,
which has become one of the biggest enterprises in China.

Before the seminar was adjourned, the participants discussed and settled the
following issues: (a) a collection of the seminar papers was to be published (it was
published in September 1990 by Peking University Publishing House, edited by
Hu Zbuanglin); (b) Suzhou University would sponsor the next seminar in July

- 1991, and from then on, the SFL scholars would meet every two years; and {c)

these linguists would strengthen their unity and form an association with Hu
Zhuanglin as the head. All agreed that Professor Hu would be the representative
of the Chinese scholars in the intemnational SFL circle.
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The workshop received about 30 papérs and 25 of them were presented. These papers touched
upan a lot of topics in systemic linguistics. They included: basie tasks and fundainental

The proceedings of the workshop will be published in China by Qinghua University Press.
The organizing committee has entrusted the editing work to Associate Professor Zhu Yongsheng of

The organizing committee of the workshop and alt the Chinese participants wish to express
Suzhou University, who was the convenor of the workshop.

The Second Chinese Systemic Workshop was held at Suzhou University, Suzhou China,
from July 15 to July 18. Over 60 people aftended the meeting. Among the participants were four
specially invited speakers: Prof M. A, K, Halliday, Prof. Rugaiya Hasan, Prof Michae] Cummings,
their heartfeli thanks again through Network to Prof. Halliday and the other three guests from

and Prof. Christian Matthiessen.
The Third Chinese Systemic Waorkshop will take place in Hangzhou in July 1993. All

corréspondence should be sent to Prof Ren Shaozen of Hangzhou University, Hangzhou Zhejiang,

310028, P, R. China.

1019931) PSIN0D
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conceptions in systemic linguistics (Halliday), the relationship between semantic networks and
discourse analysis (Hasan), Language Processing (Matthiessen), systemic grammar and

(Cummings, Hu Zhuanglin, Wang Huifang, Peng Wangheng), mutual complementarity of lexis
and syntax in Chinese (Chen Yuming) and the application of systemic- functional grammar int
language teaching (Fang Yan, Yue Meiyun, Ren Shaozen, Guo Hong). All the papers presented
were connected with systemic linguistics therefore the workshop was really a systemic one.

overseas for their strong support and hard work dusing their stay in Suzhou — The temperature

pragmatics (Zhang Delu), Criteria of textual coherence (Zhu Yongsheng), thematic structures
was over 35° C and there was a big flood!

L6&L 33nBny WGz - AP WIS
SOLLSHTONIT TWNOLLINGS
N1 ALNLILSNI HINWOS TyNOILYNYILINI T431} ) BT
I _— HRSTONT (e
YIAN! 00 008 - OVEBYEIOAH
SIOVNONYT NOIIHOS aONY
HSITONS 40 3LNLLLSNI TYHINID




#win

223 Three video programmes were recorded by the EM.R.C., CIEFL during
the Summer Institute. Professor Michael O'Toole and Professor V.Prakasam

Systemic functional Grammar (SFG) and Role and Reference Grammar discuss the concept of Functions of Language in the first programme. In
(RRG) were discussed jn detail. Susumo ¥uno's work was presenied by the second programme Professor Rabert D.Van Valin, and Prof.SK.Verma
Prof.K,V.Subba Rao. Simen Dik's Functional Grammar and Talmy Givon's discuss the place of Role and Reference Grammar of Van Valin in the context

- Functional-Typological Syntax were summarised by Prof.V.Prakasam in his of different Formal and Functional Theories ‘af Language. In the third
extension leclure. o - programime, Dr.David Brazil and Dr.P.V.Bhamija discuss the role of intonation

o Fah

in Discourse.

Fifty-seven participants came from different parts of the country and

spent 8 month at Hyderabad. One of the participants, Prof.N.Khorshid, ' {V.PRAKASAM)
Course Director

was from Egypt.

The society has been extremely responsive to the needs of the institute,
The State Bank of Hyderabad was kind enough to give a grant of Rs.10,000/-
to buy copies of Linguistics at Large (a volume of papers on Linguistics

presented to Prof.Verma on his sixtieth birthday on 29.7.91) and give them
to the participants of the Institute. Similarly several other organisations
hike visakhapatnam Port Trust, Dept. of Information and Public Relations
{Govt. of A.P.), I.T.C., Bhadrachalam Paper Board Ltd., The Peria Karamalai
Tea and Produce Co.Lld., and Oxford University Press helped the organisers
by hosting lunches -and inserting advertisements in the souvenir. This proves

their commitment to excellence in Education.

An Institute of this kind gets a sholt in the arm when it gets properly
recognised by policy makers. Shri Arujun Singh, Union Minister for Human .
.Resource Development, presented the valedictory  address on 24.8,1991. .
In his address, the minister stressed on the Asian identity of the CIEFL
and suggested the inclusion of Japanese as one of the faoreign languages
to be studied. He advised the participants to fully absorb the ideas of func-
tional linguistics and help peonle devejop greater understanding of cne another.
He appreciated the work being done by the CIEFL.
-3
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EUROPEAN REPORT
by Erich Steiner

According to my files, it is about time I sent ®Y report on soxe the
systemic work going on in Europe (excluding Britain, which is outside of
ny rezlm). Obviously, the folloving summary is far from complete, and I
do know of a aumber of colleagues who have not replied, probably for
reasons of time. 1 sent out around sixty letters, getiing a response of
only seven. vhich is less than I had hoped for. Some of the most oinouS
gaps in the folloving include colleagues from Finland and from Belgium.
Also, even if Spain and Italy are represented - and I am very grateful
to those who have
in both countries than my summary Suggests.

Let me nov glve a short summary in alphabetical order, commenting on the

following points:

(1) Summary of activities
(2) Special Projects or interests
(3) Recent publications

pPlease, note that responses came in very different forms, so that if
sometimes one of (1)} to (3) has no entry, it only means there was no
information given on this point in the mail 1 received. Also, I am,
conversely, not inc
seem to fall outside of my me at this point express
my gratitude to all those who have taken the time to send some
information. lLel me also apologize to those vho think they should be
included, but did not even receive a letter from me, simply because
their name was not in the files that I used. I should also warm people
- that I vill sometimes have to write bits and pieces in languages, such

as Jtalian or spanish, that I do not know very well - so, please, excuse

my mistakes there.

*************************
Ingegerd Baecklund
********i****************
pepartment of English
Uppsala tniversity

Box 513

§-751 20 Uppsala

Sveden

1y -.-- has recently finished a study of theme in English telephone
conversation. She now plans further quantitative studies of similar
nature on varius text IYpes, such as face-to-face conversation. public
debate. vritten parrative, procedural, and descriptive text. (cE. also
paper given at the Tokyo Systemic Congress)-

*************************

Foz, Carmen
****i************i**ii***
Depatrtmento de ingles

Faculdad de Ciencias Ecomomicas
Y-Empresa:iales

Universidad de Zaragoza

¢/ bt Cerrada 1-3
- 50005 Zaragoza

responded, actual Systemic practice is even more vide-spread

of information that vere given, but

Spain

(1) At present, 1 am taking part, together vith Dr. Vasquez and B

Jaime, in a program research about the communicative strategies of
courtesy in both English and Spanish; our aim is to detect the reasoms
for the incorrect use of such strategies by advanced Spanish students of
English. Our main aim is to supply solutions to this problem.

(2) The increasing number of students of English for business makes 1ts
teacing a worldwide phenomenon. Therefore, there is an urgent need to
carry out research into the nature of vhat is generally called business
English. Ye hope that its resuls will help us to provide our students
with appropriate tuition so that they can produce more adequate vritten
business documents in English. Our present concern is to detect hov
informatin is presented in written business rexis in English and for
that ve are applying a systemic approach.

******************i*****

orta, Ignacio Vazquez
*******iﬁ***i***********

Dpto de Filologia Inglesa ¥ Alemana
Faculdad de Filosofia Y Letras
Universidad de Zaragoza

50009 Zaragoza

Spain

Tel: 976-551647

Fax: -350558

(1} 1 am vorking on the applications of Systemic Grammar to the analysis of

the language of advertising ard propaganda. I aw also involved in a
project called ™A comparative study of the communication strategies of
politeness in English and Spanish"

TR LT L L bbbl
Siso, Mercedes Jaime
************************i
Facultad de Veterinaria
Dep. Filologia Inglesa
¢/ Miguel Servet 177
Universidad de Zaragoza
Zaragoza 50013

ESPANA

Fax: 3& 76 591994

(1) I am at preseni raking part, together with another colleague...and
Dr. Vazquez himself, in 2 research programme entitled *a comparative
study of the expression of communicative strategies to show courtesy 1n
English and Spanish®. (for further info cf. entry under Vazquez).

(2) 1 am myself vorking in another research project of which 1 offer a
summary outline below:

The purpose of this vork is to establish a comparison betwveen the

_rhetorical structure used in scientific atticles written in English and

ffer the Spanish speaking scientists a guidelineto
be used whenever the results of their
research vorkin int als written in English. & systemic
approach is applied in this study which intends to solve the problems
that Spanish scientists have to face vhen they see their works rejected
for rhetorical, not for linguistic or gcientific inadequacy.

in Spanish so as

************************
Steiner. Erich
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Hebprsetzen wnd Bolpetschen

Universitaet des Saarlapdes
D-6600 Saarbruecken
fermany

Tel.: 0681 302 1577

Fax: ©O681 302 4440

e-mail: erich@iai.uni-sh.de
erich@dude.uni-sb.de

(1) I am involved in teaching and research in the areas of English
linguistics., translation science, and machine translation. My research
centers around the comparison of German and English inm particular, but
other European languages as well. We attempt to generalize our findings
into semantic components underlying these various languages, testing
these components in human translation and machine translatior, both of
vhich are active research projects here.

-

{2} Special interests include

- forms of representation for multi-lingual natural language processing;

- systemic linguistics and music

- systemic llnguistics and ideology (in the traditional sense of
Feuerbach. Marx, Hegel)

(3) - A functional perspective on language, action, and interpretation;
Berlin., New York : De Gruyter (1991) :

- Structural and lexical information in a functional approach to
machine translation, in: Proceedings of the International Conference
on Current Issues in Computational Linguistics. Penang, Halaysia
(1991) ’

- Allegranza & Krauver & Steiner. eds. 1991. Special Issue of
Hachine Tramslation on EUROTRA. Dordrecht : Reidel

kdkdkkkhkrdhhkrhhkdkdhkhhkhrkkkdk

Teich, Elke
fdkkkkhhkkdhkkhikhkkkkhkihihk
Projekt KOMET

GMD/IPSY

Dolivostr. 15

P-5100 Darmstadt

Germany

Tel.: 06151 875800
e-mail: teichédarmstadt.gad.de

(1) KOHET at GMD-IPSI, Darmstadt, is a natural languwage processing
project dealing vith German text generation. The underlying theory of
KOMET is systemic linguistics. For the development of our system ve use
the PENMAN/NIGEL environment. The system currently has three components:
a text planner and text base, a lexicalization comporent and a grammar
of German. The grammar is a systemic grammar, very much like the NIGEL
grammar of English. One imporeant toplc ve deal with in developing this
systemic grammar of German is to reconsider the expression of

’{:syntagmatic relations im systemic theory.

(3} Teich. Elke. 1990. Developlng a systemic grammar of German for text
generation. Darmstadt: GHD/IPSI Research Reports

stemi rking in KOMET are John Bateman

numher of papers ip variaus Computational Linguistics jeurnals, Joha
Ratmen in particular has undertaken very important verk an hsi&g typed
feature structure formalisms te_represent systemic (syntagmatic)
;n{or?atlan {ci. also his contribution at this year’s congress in
okya).

The German "scene® involved in text generation on a systemic bésis also
includes Marcus Brown at Munich University.
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Thibaulr, P.J.
kkhkkRhrhkkkhkkkthhkkhhkhd
Via Tagliamento B,

40139 Bologna

Italy

Tel.: 051 541165

Fax: 51 495222

(1) Text semantics and the sultifunctional basis of global text
(generic) structures; reconstituting the links between relevant social
theory and systemics in relation to heteroglossia and intertextuality;
educagional linguistics, reexploring theinterpersonal metafunction in
relation to exchange, speech acts; the cryptogrammar of subjectivity and
agency in English.
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Torsello Tayler, Carol
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Scucla Superiore Di Lingue Moderne
Per Interpreti E Traduttori
Universita degli studi.di Trieste
34144 Trieste

Via D’Alviano 15/1

Italy

Tel.: 04D 764-581

750-410
Fax: 040 775-052
(1) Application of Systemics to language teaching {particularly language
description and comprehension), with preparation of course materials,
combining theory , application, and languzge practice, for university
language majors. Discourse analysis, especially thematic structure,
information structure, linguistic realization of point of view.

{?) Systemics in Italy, differences Italian-English in thematic and
discourse structuring, translations

(3) - La §;a§23tica sistemica, in: Le lingue del amonde, 1/2, 1988,

pp.18-

- Teaching students to approach even the literary text through field,
tencr and mode,
per la publicazicne negli atti del 17. Convegno Intermazionale
di Linguistica Sistemica

- Dalle metfunzioni semantiche ai Sistemi Lessico-Grammaticali,
accettato per la publicazione da parte dell’ IRRSAE Veneto negli
atti del "Progetto Speciale Lingue Straniere del Veneto su
'Educazione Linguistica’, Montebelluna Novembre 1990¢

and many others.
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Trillo, Jesus Romero el
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Universidad Complutense de.Hadkid
Campus de Somosaguas
28023 Madrid

(H1I an mainly interested in the analysis of spoken language,

especially in conversations. 1 a= carrying oul research for the
completion of my PhD. on the contrastive analysis of English-Spanish of

the Continuative Elements in Conversation. My home address is the

following:

Jesus Romero Trillo

¢/ Aguilar del Rio 1, 4-3
28044 Hadrid

Spain
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to the folloving colleagues vho have sent a reply’

t consider themselves as systemic linguists. Their
moment:

with their main reserach ipterests at the

I am also grateful
although they do no
names are glven below,

Lenk, E.H.
Satumaanpolku 5 A 9
SF-00820 He}sinki

_ Persuasive texts in press geports

- Newspapet editorials and persuasive acls ocenrring in them
Barbara Cairns

Lund University

Institute of Linguistics

Relguuzbacken 12

223 62 -Lund

Sweden :

- The structure of dialogue. especially ellipsis

Luelsdorff. Fh.A.
Institut fuer Anglistik
Universitaet Regensburg
p-8400 Regensburg 1
Germany

1laboration with Sergel V. Chesnokov (Kontekst, Moscov), my
york continues to focus on orthographic databases or languages of wider
use, systems of determinacies, reading and spelling primers, automatic
readers and spellers, systems of print-to—sound ané sound-to-print,
transitional sysiems for reading—to—spelling.developmental orthography,
reading- and spelling-erroc editors, studies in similarity perception

and lesson planners.

(1) in co

rdam : John Benjamin’s

¢3) - 1991. pevelopmental orthography. Amste
Special issue of theoretical

- 1991. editor. Complexity in language-
linguistics.- Berlin : de Gruyter

&
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Forthcoming articles and reviews in

International Journal of Lexicogmphy

H. Burger on Roget's Thesaurus and the evolution ot conceptual systems
V. Mair on how to improve dictionaries of Chinese
G. Miller et al. on the WordNet project at Princeton
J. Mugdan on a dictionary of 'Key Words' in contemporary German culture
B. Quemada on the New OED
E. Thorndike's classic article on children's c}ictionaries
L. Zgusta on Czech-Chinese texicography

_.._._-_._........._..—_._._..__.__._..___..__.__.

Subscription Rates for Volume 4, 1991 (4 issues)

UK & Europe £42.00, elsewhere US$78.00

Please note subscriptions can be accepted for complete volumes only. -

Individual members of the Dictionary Society of North America .
are entitied to half-price ‘subscriptions: UK & Europe £21 00, eisewhere US$33.00.
Membership of EURALEX includes & subscription 10 the journal - please apply to Frank
Knowles, Aston University, Aston Triangle, Birmingham B4 7ET, UK.

_ ORDER FORM
1 wish to subscribe io International Journal of Lexicography Volume 4, 1991

. | enclose the correct remittance
Please send me a'free sample copy of international Journal
of Lexicography
| am a member of DSNA and wish to take advantage of the half-price
subscription rates
Name (please print)

Address ..

Posicode . ____Country . .. e

1  twishtopay by Access/Visa/American Express/Diners card
Card No. DDDDDDDDDDDDDDBD Expiry Date

Signature . . . - - o
Please return 1o Journals Marketing Department, Oxlord U

Southfield Road, Eynsham,
Morih America return o Journals Marketing

niversity Press. Pinkhi“ House,
Oxlord QX8 134, UK, Telephone orders (0865) 682283 ext. 2451
Depanmant, Oxford University Press, nc.,

2001 Evans Road. Cary. Norih Carolina 27513, USA
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SYSTENIC LINGUISTICS AND EDUCATION IN AN ESL SITUATION

Feui Akindele,

Department of English Language,
Obafemi Avolovo University,
Ile-Ife,

Nigeria.

1.

£ the Theory of
ublicatio. of Halliday (1961} article Categorles o

Gra-naihgrgught a revolution to linguistics not only En Bur?p: and 2::{5;aofut
aloo n other parts of the vorld uhere Engiioh 5 (o3 o8 tica, it provides an
nen-pative tongue. Apart from posing < L e ek th language
alternative theory te the already established Tra ostulatgg e ok a e
description and Transformational Generative theo;{ p stulated B otisiise has
S0s. 1In Africa in general and Nigerla specifically, Sy s =

] inguistic description but has
not only challenged the existing theories of 1 st e e ertiary level
.also made its wvay through the Nigerian educatienal sy A
’ been vigorously applied to indig
to primary school level. Indeed, it hzs cen v i the country. en
languages as vell as to the teaching ob ?ttﬁr thegintroduction o ey yente
this paper, I attempt [o explore very brielly odue Lo o i hes fucure

o Nigerian Educational System, its curren

L:zz:ii:%csltalsogshow in some details how the theory has been gble sola sage
Eacllitate the grovin and development of Nigerian English as a Secon v|tzg ge,
contribute ‘to the education of the Migerian child, as vell ast:npxng i
socio-political decisions that relate to language in the country.

Introductiion

2. The beginning
Systemic Grammar (5G) vas introduced into th? Nigerian educational 3ysten
in the early and late 60s through thg Uni:ersiéﬂ férg;sEimgzol?zzﬁggigc:nto the
troduce

later by Adebisi Afeolayan. . Aye Bamgbose in oduced Sy o nguiatics In 1963
University of Ibadan, Department of Nigerian Languag e ey of

the completion of his docteral dissertation at the
é:ii::i:ﬁ.‘ The tgesis which vas a description of Yoruba grammar wvas largely
informed by Systemic grammatical theory.

At first, Ayo Bamgbose designed courses in Systemic Ling:ist:g: :;:s;he
vndergraduate and Posi-graduate levels. He undertook the teaif :gich the
courses, as well as the training of Systemic 1inguis;s, ?ome
teachers in Secondary and tertiary institutions in Nigeria.

4 ic linguistics is felt in his
Perhaps vhere Bamgbose’s impact on System
research ang publication. Although he claims not to be 2 Sys;ezicsli:gui:t,
his several researches into the Yoruba lagguagigzge iggiuegggs {9755 §;73 .
fstics. Notable among them are Bamgbose N ) 3 5 '
itn%377 and 1980. Bamgbose Y1966) A Gram?ar §£ Yoruba ?nd 1;sc2:;izgigsgzzslon
Bamgho 1972) A short Yoruba Grammar, for nstance, form
theoreficgl analysis and discussion of Yoruba ianguaﬁe froTyszzse:i:tE;::?:iy
int. The books are a strong departure form the ear t
:i:;ypgfnthe Yoruba language by the Traditional grammatical descrigtive .
approach, or even the eclectic approach represented in the vorks of Crowther

[y

1858, Boven 1858, Ward 1952, Delano 1965, Awobuluyi 1972, and Ogunbowale 198C
respectively.

Bamgbose’s books cover such 1ssues as the description of Yoruba tone, of
the sentence, Clause, Nominal Group, Verbal Group, Adverbs and Adverblals, as
vell as vord-feormation. The works have been very useful to various researchers
vorking either on Yoruba language only or doing a comparative study of the
English language and Yoruba, or Yoruba and French. Indeed, the vorks have been
very useful to teachers of Yoruba language not only at the University level,
but also at the Primary and Secondary School levels. Systemic grammar has thus
been introduced to young generzclon of Nigerian children.

Bamgbose’s (1972) vork on The Yoruba Verb Phrase brings together the
orientations of Systemlc Grammar and Transformational Generative Grammar in the
discussion of an aspect of Yoruba grammar - the Verb. Afolayan and Bamgbose in
their respective articles approach the discussion of the Verb from Systemic

grammatical viev point, vhile Awobuluyl deals with the topic form the T.G.
perspective.

Vhile Bamgbose was {ntroducing Systemic linguistics and its application
to Yoruba language at the University of Ibadan, Adebisi Afolayan started
building up the Department of English Language at the University of Ife, Ile-
Ife since 1968. The department vhose emphasis was and is language has been
Systemic linguistics in orientation. Most of the courses offered in the
department both at the undergraduate and port-graduate levels are informed by
Systemic Linguistics; notable among these courses is The Structure of Modern
English and various linguistic stylistics courses.

The Department has thus been able to produce Systemic grammarians and
linguists who are involved in the teaching of English as a second langvage
(ESL) at all levels of Nigerian educational system.

One of the important aspect of Systemic linguistics that have been found
very useful in the teaching of the English language to Nigerian children is its
soclolegical orientation as opposed to total psychological orientation to
language study. This has perhaps encouraged the cultivation and growth of
Nigerian variety of English as a second language. This scciclogical aspect has
been echoed or different occasfons by Afolayan. See for instance, Afolayan
1966, 1968, 1970, 1975, 1977, 1961, Indeed, this has influenced his recent
research in English as a second language and the subsequent publications
arising therefrom. See Afolayan forthcoming.

3. Current Trends in Systemic Linguistics application to Education.

The practice of Systemic Linguistics in relation to Education in Nigeria

span through Stylistics, Textlinguistics, Syntax, Reglster or Genre Analysis
and Discourse Analysis.

Afolayan (1975) stylistics work "Language and Sources of Amos Tutuola® is
perhaps the earliest published work which attempts at employing Systemic

Linguistics to the analysis of African Literary text. The work complements his
doctorate stylisties study.

Hany other interesting Systemic Linguistles stylistics siudies folloved,
from this vork. They include several Graduate thesis and publications s




Amuda 1982, Olove 1988, Arogundade 1984, Oyeleye 1985, Awonuga 1984, 198_,
Oladeji 1980, 1987.

These studies vhich vere carried out in Ife and Ibadan University in the
southern part of Nigeria have influenced the teaching of literary genres at the
. secondary and tertiary levels of education. And in Zaria (northern part of
Nigeria) John Haynes has done 2 lot of interesting stylistics work based on
Systemic Linguistics thus promoting the thecry in that part of the region. One
can confldently say that linguistic stylistics proposed by Hallliday in the
early 1970s has been entrenched into the Nigerian educational system and is
helping in the understanding of both native and non-native literary genres in
English in this region.

Perhaps the areas wvhere Systemic linguistics have contributed
significantly in recent years are Grammar and Lexis. Almost all the 31
Nigerian Universities have felt the impact of Systemic Grammar and the study of
Lexis. Systemic Linguistics courses in Grammar and Lexis designed by older

~ Universities of 1fe and Ibadan have been adopted im almost all the 31

Universities. This has been the consequences of trained linguists trying to

" re-locate and subsequently introducing the theory. 1In additjon, research and
published works in these areas are well circulated in the higher institutions.
Examples of these are Afolayan 1968, Akindele 1983. At the Secondary School
level, the current practice is the application of Systemic linguistics to the
teaching of English grammar and lexis. This replaces the traditional and
eclectic approaches that have dominated the scene for a long time.

There are also some studies in Systemic textlinguistics. These are
attributed to Wole Adejare vho proposed the theory and has applied it tec both
literary and non-literary, native and non-native English texts. He has von
several disciplines through his teaching and research both in Ife, Maiduguri
and Lagos. Systemic textlingulstics which enables students to interpret texts
" on the basis of linguistic and semistic evidence has enhanced the teaching of
literary texts in both secondary and tertiary institutions in Migeria. Indeed,
a lot of research work is still gaing on and publications are increasing in
this area. See for instance Adejare 1981, 1982a, 1982b, forthceming; Ayocla
© 1989, Adegbite 1989 and forthcoming. The theory which includes theory of
" translation has helped in further understanding ESL African texts by the
international English community. It has also epabled school children to
develop more interest in literary genres particularly Poetry in Nigeria.

4, Femi Akindele’s Contributions

Hy first contact vith Systemic Linguistics was 1975 as a University
Undergraduate at the University of Ife, Nigeria. I was trained as a Systemic
Grammarian and later as a lingulst through exposure to Systemic linguistics
related courses both at the undergraduate and Haster’s levels. I later
broadened my scope of Systemic linguistics by studying Discourse and Genre
Analysis for my Doctorate Programme under Wargaret Barry at Mottingham
University, England.

On completion of my programme, my €irst task vas to design and define
courses in discourse and Genre analysis since there was little or none of such

. in any of the iigeria Universities. Where there vas a course under the title

of Discourse analysis, the concept was confusing. It vas equated with

stylistics. Raving designed some courses in Discourses and Genre Analysis for
edaroraduate_and Post-graduate levels, I started making efforts to

results.

interest students in them. It is interestiag to note that today students have
come to be more interested in the field and have been able to analyse both
spoker and vritten texts in Eaglish. Discourse Analysis bave been recognized
and made compulsory for all studenis in Migeria Universities by the Rational
University Commission as part of the approved minimum academic standards to be
fulfilled by any graduating student of English Language or Linguistics.

One other important area which I have made some centributions is
Children's writing. For scme years, I have been working on problems involved
in children’s vriting and how to improve on the quality of such writing.

Issues such as Cohesion and Coherence, as vell as thematic organization in the
uritings of primary, secondary and University students have been wy pre-
occupation. The outcome of my research have been made known to my students vho
in turn used them in improving their style of writing. In some cases, research
reports vere sent to institutions to help improve the quality of children’s
vriting. See Akindele 1990, forthcoming. Another outcome of my research in
Genre analysis can be seen in its application to Print media.

Efforts have been made to examine cohesjon, coherence and thematic
organization in Nigerian Daily Newspapers. Such attempts have yielded fruitful
Some media houses in the country have employed the services of
students trained in this area and have also requested for copies of
publications of research findings in the fleld. Ayodele {forthcoming) is an
instance of the vork requested.

I have also applied the theory of Discourse Analysis to literary texts
particularly the conversational aspect of fictional prose. This has
complemented linguistic stylistics approach to texts and has enhanced the
comprehension of fictional prese by students. 1In addition, I have been
involved in the teaching of Systemic Grammar to final year undergraduate
students for the past four years and such students in turn impart their
knowledge of the theory to High School children. .

Some of my contributions in the field of Systemic lingulstics are
represented in Akindele 1983, 1988, 1990, forthcoming a, b.

5. The Puture of Systemic Linguistics in Nigerian Education.

There is ne doubt that Systemic Linguistics has a significant place for
itself in the growth of Nigerian educational system. Tts impact has been felt
at nearly all the levels of linguistic description. Hovever, the task of
Systemic linguwists in the country is still epormous. For instance, there is
still much to do in the development of Nigerian English Phonology, and Systemic
Linguistics could assist in achieving this goal. Perhaps, the most significant
area vhere Systemic Linguistics is wost needed is in the promotion of
computational linguistics. WNigerian educational administrators are keenly
interested in Computer education but little or nothing is available in the area
of compurational linguistics. Systemlc Linguistics with its sympathy for
English as a second language would be of great help in the development and
prowotion of Computational-Linguistics. The future of Systemic Linguistics in
the development of Hother Tongue education {a priority) of the Nigerian
government today cab not be over-stzessed. Efforts would be made to develop
various indigenous Migerian languages along Sysiemic Linguistics description.
Ayo Bamgbose {19276 and Fafunwa et al (1990) have begun this description vhich
could be built on by other Systemicists.

=
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" Susanna Cumming

Functional Change
The Case of Malay Constituent Order

1991, 23x15,5¢m. XM, 253 pages- With 20 illustrations.
Cloth. $105.70 ISBN 0-89925-524-8

{Discourse Perspectives on Grammar 2)

{Mouton de Gruyter) Apil 1991

This research monograph offers a new approach to the study
of syntactic typology and change, proposing that the ’
primary locus of change is not in the inventoty of syntactic
forms, but rather in the mappings between forms and
discourse of semantic functions.
This proposal is iltustrated through a discussion of con-
stituent order change in Malay. Based on the analysis of
written texts, it investigates the funcrional motivation for the
change that took place between Classical Malay, which was
arguably a verb-initial language, and Modern Indonesian,
which is overwhelmingly subject-initial, although Classical
Malay and its modem celative are syntactically simnilar.
The functional approach advocated here atlows 2 much
more fine-grained syntactic typology than do traditional
approaches, and it in tum forms the basis for a predictive
theory of syntactic change.
In addition to its contribution to Jinguistic theory, this
work sheds fresh Tight on the development of the national
Janguages of Indonesia and Malaysia, which have had critical

political and social consequences.
Susanna Cumming i Assistant Professor at the University
of Colorade in Roulder, USA.
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Systemic theory can be interpreted as a metalanguage — talk about talk. One advantage with
this type of interpretation is that it immediately gives us a way of latking about systemic theory
and we can see that it has a number of the properties of language: it has a context, it has
metaregisters (descriptive, computational, educational, semiotic, and 0 on) and metadialects
{however we choose to interpret them, eg.: Hallidayan, Fawcettian, Gregorian),! it is both
interaction and reflection, it is stratified, and so on. And like language, it is'a dynamic open system.
it is constantly developing in exchange with its environment —~ the eavironment provided by
research applications, interfaces with other disciplines, and so on. This development has been
evolutionary rather than revolutionary: the theory has expanded its domain in an additive way in
contrast to generative linguistics where the domain of enguiry has not been ihe locus of change and
theories have changed through replacement rather than addition. As the theory's domain
expands, earlier parts of the theory {e.g., grammatical theory} may be recontextualized and this
may give a sense of contradictions in theoretical positions through the history of systemic theory;?
but, in my view, there has been remarkable consistency and what are intérpreted as contradictions
are really only different mutually compatible perspectives within a multi-dimensional theory. For
instance, there have not been contradictory positions on the stratal assignment of metahinctions or
major systems such as transitivity in Halliday’s work: both grammar and semanlics ave levels of
‘content’ {in Hjelmslev's sense) and grammar is natural grammar so any metafunction is a
grammatical principle of organization as well as a semantic one and any grammatical system such
as ransilivity will also be restated as a seenantic one at a higher stratum of abstraction.

Since development takes place in-many places around the world {and, imporiantly, increasingly
also in languages other than English} and since theoretical development often takes place in praxis
without necessarily being articulated in theoretical terms at the same time, it is important to take
a step back now and again and try to identify the patterns that are emerging. [ will try 1o do this
here against the background of past phases of development. My view will not be comprehensive or
exhaushive. Since | am assuming other systemicists are or wilt also be discussing theoretical
developments in Network, my view will basically reflect my own vantage poini: geographicatly, it
underrepresents e.g. Europe and China, where there are now regular systemic workshops
complementing the international congresses;3 thematically, it does not include important recent
work in verbal art, social semiotics, and educational laguistics. For a discussion of systemic
linguistics on historical "principles, see Halliday & Maithiessen (forthcoming), which also
includes an up-to-date discussion of grammatical theory; for a current preseniation of Martin's
modet of discourse semantics and higher levels, see Martin {in press); for a general survey of
theoretical work up to 1988 from another vantage point, see Butler {1989); for a discussion of
modeliing issues in the area of genre, see Ventola (1989); for a discussion of theory development in
the exchange with computational modelling, see Matthiessen & Bateman (in press). For collections
of recent work, see Benson, Cummings & Greaves (1988}, Halliday & Fawcett (1987) and Fawcett &
Young (1988). : :

1, Past phases in development

If we recognize that language is embeddied in context and that the linguistic system itself is
stratified into the three levels (strata) of semantics, lexicogrammar and phonology, we can

' Here again insights fiom the study of language are important. For instance, there are metadialect chains
{o.g. from SFG to dependency grammar vis Hudson's Daughter Dependency Grammar) and metalanguages in
contact as with Communication Linguistics, developed by Michaet Gregary and others. 1 will not, however,
discuss metadialectal variation here even though it has been an imponant and productive aspect of the
devalopment of systemic functional theory.

2 Panticutarly if the only model for interpreting change used is the one sstablished within generative linguistics
-- change through rejection and replacament {i.e., extension through substition rathar than addition).

3 The second bi-annual national systemic seminar in China was held at Suzhou University in July 91, where |
had an opportunity to learn aboul develcpments in various areas, including texiual comparison o Chingse and

Tngfish intranstaiion, a concern with imposnan theorstical impiications. Prol. Hu Zhuanglin proviced 2 survey of

sysiemic research in China at the 16th Inlernational Systermic Congress in Helsinki in June 1939; see al
Zhuangiin Hu, Yongsheng Zhu and Deiu Zhang (1950), L .
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ize the development of the ideas that have evolved intd systemic functional linguistich
as taking place in three phases in the past.* fhe major dimension of development here is

sualificallun.‘

(i) Firth worked primariiy o the outer strat2 of language in context — context {4 semantics)
aology, ot on the innet tevel of Jexicogrammar.® For instance: is theory of system
of prosodic organization Tooking at units top-down rather than bottom-up
out at the stratum of phonology- But they were general and abstract enough
that they could be applied outside of phonalogy-

(i} This meant that Halliday and other systemic linguists had to focus first on developing 2
theory of lexicogrammar in the 1950s, when Halliday (1956) applied Firthian system-
structure theory at the level of granumar, and in the 19605, when scale-and-category theory
turned into systemic theory; the second ‘phase was characterized by this focus on the
internal stratam of ‘lz\nguage'i — though there was also, of course, jmportant work on other
areas setting {he scene for the 19705. At the same time, the theory bacame explicitly

ternic: paradigmatic organization was taken as basic within any given stratum. It was
possible 10 interpret grammar in as a r fundamental way in which the

mmatical theory is functional. This lead © the discovery of another dimension of global
organization — metafunctional Jiversification in the content plane of language (see further
below), manifested in systemic dustering into metafunctional regions of the system network
such as transitivity and theme. '

{iii) Once 3 functional theory of lexicOgTammar was in place, the conditions for tinking it up
with higher levels of organization had been wet {the systemic organization of the
grammar 2s a resource and the metafunctional otganization) and the entirety of the
Ianguage-in-contexl complex could be taken into view as in H thesis about
the correspondence between context and language according to the metafunctional
diversification of language. This also meant an extension upwards in the theorizing of
language in context - either by fur d in the work of Haltiday
and Hasan (8- Halliday, 1978; Halliday 1985), or by stratification Of planing
of context itsett, using Hielmslev's notion of connotative semiotics to interpret the higher-
ization of context relative to language and stratification within context, it the
{eg., 1985;in press) and Rothery, and others-

Schematically:

4 This trajectory of change can be contrasted with the one cantral o Amarican structuralism and its generative
SUCCASSO0L. American work was much more oriented towards @ constituancy orientation - phonemics -
morphology - syniax, and, for some - discourse. Bul the contrast perween the two principles came inlo vView in
the work of Hockett, Gleason and Lamb.
S Tris formulation would not make sense in Firi's o0 1erms since he did not interpret the lavels a8 stratified —~
in contrast 1o 8.9. Hisimslav, Alian, Hallikday and Lamb.
6 Consequently. the tirst domain of metadialects was grammat itsett - in panicul'a'r.' Hudson's move 10
ohtar Depondency Grammar {toliowed also by Butler) and later Word Grammar.

*
Firthise Wnquistica
{19303 -1 950e)

Systemic Wiguistics
1 {19603}

141970}

Fig. 1* Focus in development {in white) — outer levels, im\cr.level, all levels

(The widening circles representing inreasingly higher strata; this
introduced by Halliday (see Halliday & Maithiessen, forthcoming, for discw
capture Jay Lemke's (e.g., 1984 notion of metaredundancy. it also shows very clearly how higher
strata prqvlde a serniotic environment for lower ones.) Research belonging t0 Phase Hl in the 1970s
and 19805 can thas be characterized as being concerned with a stratal extension of the theory and
descriptions deploying it cohesion and

interlevel, generic structure, the cemiotic interpretatio

interpretation of the relationship petween language and context, i

computational modeiling of systeric theoretical models has followed this same

e.ssen_tia._“y peen a stratal move upwards from lexicogrammar. Consequently, the core
linguistic system — lexicogrammar -~ has taken over the role player earlier by phonology a5 site
of development and testing of models that apply more generally across the stratal system 2as 2
whole or acsass pairs of strata. This has perhaps led 10 more abstract principles such as the
metafunctional principle.

. The nheoreFical and modelling work was accompanied by descriptive expansions along stratal
lines — descriptions above lexicogFammar in Berry's (1981) work on exchange, Hasan's
{1978; 1984} work on text and generic organization, Benson & Greaves (€8 1981) research ont field
and techniques for profiling fields, Eggins’ (19900 work on speech function i cosvial COnVErsation,
Hasan's (forthcoming) work on speech function, Martin's {in press) work on English discoursé
semantics, Ventola's (1987) account of service encounters. These various descriptive efforts have all
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been centvally related to the theoretical development.

Once the strata have been established as separate subsystems, it makes sense to enquire how they
relate to one another; higher strata can be used to provide an explanatory semiotic environment in
relation to lower ones. As far as gramsmar is concerned, Halliday's {e.g., 1985) demonstration that
grammar is natural relative to semanlics is the foundation for explaining grammiar in a stratal sense
by reference 1o its construal of highes strata of meaning.” A number of studies have been explicitly
concerned with correlations between strata, in particular grameear in higher levels of discourse
organization {Fries, 1981/3; 1985; 1988; Halliday, 1984) but also the relationship between generic
organization and semantics (Hasan, 198¢; Cross, 1991).

Although stratification was arguably the major dimension atong which developments took place
up through the mid 1980s or so, it was not the only dimension in this period, Metafunctional
diversification came into existence in the 1960s as a new dimension of the organization of the
content strata. It provided the basis for Halliday's (1978} theory of the comrelation between context
and language; and it was also the point of departure for important work in the 1980s exploring
criteria for recognizing the metafunctions (Martin, 1984) and seeking to come to grips with non-
experiential modes of meaning and organization (Halliday, 1979; Martin, 1988; Poynton, 1950ab;
Baternan, 1989; Matthiessen, 1988, 1991): this was an expansion into new areas of meaning, recently
also for sign language by Trevor Johnston (1991), with important implications also for the
interpretation of spoken English. It also provided the foundation for a breakthrough in the
understanding of the relation between grammar and discourse in Fries’ {1981) work on Theme and
the development of discourse.

Once the metafunctions had been teased apart as organizing principles and their contributions to
text, the clzuse, elc. had been factored out, it became possible to ask if they harmonize or resonate
with one another. Hasan (1983; 1985 in Halliday & Hasan) provided the breakthrough here with
her theory of cohesive harmony i lext. This has been followed up for grammar in Matthiessen
(1991). It aiso became possible to interpret reconstrual within the ideational metafunction
{metaphors of transitivity, etc.) also in terms of the textual metafunction {Halliday, 1988;
Matthiessen, forthcoming).

Already in the 1970s another fundamental dimension of systemic theory had come into focus --
the dimension of language development, first in the pioneering work by Halliday (1975} and later
extended by Painter (1984), Oldenburg (1987} and others. This work provided an early context for
enquiring into how the system changes itself in exchange with its environsnent and the work threw
new light on the stratal organization of language; in particular, it showed how lexicogrammar
emerged under functional pressure in the ransition to adult language from bi-siratal protolanguage
and how the metafunctional organization develops as a generalization and re-interpretation of
earlier functions. This ontogenetic perspective is still unique as an integral part of a comprehensive
functional theory of language in context: elsewhere, language acquisition’ has remained fairly
insulated from theoretical work on adult language. In systemic theory, it introduces a new
dimension of explanation: in addition to stratal explanation by refesence to the semiotic
environment provided by higher strata, it is now possible to explore developmental explanation.

- The work on language development also provided one of the poinis of departure for one of the major

themes of the 19805 — educational linguistics - adding a new dimension to the work in this area
started in the 1960s.

The interpretation of language development rests cruciaily on the three theoretical dimensions of
stratification, metafunctional diversification and history in the ontogenetic sense:

'EJJ'I

7 This is nal the oniy form of explanafion. But the pont is that explanalion procesds along some dimension
idantifiad in the theory, relating whal's to be explained to something along this dimensian - & higher stratum, an
eadlier stage of develpment, elc..

an muﬁueﬁou ]
simultaxcons
diversification

(i) stratal
elaboration

profosemantics

(i} development

Fig. 2; Development of language and, by analogy, shift of focus ir: metalanguage

I we summarize language development in this way to bring out the stratal elaboration with the
emergence of lexicogrammar, and the metafunctional generalization, with simultaneous
metafunctions on the content plane, it is possibje to see an interesting analogy with the shifting
focus in the development of systermic functional metalanguage,

In Phase I of language development {protolanguage), there ave two. strata, content and
expression (protosemantics and protophonelogy, with some gestures) and in Phase [ of
systemic-functional theory (Firthian theory), the focus was on the outes levels of the
system (Context & semantics and phonology). Experience with fundamental principies was
built up first here; and these principles could then also serve as the ‘blueprint’ for grammar.

In Phase Il of langnage development, two fundamental aspects of adult langnage begin to
emerge: lexicogrammar through stratal elaboration — the development of a stratum
between semantics and phonology -- and metafuncticns as principles of simultancous
resources within content (semantics + lexicogrammar). In Phase [T of systemic-functional
theory {the transition from Firthian theory via scale & category fo systemic-functional
theory), the focus is on grammar; and the metafunciional organization is discovered.

It would be possibie to continue the analogy; for instance, Jater in the life of the child well into
Phase [l of adult language, gramunatical metaphor develops as an expansion of the meaning-
making resources; similarly, grammatical metaphor came into theoretical focus in Phase {1l of the
development of systemic theory in the 1980s. But the central generalization reflected in the
anzlogy has to do with the need to build up critical experience with and information within a
simpler sysiem before taking that as a point of departure to move towards a more complex one. And
whi]e. there is considerable reinterprefation in the transition, at Jeast in language development
(e.g., in the move from macro-functions to meta-functions), there is also fundamental continuity and

there is an important sense in which order that is explicit in later stages is already implicit in_.g

carlier stages: the system has within iiseif the potential to develop. (I will return io this is
my conclusion: it seems that this evolutionary principie in language should be an importa: d
principle for metalanguage.) -
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2. Recent developments: dimensions in-fbcus

So far | have tried 10 interpret the general outlines of the development of systemic theory up to
the late 70s and early 80s. with some forward references. Now we turn from this history to more
current affairs. Recent developments have included further exploration of established dimensions:

* stratification: problematizing inter-stratal realization. There has been a push for a better
theoretical understanding of stratification and inter-stratal realization: Lemke's (1984)
interpretation in terms of metaredundancy -- see alse Halliday (1990); interstratal
interfaces (interface to "output’ systems: Sefton, 1990; semantic interface: Matthiessen,
1988); interstratal dialectic; natural grammar. In addition, Martin (e.g., 1985) has shown
how Hijelmslev's notion of connotative semiotic (a semiotic whose expression system is
another semiotic system) can be used to interpret the relationship between language and
context and also to stratify context itself.

* stratification: a continued push upwards, both theoretically and déescriptively — in the
work by Hasan, Lemke, Martin and others already mentioned in the previous section; and.
also in the computational linguistic modelling (see Manthiessen & Bateman, in press, for a
discussion of research on stratal extensions upwards).

» stratification: downwards to phonology again (see Mock & Tench, in press, and work by
Mock and Prakasham referred to in the collection; Johnston, 1988; Matthiecssen, 1987);
exploration of graphology in the work of Sefton (1990), making both a descriptive and a
theoretical contribution. A very crucial theoretical development here is Trevor Johnston's
1991} interpretation of the expression system in sign language, showing among other things
how the material expression construes the semiotic potential at higher levels in the
system.

= stratification: metaphor. Halliday (1984; 1985) presents the resource of grammatical
metaphor and a good deal of work in the second half of the 1980s has dealt with this area
(e.g., Halliday, 1988; Eggins et al, 1987; Martin, 1989). Part of the interpretation of
metaphor is stratal -- semantic configurations can be realized congruently or
metaphorically in the lexicogrammar; that is, alongside the congruent alignment between
two strata, there is a metaphorical realignment, which expands the meaning-making
potential of the grammar,

* axis: the introduction of an explicitly topological perspective on paradigmaltic organizatin
alongside the typological one embodied in system networks. Lemke {forthcoming)
introduced this perspective in the study of genre and it is taken up in Martin & Matthiessen
(1990). Further, flowcharts (e.g. Ventola, 1987) and systemic flowcharts (Fawcet et al,
1988) have been explosed as resources for representing choice in conversation.

* coding orientation and semantic variation: the sesearch by Hasan (e.g., 1990} and her group
including C. Cloran {e.g., 1989) and R. Fahey, expanding on the work led by Bernstein in the
1960s and 1970s. This is part of the foundation of a systemic socio-linguistics — not as a
hyphenated separate subdiscipline, but as an integral part of the basic theoretical
interpretation of language.

One isnportant point about the developments mentioned above is that they are neither random
nor isolated: they constitute systematic expansions along the dimensions mapped out by the theory;
for instance, once the principle of stratification is in place, it becomes possible to explore stratal
extensions in a systematic way. Sometimes new dimensions such as the metafunctions have been
introduced; but they are always part of the overall space for interpreting language in context
created by the theory. The same is true of 2 number of dimensions that have received special

attention in the 1980s. Let me mention some of these brigfly logether with related developmen
(i) theoralical: '

+ potentiality: potential - actualization - actual. Systemic descriptions have always been
concerned with potential — ultimately, language as meaning potential (cf. Halliday, 1973;
1977) - as something that is neutral between analysis and synthesis. The latter are
different ways of actualizing the potential; but the potential itself is not committed to
either analysis and synthesis — it is simply atemporal and can unfold in time in different
ways depending on how the process of actualization is specified. For insiance, a system
network can be traversed backwards or forwards. Traditionally, systemic linguists and
linguists in general have focussed only on the potential and on the actual, i.e. the result of
actualization (particular instaoces of text, sentences, etc). However, the question of process
came into very sharp focus in the 19805 in two different research contexts: (i) one was
concerned with the analysis primarily of dialogue, as in Ventola (1987); it was introduced
in general theoretical ferms in Martin (1985), and (ii) the other was concerned with the
actualization of the potential in computational models, as in the process of parsing or
generation (see Matthiessen & Bateman, in press). However, it is actually important keep
two abstractions distinct — the notion of a dynamic vs. static® account and the dimension of
potentiality. For instance, it is theorevically possible that we might need 1o assume a
dynamic potentiai, which does not mean that this is actualization rather than potential;
it is still potential but potential that embodies some kind of change of state (cf. Bateman,
1989; Matthiessen & Batemar, in press). There has been considerable discussion of issues in
this area (cf. Hasan, 1991) and this is not the place to try to resolve them; important
constderations are included not only in the works already mentioned but also in Hasan
(1980) and O'Donnell (1990).

* history: phylogenesis and logogenesis in addition to ontogenesis. The work on language
development introduced one kind of history into systemic theorizirg; the nature of the
development of stratal organization, metafunctional organization, grammatical metaphor
and so on could be explored in the light of the ontogenetic perspective. More recently, both a
longer and shorter time depth have been adopted - the longer time depth of phylogenesis,
particularly in Halliday's (1988) study of the development of scientific English, and the
shorter time depth of logogenesis, the history embodied in an evolving text (Halliday,
1988; in press). For instance, Halliday has demonstrated how the potential for
grammatical metaphor evolves instantially in scientific text; and Nanri (in prep.) has
found similar patterns in news articles. It thus becomes possible to theorize the instantial
system as something that emerges in text against the background of the general potential
(cf. also Fries, 1982, on instantial lexical systems). Whichever kind of history is at issue,
the probabilistic nature of the system is a crucial step in relating the system to its past and
its future and in velating it to instances in text; the probabilistic nature of the system was
noted in Halliday (1961) and has been discussed recently in important work by eg. Nesbitt
& Plum (1988), Plum & Cowting (1987), and Halliday (1989).

« varfation: vagiation as a stacking up of varieties of a system without any moves along other
dimensions such as stratification. The notion of variation has been part of systemic
theorizing from the very beginning {cf. Gregory, 1967) and registerial varieties have been
described at various levels. What is more recent, 1 think, is the attempt 1o modet variation
as a dimension on a par with e.g. stratification. One aspect of this is the work on the
probabilistic nature of systems and the resetting of probabilities, another is the recent

8 as prasantad hera, these dimensions may appear 10 be an asbitrary list; but thay are all placed within the
overall theory ol languagae in conlext or the metathaory of how that theory is applied. Having mapped out the
territory theoretically, systamicists may have sel certain areas aside for a long time unti! further study was
possible -- as has happened with laxis as mos! deficate grammar (ses Hasan, 1987); but they are siill pant of the
picture.

%o synoplic; bul it would aciually be uselul to distinguish batween static in direct oppasition with dynamic
(i.0., = ponaining to state) and synopiic in the sense of a static summary ot targer whole.
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gualitative work by Caffarel {1390; 1991) on How to madel the registerial variation in the
semantics of French tense. Caffarel's work opens up the discussion by contrasting various
theoretical possibilities such as stratification vs. variation as a dimension intemal to a
stratum: cf. also below. Recent work in computational linguistics at the University of
Sydney has added another type of variation ~ variation across languages in multifingual
systems: see Bateman, Matthiessen, Nanni & Zeng (1991a,b) and Matthiessen, Nanri &
Zeng (1991). Here varieties are represented by partitioning a common Tesourse such as
grammar into language-specific partitions whenever languages diverge.

o delicacy: this is not a new dimension, but it has been explored recently in two contexts —
Hasan (1987) puts lexis as most delicate grammar back on the agenda and Halliday &
Matthiessen (forthcoming} consider the relationship between the most general part of the
ideational semantic system and ‘domain models'. The issues of the relationship between

grammar and lexis are also discussed briefly in Matthiessen (1989) and in detail in Nesbitt
{in prep.).

« micro-macro: the world in a grain of sand, the text in a clause. Micro-macro is not an
independent dimension, but typically a move along two dimensions: stratification and rank,

making it possible to reason about e.g. text and clause. Halliday (1981) drew attention 10 «

the metaphorical refationship between text and clause (how is a text like 3 clause?} and
Matihiessen & Thompson (1989) added the relationship between text and clause complex to
this; the synthesising metaphor is, I think, that text car be like a nominal group
(simultaneonsty multivariately and univariately organized). In addition, the cumulative
patterns of micro-analysis in a togogenetic perspective {say, clause-based summed up
synoptically over a text in favourite clause types) have had increasing importance in
systemic "discourse’ analysis and the relationship between the macro-analysis of text and
the cumulative micro-analysis of clauses will be important in future research. This is
certainly likely to happen in computational discourse analysis {cf. Matthiessen, O'Donnell
& Zeng, 1991) where grammatical parsing Is & possibility but fullscale mMacTo-setnantic
analysis of text is not yet. In very recent work on macro-genres, Martin (1991) has discussed
the relationship between micro and macro at the generic level.

+ complementarity: fike micro-macro, this is not a new dimension; but it is a vecurrent motif
that has come into focus in the 1980s — as in the complementarity of reflection and action in
the metafunctions, congruent and metaphorical construals, written and spoken language, as
emphasize in Halliday's work in the 1980s. The recent wosk on the complementarity of
different semiotic systems — language and some other semniotic system — is also crucial here
- see Cranny-Francis & Martin (1390), Kress & van Leeuwen (1991); and it is Likely to
become increasingly important in the move (o the et century.

(ii} metatheoretical:

o theoretical Interpretation: language and metalanguage - stratification within
metalanguage. Firth provided an essential insight into lingnistics by characterizing it as
talk about talk; and it is becoming increasingly important to focus on the stratification of
the theory seen as metalanguage. It has become clear that it is very useful to distinguish
higher-level theoretical interpretations of language from the forms of representation
(Matthiessen, 1988; in l:arep);10 for instance, we bave increasing experience with the
different metafunctional modes of expression (Halliday, 1979), but experiential
constituency is still the dominant form of formal representation (Halliday, 1985;

U'-\ Matthiessen, 1988; 1991). One area where these issues come up is computational modelling
(Bateman, 1991; Matthiessen & Bateman, in press); but it is also important to explore
%J further how language embodies an unconscicus theory of itsedf (Matthiessen, in press). As
part of the focus of theoretical interpretation and the nature of metalanguage, Halliday's

1C This includés different modas of representaiion - discursiva, aigebraic, graphic - for insiance. W is

important o maintain intertransiatability as far as possible (which is not always the case): cl. Kress & van
Lesuwen (1891) and Malthiessen (1988).
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(1984) chservation that grammatical calegories tend to be ineffable "
diagonising our difficulties and it is h‘gpﬁal to examine mtapho!::‘:;mt:zms usedt tl:
.metaianguage partly to characterize ineffable categories (see Thibault, 1950, on the
exchangfe‘ metaphor in the interpretation of interpersonal systems and Mat;hiessen
forthcoming, on metaphors used in interpreting the textual metafunction), o

The exploration of difference and simdlarity in the organization of
the dimensions of siratification, variation, gnk and nﬁcro—macm, &sﬁxﬁesmﬁfmﬁ
patterns :- general patterns manifested in different semiotic environments in the overall system.
For instance, Halliday (1985: 306-7) shows the projection of elaboration/ extension/ enhancement
thmug_ho.ut. the gra_nunahcal system and Martin (1989) shows how Halliday's notion of a hierarchy
of periodicity applies to Theme and New as generalizations of textual organization. The move into
semiotic systems other than language {music, painting, graphics} in the work by O Toole, Kress, van

Leenwen and others raises similar guestions about gener, miotic pring e o
different environments. ™ 5 al semiotic principles being manifested in

'nfe dimensions discussed hefe define a theoretical space. Interpretation relative to this space is
fiexible; it possible to interpret some phenomenon along alternative dimensions of the space and
thus to place in in different locations in the overall model. Thus while text is explicitl

fnterprete.d as a unit or process at the semantic stratum, it 3s perfectly possible theoreticall tg
interpret it at the stratum of grammar as a rank higher than the clause (as has often been don’; in
Tagmemic linguistics): this is an empirical issue of whether stratification or rank is the
appropriate dimension along which to relate e.g. text and clause {Halliday & Hasan, 1976;
Halliday, 1981; Martin, in press). The phenomenon of variation is one phenomnon‘wheré
alternative theoretical placements have been proposed and are being explored. For instance, in the
model presented in Martin (in press), generic variation is captured by positing a stratum or Plane
where systernic staternents about genre agnation are made; in contrasy, the account of regisler in

Hailiday & Hasan (1985/ 9) implies more of an independent dimensi ki ;
stratification), along which var?eties are stacked up: imension of variation {cross-cutting

variation as separate dimension variation stated at higher stratam

a3 systemic agnation among varieties

Fig. 3: Locating variation in the theoretical space ~ two approaches

Sce the work by Caffarel (1996; 1991) already referred to above for discussion. The two
approecm diagrammed above are not necessarily mutually exclusive; further work is.needed to
establish compatibility. Grammatical metaphor is another phenoinenon whose theoretical
placement may vary for a while as different alternatives are being tried out.
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3. Permeability, exchange and academic inferfaces

As a metalanguage, a theory develops in a semiotic environment, in a context; and this
environment includes, among other things, other theories that are employed in the interpretation
of the whote system of language in context or of a subsystem such as phonology. These other theories
are cither different metalanguages - varieties from disciplines other thap linguistics — er
different metadialects -- varieties within linguistics associated with different regions; central
examples include:

{)) different semiotic systems
social seriotics — flowing on from social semiotic interpretation of language in context

educational linguistics ~ Rowing from the concern with & language-based theory of learning,
one that intersects learning language, leaming through language and learning about
language.

computational linguistics —~ flowing from the concern with resources and text in context.

.-

{ii} differemt metalanguages!!
* Pacific functionalism: West Coast functionalism, systemic functionalism.

Information-based linguistics: mid to late 80s information-based formal linguistics and
meaning-based systemic linguistics.

However, setting this up as a contrast between exchange with different metasemiotic systems and
exchange with different wmetalanguages obscures the important point that a number of
commonalities are more imporiant across disciplines — Halliday's observation that themes will
play an increasingly important role refative 1o the traditional disciplines, Indeed, such themes
emerge when we examine the different sites of semogenesis such as social semiotics and Pacific
linguistics. This thematic perspective also makes it easier o draw analogies with systems other
than language, as in the work by Kress, van Leeuwen, O'Toole and others on nan-verbal semiotic
systemns, Lemke's interpretation of language as a dynamic open sysiem, Butt's {1987) implicate order
taken from theoretical physics and Halliday's (1987) work on language and the order of nature. It
is not possible o discuss all of the sites of semogenesis — a number of already been discussed recently
in Network in any case. So 1 will just say a few words about Pacific finguistics, computational
tinguistics and information-based linguistics.

Pacific linguistics

Many years ago, Firth {1957: Ch. 12) talked about Atlantic Linguistics —~ “certain common
interests in the study of English, of other languages, and of language in general, shared by all who.
have written in English both in Europe and America since the middle of the eighteenth century, to
the characteristic and highly significant development of American Indian studies, and to the
present fact that the centre of gravity of the linguistic sciences is no longet in the heart of the
continent of Europe, but appears to be moving westwards”, The Atantic continues to be an important
abstraction in linguistic development; but since Firth's time, the westward move (taking Europe as
the point of departure and moving through North Americz) has continued; the Pacific has also
emerged as an ocean of a number of significant meta-linguistic areal features such as the interest in

11 W can add a number af theories 1o this fist that are rot gensral theories of language but are subthearies ot
some paricuier subsystem: for exampla, prosedy-oriented phonology (Autosegmantal phonolegy, syslemic
phonology developed from Firthian prosodic analysis), diakogue-focussed theory (Conversational analysis,
nagotiation axchange in systemic Yinguistics, e1c.). We can also, of course, add variaties that have long been

=ad: etratiicational leguistics, Tagmemic finguistics and Prague Schoat finguistics.

functional accounts and explanations of i mmar
_ grammar and the relationship betw
discourse. {(And these may come togather in accounts of languages spokzn aro::: ti‘:‘ Pacific; for

example, in descriptions of Chinese, Japanese and Tagalog.)

{eg., S. Thom, n,
But the West Coast is, of course, a staﬁ?of
Coast Funactionalists can also be found in

W’: Chafe, J. DuBois, M.
mind (semiosist) just as

explanation. As a result, these has been 2 tenden, $0 avoi i
, o id com, izi
repﬂ_iﬁe_ntauon a_md while the reasons for this au-ecyunderstanclal::lei,m:he“sw‘= g and formal

Ideas where there are important points of contact with Systemic Functiona} Theory include, in

g
addlm“ {o the eneral iullcuo“ﬂ-hs!“ a!ﬂ orneptation Owalds d’scbl"se “Ie ’ouﬂwl“ Systeml
& : 8 ( C

(i} An exploration of grammar as natural in termas of semaatics (in a wide sense including

pragmatics and discourse), aven iconic — eg. i )
Fitiing 1999, 3300 nic - e.g. Hopper & Thompson (1983), Haiman (1985),

(ii} The identification of functional component ins i inguiski
Givén (1982), Halliday {1967(8; 1985); zf also E:I: ?109';:;“5 0 the finguistic system &

(i) The corretation between

5y, P oron & grammatical sirategies and discourse organization - e.g. Fox

iv) The identification of the role %
played by ‘informahi -~
Thompson (1987), Halliday (1967/8; 19328}, Frics om0 -~ & Chae (1967),

(v) The contextual matrix of gramumay ~ ¢.g. DubBois (1985), Halliday (1578).

fvi) The probabdilistic nature of inguisti i §
Plum & Nos e of the lln%uxsuc System - e.g. Givén (1979), Hallidsy (1951),
{vii) The socia} basis of langua, i
s ge and the role of social ex
emphasized by ail; indead, cognitive considerations have
gemeral) — e.g. Ochs (198 ), Halliday (1975; 1978; 1984).

planations (this is certainly not
been much more foregrounded in

There ave various interesting examples of the explicit use of systemic work ~ e

(1984; 1587) — and of integration (Matthiessen & Thompson, 1989), & I Thompson

Information-based linguistics

1 we stay on the US West Coast

) . we can al i is b
particutarty with veseaop Hest € 50 note another point of contact — this time

out at the cluster of research sites around Stanford Universi
:&01;?;; S:tl, >§erox Par_c, etc.). However, this research is now also carried out at oa;neruv;?;:: ls?':
appma;::::r(.g Psaéd ir];GEu;cgg. ;he initial focus was on grammar and a family of related
b . , . PATR) came 1o be known as feature-& fu;\ ion gramma
P L, Pl ~ge-function 3
(S\;'én:;‘g::i r}98§‘) or umficanc.m-based grammnars (Shieber, 1986). Winograd expli-::itl5(Wila'ln'tr:‘l?rja::‘i3
amily and Kasper's {e.g. 1988) translation of the ‘Nigel' grammar from 5FG 10 FUG/
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PATR has shown compatibility with the unification-based representation. Most of the similarities
are at the lower levels of the representation of grammatical theory — GPSG and LFG are, after all,
formal theories of grammar - not at the higher levels of theoretical construal of language in
functional terms {where we find similarities with West Coast Functionalism). For instance,
features play a centyal role in this family of grammars. Based on the experience with unification-
based grammar and with other areas of research such as formal semantics and knowledge
representation, Pollard & Sag (1987) developed Head-Driven Phrase Structure Grammar (HPSG),
which brought modern formal grammar even closer to SFG than e.g. GPSG had been. They
emphasize that the theory is concemed with specifications of information in different domains,
such as semantics, syntax, and phonology: this is an intriguing echo of Firth's notion that meaning
pervades language and Halliday's characterization” of language as ‘meaning potential’. While
Firth's insight was often met with disbelief, the importance of the information-based conception of
language is now being widely recognized - it is, after all, a metaphor that resonates with a phase
in our history where information has become the most important commodity and serves, together
with its technologies, as a way of interpreting reality. One aspect of this conception is the
organization of types of information into subsumption lattices — taxonomic organization of
functional descriptions, something which makes unification more efficient. Consequently, we can
see how not only the feature-part of systemic interpretations find resonance in modern formal
theory but also the systemic organization of features into system networks. The resource for
representing grammars like HPSG is called Typed Feature Structure (TFS); current research by John
Bateman and a group in Stuttgart involves representing the systemic Nigel grammar by means of
. TFS (see Baternan & Momma, 1991).

These new developments in formal {grammatical) theory are refreshing; in general, it seems to me
that the potential for exchange has increased because formal theory is becoming more systemic-
like. There are a number of interesting conclusions to draw; for instance, efforts in the 1960s and
1970s to ‘prune’ extravagant systemic accountis t¢ make them more like formal ones may have been
quite premature: with new conceptions of formal grammar emerging, multipie constraints in an
extravagant interpretation can have a significant value and total accountability across strata and
ranks seems to be a feature rather than a bug, even from a computationai point of view. It seems
important, then, to maintain the course of development if it is internally motivated in systemic
theory even when the external conditions are adverse; they may change just as they are changing
because of developments in formal theories of grammar.

Computational linguistics

The developments in formal theory of grammar have taken place at the intersection of linguistics
and computational lingnistics and a number of ideas {such as constraint-based interpretations of
specifications of information, unification and subsumption lattice) come from computational
linguistics rather than linguistics. As anticipaled by Fawcett (1980), the interface between
linguistics and computational linguistics has also become a productive research environment in
systemic work: the exchange is discussed in Matthiessen & Bateman (in press), where we try to
identify some important developments in systemic computational linguistics. Recent research also
includes Cross {1991), Fawcett (1989), Fawcett & Tucker (1989), and Patten (1988). [ hope to return,
in a later discussion, to the question of what developments have been particularly salient in the
computational environment. Given the importance of both computational linguistics and
educational hinguistics in the development of systemic functional theory, it would be interesting to
explore the experiences in both areas systematically. It has seemed io me for a Jong time that there
are some important points of convergence and a recent discussion with firm Mariin and John Bateman
highlighted some of these: for example, the need te push further in a more non-directional,
possibly dialectic understanding of realization, the need to model how systems reconstrue
themselves through lime (e.g. discourse iime}, the relative difficulty of congruent and
metaphorical representations and the importance of the complementarity of the two in the
construction of ‘knowladge’.

1

— part of which is metalinguistic typology. This has 1o be done with the same respect for different
metalanguages as we give to languages; and it has to be global rather than piecemeal. There is a
teal trap here — the danger of treating metzlanguages other than one's own as strangely scrambled
versions of it, much as languages other than English or Latin have often been characterized as
departures from these languages. And there is also the problem of polemic instead of dialogue:
these issues are discussed in Matthiessen & Martin (forthcoming) and Martin (1991) in relation to
Huddleston's (1988} highly problematic review of Halliday's Introduction to Functionat Grammar.

4. Conclusion: modes of change

1 have presented some observations about the development of systemic theory, seen as
metalanguage. And in conclusion [ will now only return to the question of the nature of this change.
Does theory — metalanguage — change through evolution, change in a species, or growth, change in
an individual — two different models of change highlighted by Jay Lemke? Although phylogenetic
development and ontogenetic development show a number of parallels, they are by no means
identical and the question is an important one since growth, change in the individual, suggests
birth, maturation and, ultimately, death, whereas there is no lifecycle of that kind in evolution.
The analogy between language and metalanguage suggests that the answer is evolution rather than
growth: languages evolve, they don't grow. (We sometimes speak of language growth and death,
but these are arguably quite inappropriate metaphors deriving from the general, metaphor of
language as an organism, which is misleading unless it is taken in very abstract terms.) Do
metalanguages die? The answer parlly depends on how we draw the boundary around a
metalanguage - while theories are certainly abandoned and we speak of revolutions bringing about
paradigm shifts, in many cases, it may really be a variety of some theory that ‘dies’ rather than
the basic assumptions embadied in the theory. Thus while the so-called Chomskyan revolution is
often said to have brought in a completely new theory of generative linguistics, this type of
linguistics can really be interpreted as a variety of the earlier American structuralism, with a
number of meta-ideational categories intact such as the syntagmatic interpretation of language,
immediate constituency analysis, and the basically segmental interpretation of sound structure. )2
In any case, there is one important difference between language and metalanguage: while language
is an evolved system rather than a designed one, metalanguage is much more open o conscious
design and planning. Consequently, in metalanguage planning, we can attend to changes very
consciously and we can direct them by means of theoretical design. In systemic linguistics, this has
meéant designing the theory in such a way that it is like language in certain respects that are
critical to its mode of change: it is dynamic and open, it is comprehensive, it is a flexi-theory, as
Halliday has put i; and it is more powerful for any given context of research application than is
needed for that particular application, which means that it is not necessaty to change the theory
every lime it is used o organize information from a new domain. And to this we can add: it has a
farge community where it develops as a resource in praxis — it is not laid down as a legal rule
system by an Academy. If we attend to properties such as these, systemic metalanguage will
continue to be functional {metafunctional’) and can continue o develop as a resource in the 21st
century, responding to demands placed on it by changing non-catastrophically.
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FIFTEEN THEORETICAL QUESTIONS
FOR SYSTEMIC LINGUISTS IN 1990s

Robin Fawcett
Computational Linguistics Unit
_ University of Wales
College of Cardiff
Cardiff CF1 3EU
UK

e-mail: fawceti@uk.ac.cardiff '

I offer here a list of questions for systemic theory that have been raised as a
result of work in implementing a systemic functional lexicogrammar as a compuier
program - specifically, in the COMMUNAL Project.! In what follows, it will be
useful to know that the lexicogrammar in COMMUNAL is catled GENESYS
(because it GENErates SY Stemically) and the lexicogrammar in the Penman
Project described in Matthiessen and Bateman {(in press) is called NIGEL (= "son
of Halliday").

These are all guestions on which, it seems to me, any user of systemic functional
linguistics (SFL) should have a position - or at least be working towards having
one. So far as I can see, most of the questions are not ones that are limited in their
relevance to work on building better models for text generation or understanding;
virtually all should be just as relevant to those who want a good description of
language for, let us say, describing a text of literary or social interest.

Some of the questions may appear to some readers to be more concemed with
the apparatus of systemic linguistics than its use in describing texts (and therefore,
such readers might assume, not really relevant to them). But at root the two

.aspects of systemic functional theory are inseparable; in fact, many of the answers

that you provide for yourself to the questions put here will imply a position on a
major question.’

1. Can the system networks in the lexicograminar be semanticized further than the

Uy

networks that underlie (but are unfortunately not reproduced in) Halliday's
Introduction 1o Functional Grammar {1983, henceforth IFG) without overstraining
the realization nules {or “realization statemenis’, o use Halliday's term)? (The
networks in the NIGEL grammar correspond fairly closely to the network
equivalent of IFG.) The system networks and realization rules developed by
Gordon Tucker and myself in the GENESYS generator in the COMMUNAL
Project (and described in my Cognitive Linguistics and Social Interaction (1980)
and in various aticies by one or other of us) seek to do this; do these “overstrain’
the realization rules?

2. Given that it is the case that equivalent systemic grammars can be written in
which there is considerable scope for a trade- off between complexity/simplicity in
the system networks and simplicity/complexity in the redlization rules (as work on
GENESYS suggests), what are the criteria for deciding where to put the
complexity? What degree of complexity in the realization rules would constitute
“overstraining' them, as in Question 1? (See also Questions 3 to 5 below.)

3. Is the phenomenon of the “gate' (ronghly, something that appears to function as
a one-feature system) as used in the Nigel grammar and in GENESYS a single
concept, or is it an ultimately misleading cover term for two (or more?) different
concepts? Is it the case that some of the “gates’ found in current network diagrams
are integral parts of the system networks (i.¢. genuinely “one-feature systems’),
while others (as found in NIGEL and some other current systemic work, but not in
GENESYS) are in fact part of the realization apparatus (i.e. a device io bring
various conditional features together as entry conditions {0 an additional single
feature to which a simple realization rule can be attached? If the latier is the case,

~ is it really appropriate o create a new feature that has no semantic motivation in

this way? And, if it is claimed that it is justified, is its theoretical status claimed to
be the same as ihe other features? From an analysis of some of the netwaorks that
use such “realization gates' freely, it appears that their use may lead to an over- free
use of simultaneously entered systems, from which many features can be co-
selected. The problem about this is that only some of these co-selections can be
realized, so that the network generates many selection expressions that simply
have no realization. {This may be defensible for “lexical gaps', but this sort of use
should be very strictiy limited.) How far do such networks in fact fai! to capture
the true meaning potential of a specific language?
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4. What is the full range of possible ways of handiing the inter-stratal relationship
of realization (which has been much less fully discussed so far than networks), and
what is the optimal apparatus and notation? For example, should negative
conditions be allowed (as in GENESYS), or is this an “overstraining of the

realization rules™?

5. Given that what we normally term “realization rules’ are inherently instantiation
rules (i.e. rules that turn a selection expression of features from the meaning
potential into a specific instance of an arrangement of items), are such rules also
genuinely “realization' rules {i.e. rules that relate two levels of representation to
cach other)? (This is the position taken in GENESYS)) Specifically, is there, in a
NIGEL-type grammar, where there is no explicit claim that the system networks
constitute the level of semantics (as opposed to their being, as it were; “meaning-
reflecting), a refationship of realization between the selection expression generated
on passing through the system network and the “functional’ representation? If it is
claimed that two levels are not involved, why do we need to have two distinct
“levels' of representation for any “instance’: the “feature’ description (in the
selection expressions for each unit) and the “functional’ descﬁption {as in IFG and

its equivalent in GENESYS)?

6. Is the current apparatus for system networks adegquate? Do we perhaps wish to
claim that we need to consider additions, such as (a) distioguishing exclusive and
inclusive disjunctive entry conditions (*or’ as well as “or or and"), and (b) system
networks that can be changed by decisions in other parts of the network on the
same pass through the network? (See below for changing networks on a

subsequent pass.)

7. Is it necessary to postulate a higher stratum of “semantic' choices than those in
the lexicogrammatical level of “meaning potential' that is still within the semiotic
system of language, as Halliday suggests may be needed (e.g. in the Introduction
to TFG)? This is in contrast with the alternative position, where the phenomena
assigned in such an approach to one or more higher levels in the same semiotic
system are modelled as being pats of separate components of the overall process
of planning in the production of text (which may in some cases have the form of 2
“higher semiotic system'). Examples would include the “conceptual hierarchy' in
the “belief system’ or “upper model’ (assuming a rough equivalence of these terms,

&

from COMMUNAL and Penman respectively), and the component that plans
discourse structure,

8. What is the role of probabilities in (a) generation and (b) understanding? In
generation, how should a weighting be given to such probabilities, alongside the
influeace on choices in the meaning potential of the fexicogrammar derived from
higher components such as the conceptual hierarchy? In generation, is the current
practice in GENESYS appropriate, where the mechanism that has been introduced
for expressing relative probabilities is used also for expressing the “absolute
probabitities’ of pre- selection (i.e. when a choice is a system at one rank pre-
sefects a feature in.a lower rank, when the system netwosk is re- entered)?

9. Should register variation within a language be expressed by having different

(but partialiy similar) lexicogrammatical networks that are used in different
sitnation-types, or by having one large network and varying the probabilities
according to the situation (including absolute probabilities of 100% and 0%, e.g. t0

rule out the passe historique in spoken French)?

10. How should dialectal variation be modelled {e.g. when it is available to a single
speaken)? Is it in such a sitwation effeciively a variant of the overail fanguage
which can be modelled in whatever way we decide on to model register?

11. At what level of planning is it most appropriate to handle register and other
types of variation that are open to users of a language? How would one handle
Gregory's notion of “phases’ in register variation?

12. Given the long-standing SFL commitment t0 modelling the meaning potential
of lexis in system networks (as is done in GENESYS), should there also be, ina
SFL. approach, a role for anything remotely like the standard notion of a lexicon
that is separate from the “grammar'? The question arises because, in all models of
i parsing that 1 know of, there is a need for a wordlist, which includes as well as the
words themselves some grammatical facts. This is }:ommonly called a “lexicon’ in
parsing circles {even though such “lexicons' frequently omit what many would take
to be a lexicon's main function, i.e. to indicate a word’s meaning..' Sucha
“grammatically annotated wordlist' can in a SFL approach be derived from the rest
of the lexicogrammar, and so is seconlary. But ¥ is nonetheless 2 major




component of a full natural language prdceséing system that exists outside the
current range of recognized components; what should its status be ina theory
which claims to be about how language is used?

13. What higher components and/or levels are needed in a full modet of language?
Is it right to assume that they should all be modelled in system networks? What
should their relationship be to lower components such as the lexicogrammar?
Should it be one of “pre-selection’ (called “pre-determination currenily in
COMMUNAL to distinguish it from the intra-stratal relationship of pre-selection
from one rank in fexicogrammar to another)?-

14. What is the relationship of the traditional linguistic concept of a supposedly
neutral description of a language to the computational concept of language as a
processing device for turning (very roughly) *meanings’ into “sounds’ and “sounds’
into “meanings”? In a systemic framework, where the system networks and
realization rules can usefully be regarded as the last major stage of a speaker’s
planning of what he/she is saying, and the task of the hearer is that of warking out
what the speaker may have been trying to say and mean, is there really a need any
more for “neutral’ descriptive models? Isn't any systemic description essentially a
representation of a level in the process of generation (or, by derivation,
understanding)?

15. Should models of generating (or producing) text be derived from models of
understanding text, or vice versa (or from a supposedly “neutral’ descriptive
model)?

Notes

.1. This paper began as an expansion of a small part of my Foreword to Christian
Matthiessen and John Bateman's Text Generation and Systemic Functional
Linguistics, which will be published by Pinter Publishers in late 1991, but soon
acquired a life of its own. .

2. For example, consider Questions 1 and 5. When you use a specific Systemic
functionat description of a fanguage to describe a text (e.g. IFG fora text in
English), your answers 1o Questions 1 and 5 should clarify your position on the

o

issue of whether you are describing the text at the level of form or at the {or ‘2’
leve! of meaning. While in one sense it doesn't matter, in another it does. Thisis
because, if your answer is that your description is at the tevel of form, you will feel
that it is significantly incomplete. You may hope thal one day it may be possible
10 provide an explicitly semantic description, which would presumably be
correspondingly more insightful when youare ina position to provide it, but the
fact is that you do not have it now. Alternatively, if you take the view that your
description is itself the description of the text at the level of meaning, then you will
feel very much more satisfied - while perhaps still feeling that the apparafus
available, like all of the descriptive apparatus in any linguistic theory, has
considerable room for improvement. (You can work out for yourseif, from the way
the questions are framed, what position I adopt on this issvel)
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Criteria of adequacy in iunctlbnal grammars, with particplar
reference to Systemié Functional Grammar

Chris Butler
Department of Linguistics, University of Notlingham

1. Introduction: aims and scops

Systemic Functional Grammar (henceforth SFG) began to emerge in the mid 60s (the
seminal paper, in my view, is Halliday 1966) as a development and enrichment of the!
Scale and Category Modet {Halliday 1961). Since then, a number of other “functional
approaches 1o language have been proposed, and it is perhaps now time 1o ask what
it is that characterises such approaches as a family’, and what criteria of adequacy,
apart from purely descriptive, might be appropriate for evaluating functional grammars.

This brief contribution clearty cannot make substantial headway into such a complex
area {a detailed reatment will eventually be available in Butler {in preparation)), but
will be deliberately programmatic. | will first discuss atterpts to answer the question
“What is a functional grammar?’, and to locate SFG within tha spactrum of approaches
which falt under the resufting definition. Out of this discussion will emerge a single
primary aim for functional approaches to fanguage, and a fairly coherent position on
the scope of a functional grammar, common 1o a group of such approaches. | will
thert make some suggestions for a set of types of criteria which, | argue, must be
satisfied if the primary aim is to be fuffilied, This will be followed by an assessment
of the success of SFG in mesting the criteria, with brisf references also 1o other
functionat approaches. Finally, | will suggest a number of areas which, in my view,
need 1o be developed in future research in SFG., .

2. What is a tunctional grammar?

Halliday's view of wnat makes a grammar “functional’ is nicely summarised in the
following:

Language has evolved to satisfy human needs; and the way it is
organized is functional with respect to these needs - it is not arbitrary.
A functional grammar is essentiafly a ‘natural’ grammar, in the sense
that everything in it can be explained, ultimately, by reference to how
language is used. {Halliday 1985: xili) :

A number of other scholars have likewise attempted a characterisation of functional
approaches to language (see ‘especially Dik 1986, 1989a: 3; Foley and van Valin
1984: 7, Nichols 1984, van Valin in press a). In ali these accounts, the fundamental
property highlighted is that language is seen first and foremost as a means of
communication, and that the primary aim of the grammar is to explain the properties
of languages in terms of their primary communicative role. This stance distinguishes
functional grammars very clearly from the kind of ‘formal’ approach advocated, for

instance, by Chomsiy (1975; 58-7, 1980: 229-30}, who danies that cammur

the key function of tanguage. This is nat the place to arguse for the functionalist/as
oppased to the farmalist position: far cogent presentations of the arguments, see Dik
{1986}, Folay and van Valin (1984: Chapter 1),

E-]
The characterisation of language as primarily a communicative system, and the
primary aim to explain linguistic phenomena in terms of this role, define a number of
approaches as being functional in the sense intended hera, but excluds others which
may naverthelass hava the word 'functional’ in their tities. The classification of Nichols
{1984) into 'conservative’, 'moderate’ and ‘extreme’ functional approaches is a useful
starting point.

‘Conservative® functionalists, such as Kuno (eg. 1980), hoid that analyses of
communicative function can simply be added to existing formal models as a separate
‘'module’, without in any way baing incompatible with the basic tenets of such models;
such approaches clearly fall outside our definition of functionai grammars.

Extreme’ functionalist approaches such as that associated with what has become
known as West Coast Functional Grammar, dany the existence of a grammar as a
structural systern, and affectively wish to reduce grammar to discourse (see eg. (Givén
1979, 1984, 1989, 1990; Hopper 1987).

'‘Mederate’ functionalist accounts, on the other hand, accept the existence and
importance of a structuraf system in language, but ¢laim that the proparties of this
system can be explained only by refarance to its communicativa functions. Such
approaches include SFG (Halliday 1978, 1885), Role and Reference Grammar (RRG)
(Foley and van Valin 1984; van Valin 1980, in press a) and Dil’s Functional Grammar
{FG) (Dik 1989a). Nate that since the aim of a moderate functional grammar is to
provide explanations, in communicative tarms, for the structural systems evidenced
in languages, such approaches are committed, just as are ‘formal® approaches, 0
providing theories of thesa structural systems, in ail their rich detail. This point will be
taken up again in Section 10. '

In addition, there are approaches which share at least some of the concems of the
more central functional theories, such as Cognitive Grammar (Langacker 1987a,
1987b} Stratificational Grammar (Lockwood 1972), Tagmemics and Prague School
theories of textual structure {Danes 1984, Firbas 1987): these will not be discussed
here, but deserve mention in a more expanded treatment.

3 Criteria of adequacy for moderate functional grammars

Let us begin by exploring a litle more what it means for a theory 1o explain the
grammar in temns of the communicativa use of language. Tha 'functional pra-
requisitas’ imposed on natural languages are discussed in soms detail by Dik (1986:
21-2), and are claimed to explain the forms of natural languages, and to define the
concept of 'possible linquistic change’. Thay include:




e the primary claim already discussad, namely that languages have, as their

' primary aim, communication betweaa human beings; ,

iy the physiological and psychological constraints imposed by the fact that the
primary mechanism for the expression of human languages is the
vocal-auditory tract; _

ii. the physical, socio-cultural and finguistic circumstances in which_natural
languages are used.

The second and third of these deserve further comment, since they will allow us 1o
derive a set of adequacy criteria. One of the main constraints imposed by the physical
mechanism of speech (though not that of writing} is linearity, and Dik observes that
this finearity is exploited in significant ways in the grammatical systems of languages.
‘More important, however, according to Dik, are the psychological constraints on the
production, perception, comprehension, memorisation and acquisition of languages:

"in other words, one major factor which can be used to explain why languages are as
they are is the relative ease of various aspects of processing and Iea(nmg. The
physical factors mentioned in (i) relate to, for example, the effects, mainly but not
exclusively on the vocabulary of fanguages, of the presence or absence, from a
cultural environment, of particuiar objects or phenomena. The linguistic circumstances

"inciude, for example, other fanguages used in the community. Most important of the
factors in (iii), though, are the socio-cultural circumstances of language use - basically,
the fact that we cannot with impunily say (or write) just anything we like in just any set
of socio-cultural circumstances.

To this set, a further factor needs te be added. As has bean pointed cut by a number
of functionalists (see, for example, Folay and van Valin 1984: 1, Givin 1984: 239),
most linguistic communication does not consist of single sentences, but is, to use
Givon's term, multi-propositionat in nature. This has a muititude of profound effects
on the grammatical organisation of languages.

Note, by the way, the constant reference to languages’ in what | have §aid 50 far.
Although, as will be apparent in more detait later, functional approacheas differ grpatly
in the range of languages they have taken into account, | take it that functional
linguists of all persuasions woulkd reject the set of assumptions which for many years
allowed the Chomskyan linguist to claim that because the only truly interesting and
important aspects of ianguage were universal, theories could validly be built on the
analysis of a single language. No functionalist, 1 think, would be more than
provisionally content with a theory which offered explanations of phenomena in ong
language, but did not stand the test of observations from other fanguages: such a
theory would fail the absolutely basic criterion: of dascriptive adequacy.

From this set of factors, which to me seem quite uncontroversial, we may deduce a
set of criteria for the adequacy of functiona! approaches to language. Before ! suggest
such criteria, however, | must raise an important issuse relating to the concept qf
‘adequacy’. For the linguist who is afraid that to stray too far from fanguage itsel.f will
open the floodgates and result in lack of rigour, it is tempting to formulate critena_of
adequacy which are of the form “all statements of the theory must be compatible with
what is known about tha factors leading to functional pressures on tanguages’, and to

leave 10 seme other, extra-tinguistic theory the modalling of the faciors and thelr
relationships with language. Bui as Nuyis (1983; 383) has pointed out, "a grammar
that does not describe these characteristics of expressions is not a Flunctional)
Glrammar] at all*. In order to explain linguistic forms in terms of functional constraints,
we must include in our theory an account of the relationships between the two, and
this in turn presupposes a model of each type of constraint.

Below is a suggested set of adequacy criteria. The order in which these are
presented is based on the order of discussion above, and is not intended to represent
any ranking in terms of impertance.

1. Psychologlcal adequacy: the theory must contain a model
of the processing consiraints on language use and the
relationships betwaen these constraints and the forms of
languages.

2. Acquisitional adequacy: it must also model the process of
language acquisition, explaining why acquisition proceeds as
it does, ‘ '

3. Soclo-cultural adequacy: the theory must modei the social
and cultural circumstances of language use, and the
relationships between these and the forms of languages.

4. Discoursal adequacy: the theory must contain a model of
the essentially multi-propositional nature of linguistic
communication and the relationship between this property of
communication and the forms of languages.

5. Typological adequady: the theory must be ap;ilicabie o
human languages of ail typas.

! should make clear at this point my belief that any theory which wishes to make a
serious overali claim for junctional adequacy must aim to satisfy all the above criteria.
If, as | have assumed, we agree that the factors relevant to principles 1-4 have an
important influence on language in use, and i we also agree that linguistic theories
shouid be applicable to the whole range of fanguage types, then it surely follows that
any theory which leaves any of the relevant factors out of account is failing, to some
extent, to provide an explanation of why languages are as they are. This doss not
mean, of course, that at any one time, all functional theories wilt have equally
well-developed explanations corresponding to ail the relevant factors; but it does mean
that all the factors must be taken into account in the theoretical framework, and their
explanatory potential investigated at some point. For such-and-such a researcher not
to be interested in factor X is fair enough: the piea that such-anc-such a functional

theory has no interest in that factor seriously diminishes that theory’s claims to
adequacy.
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in what follows, f will attempt to evaluate past and present work in SFG (and, limitedty,
in other moderate functional approaches} with respect to each of the five criteria,
starting with those where | would claim SFG has had the greatest success.

4, Soclo-cultural adequacy

SFG is arguably the only functional theory which builds in, as an absofutely centrai
componani, a model of social and cultural context and its relationship to the language
systam. To the extent that this part of the theary is valid, then, SFG goes further in
the direction of sacio-cultural adequacy than any of its sister approaches. Systemic
work on the classification of social context, as is well known, derives uitirnately from
_ Firth and Malinowski, via the working out of the field-tenor-mode framework by

Halliday, Gregory, Ellis, Ure and others in the 80s. The modelling of text-context
refationships took a substantial step forward with Halliday's introduction of the
functional components/ metafunctions hypothesis (see eg. Halliday 1970) and the
proposal that there is a systematic fink batween metafunctional meaning choice and

parameters of social context: I

... tha type of symbolic activity {tield} tends to determine the range of
meaning as content, language in the observer function (ideational); the
rols relationships (tenor)} tend to determine the range of meaning as
participation, language in the intruder function (interpersonal); and the
rhetorical channe! (mode) tends to determine the range of meaning as
texture, language in its relevance 1o the environment (textual). (Halliday

1978: 117)

Hera, then, is a proposal which gets right to the heart of how language in use
responds o socio-cultural pressures. However, the validity of the claim depends
crucially on that of the categories involved in #, and it has been argued that there are
grave problems of definition both for field/ tenor/ mode and for the metafunctions. The
arguments will not be repeated hare: readers unfamiliar with them should consult Berry
Berry (1982) and Butler (1985: 88-90). Furthermore, there seems to have been no
work specifically designed to test the operationalisability of the situational and
metafunctional categories and the validity of the metatunction-register hypathesis by
charting the detailed effects of field, tenor and mode on meaning choices and the
torms which realise them, in a systematically chosen set of texts.

Apart from sporadic comments on, for example, the "special pragmatic significance”
of indirect speech acts (Dik 1989a: 256), Dik's FG at present makes no attempt
whatever to achieve socio-cuftural adequacy, and the same is true of RRG.

5. Discoursal adequacy

Tnere can be no doubt that SFG takes very seriously the concept of text (readers
should note that | am not making any principted distinction between 'text’ and
‘discoursa’ for the purposes of this discussion). Indeed, text is seen as "the basic unit
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of the semantic process® (Halliday 1978: 109), and much of the most

systemic work of the last decade or so has been in the area of textual structux. -
work of Halliday and Hasan on cohesion (Halliday and Hasan 1976, 1988) is very weli "
known and respected; that of Hasan (1978, 1984a, 1984b), Martin {1585), Ventota
(1984, 1987), and others has provided valuable insights into generic structure;
systemically-inspired work, initially by the Birmingham-based group {see Sinclair amd
Coutlthard 1875, Coulthard and Montgomery 1981) has provided a hierarchical model
of discourse structure; and Lemke {see eg. Lemke 1985) has added significantly 1o our
iénct;iwia:lggggt;t relationships between texts. (For a brief overview of this work, soe
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Although, as we have seen, systemically-based work certainly places a high priority
on the modelling of text structure, it has not been carried out primarily with a view 1o
ex_;?!ammg why the grammars of languages are as they are. Although Halliday (1985:
xvii} has observed that "a discourse analysis that is not based on grammar is not an
analysis at alt, but simply a running commentary on a text”, the de facto relationship
between grammar and text in the prevailing methodology of SFG is fargely that the
grammaﬁgal framework is fitted to the requirements of text analysis - that is, the
grammar is set up in such a way that it is appropriate for the analysis of texts. Thefe
is, of course, nothing wrong with this in itself, as an aid to text analysts (see Section
9 for further discussion of the criterion of ‘applicability’ of grammars). But as a
theoretical manoeuvre, it has its dangers. Firstly, as ) have argued above, the
properties of discourse are just one of the factors which the grammar must reflect, and
any theoretical constructs which are motivated by arguments from discourse must also
be compatitfle with psychological, socio-cultural and typological considerations.
Secondly, given the over-arching programme of functional theories, to provida
functional explanations of linguistic phenomena, there is a need to investigate
whether discoursa! factors can account for observations about the grammars of
languages which may, at first sight, not appear 1o have an obvious textual motivation.
The work of the West Coast functional grammarians Hopper and Thompson on
transitivity (1980) and on form classes {1984) is a good example of such an approach,

Other moderate functionalist thecries are seriously deficient on the discoursal
adequacy criterion. Neither FG nor RRG as yet contains any explicit model of
dtscoprse structure as such. ARG has paid a great deal of attention to clause chaining
and discourse referent tracking phenomena (see Folsy and van Valin 1984, van Valin
in press a, aiso Section 8 below). West Coast Functional Grammarians, a collection
ot linguists with rather more exireme functionalist views, have undertaken an extensive
programme of quantitative text-based studies of discourse connectivity (see especially
Givén 1933). and have sought to expfain a number of grammatical phenomena in
!a;\gua)ge in discoursal terms {see eg. the work by Hopper and Thompsori referred to
above). .

6. Acquisitional adequacy

Although aqquisitional_ adequacy is ofien treated as part of psychclogical adeguacy,
{ have deliberately listed 4 separately because, as work in SFG has shown,
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socie-cultural factors are also of importance in acquisition. Halfiday’s work on the
acquisition of English by a single child {Halliday 1975) represented an important
departure from the structure-based studies which dominated the fieid at the time. it
was truly functional, in that it attempted to demonstrate that the order and manner in
which the child acquired particular aspects of the grammar could be explainad in tarms
of the functional pressures on the child in his environment. Later work by Painmer
{1984) has confirmad the basic features of the original study, while dogumenting
individual differences between the children concerned. Let us note, however, in
passing, that only two children have been studied in detail, and that both wers
acquiring English. | will return to this aspect of SFG studies below. it is also worth
obsarving that systemic work on acquisition does not afford a mode! of the acquisition
process which integrates the socio-cultural constraints with the cognitive factors which
are also undoubtedly important.

Linguists working in Dik's FG framework have so far not turned their attention to
problems of acquisition. As far as RRG is concerned, however, a recent paper by van
Valin {in press b} presents an extremely interesting account which demonstrates that
even the syntactic constraints, such as certain extraction phenomena, cited by
Chomskyan linguists as firm evidence for an innate language acquisition device, are
explicable in functional terms within a ‘constructionist’ framework which claims that the
child, rather than merely adapting a set of genetically pre-established features fo the
language(s) of hisher anvironment, as in the parameter-ssiting approach of
Govemment and Binding theory, actually leams the language, constructing a grammar
during the acquisition process.

7. Psychological adequacy

Halliday has made it clear that for him, SFG is oriented 1o sociological rather than
psychological concerns:

The orientation is to language as social rather than as individual
phenomenon, and the origin and development of the theory have afigned
it with sociological rather than psychological modes of explanation.
{Hatliday 1985: xxx)

However, as Fawcett has observed, theré is no contradiction between the sociological
and the psychological; on the contrary,

... various aspects of language - and in particuiar those retated to social
interaction - can, and for many purposes must, be set within a mode!
that is cognitive. (Fawcett 1980: 1)

Fawcett himselt aimed to model "the psychological reality of language” (Fawcsit 1980:
7), and built into his overall modei of tanguage and language use 2 modei of the
cognitive capacity of the user. He explicitly recognises (1980: 9) the importance of
psycholinguistic experimentation In the evaluation of linguistic models, but also
obsarves that much of such experimentation is not done with tha speciiic aim of
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evaluating a pasticular model, sc that we may have to rely on a surrogale progediure,
the incorporation of the tinguistic model into a computar implementation, There tan
be no doubt that SFG has enjoyed considerable success in natural langauge
processing by computer, aspecially in the area of language generation {see Howy in
press). However, as Fawcett recognises, the successful incorporation of a finguistic
medel into a computationat system should not mislead us into believing that we have
produced an analogue of normal human processing mechanisms. It would aiso be
unfortunate to assume that only those psycholinguistic experiments specifically
designed to test a particular finguistic model can be of use to that model: we should
be trying o ensure that our linguistic models take proper account of whatever is known
about processing mechanisms and strategies.

Dik has recently incorporated into his FG a computational model of the natural
language user {NLU), which aims “to simulate the actual, natural performance of NLU
in normial communicative circumstances (Dik 1989b: 3). ithas been claimed, however,
that the model does not, and in its present state cannot, achieve a significant degree
of psycholagical adequacy (see especially Hesp 1990, also Butler 1990, in press).
The work of Nuyts' (see, for instance, do Schuites and Nuyts 1983, Nuyis 1989a,
1980b) proposes an at presemt somewhat programmatic Procedural Functional
Grammar in which this requirement is addrossed.

RRG has so far paid fittle attention to the modelling of processing factors and their
possible relationships with the forms of languages.

8. Typoiogicai adequacy

Halliday (1985: xxxiv} comments on "the tendency to ethnocentrism in modem
linguistics”, and rightly warns against the "danger of assuming that the categories usad
here are valid in the description of any language®. Certain features of the grammar
(for instance, the metafunctions} are expiicitly claimed o be universal, but the
descriptive categories are particular. Indeed, SFG is said to be one of the group of
approaches which “emphasize the variables among ditierent languages® rathar than
to the group, including transformational generative grammar, which “emphasize
universal features of language® (Halliday 1985: xxviii).

And yet it remains true, as | remarked sarlier, that the central figures in SFG have
worked almost exclusively on English, and this fact has undoubtedly exerted a very
powerfut influence on the shape, as well as the details, of the grammar proposed. The
situation is improving, in that systemic accounts of some areas of cerain other
languages are becoming available. The work of McGregor (see, for example,
McGregor 1990} is, in my view, particularly interesting and important, since he deals
with native Australian languages which are typologically very remote from English, and
is aiso sensitive to the insights 10 be gained from a study of other functional
approaches. Nevertheless, the fact that SFG has bean developed almost entirely on
the basis of data from English inevitably makes it harder for those working on other
fanguages o free themseives of the preconceptions engendsred by the considerable _
weight of previous work. Furthermore, there is a complete absence, fiom the SFG. g




fiterature, of studies which examine a singla area from a comparative parspactive,
basing the discussion on a wide range oftypdiogically diverse fanguages. Such wark,
of course, brings its own dangers - it is always slightly risky to make pronouncemarits
on a language with which one is nat familiar, perhaps on the basis ot data from other
linguists - but is nevertheless essential if the cross-linguistic validity of theorstical
constructs is to be demonstrated rather than simply assumed. As van Valin (n press
b) has recently pointed out, typological studies are also of paramount importance for
functionalist theories of fanguage acquisition: in order lo understand the task faced by
the ¢hild in acquiring a language, wa must know about the range of patential linguistic
systams.

For the other main moderate functionalist theories, as well as for West Coast
Functional Grammar, typological considerations are high on the agenda. Some idea
of the range of Janguages discussed can be obtained by looking at, for exampie, the
index 10 Dik's most recent comprehensive account of FG (Dik 1989a), which lisis more
than 80 tanguages, or the recent synopsis of RRG by van Valin (in press a).

9. A note on applicability

Halliday has always been particularly interested in the application of linguistic
descriptions and techniques in areas such as stylistics and education. More recently,
his ideas have been used, with considerable success, in computational linguistics, as
noted earliar. The successful application of descriptions within a particular theoretical
framework is, of course, to be welcomed. in SFG, however, appiicability has been
elgvated to the status of a major ctitarion of adequacy.

Halliday’s own position is made clear in the statement that “a theory is a means of
action, and there are many.very diiferent kinds of ‘action one may. want to 1ake
involving fanguage®, so that “it is uniikely that any one account of a language will be
appropriate for afl purposes® (Halliday 1985: xxid). | quite agree that a grammar
written specificafly for .application to, for exarnpis, stylistics may well differ in important
respects from one written to facilitate, let us say, natural language generation by
computers. But many {probably most) functionatly-inclined linguists, myself includad,
would want to claim that thera is one "purpose’ which must constitute the pringipal aim
of any theorstical endeavour in functional linguistics, narmaly to understand the nature
of language{s) as a means of communication between human beings, constrained by
ang responsive to the social, cognitive and other factors operative in fanguage use,
As tHalliday himselfl has said, we are "trying to characterize human interaction”

(Halliday 1978: 51). If we are anything fike successful in this enterprise, our grammars -

should indead be appficable to particular types of study (ot iiterature, or whatever) in
witich language otays a crucialvole, since we must, as | have argued, build in models
of the various situational and cognitive constraints and their relationships to the
linguistic system. But applicability cannot, in and aof itself, be validly treated as a
criterion of adequacy: it is perfectly possible for aspects of a grammar to be usetul,
aven where they rest on dubious theoretical foundations. As | have said on previous
‘occasions, the metatunctional hypothesis and the metafunction-register hook-up may
well fall into this category.

T,
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10:  Some suggestions for future work

Present work in SFG is heavily biased towards two main areas: text/discourse analysis
and computational inguistics. Both of these are extremaly important and valuable:
indeed, as { said earlier, the former is essentiat to the adequacy of any functional
theory. It is vary much to ba hoped that jurther work in these areas will continue to
bring insightful results.

That said, however, the heavy concentration on text, genre, register and the like
seems 10 me dangerous. The development of textual models, largely for English, with
little or no regard for cognitive constraints, evidence from a wide ranga of fanguages,
and so on, is lkely to lead to proposals which, even if they achiave a degree of
discoursal adequacy, will prove seriously inadequate when embedded in the more
comprehensive overall framework which, | have argued, should be our essential
overall aim, For this reason, | very much hope that work in text analysis will not only
be paralleled by, but will alse build in the insights 10-be gained from, studies of other
kinds. Below are some suggestions for such work.

{1  In order to improve on the aiready substaniial progress made by systemicists
in the area of socio-cuitural adequacy, the situational parameters of fiald, tenor and
mode need to be more rigorously defined. Here, relavant work in sociological theory
would surely be usetul.

{i) The metalunctional hypothesis is in serious need of critical examinalion,
especially in view of recent work in other moderate functional theories, demonstrating
convincingly that features comresponding closely to ideational and interpersonal
aspects of patteming show scoping relationships in clauses, rather than constituting
parallel layers of structuring (see, for example, Foley and van Valin 1884; Hengeveld
1989, 1990; van Valin in press a, and the brief discussion in Butler 1990: 42-4).

(i)  When, and only when, progréss has baen made on (i} and (i) above, we shall
be in a position to assess, through careful and extensive analysis of texts of various
kinds, the metafunction-regisier hook-up hypothesis.

(vi Work needs to ba done on many more languagas, of typologically different
kinds. This will inevitably tead to the considerations in (v) below.

(v} Thers is & need for a more sarious consideration of various syntactic and
morphoiogical phenomena than has so far been the case. Becauss of its
concentration on English, SFG has so far paid scant attention to many formal aspects
of other types of language which prove 1o be of great importance for matiers, such as
metafunctional meaning reafisation, information distribution and textual struciure, with
which SFG is rightly concerned. { am thinking particularly of phenomena such as the -
ordering of morphological segments in lfanguages with fich tense-aspect-modality
morphology, the morphalogical marking of focus structures, switch reference as a
device for signalling topic (dislcontinuity, ete. '
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(v} There is also a need for the construction of a cognitive model to complament
the sociologically-based model alluded 10 in {i}, and the integration of the two aspects,

as a continuation of the programme conceived, but sadly never fully realised, by
Fawcett.

(vii) Much could be gained from an open-minded assessment of the insights which
might accrue from the study of other functionat theories, as well as the great variety

of work which, though not conceived within a particular functional theary, goes under

the general banner of ‘pragmatics’. And we should not forget that the study entirely
non-functional approaches to language is never a waste of time, if only because it may
lead us to investigate whether our own theory can offer a functionally-based
expianation of the phenomena under discussion.

One useful way into such an admittedly ambitious research programme might be to
take some paricular area of long-standing concemn to systemicisis, and attampt to
re-axamine it from all the perspectives | have discussed here. By way of diustration,
| will outiine what this might mean for the study of the three key areas of transitivity,
maod/modality and theme/information distribution. These suggestions are by no
means intended to be exhaustive, but are simply meant to indicate the kind of
investigations | have in mind. .

Transitivity

This is an area where all three major moderate functionalist theories have much to
say. Re-examination of the area might therefore start with a critical comparison of the
positions taken in representative FG and RRG accounts such as those of Dik (1989a;
Chapter 5) and van Valin (in press al. The preliminary comparison of SFG and FG
approaches in Butler (1990: 26-42) raises a number of issues for both theories. (A
more detaited version including RRG will appear in Butler (in preparation).)

A second strand of the work would involve thinking about the imporiance of transitivity
relations in relation to the discourse model being daveloped within the overalt theory.

Here, the work of Hopper and Thompson, even though it takes a rather different view
of transitivity, would offer relevant insights.

A third component of the work would be centred on the gquestion: ‘Is the same set of
ransitivity categories adequate for“the analysis of a wide range of typologically

differant languages?' Consideration of work in, for exampie, RRG would already have

provided some input relevant to the answering of this question.

A fousth area for consideration is whether there are any cognitive factors which are
relavant to the transitivity model, '

A fifth matter for study would be the relationship between the semantics of process
types and the syntax of complementation (for a partiai answer within FG, see Dik and
Hengeveld (1990), and for work in RRG van Valin and Wilkins (in press)

Thg resu_rit of all thase studies would hopefully be a much stronger mode! of transitivity
which (gn.re_n acorrespondingly strengthened model of social context) would then aflow
the more rigerous testing of Halliday's hypothesis that ideational patterning, of which

transitivity is the main exemplar at clause rank, is systematically related to the field of
a text. '

Mood, modafity and *illocution’

Although their stances are somewhat different, all three moderate functionalist theories
build in models of what, for want of a more neutral farm, | will call ‘illocution’, all
discuss the realisation of illocution in clauses, and all pay considerabie attention to
modality, which is, of courss, intimately refated to ilocution. As with transitivity, much

can be gained from a comparison of the three approaches (again to be attempted in
Butler (in preparation)}.

ilocution is clearly of major importance for the structure of discourse. Discoursal
adequacy will demand a weli-supporied model of, for exampie, the relationships
between illocutionary significance and discourse function (for a critical survey of
systemicaily-inspired approaches up to 1984, see Butler 1986).

locution is alsc of cendral interest whent wa atternpt io explain the relationships
between language form and social context. Hers, the concept of indirect speech act’
comes to the fore {or, to put # in more appropriately systemic terms, part of the area
of ‘interparsonal grammatical metaphor’ - see Halliday 1985: 342ff). There is already
a substantial body of work in the pragmatics fiterature on indirectness and its relation
to 'face’, politeness, etc. (see especially Brown and Lavinson 1987). The role of
modality in indirectness is alse well documented. SFG will need to build such
information into its own model of text-context relations.

Indirectness in language normally brings with it complications in the production and
comprehension of uiterances: for instance, indirect speech acts are typically longer,
and more complex syntactically, than direct ones. A functional theory needs to
address the question: 'How doas a hearer decode the speech act intentions of the
speaker?” Here, Gricean principles, with their later ofishoots in, for exampie,
reievance theory, cannot simply be ignored.

!t the SffG model of illocution, mood and modality is to be typologically adequate,
anfonnatlon__already available on these areas for languages other than English needs
to be considered and, where necessary, supplemented.

Theme and information disiribution

it s widely recognised that work in SFG has significantly advanced our knowladge of
@nformation structuring in English. This work has been, and continues to be,
influenced by developments in Prague School theory {see, for instance, Dane3 1984,
Firbas 1987, Sqall 1887). An expanded view, such as hope to present in Butler |
{forthcoming), would aiso take explicit account of work emerging from othsr moderate=38
functionalist theories (see Dik 198%a: 263-87, Hannay 1990, Mackenzie andga
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1990, van Valin in press a) and from scholars such as Prince (1981). This would
involva disentangling the terminological (and sometimes conceptual) confusion
surrounding terms such as themeftheme, topic/focus, given/new.

Clearly, such concepts are of central importance to the discoursal adequacy of a
theory, and work on the discoursal significance of thematic patteming, for example by
Peter Fries (eg. Frias 1983, forthcoming) and by Margaret Berry and her colleagues
at the University of Nottingham, is among the most important being done in SFG
today. Such studies can only benefit by a wider-ranging, multi-faceted approach to
information structure such as | am advocating here.

If SFG is to achieve some degree of psychological adequacy in this area,
psycholinguistic work, for instancg on the relationship between sentence position and
ease of processing, needs to be considered.

Systemic work on thema/rheme relations in my view illustrates very well the pressing
need for greater attention to typological adequacy. Nowhere is the anglocentric nature
of the theory more clearly apparent. ‘Halliday (1985: 39) defines the Theme as "the
starting point for the message” and as "what the clause is going to be about™ (two
concepts which, in fact, can be shown 10.be non-equivalent: see Downing 1991).
Hatliday thus cbserves, quite properly, that Theme is not defined in terms of initial
position in the clause, but is realised in this way in English. However, when the
concept of Theme is abstracted away from its realisation, as it must be, it becomes
unclear just how the idea of 'starting point’ can be rigorously defined or even
operationalised cross-linguistically. One way into this problem would be to extend to
a variety of other languages the kind of work on thematic development in texts which
is currently being done by Fries and by the Nottingham group, in the hepe that a
cross-linguistically motivated characterisation of Theme would emerge.

Some _readers, especiafly those attached to a particular functional theory, may be
feeling that my suggestions would, # implemented, lead to a loss of distinctiveness in
systemic theory, through the imbibing of ideas from other approaches. This is, | think,
not necessarily the case: greater openness towards other theories, and the widening

of scope that this would entail, need not mean the wholesale adoption of ideas from

those theories. My own view, however, is that it would be no bad thing if some
rapprochement between (certain aspects of} moderate functionalist theories could be
achieved. In that way, we might be able to forge a stronger, more adequate answer
to the all-embracing questions which all functionalist approaches seek to address: How
do people communicate linguistically, and to what extent and in what terms can we
explain the form of linguistic communication by referencs to the properties of human
-beings and the situations in which they communicate?
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-EXPERIENTIAL RENDERING AND CHAIN INTERACTION
Gerald Parsons
Dapartment of English Studies
yniversity of Nottingham

Nottingham NG7 2RD u.K.

The aim of this paper is to report on ons aspgct of my on-going
research into coherence. This is the relationship between cohesion
and coherence. In this brief report, I will discuss one of ;ha
probleme I have experienced in developing Hgsan's chain 1nteract1on
" method and my attempts to solve it. This is the lexical rendering
of the texts, which is the first step in the method.

Background to the research

The publication of Halliday and Hasan's research into the cchesive
devices used in the English language (1376) provudeq a st}mu]us for
a substantial amount of research into the relationship between
cohegion and the quality of written texts. .Much of ;hls work
focused on the quality of undergraduate urit{ng. If it can_be
shown that a correlation exists between cohesion qnd the quality
of students’ writing, it may be possible to use this knowledge te
help students to write better assays. This, work has been
extensively reported, Examples of some of this work are provided
by Nold and Friedman {1977:240), Pritchard (1380), McCulley {1985),
Harnett {1986) and Neuner (1387}.

Although there are many interesting aspects to this work wh1ch_ara
important for my on-going Study, the resu}ts of the research into
the relationship between cohesion and writing quality are of diract
relevance to this paper.

The work can be broadly divided into two sections depepdjng whether
the avidence suggests that a relationship between writing quality
and cochesion does or does not exist. wprkers such as‘Nolq and
Friedman (1977:240) came to the conclusion that_cohas:on is no
better than any other guantifiable factor as a predictor of writing
quality. .
no difference in the percentage of ties between good and poor
compositions.

One problem in evaluating some of the work is that of being able
to clearly distinguish between writing qua11ty'aqd coherance,
These are features whose ralationship needs clarifying. Fowever
Tierney and Mosenthal (1983} quite explicitly ranked_the)r texts
for coharence and found that for their data, cohesion 1s not a
predictor of coherence.
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Pritchard {(1980) came to the conclusion that there was.

On the other hand, McCuliey (1988) in a study of 120 essays drawn
from & total of 493 found a significant correliation batween writing
quality and various cohesive ties and also between these tiss and
coherence. It was alsc found that coherence correslated with
writing quality. Although Neuner [1987) found that the number of
cohesive ties did not vary from good to poor essays, his resuits
suggest that the length and number of cohesive chains did give an
indication of writing quatity. The overall conclusion is that good
writing is characterised by longer chains and greater variety and
maturity of words. The latter is Jjudged by the frequency with
which a word may be encountered. The words in the chains of the

good essays are less than half as likely to be encountered as the
words in the poor essays.

The overall?l conclusion to the research relating writing
quality/coherence and cochasion is that a definite correlation has
not been established. Even so there does seem to be a trend
ralating the variables. All of the work except that of Neuner
involved counting individual! ties. Neuner’'s results suggest that

an examination of the number, Jength and quality of chains provides
an approach which could prove uséaful.

Chain_ interaction

It is against this background that Hasan {1984) developed the chain
interaction method and the concept of cohesive harmony as a way of
measuring cohesion, Thigs 1is important because another, more
accurate method of measuring cohesion should be developed befors
the claim that cchesion is not related to cohersence is made. Hasan
{1984:187) started the analysis of three texts which had been
unanimously judged tc vary in coherence, with twe hypotheses: (1)
that the greater the number of cohesive devices in a text the
greater is the coherence and (ii) the greater the continuity of the
ties reijating tc each other, the greater is the coherence. The

results invalidated these hypotheses. Clsarliy another approach was
needad. .

| Hasan's new approach was to note that in dealing with cohesive

the entire message is ignored and only components of a
massage are under consideration. It is only through a message that
a text has viabjlity. Furthermore, it is only through the rank of
clause or above that a unit can encode a complete message and what
is needed is relations which can encapsulate these components of
a message. These are the ones that exist between the units in a
clause or group. Hasam (1985:93) lists these relations as: (i)
‘actor action', (3i} ‘action acted upon’, (iii) ‘action and/or
actor location’', (iv) ‘saying text’, (v) ‘attribute attribuand’.
These essentially grammatical relations are the ones that may bring
the members of two or more distinct chains together to interact and
s0 result in chain interaction. The minimum requirement for chain
intaraction is that ‘at least two members of one chain should stand

2




11111

000000880

in the same relation to two mombers of another chain® (Hasan
1985:91). Hasan sees the rationale for chain interaction as ‘in
a coherent text one says similar kinds of thing about similar
phenomena’ (p92).

My approach to chain interaction is to c¢onsider that coherence 1is
in part achieved through the continuity of topic. This is not
achiaved by simply having cohesive chains. Even though this may
go some way towards helping to create continuity of topic, it is
not anough, The reason is that topic is not normally expragsad by
a single item such as a noun phrase, but as something taking the
form of an argument/predicate complex. It is more appropriate to
roefer to ‘aboutness' in these terms than just by noun phrases. It
is quite possible to have a cohesive chain consisting of noun
phrases running through a text with the remainder of the
clauses/santences lacking continuity with respect to each other.
The next step therefore, is to consider the necessity of having at
least one extra cohesive chain running through the same
clauses/santences. So a text is likely to be coherent if there are
at least two cohesive chains running through some of the
clauses/sentances. This, howevar, is not enough. The unity of the
text can be improved further if at least the two chains stand in
the same grammatical relationship to each other. This, of course,
is chain interaction.

In my opinion, these are the theoretical reasons for justifying
research intc the relationship between cohesion and coherence. One
important feature of these reasons is the acceptance that there is
not necessarily a correlation between the number of cohesive
devices and textual coherence.

Lexical rendering

The first step in the chain interaction method is to identify the
content words in the text. These are the words which have meaning
and are those from which the cohesive chains are built. This is
important because it lays the foundation for what is to follow.
However, there are sometimes ambiguities in deciding whether an
item is grammatical or lexical. There are alsc problems in the
recovery of the referent in the case of co-reference, substitution
and ellipsis. There is the additional problem of deciding whether
certain items are to be treated as compcund and when this decision
has been made whether to treat a compound as a single item or two
and to consider its constituents separatsaly. However, in this

paper it is proposed to focus upon the first problem of deciding

whether an item is lewical or grammgtiCal._

Lexical words are open—-class items in that the membership of the
class is infinitely expandable, in contrast with grammatical words
whose membership is closed in the sense that its membership
comprises a smal)l and finite set of words. Lexical words are
subject to diachronic change and also carry a higher information

~J ’
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Hasan (1980),

content than do the grammatical words. The meaning of a
grammatical word tends to beé bound up with the structure of which
it for@s a part. For instance a determiner typically signals the
beginning of a noun phrase. The grammatical items consist of
pronouns, articles, auxiliary verbs, prepositions and conjunctions.
Laxical items typicaily ara nouns, verbs, adjectives and adverbs.

However, Jackson (1986:17}) notes that there is a continuum between
qomp1et91y texical items like nouns and completely grammatical
items 1ike articles. This notion is expressed in diagram 1.

Diagram 1 The_su @ osition of
}ngcglng[gmmggjggl cont ipuum

preposition
conjunction
quantifier
adverbs like
however

word ¢l h

.

determinar
{e.g. this)
auxiliary
verbs

noun
verb
adjective
adverbs
ending in
-y

pronoun
adverbs
1ike here
possessive
determiner

_ Tike my
Most lexical least lexical
Presumably, the criterium upon which Jackson bases diagram 1 is
the extent to which a word class or group within a word class can
fulf{l the particular features of lexical or grammatical items,
For 1nstancq. there are three classes of adverbs (Quirk et al.
1985:438): simple adverbs (eg just), compound adverbs (eg somehow) ,
and derivational adverbs (eg oddly). The first two classes are
c1qsed tlasses while derivational adverbs are open class adverbs,
Th1s_wou1d.seam to justify the position of -y adverbs on the
cont!nuum in contrast to adverbs Yike however. Intuitivaiy, I
consider that not all prepositions are necessarily grammatical
words even though they respond to the criteria for grammatical
items, Apother probiem is that the lexical/grammatical status of
ngmgrgls is uncliear. The existence of the continuum means that the
division of words into a lexical/grammatical dichotomy is not

i possible,

Hasan's views on lexical rendering

A frash approach needs to be made if the chain
framework is to be developed and refined.

interaction
C _ However, since this
study is based upon Hasan's work, it would be usefu?l to examine her
analyses to ascertain the extent to which she recognises the

existence of problems. in the lexical rendering stage of the
analysis and possible solutions to thess problems. Neithar in
1 (1984}, nor (1985) does she explain precisely what
1s meant by lexical rendering -or how to carry one out,
Nevertheless, it is possible to infer from her analyses that she
recognises the general dichotomy outlined above but not tha
existence of 'a lexical/grammatical continuum. The Texis were very
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short and writters by young children with a }imited vocabulary.
However, Hasan classifies many as a laxical jtem even though it is
behaving in this text es a post-determiner and in fact belongs to
a small group of closed-class quantifiers (Quirk et al. 1985:262).
In addition, clauses (1)} and (12) (1985:72) in text 5.1 begin once
upon a time thers.. and every time respectively. MNone of these words is
included in the lexical rendering. A possible explanation for this
departure with the omission of once and time is that she regardse the
item not to be directly concerned with content of the c¢lauss,
bBecauee once upon a time is a ritual opeaing to childrens” narrative
story and means I am going to tell you a story about something that happened
in the past.
marker and not directly contributing to the content of the story.
It is not easy to see why she does not interpret the beginning of
line thirteen which starts and that’s how, perhaps the explanation is
that the expression does not directly contribute to the remainder
of line thirteen. On the small amount of evidence availabla, it
seems that Hasan does not completely adhare to the guidelines for
the division into lexical/grammatical words outlined above and
perhaps gives greater importance to the content of the clause than
discourse markers. It may alsc be useful to look at the work of
colleagues working in the same general field. so the next saction
will 100k at the recent work of Halliday and Martin on the subject.

Halliday and Martin on laxical rendaring

Halliday (1989:63) outlines the differences between lexical and
grammatical words in an introduction to a discussion about lexical
density. He notes that lexical words are called content words. On
the surface, the meaning of content would seem to: be straight
forward but in practice it is is much more tenuous. A1l the
writers referred to so far do not count prepositions as lexical
jtams because they do not have content {but see below)}, yet this
would not seem to apply to some prepositions such as under which
surely has a spatial meaning and would alter the meaning of a
clause if it were substituted for above. Actually while explaining
the existence of a lexical/grammatical continuum, Halliday
(1989:63) does note that prepositions and certain classes of
adverbs are on the borderline of becoming lexical.
Martin (1985:29) - is alsc interested in lexical density and so
comments upon the lexical/grammatical dichotomy.
usual division based on the criteria outlined at the beginning of
this section but also includes closed system items such as
averyday. In the lexical rendering of two texts, he ganerally
follows the guidelines-but does include the cardinal numerals slx
and sixteen but excludes the adiective necessary.

The general conclusion tc this brief ocutline is that the difference
botween lexical and grammatical items is quite clear in those
instances which are at either end of the continuum but far less
clear when the items fall on the continuum. Halliday quite
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In this sense it is playing the role of a discourse

He accepts the

corrqctly points cut that for the purposes of measuring lexi

density the main point is to be consistent, but for t.hg cur:'zztlz
research it is preferable that a principled position (i1f possiblie}
be adopted. This will be discussed in the next section, where it
is proposed to apply Halliday's work on tha functions of language.

ari 1

it is suggested that a concept crucial to the solutio i

the problems discussed above should be based cmn 3:1??3:,;?:
functional approach to language (1970:140-165). Halliday analyses
the funct.l;onal _basis of language in terms of four functions: the
oxpariential, interpersonal, Jogical and textuai. These reflect
the aspacts of language meaning. The oxperiential function is
concerr_ted with communicating the content of the utterance and
emphasises ' events, actions, states, people, qualities and
c!rcumstancqs (1978:48). The interperscnal function is concerned
with e'st.athh_ing and maintaining social relations, influencing
people § behaviocur and expressing feelings, attitudes and opinions.
The Jogical function is concerned with the expression of logical
relau_onsmps by relating ideas to each other. The textual
function is to make texts (to provide cohesion) and, of course, to
ma_ke use of different linguistic resources to link the ideas wlfrich
are being expressed. In this respect it shares this role with the
logical function, but in addition, the textual reole accounts for
the thematic organisaticn and informational structure of the
content of the sentence. It cannot be over-stressed that each part
of a .cmuse may at one and the same time serve a number of
functions. This is discussed in some detail by Butler (1985:51),

in a slightly adapted version of an : >
(1973:43). example given by Halliday

It is suggested that to some extent or other sach o i

of language may make a contribution to taxtua'lf E:lxmit:.r;ih:zg
coherence. It 1is probable that the relative sizes of the
contributions may depend upon genra. Obviously, an investigation
into all these factors could form a long term study. It is
t.herefore_ proposed to restrict the present study to the
contribution of the experiential function toc the cohesion and
coherence of the texts obtained for the present study. So an

gﬁzariential rendering will be carried out instead of a lexical

One of the advantages of this approach is th. i
O : at the precise terms .
of reference are specifically laid down by the researcher, who can .

then conduct the gnal.ysis within these constraints.
advantage is that it could lay the basis for an investigation into

the other contributions of the other functions to textual cohesion |

and ~ coherence This could be achieved b
. ) . ] y the step-by-ste
incorporation of these functions into the analysis. Thi: wi‘III)

become clearer after an explanation of the j
i meaning of
rendering has been carried out. ¢ experiontial

The other !

[
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aaning of experiential rendering is similar to phat‘of lexical

E::Jﬁ::ng gxcoptf:only those words whigh have oxparleptial c?nteqt
are inciuded in the rendering. For inatance, any item which 1is
deamed to realise an interpersonal function will be exc1u§ed from
the rendering. An example of such an item ceuld be one ?h‘Ch
expresses the writer's/speaker’s comment about the proposrp1ona1
content of the clause e.g. a disjunct which expresses a point of
view such as obviously in obviously, thisis an expensive method. The task
then, is to be able to classify thosea items which are realising the
expaerientiat role as distinct from the inter-personal, textgaI gnd
logical. It will then be possible to evaluate the experiantial
contribution to the cohesion and coherence of the texts. A further
analysis could then ba performed which would incorporate the
interpersonal function into the existing analysis and so give the
combined effect of the two functions. The difference qqu1q then
result in a measure of the interpe(sona] function. A beginning ‘to
the appropriate statistical analysis has been syggegtad_by Parsons
{1990:220). Possible indirect support for this view is provided
by Hasan {1984:219), when she says 1 there remains the problsm of
integrating thé cohesive analysis of the interparsonal mpan!ng relations. An
implication of this could be  that her gna}ysms was based upon
experiential meaning and excludes the 1nte(persona1. What is
needed is a way of testing for the experiential character of the
words. This will be discussed in the next section and will be
basad upon Halliday’s work on transitivity.

I jtivity an xperientinl meanin

A suitable way of identifying those items which are fu]f1]31ng an
expariential role may be based upon a series of wh—~questions. This
assumes that a varbal group will aiways be reallsing an axperilential function, so
that any other part of a clause which answers m.l_ostlons abou_t tha pred.fcator is
going to be part of the experiential meaning. This can be illustrated by
Example 1. )

Example 1 Birds are flying in the sky today, so presumably

pirds were flying in the sky yesterday.

The underlined items in example 1 are those which jt is considered
are realising experiential meaning. The wh-questions arae:

(1) who or what is flying? Birds,

{(2) where are they flying? In the sky.
{3) When are they flying? Today.

{4) what were flying? Birds.

(5) whan ware they flying? Yesterday.
(6) where ware they flying? - In the sky.

It is worth noting that presumably which is an agve'rb is racor:ded
not to be realising experiential meaning because 1L 1s not possiblie
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to devige an appropriate question which answers a quastion about
the predicator., It is a content digsjunct (Quirk et al:620)} and so
is expressing ths speaker’s commant on tha degree of truth of the
contant of the clause and not forming part of the experiential
maaning of the clause. Similarly so is playing the role of a
caonjunction (1985:898) and will therefore not bs contributing to
the meaning of the clause but will be joining two clauses. It can
be seen then, that 11n this simple example ths tests have
successfully identified those items which have caontributed to the
experiantial meaning.

A two stage analysis is necessary of which the First stage has baen
described above. Thig has been at clausal rank and the next stage
is to carry out the anslysis at the lower group {phrase} rank to
see 1T al)l the words in them are contributing to the experiential
meaning. This is rather a complex subject and a1l that can be
achieved in this paper is to give an indication of the approach.
which will focus upon thse experiential character of epithets,
numeratives and prepositions. It will be discussed in much more
datail in a future paper.

Halliday {1985:163) divides epithets into two groups.
group consists of epithets which describe the objective property
of the thing and the second group describes the writer’s/speaker’s

The first

subjective attitude towards the thing. The former are experiential
in function and the latter are realising interpersonal meaning.
An example of the Tormer is green in the green dpples. An example of
the latter is incredible. Most people with normal colour vision
would agree about the colour of an appls although they may differ
about the precise shade. Howaver, not everyone would agrae that
a particultar event was incradibfa. One of the problems is that the
division is not a hard and fast one. Halliday suggests that the
principal difference is that experiential epithets are potentially
defining against a norm. Whereas [ncredible is an attitudinal
epithet, green is & recognisable and accepted colour. An epithet
such as Jong is defined relative to a norm. Although, the general
approach has been explained, it is recognised that there are
probYems with the experiential status of some epithets. The same
word may act aither as an experiential epithet or an intarpeérsonal
one depanding whether it is defining in the particular context
(Halliday 1985:163) or not. . )

Numeratives are also considered by Halliday to realise experiential
moaning because they indicate some numerical features of the
nominal group. In an early stage of this research, I had decided
to count cardinal numbers as Jexical items, becausa they referred
to a different state of affairs in the world., The meaning of the
clause could be altered by using a different numeral. Ordering
numaratives (the ordinals) are also included in numeratives. As
well as exact numeratives {cardinels and ordinals) there are
inexact numerals such Bs many.
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Halliday (1985:102) notes the usual way of realising the role of
circumstance 1is through the adverbial group ot prepocsitional
phrase. Since the role of circumstance is one aspect of phenomena
in the real world, adverbial groups and prepositional phrases are
realising one aspact of the experiential function of language. He
gives a detailed account of the way in which the circumstantial
element is reslised (1985:131-144) and the role of the
prepogitional phrase is clearly brought out. In this section, he
also describes the way in which the relationship between process
and the type of participant is also realised through the
prepasition. Although the prepositional phrase contains a nominal
group, the latter is only indirectly related to the process. The
preposition acts as the intermediary and expresses the nature of
this indirect 1ink. Clearly, prepositions are axpressing
experiential meaning in these contexts, In most cases, if the
preposition were to be omitted the meaning would change (or the
sentence would become ungrammatical). This clearly supports the
proposition that prepositions express experiential meaning.
Further evidence which supports this proposition is given by Quirk
et al. (1985:673-709), whe provide a dotaijled account of the
meanings expressed by prepositions. Sometimes, prepositions are
used without a specific meaning (see Jackson 1882:81) in which
case, they are not realising experiential meaning.

Although this section relies heavily upon the work of Halliday,
especially his work on transitivity, I do have reservations about
cortain of his views on the expariential structure of nominal and
verbal groups (1985:180-187). In particular, 1 question his
inclusion of tha demonstrative pronouns and the definite article
from the nomina) group and the finite element realised by
auxiliaries into those items classified as expariential, Space
does not aliow me to discuss my views in detail but my gquestioning
and a principled sclution has arisen from a study of deixis. The
1imitation of space alse prevents me from discussing my research
into the experiential nature of adverbs and the adverbial group.
suffice to say that an experientia) rendering does not accept that
all adverbs (not even all -/y adverbs) under all circumstances
realise experiential meaning.

Conglugion

This paper has given a very brief account of scme of the work which
has arisen from the publication of Halliday and Hasan's research
into cohesion in English (1976). In particular, It has noted that
the result of the research does not convincingly demonstrate that
there is a correlation between the number of cohesive daevices and
writing quality/coherence. The relationship between writing
quality and coherence is a matter for which further research is
naeded.

Hasan's awareness of some of these problems led to further research
in which sha put forward the chain interaction method. One

Q

advantage of which is that it is not necessary to accept that there

is a corralation‘ between the number of cohesive devices *and
coherence.

Problems wiph the lexical! rendering of the texts, arising in part
from the existence of & laxical/grammatical continuum led me to
fesaarqh for sclutions to these problems. These were based upon
isolating the experiential contributicn teo the cohesion and
cohefaqca of the texts. The identification of those items
r9a3131ng an expariential function 18 a two stage process. The
first of which is at clausal rank and depends upon a series of wh-
questions based upon the predicator. This method assumes that the
verb will always realise experisntial meanina. The second stage
is at group/phrase rank and invoelves identifying the words which
realise experiential meaning within those clausal! constituents

which have already been identified as realising experiential
meaning.

Some ‘pf phe differences between a lexical rendering and an
exper1eqt1al one is that the latter includes most prepositions,
numeratives and not all adverbs and adjectives. The advantage of
an experiential rendering is that it enables the contribution of
the egperlentia1 function to cohesion and coherence to be
determlneq and this could lead to the detarmination of the
contr1but1on of the interpersonal and othar functions to textual
cohesion and coherence.
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SOME REMARKS ON HALLIDAY'S DESCRIPTION OF BRITISH ENGLISH Halliday’s

INTONATION

PAUL TENCH

CENTRE FOR APPLIED ENGLISH LANGUAGE STUDIES,

UWC CARDIFF, WALES

1. Functional Components

7

I have found it useful to separate the functions

intonation along the lines of the systemicists' notion of

... the term 'functional' reflects two
concepts. The first is the tendency...
for the system networks to group
themselves into relatively independent
sets. The second reflects an idea with
far-reaching implications: namely, that
each of these functional components
carries options in a DIFFERENT .TYPE OF
MEANING. The functional components are
therefore essentially SEMANTIC in
nature. I am using the term 'semantic'
in a broad sense to include not just the
experiential' and ‘logical' types of
meaning that philosophers and linguists

have traditionally considered under this .,

label (particularly in relation to the
unit of the-word) but alsc other types
of meaning that are reflected in the
organisation oflanguage. Examples are
Austin's "illocutionary force' (Austin,
1962), and the notion of ‘functional
sentence perspective’ developed by

Prague School and further developed in

notions  of 'theme’ and
'information structure* {(Halliday's
1967, 1968). The second aspect of the
term °’'functional' is therefore that it
means ‘semantic’': i.e. the 'functional
components’ of the grammar are
components of the semantics.

Fawcett (1980: 26-27)

The functional components in which I identified an

involvément of intonation are the following:

1 The organization of information in a discourse

This seems, to me, to be a basic or primary function

of of intomation, in the sense that any utterance has

meaning which has to be presented somehow. We are

functional components. A clear statement of this notion ' heavily indebted to Halliday {1967, 1970} for an

is found in Fawcett {1580):

explication of the intonation forms that realize this
function, and in particular, the systems of tonality,
tonicity and tone. There is a real sense in which
this function is so fundamental that many intonation
studies overlooked it, but basically it handles the
distribution of.units of information {tonality}, the
focus of information units (tonicity), and the status
of information (tone); this latter is dealt with in
greater detail below.

™

2 The expression of communicative function

I am borrowing the term 'communicative function' from

the foreign language teaching profession, to refer to
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all raisconree/ speech functions’ and
ce', aﬁéﬁ as statements, questions,
ands and exclamations. This is alsc a basic or

tion of intonation,

in the senseé that any

in discourse. The

such 2 function
the mood

e broadly akin to

nicative functions ar
yntax put are in fact wmwuch wider, and

s diverse as greetings, thanking,-

offers, coaxiog, apologizing, complaining,

warnings, threats, etc. etc.

he tone system that realizes distinctions in
functions, as can _easily be

demonstrated by the contrasting effects of rises and

1 would wis

eneral

h to advance the g

falls on tags:
potion that a falling tone denotes speaker dominance
promises, etc) whereas a

(statements, commands,
e to addressee (yes

jno

rising tone denotes deferenc

qoestions, appeals, requests, etc).

This is perhaps the next most ¢amiliar of the
functions of intonation, and seems to be regarded as

the primary:function in the studies of someé (e.g..
pike, 1945; O'Connor & Arnmold, 1961/1973; Gimson,
1961/1989; crystal, 1967; Liberman, 1979, Bolinger,
1989). Yet there ijs controversy over the issue as to

whether utterances can be credite
respect of attit
talliday and Tench (1990),
utterances Ccan be

neutral, and crystal

this view rather than the one
propounded in crystal

studies grant inton

d as “wneutral™ iIn¥
udinal expression. Many, inciuding
would claim that

made that are attitudinally

(1975) certainly inclines to
he originally

(1967} . Nevertheless, “all

ation with this function, whether

it is regarded as a primary, or 2 secondary function.

4 The organization of discourse
of

limitation of Halliday's presentation

¢ contains no reference to ra
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nks

intonation is that i

higher than that of intonation in the phonological

ke {1955/1967) had drawn at

phonological organization above the level {or rank)

1emic breath groups'

nierarchy. Pi tention to

of intonation such as "and ‘emic

rhetorical periods’. Trim {(1959) and FoXx {19?3}.dreu

attention to the way in which units of intonation

oup themselves together phonologically, and Fox

a notion which Brown
of

gr
coined the temm *paratone’,

{1971/1990) adopted. I wrote 1& terms

'phonological paragraphs‘ (Tench, 1976) and the viork

of Lehiste, Couper-Kuhlen, and especially_Brazil and

Coulthard, have consolidated the description of these

higher levels (or ranks). Of critical importance are




; +
the pitch levels of onaet gyllables and final falls
and tails, as well as other’ prosodic like tempo and

pause.

The identification of genres

A limitation of most intonation studies is the total
lack of reference to intonation's contribution to the
specification of genres. what makes news reading
sound so different from other monclogues? What makes
informal conversation sound so different f;om other
“‘Aialogues? I have presepted a discussion of the Tole

of intonation in this respect (Tench, 1988).

The exponence of syntactic contrasts

In Tench (19%90), this is treated ‘as a separate
function of intonation, but I recognize that others
will see it as merely the detail of 1 above. It
concerns for examﬁlé the difference of transitivity

of washed in

a) she washed // and brushed hex hair, and

b) she washed and brushed her hair

of asked in -

a) he asked himself, and

b) .he asked himself

RS TSR TS

and the difference of clause structure in

a) he came // to hear about it, and

b} he came to hear about it.

7 The identification of the speaker
‘This is occasionally refeé;ed to as the 'indexical’
function of intonation (eg. Couper-Kuhlen, 1986); by
which the origin, age,- physicai and psychological
conditions - of the speaker are .indicated, Althod;h
such information is convgntional, it is not primarily
linguistic, i.e. related to the conveyance of
meaningful messages, and as such, it does not receive

much attention in linguistic theory or description.

It will be seen from the above brief overview of those
functional components in which intonation is intimately
involved, that there are occasional diveréences from
Halliday's presentation of English intonation. I now turn to

four details on which I found myself in disagreement with

Halliday.
2. Rising Tones -

Halliday makes a primary distinction between 2 high rise

(Tone 2 ) and a low rise {Tone 3) on both phonetic and




phonalogical grounds. The phonetic grounds are opviocus,
except that as Halliday himself concedes, there is often
"phonetic overlap" betweel the two; the analyst is left
to interpret an indeterminate rise py reference to the
most appropriate meaning o~ function (Halliday, 1970:
21). Only H. E. Palmer {1922) made a similar distinction,
whereas other analysts were content simply to aistinguish

between high and low varieties of a single tone, in the

same way as they distinguish high and lov¥ varieties of 2

fall.

COnsidéring che data available and the various proposed
theories that attempted O account for it, I have
proposed retaining Halliday's distinction petween &
neutral form of Tone 1 {the fall) and high and low
varieties of it matcﬁing it with 2 similar
distinction between a neutral - form of a Tone 2 {the rise
to mid pitch) and high'and low varieties {rising to high,
or to mid-low) {Tench, 1890: 44B-454) . The rises which,
in Halliday's system, are indeterminate are almost
certcinly what I now call neutral rises. The rise to high

indicates a strong or intense expression (attitudinaily)

such as typically occur in challenges, echo gquestions and -

the like: -

/What daid you say

he rige to low is described BY cruttenden {1986: 105-

as indicating uncertainty or a “non—committal or even
grumbling“ attitude. Pike {1945) described it as
wgeliberative”. (Incidentally, Pike also acknowledges 2

three-fold distinction in rises.)

The three forms of the rise can be nealty jllustrated in

checking tags:

a) (He's \ passed) hasn t he (high rise intense,
challenging w1 would be
very surprised to hear
otherwise.")

b) (He's \ passed) /hasn't he (neutral rise:
estion,seeking '
confirmation: vy would
1ike to be gerve.")

c) (He's \ passed) J’hasn 't he ( low rise: non-

cmunittal, grumbling:
"Well let him
thapkful for that at
igast - hne could have
failed.")

The guestion will then arise: how do YoOu tell the
difference in function between rises for gquestions and
rises for incomplete oI minor information? The ancwer is
to invoke the distinction Detween dependent and
independent units of intonation. Halliday touches on this

in Halliday (1967) and (1970). 1 discuss this in greater

-




detajl in Tench (1990: 220-222). My proposal i 'that
rises that occur in dependent units denote either

incomplete or minor information (depending on’ the

sequential attachment to the independent or main ﬁnit)
and that rises that occur in independent units denote
questions or other similar communicative functions like
requests and warnings. 'Incomplete' and ‘minor’ can only

mean something in relation to another unit. Questions,

etc, are independent units of information. In general,

the function of a rise is "not £all”, i.e. not major
information, not speaker dominance (knowledge,
authority).

. Rise-~falls-

Halliday posited a rise-fall complex tone as one -of the
five primary tones in the English tone system. Its
meaning is labelled as "strong assertion" (Halliday,
1970:27}. The label jitself provides the clue tc an

alternative treatment - as a more intense expression

than even a high fall. A fall would then represent an

unmarked statement (or assertion), with at least two
degrees of “strength" -~ the low pitched rise-fall, being
a third, indicating an even greater Aemotional
involvement. {Incidentally, it is only Xingdon {1958),and
Pike (1945:57) who acknowledged this low pitched form,

besides Halliday.)

I have argued {Tench 1990) that it {g the variations from
neutral forms of the fall, rise, and falil-rise, that
constitute the intonational means of exponencing the
attitudinal function of intonation. The fall, the rise
and the fall-rise operate in the "status" system of
information (major, minor, incomplete, etc) and in the
communicative function system (broadly, the mood system:
statement, guestion, command, etc};' the high and low
variations, and wvariations in the head and pre-head
('pretonic'), operate in the aﬁtitude system. The system
with falls can be 'shown as follows, ffom mild to

strongest

he's \;;gng (low fall: fully expected)

he's \right {(neutral)

he's \ggggg (high fall: strong, possibly surprised)
he's f\giggg (rise-fall: quite unexpected)

he's ,\EEEEE {low pitéhed.rise-faii{‘quite

unexpected, with additional emotional .
involvement)

A phonetic clue, which Halliday describes, helps to

confirm the above treatment, namely the occasional
observable hint of a rise in the pitch of the voice in
order to effect the fall. For a falling tone, the pitch

of the voice must be relatively high; usually, d'jump in




pitch between pretonic and tonic is enough to ensure

appropriate pitch neight’  before the fall, but
occasionally, the pitch of the voice is heard te "climb"
slightly to reach the appropriate pitch height. The, rise-
fall can thus be viewed, even from a phonetic point of

view, as an extension to the fall.

Admittedly, the wview that a rise-fall is “merély“' a
variation of a fall spoils the symmetry of balancing the
fall-rise with a rise-fall as a primary tﬁhe, but the
theoretical gain is to show more clearly the tnnctibnal
distinction between the intonational forms that operate
in the . systems for ‘'status' of information and
communicative functions, on the one hand, and those that

operate in the system for attitudinal expression.
Fall-rises

I accept Halliday's description of the phonetic forms of

the fall-rise tones

the neutral form and the low-

pitched variety, but I offer a simplification of the

‘glosses that indicate their méanings.

It is important, once again, to invoke the distinction
between dependent and independent units of intonation.
Independeﬁt units contain major information and are

ﬁsually accompanied by a falling tone; if, instead, they

11

are accompanied by a fall-rise, “there's a 'hut' aben
it" (Halliday 1967:27). These “buts" are labelled
"reservation", "contrast", or “personal opihion offered

for consideration” if linked to declarative clauses

(Halliday 1970: 26), and "compromise" or “concession" if
linked to imperative clauses (Halliday, 1970: 28). These
labels are typical of other studies (e.g. O'Connor &
Arnold, 1973: 68-9; Crystal, 1975: 36,38; Cruttenden,
1986: 109). Kingdon explained the function of‘the fall-

rise in terms of

some insincation in making the statement, expecting
his hearer to understand more than is said.
{Kingdon, 1958: 29-30)

Pike had offered a similar explanation:

Often it points out and admits one fact... while
implying that there might be modifying or doubtful
circumstances which demand cautious statement; these
other circumstances or conclusions may then be
explicitly stated or may be only tacitly implied. '
(Pike, 1945: 50)

Ladd (1980: 145-162) provides a long and valuable

discussion of the use of fall-rises, which is itself

further discussed in {1990: 233-238). The

_Tench
conclusion is that the fall-rise alerts the addressee to
extra, but impliciE, information beyond what is verbally
given; the speaker assumes that the addressee knows what
is implied and that an appropriate interpretation will be

reached. It is not necessary for the analyst to gless any

iz
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more piecisely  than nimplication”,  becausa the

interpretation of the extra, implicit information must be

available from the situation - the linguistic context,

the setting, shared knowledge, etc. {(This is not to deny
that sometimes the addressee's interpretation may be at

variance with the speaker's intention!) Thus, an

implication can be of whatever kind: a reservation on the
part of the speaker, 2 contrast to what the addressee
might expect, a "focus, within a given set”
153),

"implication" simplifies the description of the “meaning

(Ladd, 1980:

etec: it is the situation that tells. The label

of the fall-rise.

The fall-rise also accompanies non-final dependent units

of intonation. Very typically, the theme element of a
clause may be separated intongtionally from the rheme.
The intonation unit containing the theme element could,
very typically, De accompanied by a rise to indicate
incomplete information; but just as typically, it could

be accompanied by a fall-rise. what might be the systemic
difference between rise and fall-rise in this context? It
seems to me that what a speaker does, when electing te
use a fall-rise with the theme instead of a rise, is to

draw greatef attention to the theme: the theme, either

neutral or marked, gets "highlighted”.

Y

O

This interpretation of the fall-rise in 2 non~-final
dependent unit of intonation was checked againét ali
Halliday's examples and seemed to work, even when the
theme was a conditional or concessive clause (or any
other initial dependent clausej. This interpretation,
i.e. highlighting the theme, also. seemed a much more
satisfactory explanation for the ubiquitous fall-rises in
Brazil's work (Brazil, 1975, 1978,

1985; Brazil et al,

1980).

Thus, the fall-rise operates primarily in the system for

'status' of information: to indicate implications in

independent units of intonation, and the highlighting of

_ the theme in (non-final) dependent units of intonaticn.

Status of Information

Finally I wish to propose that the tcne .system in
intonation realizes the status system in information,
'status' is not a term that Halliday has employed, altho'

the basis of the concept is clearly Hallidayan, viz.

s ) . . .
major v. ‘minor’ information and 'incomplete’

information.

-

It seems to me that the categories associated with tones

in Halliday's model either belong to the mood system or

to features of information. I <contend that these
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categories represeﬁt quite different "slices of meaning”

i.e. belong to different functional components. In other
words, the tone sSystem Operates 4in two separate
components; the organization of .information and the
communicative functions ("mood system"); many (but not

all) the differences relate to associations with either
independent or dependent units of intonation. Basically,

the tone system for communicative functions @ ("mood

system") operates only in independent units; the tone
system for the organization of information operates in

dependent as well as in indénpendént units,

The organization of information in discourse ‘involves
tonality for the distribution of units of information,
tonicity for the identification of focus of information,
and tone for the representation of status of information.
A fall represents major information. A rise represents
minor information ;f' it follows major information, or
incomplete information if

it precedes. A fall-rise

represents major information with implication; it is

never followed by minor information, and is thus, with

this meaning, always final in any grouping with dependent
units. A non-final unit

fall-rise in a dependent

represents the highlighting of the theme. Thus

15

major

minor (in final dependent unit)

#

incomplete (in non-final dependent unit)

impliéation {in final unit)

L
t

= highlighting the theme (in non-final unit})
and can be illustrated as follows:

just \ thinking about it
(It won't \ help) just / thinking about it
just / thinking about it (won't\help)
just V thinking about it
just V thinking about it {won't\help)
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Theme Management and Generic Formation in Deaf College Students' Texts

In his opening address to the Applied Linguistic Research Working
Group at Glendon College, Richard Bailey asserted, “"Our convictions about
English need to be examined.l” And, { might add, "So do our convictions
about the teaching of English, particularly in ethnically and culturally rich
classrooms.” .

Whenever members of minority groups which speak a language or
language variety different from that utilized by the majority culture enter
instifutions of higher learning conducted by the majority culture there is
bound to occur a certain amount of linguistic dissonance. This dissonance, I
would like to suggest, will correspond and vary directly not so much with the
lexical and syntactic differences between the two languages—a process often
referred to as interference in ESL textbooks--but with the mismatch existing

between the functions of writing and range of genres utilized by the two

communities. The intersection of pragmatics, semantics, and lexicogrammar
does not occur in the same ways in different communities, even if those
communities speak or write the same lariguage. Teachers who ignore this
essential fact of communicative behavior are destined to misread their
students’ texts and will fail to provide their students with the skills needed to
master the discourse practices of academic communities. And when some of
those students are members of the Deaf community, the problem is even
more complicated and the corresponding prospect of student failure even
greater. Many hearing teachers regularly fail to recognize that deaf students’
texts do. not necessarily instantiate the pragmatics-semantics-
lexicogrammatical intersection in the same way that hearing students do;
consequently, ithe same teachers often contend that the intersection has not
been achieved, when, to the deaf students, it has. The reality of deaf-hearing
English. mismatch can be illustrated by two humorous stories current in the
deaf community.

Story Number One: A deaf man was driving to work one day when he
was stopped by lowered gates at a railroad crossing. After the train had passed,
however, the safety gates did not rise. The -deaf man tried to get the attention
of the signalman who appeared to have fallen asleep inside his booth, but
had no luck. So he left his car and went into the booth and tried to sign to the
signalman to lift the gates, but the signalman, who was hearing, could not
understand the deaf man's sign language. The deaf man then asked for a
piece of paper and wrote, “Pleage, different.”

Story Number Two: A deaf woman was invited to a party at which
there were deaf and hearing guests, including her husband's boss who was
hearing. Soon the party was in full swing and the room got more and more
crowded. Finding herself squashed and needing space to carry on a

conversation with another deaf guest, the woman took a step backwards and
crushed the toes of her husband's boss. Acutely embarrassed and knowing
that the man could not understand sign, she reached for a cocktail napkin and

wrote, “Sorry, Cheese.2

The humor in these stories is not readily accessible to hearing people
because the stories are based on the visual modality of sign language rather
than the auditory modality of English. The intersection of pragmatics
(accessible to deaf pecple), semantics {the humor of the stories), and
lexicogrammar (the last two words of each story} does not fit a pattern
familiar in hearing communities. Humor, both in spoken and wriiten
Engtish, is often predicated on sound similarities. Whether the stories are
simple "knock, knock” jokes or elaborate puns, hearing listeners know
exactly what to expect when in humorous stories; the introductory, medial
and conduding segments are formulaic.

- Humorous stories told in the deaf community are just as structured.
Both of the particular stories related above begin with a deaf person who finds
himself or herself in the hearing world; an inciting event occurs which
places the deaf person in conflict with a hearing person who does not
understand sign; the deaf person, upon whom the burden of relating a
message is placed, discovers that he/she must write the message in English
but ends up writing something that makes no sense to the hearing person
because the words wrilten are a transliteration of what is a visual pun in
American Sign Language. The end effect of each narrative is that both the
hearing person and the English language are gently mocked because they
cannot accommodate the visual aspects of sign. Thus, in the first story, the
humor rests on the fact that the ASL sign for “railroad gates” is the pointing
of the index fingers of the signer's hands at each other and the raising of the
fingers simultaneously, while the sign for "different” is the.raising of the
index fingers of the signer's hands from a starting position in which the
fingers are crossed close to their bases. Hence the two signs are almost—but
not quite--the same, and the deaf viewer of the joke would recognize the
incongruity of the English message and laugh. In the second narrative, the
sign for "step on” is to place the heels of the palms for both hands together
and turn the dominant hand a half twrn towards the front of the non-signing
hand. The sign for "cheese” is to place the heels of the palm of each hand
together and to make two half turns with the signing hand, one toward the
fingers of the non-signing hand and one back io the starting position of the
sign. Again, the humor rests in the incongruity of the English transliteration. -

However, I did not relate these stories because | wanted to analyze deaf
humor, but because the narratives help iltustrate two points I wish to expand
in the rest of my paper:



xts—-or texts written by any minority speakers of
dst as structured as texts written by majority
¢ English, although the structures may not be
apparent to mainstream readers.

s we tend to find the texts of deaf writers difficuilt to
erstand, s they find texts written by hearing people difficult
~ understand, not so much because of lexical or syntactic

\A‘;privation, but because of what might be called “structural
mismatch”. The genres and generic structures common within
hearing communities are not the genres and generic structures
common in deaf communities.

I, for example, know that I am about to violate the structure of acadex_nic
papers, because 1 would like to front the conclusions ! have drawn from fairly
extensive linguistic analysis of deaf students' texis before I present you with
evidence to justify those conclusions. The conclusions are based on the
premise that most minority students in college courses de not meet teacher
expectations in terms of their writing essentially because those students are
not familiar with academic conventions or genres and do not know how or
when to deploy these conventions and genres. Because they are political in
nature, my solutions to this problem depart quite radically from the current
practice of teaching writing in the United States and Canada. They are:

1 Before we as teachers attempt to comment on deaf students—-or
any minority students’- texts, we need to discern which features
of their texts are idiosyncratic and which are characteristic of the
vernacular genres of those writers whose texts we are
considering. This, of course, means that composition and other
instructors will need a minimal understanding of linguistics, a
contention which, at least in the U.S., most instructors resist.

2 The approach to composition instruction known as "process
writing”—- stressed in most composition textbooks--may not be
the most felicitous approach for teaching compeosition to deaf or
minority writers, at least not as the dominant or sole approach.
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3. A more effective composition methodology for deaf or minority
students might be a “modeling* approach in which the
instructor, together with her students, uncovers those discursive
features of generic texts, capable of being schematized, and
designs activities which will help student writers grow in
awareness of and in the manipulation of these features of
discourse.

4, Many of the syntactic errors of deaf and minority writers, which
instructors find so distracting and resistant to correction, will be
remediated as deaf and minority students learn 1o monitor (in
Krashen's sense of the tenm) their texts for generic features.

Let me demonstrate my agenda for composition instruction by
concentrating on one aspect of academic texts in English: the selection and
management of theme or information. The current linguistic interest in
theme has its roots in a functionalist perspective of language. Functionalism,
in alt of its many formulations, has as a primary unifying belief that central to
the study of language is what language does; that is, how various groups of
people use language to achieve diverse purposes. To say language emanates
from a person and is received by other persons means, functionalists insist,
that language will always be purposeful mc matter how routine its
manifestations (e.g. greetings and politeness formulas) or how divorced from
practical activities (e.g. student essays). A functioral study of theme, then, is
concerned with how what gets chosen to initiate an utterance or sentence is
relaled to the use(s) that that particular utterance or semtence is meant to
fulfill. What gets expressed thematically in a text is always, at the very least, a
correlate of context. :

Currently the question of theme is one of the most controversial in the
systemic model of functional grammar. Halliday's description of theme as
the first element of a clause, its springboard or starting point, "what the clause
is about” (1985) is cognitively but not empirically satisfying. Hence
researchers are presently exploring such issues as the nature and size of the
unit referred to as theme, the degree of communicative dynamism which can
be attributed to specific themes in specific settings, the boundaries between
textual and topical themes particularly in regard to initial conjunctions,
whether theme-like structures exist in larger units of discourse such as texts,
and how the theme--rheme distinétion connects to such concepts as given--
new, known—unknown, and topic--comment (Frandis 1990). These questions
are crucial not only o an understanding of the grammar of texis written in
standard English, but also to those texts written by cultural minority students
such as deaf writers.

‘ Because deaf and hearing student writers embody different world
views, have different ideas of what their audiences know, and possess
different understandings of how to convey their ideas efficiently and
co_her_ently, their texts will of necessity be structured differently. 1 will not, at
this time, go into 2 long discussion about the nature of deafness and about ,the
Yimitations it imposes on the deaf person’s understanding of an oral
?anguage. L and others have written about this topic extensively elsewhere. It
is, however, crudial to this discussion to stress that many teachers of deaf
students feel, as Benderly contends, that "most deaf compose rigidly, choose

‘gl‘aﬂlﬂ‘lalic‘al units almost At randort Fachiom . Chritrbiira st b & ob o e
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general approach the task [of writing] simplistically and mechanically” (1980,
86). My stance is that Benderly may well be wrong. Rather, I would suggest
that because deaf student writers-—or Hispanic student \frnters, or C.hmese
student writers, etc.—do not fully understand the informatmp expectations of
their hearing, academic readers, they do not structure texts in the same way.
They do, however, 1 would assert, structure their texis, _but structure them ina
such a way that the information they seek to present.1s accessible to rea_ders
like them: that is, the information is accessible to other deaf student writers,
or Hispanic student writers, or Chinese student writers.

Deaf students, because of their interactions with other deaf individuals,
know that texts are purposeful units of discourse which, to use Hasan's term,
“hang together” in some way (1978). They also know that they must adapt _the_
message of the clause to their interlocuters to maintain social rel_ahonsh:ps,
they do that daily in their interactions. What Halliday has ldenttfted as the
Interpersonal function of language (1973, 107) is operative at all' times in all
languages, including sign languages. The Interpersonal function itself is
concerned with information--both new and given--and the arrangement of
this information so that a sharing of knowledge will be facilitated. For a
written text to be functionally commiunicative it requires a thematic
progression which its readers will find logical; that is, a coherent written text

requires an organization of its syntactic, semantic, and pragmatic means of
expression in such a way that they are integrated into a recog_mzable format.
Such an integration is dependent, Scinte contends, on the links which are
established "between thematic and rhematic elements of succeeding

sentential units” (1983, 84).

We know that when dealing with texts of consecutive sentences,
readers interpret the second and subsequent sentences in relation to the first,
the third and subsequent in relation to the first and second, and so on
through the text. The communication process is hindered when a reader
cannot find a direct antecedent to previous information in the text. Then he
or she must build an inferential bridge, a process which diminishes the
likelihood of information being conveyed accurately. Thus sentences that are
not connected to the propositional content of the sentences _whlgh
immediately preceded them will be judged as awkward or inappropriate In
their context and will take longer to comprehend even if they are
grammatically correct. The principle which governs the connections that
exist between clauses if they are to be found coherent is called the principle of
thematic progression. On the other hand, texts compnst.ad of sentences which
repeat the same propositional content in several successive themes or rhemes
will lack communicative dynamism and are likely to be described as boring by
their readers. To satisfy their readers, linked sentences must introduce new
information and manage that information efficiently.  They must also
present the kinds of information expected by readers, in a sequence expected

by readers. Texis must have content (semantics), context (pragmatics), and
structure (lexicogrammar). ‘

There are, linguists have come to realize, conventions of discourse
production which operate at a level which has variously been called the level
of Text Structure, Discourse Structure, or Rhetorical Structure. Linguists in
the field of discourse structure seek te discover the basic rules and
constitutive units of texts-as-a-whole. Contrastive units functioning at given
levels of a text (word, phrase, clause, sentence, paragraph, etc.) have been
called by Longacre (1983) "syntagmemes”. Texis are comprised of obligatory
and optional syntagmemes, and syntagmemes of constituent tagmemes, all of
which fulfill specific functions, all of which are ordered. Grammar, even at
the level of discourse or text is both functional and systemic.

To demonstrate, then, the contention that the primary weakness of
deaf or minority students.as writers of English is not their syntactic deviations
from standard English but their failure to understand culturally
institutionalized patterns of information management and discourse
structure, it will be necessary to look at some texts. The texts [ am primarily
interested in are Texts C and D-{see Apperidix) which were written by two deaf
students attending Madonna University. Both students are profoundly deaf,
both are very intelligent. The author of Text C, however, was in a class
section which had no instruction in discourse organization beyond that given
in most composition courses, while the author of Text D was in a section
which concentrated on the structural aspects of written genres of language.
Students in this second section studied several exemplary texts written by
sociolinguists, discussed the organizational patterns of the texts and their flow
of information, and generated schemata of the organizational units of the
texts. The study of genre, I would contend, made a difference in the sturcture
of this second deaf writer's final text.

Tables 1 and 2 (Appendix) schematize just one syntagmeme of two texts
(Text A and B) writter by competent academics—-David Freeman and James
Heap--the INTRODUCTORY syntagmeme. Readers know that the passages
cited are INTRODUCTORY syntagmemes because they are labeled as such in
the texts of which they are constitutive elements. Tables 1 and 2 locate the
thematic elements of the major clauses of the syntagmemes by boxing them
and distinguish between topical and non-topical thematic material. An
examination of Texts A and B indicates that professional writers in the area of
sociolinguistics tend to begin their clauses with fairly complex topical themes,
but utilize very little extra-topical thematic material. What extra-topical
thematic material they do include tends to serve the Textual metafunction
rather than the Ideational or Interpersonal. Because of the comparative
dearth of extra-topical thematic material the INTRODUCTORY syntagmemes
hang together through the agency of information management rather than
that of surfaced logical connectives. In Text A, for example, there is only one




lagical sonnecfive, the 4s of clause 6, and in Text B there is only one, the haw
oﬁ:ﬁause 3 .

The deaf student texts, on the other hand, exhibit a somewhat different
pattern. Both Texts C and D (see Tables 3 and 4, Appendi.x) have more

complex themes than Texts A or B. In Text C, clause 1, for example, the writer

inverts thematic order, placing textual material after topical which marks the
theme and gives it more dynamism than the rheme. Throughout the
syntagmeme the writer is careful to provide connectives for readers, surfadng
them through such lexical elements as the therefore of clause 3 and the even
if of clause 5. The same pattern is repeated in Text D which has even more
involved thematic material than Text C and includes interpersonal as well as
textual material in the theme slot. Both deaf writers, then, connect ideas
through the insertion of extra material into the theme slot of the clause
rather than through information management, the method used by the
professional writers. This becomes more clear when we look at Table 5.

Table 5 identifies key semantic items in both the theme and rheme of
each clause of each text. Semantic fields are noted by capital letters, and
subfields of what Danés refers to as hyperthemes are indicated through the
addition of subscripts to the appropriate capital letters. Hence in Text A, a
hypertheme such as <<anaphora>> has the subthemes of <pronoun
reference>, <pronouns>, and <coreference>. while the hypertheme
<<research>> has the names of various researchers as subthemes. Obviously
the assignment of thematic and rhematic elements to varicus semantic fields
is a subjective decision, and different researchers could make different
assignations than those I have made in Table 5, yet the overlap would, I

" believe, be significant. When we examine the four texts for idea
management--that is for the topic which is introduced by the theme and
commented on by the rheme in an orderly pattern so that each clause after
the first selects some element of the previous clause as its starting point in
order to minimize reader dissonance—we note that Texts A and B carefully
introduce hyperthemes in the comment or rhematic position of the first
sentence (<<anaphora>> and <<pronoun reference>> in Text A, <<structures
of talk>> in Text B) and then explore various subthemes of those
hyperthemes in the remaining clauses of the paragraph.

In Text C, the deaf writer does not do this. Rather, there is a good deal
of redundancy in Text C with the theme <<hearing people>> being repeated
but not developed. The writer clearly needs the extra textual material (see
Table 3) which he has inserted in the themes of the various sentences of Text
C to prevent the comments being made about <<hearing people>> from
being totally redundant. The logical connectives, then, are a structural device
which compensate for the writer's inability to expand hyperthemes in a
dynamic fashion. In Text D the structure is a little different. Instead of simply

epeating semanlic conterit, the writer introduces many ideas, none of which

is developed fully in the paragraph, but which, the writer promises, will be
developed later in the text. The textual and interpersonal material in the
themes of the deaf writers, then, seem to serve as true connectives or
structural devices, a way of managing information, albeit a way not selected
by the hearing academic writers of Texts A and B.

Other syntagmatic differences can be noted if one examines Tables 6, 7
and B. Tables 6 and 7 are paradigms I developed for a much longer study of
deaf students' texts?; they attempt to identify the various syntagmemes
found in the kinds of academic writing students will be most likely asked to
do in their college classes, based on essays found in rhetorical texts, and to
describe the ideational constituents of those syntagmemes. If one examines
the column marked “Expository Tagmemes" one will notice that the
INTRODUCTORY syntagmemes of most expository texts tend to be organized
in specific ways. In Expository prose, a PRELIMINARY tagmeme which states
the general nature or goat of the discourse and a TEXT tagmeme which states
the topic, research question, or stance of the writer are generally obligatory in
English. A BACKGROUND tagmeme, in which the current state of research
is discussed, is oplional. Aay-of these three tagmemes may, of course, be
expanded by clauses, senlences, or paragraphs.

If we look at Text A, we can see that the writer ignores the
PRELIMINARY tagmeme, begins with the TEXT tagmeme, includes a good
deal of background, and concludes with-an expansion of the TEXT tagmeme.
The lack of a PRELIMINARY tagmeme was less noticeable in the publication
from which Text A was taken? than it is here because the article was preceded
by an absiract. Text A, then, fulfills the expectations of the readers of academic
prose, as does Text B, because its INTRODUCTORY syntagmeme follows the
Expository pattern for academic prose in English.

Text C, however, seems to belong to a different genre of writing
entirely--a cross between Expressive and Hortatory prose. Personal opinion of
the writer is injected and an EPISODE tagmeme is included. The syntagmeme
does not sound at all like the texts of professioral writers. Text D, however,
written by the deaf student who had exposure to generic structures in
academic texts, does. While the writer ignores the PRELIMINARY tagmeme,
the device of beginning with a research question is acceptable within the
context of the class assignment. The INTRODUCTORY syntagmeme of Text
D, in its overall structure, is much more Expository-like than the
INTRODUCTORY syntagmeme of Text C.

Other differences with regards to Ideational constituents of Expository
prose can be noted, particularly in the areas of process and participants. Of the

four Texts, for example, C is the only one which is not activity- or theme-
referenced. S ‘




What emerges from this brief study of one syntagmeme, then, is that
deaf students do structure their texts and manage thematic information in
certain ways to achieve certain purposes. If, however, they are not acquainted
with the discourse structures used by academic writers in their specific areas
of study, their texts will fail to be regarded as appropriate by their instructors
whose expectations are colored by the texts with which they--as hearing
academics--are familiar. Revision of student papers, then, can benefit
through modeling behavior in the classroom, exercises in which the students
concentrate not only on the content of the material that they read, but also on
how it is structured. By creating their own heuristic devices, students will be
provided with a framework for revision that is specific and structurally-
oriented. And instructors who work with their students on such heuristic
procedures may well discover that their own perceptions of student texts will

change in the process.

In his keynote address which opened this conference, Richard Bailey
quoted an academic who believed that studying texts would only render
students “insolent to their superiors®. Studying texts for their generic
structures would, I contend, render student texts acceptable to their teachers,
no lenger inferior but equal. '

Jacqueline Anderson, CSSF

Department of English and Communication Arts
Madonna University

36600 Schoolcraft

Livonia, Ml 48150-1173

Notes

1Richard Bailey's remarks were taken from his keynote address, "The
Age of Words", delivered to the Applied Linguistic Research Working Group,
Glendon College, York University, Toronto, April 19, 1951,

2] am thankful to Ken Rust, director of the Sigh Language Studies -

Program at Madonna University, for this secend example.

3Tables 6 and 7 were developed, based on models offered by Roberst
Longacre, for my dissertation, Linguistic Analysis and Deaf Students’ Texts:
Towards a_Pedagogy of Meaning and Representation, written at The
University of Michigan, 1990.

4Texts A and B were taken from the journal Linguistics and Education,
Nov. 2, 1988.
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[ The pumasa of this shidy was 10 examine young feadars’ ability 1o assign pronoun reference, an
important aspect of anaphofa.

aumann](1977) found
o |

oomprised 86.2% of all anaphoric devices used'in the storias he analyzed.
fled_fop | '

1978, 1980}, and othersthas been extensive and vasied.
L ]
i

has iomssed on readers’ ahity 10 detenming pronoun reference,
xamnes in some detail the text featuras, comprohending strategies, and
- a—
corraction patternsfreadarslexhibit as they assign pronoun raference.
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accomplishmant of pedagogic tasks.

@axanine a variation of the familiar question-answer-commant discourse fomlatnvolves
1

expansions of the basic structure.

hercore{Beytvink bt e Je RooRRs 1ot

£

Employers{also would rather hire a hearing parsan

fven Hjiha deal personts capable of performing efficienty at a job.

pext flop |

Table 4
Theme and Rhema inText D

1 m@ |develop tha concept of salf through social Intaraction and standard

Englssh atschool?

thematic sloment
topicai--the ideational theme
fextual slement in thems

interpersonai element in theme

3] clause as theme
23 theme of downvanked clause
wm==  Marked rheme

a0 a

predicated theme
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DWIGHT BOLIKGER: INTONATION AND ITS USES; MELODY IN GRAMMAR

AND DISCOURSE. 1989. xi - 470. Stanford University Press,
USA/ Edward Arnold, UK.

Thiz book is a companion to Bblinger's Intonation and its

Parts} melody in Spoken English which appeared in 1986

under the dual publication pattern of this present volume.
It i8 an enormous book in size and scope, and the two books
together gather all Bolinger's wisdom on intonation in
almost a thousand pages (he has been publishing on this

theme since 1945!).

Wisdom, however, comes in Aifferent shapes and moulds,
depending on training, background, priorities and goals;
what one sees in one way, another sees in another. One can
admire moch in the approach taken by another, but sometimes
see easier, more elegant ways of describing and accounting
for phenomena in their own approach; nevertheless we can

learn much from others.

The great value of Bolinger’s treatment is, first, the great
wealth of examples and thoroughness in probing alternative
intonational versions to those examples, and, second, the
thoroughness of theringéstigation of syntactiec, semantic and
§ragmatic factors, particularly in those "marginal®™ areas of

grammar like the tagged imperative and exclamatory idioms.

Bolinger's overall principle is to expl;cate intonation in -
terms of attitude. Intonatfén is "a nonarbitrary, sound-
symbolic system with intimate ties to facial eipression and
bodily gesture, and conveying, underneath it all, emotions
and attitudes" (p.i}. He talks of accents of power and
interest, but he eschews any form of linkage with syntax -
he once referred to the "dead han; of transformational
prosody” {p.357) and does not seem to recognize any theory
of information structure and orgamization. Incidentally, he
does not indicate any interest in units higher than a single

utterance in an exchange.

The distinguishing feature of his tﬁeory of intonation is
his notion of accent. Accent is the potential of word stress
being realized with pitch. A word stress may be left without
any pitch in an utterance, but if its potential for pitch is
realized it is because of the speaker's intention to make it
prominent either because of its interest, or -because the
speéker is expressing a message with power, i.e. forcefally.
The pitch movement in such cases is described in temms of

profiles:

profile A is a fall;

profile B is a jump up, with any following unaccented
syllables usually -continuing with a gradual rise;

prefile C is a rise;
profiie CA is a rise-fall;

profile AC is a fall~rise;
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rofile CB is a rise (not a jump up), with any
gollowing unaccented syllables usually continying with
a ¥slither" (i.e. a slight gradual fall).

("The cB profile is rare in American English-and Southern
British, but is fairly common in other dialects and

languages” (p. 4), e.g. Scottish, Scouse {Liverpcol).)

Although systemicists will recognize much of the above pitch
mdvements, it must be emphasized that these accent profiles
are not equivalent to tones. A tone is spread over a whole
intonation unit, whereas an accent is associated with a word

or phrase. For example, Halliday's

// 1, now /silver /needs to have /love //

would need to be rendered by Bolinger as a series of falls
on silver and needs to represent the falling pretonic, and a
more prominent fall on love; thus we have a series of As
with the third marked by an acute accent: A+ a +4h,

indicating three points of interest.

In essence, what Bolinger does is indicate the kind of .

interest for each of the terms in a message, e.g. their
relative importance, fhe attitude associated with the term,
and then he adds the individual profiles together to produce
a contour that is superimpcsed upon the whole message,
rather like the way Pike {1945) does. For example - taken at

random, from p.148:

what appears to set the termipnal C apart from the A
as a conveyor of observations rather than fagt

transmissions is not just the shape of the profiie
but also the overall direction of the accents. A

contour with multiple C's can be made to resemble
one with a terminal A if the C's aTe arranged on
a downmoving tangent: the result is an impression
of terminal downmotion _in spite of the terminal
rise (which continues to function in its own right
for reassurance oI whatever). 5o if one says

" either (15) or (16),

“

~(15) That (440)
ves & silly mg,
tlF..

(16) That " (asCs6)
way .

ais
X0.
.111’ ta

the effect is still that of an cbgervation - the
tangent to sil- and -take in (16} is rising. Neither
would be very appropriate in agreeing with a speaker
who has just said You should have been more careful.
on the contrary,

(17) That wes o ’ (‘+C+C)
s111y ™8
tlk..

with a downmoving tangent to sil- -take, would not
be very good as an observation but, with a
prefaced Yes, would be quite all right for
agreeing with the other’s criticism. The speaker
is saying, in effect, ‘vou're right, I was
careless.' -




AON0RER000000000000000000 000000000

A little note oOn
Bolinge
1ine of ¢t

makes 1t very clea

the transcription pefore we prcceed.

is very d}stinctive - laying out 2

r's transcription

ypescript to ¢ollow the pitch patterin; and that

r. It also makes it very precise.
not allowing for

aven too

precise, as in many pronunciation manuals,

nificant variation. The value of Halliday's
jation i3 built in {see

any non-sig

gystem isB that allowance for such var
Bolinger never explains the

¢ the end of the line.

Halliday, 1970: 15-18).
altho’

significance of the axrows 2@
it does become obvious, it wWas not obvious when it first

in relation to a descri

d to occur at th

ption of Scouse

appeared, p.39,

e end of

intonation; the arrows happene
¢lauses, which were being commented oOn; it was not clear at
chat point, that the arrows simply jpdicated continuation.
Cne weakness of the transcription is .that you jose the sense
of relative height of pitch when the transcription drops to

has the pitch jpcidentally risen oI 1owered?

the next line;

you can't tell.

ful review of the acquisition of

The book begins with a use
4a the variation of jntonation between the

jntonation, an
sexes. Then there is a 4ip into the differences hetween
American and RP jnptonation and other regional yariation too,
before 2 prief review of the intonation of other - languages.
Bolinger prings out the similarities, but does not 4o
justice ©o the differences. He only concentrates on contour-

~D

ne makes nO reference

pecause of this limited

final accents (i.e.“tones");

tonicity and tonality differences.

panese and Engligh jntonation are made o look

interest, Jal

1 §
much more similar than they really are. No reference. is made

to pretonic shapes or to relative f requency of accents. You

ort announcements to get

have only to listen to Japanese alrp

some feeling of how very aifferent Japanese intonation 18

{1986) chapter on different

1 feel that

from Cruttenden's

English.
intonations is very much more _illuminating;
f intonation has

Bolinger's interest in the iconic pature ©

peen allowed to influence his judgement anduly; after all,
if intonation is iconic and human emotion is to gome extend
then an jnterest in universals is

111 be highlighted. But even

uniform the world wide,

inevitable, and similarities W

in closely related languages 1ike English and German there

are noticeable differences; and, of course, there are very

noticeable differences betweeh of one

regional variations

single language.

The iconic nature of intonation is tempered by conventioh.

it is in contrast to the arbitrariness of segmental
phonology, which guestions the position of intonation within

phonology- phis is not a question that seens to bother

Bolinger. There 1is DO attempt to link intonation into 2

hierarchy ot phonological units as Pike and Halliday do.

Intonation Seems to be independent of other components of

language - especially, if one may SO, especially syntaxX.
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Chapters 3 to 7 are grouped together as Part

and Grammar: clavseg and above

Connor and arpoyg (1973) g0,

There are no “neutraj tonesg*",

emotion may be "tamed", ¢ is ali a matter of degree {p.68).
tal

similarly O'Connor ¢ Arnolq,

This is , View that Crys ‘once held apg then Teviged,

in the light of Halligay'g

theory of Neutra) tonés. Bolinger also admitsg

to the

notion of MARKEDNESS, which, + Deeds to he invoked

here and. there, ome intonations 4re more
usual i

Seem to be More jin the
of rhythp than intcnation.

What get demarcateqd are
constituents

of phraseg and

clauses, not  the
thenselveg nor

'tone-group' kinds of 3
the difference

clauses

ntonation unit,
instance,

Street

not Solely ip messages, many will fipg the

distinctjion between Thythm

and intonational Operations
rather confusing, This is the chapter where yoy might expect
to find a discussion of 'tonality', but it is missing.

Ir: Intonation
~==zation

Attitude is Present always;

There follow three very thorough "ang

on the intonatjon ot*questions,
Cclauses.

Comprehengive chapters

nenquestiong apg dependent
The discussions apd illy

1nformativa.

length,

Surprising since
to attitude, which
Wordlessg tags like oh,

provide transparent clueg

is
interests Bolinger,

hunh are
includeq. The intonation of Parenthesjis - which
embraceg non~restr1ctive relative clausag

~ i3 dealt
thorbughly as well,

very

{for Bolinger thig amounts tq
rhythn Structure of Phrases,

The latter relates mainly to

the notion of Semantj

cally rich (i.e. accents of
interest) and empty

words. Systemicists feel

that thjg




and focus, that dictates, not syntax. The demolition of the

transformationalists' narrow theories is guite awesome!

The icénism of intonation comes very much to the fore in the
fifty page study of exclamations and interjections (Chapter
10) and the absolutely brilliant forty page study of well
{Chapter 11). Here is the expert scientist at work, sifting
the evidence, drawihg upon historical developments, human
nature, the linguistic evidence and preducing a beautifully

crafted study.

Part IV: Intonation and logic takes up various issues and

deals with them one by one, and pretty convincingly too.

Chapter 12 assesses the claim for a distinctive intonation
of contrast. Bolinger dismisses the claim since the alleged

*tones' are all used for other, non-~contrastive, purposes;

contrast is often indicated overly by lexis or syntax} where

it iz not 5o, intonatidén contributes to an interpretation

that involves contrasts, but dJdoes not indicate contrast

directly, for hearers must sort out implications for

- themselves from the linguistic context and the situation,

and contrast is one of the possible implications. The

discussion is confined to tones and does not touch on

*marked tonicity’'. .

Chapter 13 dismisses Sperber & Wilson {1986) as being simply

just too confined theoretically. Te tie intonation to

syntactic structure is like trying to tie the wind to a §6§6§
—~ there is simply just tooﬂmﬁch of it to be tied like that.
This where Bolinger's

“Qead hand® comment comes from.

(Incidentally, Bolinger does often comment in a very
celourful way; the analogy of the wind is mine, but;I know

who influenced me!)

Chapters 14 and 15 evaluate claims for intonations of
denials (Gussenhoven) and factuwality. I feel that Bolinger
struggles in parts ofAhis argument in 14 (especially p.367
where Bolinger has to resort to evidence from non-standard
dialects), altho' his main argument still seems to sﬁand,
that the intonations of direct and indirect denial are
broader than.Gussenhoven supposed. 'Pactuality’ depends on
other factors than intonation; a? in the case of contrast,
intonation contributes to the meaning but does not establish
it. To establish factuality, "the main verb -plua its
complement plus the intohation will:suffice. given a proper
cohtext” (p.384), i.e. there are ét least four contributors,
a complex of factors. “There are no defiﬂing intonations,
but there are

facilitating ones", he claims elsewhere

{p.176).

To read over 400 pages of Bolinger on intonation is an
exceedingly broadening experience. However, I miss a theory
of information structure and organization,

I miss the

systens of tonality, tonicity and tone and their neutral and

10
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harked forms, and I miss the formal 1links to phonology,

discourse and the rest of language,

occasionally summarized and Systematjized. Perhaps Bolinger

feels that the meanings of intonation are too fluid for

that. I can pot help but notiece, however, that Kingdon,

Crystal, Halliday and 0'Connor & Arnold do not feature in
the bibliography for this volume {altho’

Bolinger, 198s8).

they do in

Occasionally there are items that a non-American may well

puzzle over (including the idiom Your brother is a
. . __‘—_“'——-—-—______

but generally speaking, the whole book is very
clearly written, sometimes

caution!},

wittily so, and it carries

Bolinger's convictions. It and its companion of 1986 are
D

monuments in the study of intonation and, like monuments,

will be visited time and time again, to great profit,
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A of Stirling

Language as Behaviour, Language as Code, by Lynne Young,

REVIEWED BY Joha Corbett, Centre for English Language Teaching, University

The practical necssity of teaching English as a Foreign Language to the
increasing number of overseas students in British and North American universities
has spurred much receat research into the sub-discipline known as Academic
English (eg Nelson et al, 1087; Bazerman 1988; Swales 1990). Young's book, also
inspired by her experience as 2 {eacher, attempts a preliminary description of one

. subcategory of Academic Englishy, using a form of systemic linguistics as an

instrument of description.

Young focuses on ‘pedagogical’ Academic English: her small corpus consists of
three spoken discourses {freshman lectures in Engineering, Sociology and
Economics), and three written texts (extracts from related introductory student

* gextbooks). These she subjects toa detailed analysis based on Michael Gregory's

development of systemic grammar (as sketched, for example, in Benson and
Greaves, 1985), with passing reference also to tagmenics, stratificational
grammar, and the analysis of metaphor undertaken by Lakoff and Johason (1980).

“The core of the work is a phasal analysis of the texts and discourses, phase being
a 'very delicate statement of register realization’ identified on the basis of

consistency in ideational, modal and textual selections as well as a consistent

pattern of morphosyntactic choices (Young 1990) 42-3). Effectively, phascs are
‘strands’ of functionally similar language, woven through the discourses and texts,
offering a basis for linguistic comparison and contrast. Young labels typical
phases Discourse/Text structuring’, ‘Content’, 'Evaluation’, Interaction’ and so on -
 the fiest consists of explicit references to the construction of the lecture or text;
the last consists of instances of two-way communication (ot pseudo-
communication) between lecturer-student or author-reader.

A basis for comparsion having been established, Young offers results which may
have more general application for this type of Academic English. For example,
Discourse Structuring is the only phase common (o all discourses and lexts,
suggesting the explicitly self-refiexive nature of Academic English. The lectures

o ————p— —- -

- ¢ me AORELIGY 11§ W, TRAMIURRIS WOV, FURETE,

(all of which were semi-spoataneous in delivery) are, not surprisingly, much more
interactive than the texts, displaying a higher degree of interrogatives and
commands, thetorical and real. The writien texts also display relatively fewer
instances of attitudina! marking and explicit modality, but have a higher incidence
of agent deletion through passivisation — all of which tends towards the '
‘dehumanization’ of Academic writing. On the textual level there is greater
sentence-level linkage in the spoken discourses than in the written texts, possibly
owing to the lack in lectures of graphological indicators of cohesion (Young 1990:
198). Ideational selections differ according to phase: in general mental processes
dominate the Discourse Structuring phase (eg ‘Essentially we know the following"),
while action processes dominate the Interaction phase (eg *Could you dim the

reading lights?). -

The study concludes with a plea for further detailed study of Academic English
leading towards a valid description and typology of its various registers, which in
turn, will filter through to the teaching practices of EAP practitioners. The work,
however, suffers from a number of crucial limitations even as a first step towards
realising this desirable, if ultimately unaitainable, goal.

First of all, as Young herself acknowledges (1990; 205) her sample is tiny: three
lectures and three extracts from textbooks. Small-scale surveys are inevitable
given the wealth of descriptive detail which systemic linguistics can extract from
even a few clauses. Large-scale surveys, for which most authors can only piously
wish, would demand a committed team working full-time for decades; however,
only then might statistically significant claims about Academic English in general
be made.”

Secondly, such a team would also have to agree on classificatory procedure — a
problem Young tends to downplay, relying as she does, for example, on Gregory's
taxonomy of process and participant types (Young 1990: 48-53). While related to

~ those listed in Halliday (1985), Gregory's are nonetheless significantly different:

for example, not everyone would wish to count verbal processes as a subcategory
of mental processes. Moreover; even given a common descriptive procedure,
certain processes defy easy categorisation: Young again, following Halliday,
explicitly afludes to the dual classification of various processes — SOme of whic
hare metaphorical, some of which are simply ambiguous (eg ‘respond’ might be 3




mental (verbal) or an action process: context will not necessarily disambiguate it).

Finally, the reliance on register and the more delicate ‘phase’, while often
illuminating, as in the discussion of Discourse and Text Structuring, may alsobe a
weakness. The phase Content, for example, is much more general and more
difficult to grasp than Discourse Structuring. If phase is defined by way of codal
selections (as suggested above), the subsequent description of codal selections in
terms of phase seems like a dangerously circular argument. Possibly recent work
on genre (eg Swales 1990) offers a principled way out of the categorisation of
language variation based only oa codal selections.

Young's book is nevertheless an important preliminary step — if not towards the
full description of a language typoiogy, then towards the continuing formulation of
- a descriptive instrument, one that can portray (if only as yet in miniature) the ebb
and flow of language in use. The attraction of systemic linguistics is very much its
practical applications; if it is to have a future then it must rise to the challenges
such as that tackled by Young.
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WHO PUT_THE STANDARD [N SGTANDARD LANGUAGES?

A Review of Eloquence and Power: The Rise of Language
Standards and Standard Languages by J.E.Joseph; 1987;
Frances Pinter, London; pp.199 + xi.

There are an estimated 700 million
speakers of English in the world, of whom about 300
miilion are natlve-speakers. No doubt all of these
people have some (111-defined> notion of what they
mean by Engiish, although thelir notions are likely to
vary actording to thelr social stetus and geographical
situation. Among native speskers, snd frequently among
foreign learners of English, views as to - what counts
as ‘good’ English are held passionately and frequently

lead to veciferous argument.

Britain ts currently undergolng such a
debate in part because aof the government's attempts to
tmprove the standard of English teaching. The Report
of the Committee of Enquiry [Into the Teaching of
English Language (19883, which was established to
recommend & syllabus which could be incorporated into
the core curriculum, argued that ‘one of the schools’
dutles is to - ensble children to acquire Standard
Engllsh, which is thelr right. This is not a matter of
controversy: no !tém "of evidence recelved DYy the
Committee contained disagreement with this point.*
(ibid; 14). However, the (admittedly brief? deftnition
of Standard English that appears in the Report 1s both

confusing and confused. Tha'ﬁuthofs argud’ that:
npot a dialect, since ‘"dtalecti® fmplies  regular
grammatical patterns and distinctive vocabuiury,uhfch
charactaflse‘ the language of a particular area and
distinguish 1t from its neighbours and from Standard
English.® (fbfd; 14}. It is, however, derived from the
East Midlands dialect, and has evolved o ‘written form
used by all writers of English, no matter which
dislect area they come from* (fbfd; 14) Equally, ‘it
1is alsc used to. communicate across local areas and

between reglons in a spoken form ' (fbid; 14D

Each one of these characterisations could
be challenged. While not denying that there may be a
*core' wvocabulary <(Carter, 1987a, 1987b) and even a
‘core' grammar, speakérs who faill to venture beyond
such ‘'cores' would have little interesting to say.
Most - (if not all) speakers make varied selections from
the language system according to whom they are
speaking, what they are talking about, and their
specific intentions in spesking, and these selections
are likely to contain ‘distinctive grammatical
patterns and dilstinctive vocabulary'' that are not
dependent on geographical factors. Equallj. the claim
that all! writers of English use Standard will come as
a shock to the child who s trying to decode the
ambiguities of Finnegans Wake or the poetry of Tony

‘Harrison.

1. The Kingmwan Report was itself attacked for ‘bad’ grammar on
the grounds that it {atled to observe the rules of concord in the
foliowing sentence: '... It 1s plaln that inservice educatlon and
training has a most imporilant part to play ..." (62)
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part by , disclajme, farlier (n ipe Report, ” The
authors Comment;

older apg éncounter wider range of

Englesy Dicttonary. which jg 1tsels being
constant!y updated, Or  are e Boing o
produce or encounter all possible
conbinatigng of the Structures which gre-
Permissible 44 English,

, Cibid; 14)

A pecultar sleight of  hand is taking
Place here, While acknouledgtng that Engiligh is
remarkably Varled, the authorg suggest_that only parg
of that vVariety should pg tncludeg under the headlng
of Standarg English, The Criteris they ,eg to
distinguysy Between those partg of this Veriety thay
count gg Standarg, and those Parts whycp have to pe
excluded becausze they .are fegiona) dlalactg have beap
deliberately obscured. ailcutng the Authors to make
the Spurigus clatm thay the Standarqd IS the variegy
used ¢t 'communlcate across loca) sreas apg between
Teglons 1n 4 Spoken fopye wWithout !nvestigat!ng who ig

The Intentigng behind the Kingman Report
were Worthy i1n that they were Intendeq to empowar
children Within o confltctual Soclety, but the net
effect of thetr Proposals (ang the syliabye that may
follow from them, Is more ltkely to render the Pupt}s
efficien, Operativag who understang the language of
theyy Minagers, In thyg Fespect, the Report Compareg
unfavourably wWith Cobbeattg beljer thag 'Grammar,

perfectly understood, €nableg US, notg only tgo exprasg
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8. Some of these I1ssueg are exp
E!oquence and Power

Toseph Starts by d!st!ngu(shfng betwsen
'language‘ and ‘dialecy:s {Joseph. 1987, »

ianguage 25  one diatect Which has
Procesgas of standardlzat!on and

stendardlzatton cycle

lnnguages (!bld@ 22-24), In
the remainge, of the book, he

which leags to Standard

exemplifles the
standardlzat!on Cycie With detalled

fnupiag and Frepep. Howevg, much

lways 1nterest!ng
ranging references

very fiotion of a Standard
Sterp (sSae alsgo Muuﬁsusfer.
two Erounds Flrst,

orms ¢ that Culturg, Secondly

Bument depengsg Oon  the
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least ten ways in which this occurs (/bid; 32-33) and
his arguments are convincing. However, the first
ground is consliderably more controversial. To malntain
such a position would involve demonstrating that
Graeco-Roman culture was both homogenecus and, in some
sense, contained a set of values to which others
aspired. Joseph cannot do this satisfactorlly because
he conspicucusly fatls to identify those features of
Graeco-Roman culture which - were attractive ia
themselves. It 1s true that meny of ‘the higher
functions of English society were performed in Latin
and that Latin served as the model of language. But
the hisiory of Latin and its gradual loss of functions
as an H language were complicated by the changing
perceptions both of the culture it originated from and
its *classical’ status. Thus, although Latin models of
rhetoric and syntax exercised considerable influence
over the developing functions of English, the
perticular models changed (or were viewed differently)
according to the partlcular functions that were being
replaced. 1 am inclined to believe that the functional
elaboration of an L language redefines both the
cultursl institutions that 1t invades and the language
itself. When English replaced Latin as the language of
religion, 1t not only moved one step further in the
process of standardization but was also followed by

the Reformation.

Joseph makes some reference to the

language of religion, commenting:

The Judeo-Christian God is omnlsclent, and
should be equally well served by any dialect,
ar fur that matter by silence. But the
standard dlalect, ©being the prestigious
dialect, with all the welght of the Goiden
Age tradition behind it, characterizes the
user as more respectful in petitioning the
detty. It 1s not unusual to hear even
impromptu prayer being carried on in English
with God addressed as thou We would not term

this usage 'non-standard*.
(Ibid; 73)

One 1s tempted to ask, wny not? Although
Eloquence and Power makes a serious and valiant
attempt to answer this question, I finally find the
ansver unceonvincing since it suggests that the variety
of functions <(and tharefore of forms) which are
accessible to the standard have an underlying unity
which distinguishaes them from the various non-standard
dialects. In respect of English, this seems not to be
true. Although religious English may be ‘marked®
{Adams Smith, 1989; Samerin, 1976), it is so precisely
because it performs a particular function, and to that
extent It is no more <{(nor less) marked than legal
English or scientific English. It may be true that
religious practices are treated with respect just as
lawyers and . sclentists belong to prestigious
institutions within our soclety but to treat thelr
utterances {when they are engaged in thair
professions) as munlfestations‘of‘n single, standard
English seems misgulded. Joseph acknowledges these
dlffergnces but suvggests there is a common underlying
norm: ' '

. +++ noras of various sorts are present and

operative at every level of ltinguistic,

behavioural, and social structure ... What I

wish to stress is that although these norms

aré varlous and multileveled, their surface

differences often belle deep structural and

functional similarities. The norm which makes

me hesltani to say none are, and which tempis

me to castigate s student who writes it, is

in a2 stgnificant sense, a development from

the kind of norm that prevents me from sSaying

#speakment, or %book the, or brick with the

meaning *book.*
{Joseph, 29

One can see what he means while

suggesting that the instances he adduces are
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{neammensurable. If he uars g preduce any ef the 185t
én‘r-ga‘ ytterances, he wauld be sxcluding nimself fram
the community ef English speakers teug court and

himself tn the paradoklcal situation of

putting

language. His

unique and personal

speaking a
hestitation over the use of the form none are is surely
an uncertainty as to whether this 1s acceptablie fn the
community of speakers to which he belongs or aspires,

and his potential castigation of the hapless student
is part of his role as a soclalising force introducing
her to those modes of speech and wrtiting which sare

appropriaste to the meanings she intends to convey.

Joseph, here, Seems to be ignroring the
social <cemtotic nature of language. A constructlon
which gonveys no meaning by definltion has no meaning,

while a construction that has meaning has more than a

simple semantic since it serves to ldentify the

speaker as a member of a social group and represent
the values and meanings of that group. The size of the

group 1s always an unknown variable. It may include

.all the speskers of & particular langusge, as has been

suggested by Hasan (1984)> and Msrth (1988, or 1t may
be restricted to & particulsr subset. When it 1s the
latter, characteristic texts develop depending on the
particular soctal maanings that the group are engaged

that particular time. Kress (1989,

in producing at
450> has suggested that:

texts are the sites of the emergence of
complexes of sacial meanings, produced in the
partjcular history of the situation of
production, and recording inm partial ways the
nistorles both of the pertlcipants in the
production of the text, and of the
institutions which are tnvoked, brought into
play; and Lndeed = partial history of the
language and the social system, a partiality
due to the structurings of relations of power
to the partlcipents. ’

Thiz 18 & particuiariy (ruit{y!l wey ef
lagking at texts in that It sdes tham as ipdividual
canstructs occuring as part of » soclo-historical
process. Groups of texts which <¢luster around a
particular discourse situation will tend to manlfest
stmllarities giving rise to an identifiable genre.
individuails' contributlons to any given discourse will
be admitted to the extent that they conform to the
conventlons of that genre. Genres therefore serve to
contain and control the distributieon of power within
discourses and become sites of struggle when such
power 1{is challenged. Smith (1984, 30) observes that
'Between 1793 and 1818 (and later as well>, Parliament
dismissively refused to admit petitions because of the
which they Such

complex of - social and

language in written.' behaviour

reflected a ideological

concerns. Te master the

appropriate rhetoric of

pelitical discussion necessarlly required an educstion

in the ‘polite’ (and

classically-based) forms of

language. Such an educatlion was expensive both in

terms of finance and of leisure. By and large, the

petitioners tacked such resources and had to rely on

the demotic. Those radicals who had recelived such an

aducation (e.g. Burdett) would frequently adopt a

similar style,

partly because to show

they wished

social also because

solidarfty but the cholce of

language reflected the |deals the petitioners sought.
However, as the franchise was slowly extended, so the
genre of political debate adapted to include the new

voices.

It could be argued that people occupy

overlapping discourse situatfons toe such an extent
that the various genres that they control will have
marked features in common. This certainly seems to be

the wunderlying argument Iin Joseph's ©book. However,

such a view may be mistaken in that {t overlooks the
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sense of straln that may occur when two discourses

drawm from the same atratum of soctety come into

invaston of ‘market forces'

competlition. The recent
tnto the public sector cannot really be understood tf
wa assume that both sides are addressing each other
using a English. different

discourses have developed, each with thelr approprlate

* grandard’ Rather, Lwo

genres, and they have come into. conflict over the
distribution of power within our soclety. If 1 am
genres.

what we need nowW are historties of

(1988)
development of sctentific English, and

right,
Halliday

tracing the
clearly there 1s room for more rasearch 1in this aresa.

has made a ploneering effort 1In

However, in arguing such 2 case 1

do not {ntend to denigrate Elogquence and

full of

certainly

Power. It is interestling and provocative

ideas.

the reallity of 1 standard languages’'. Joseph, 1n

tracing the history of the term, notices that 1t was

1711, 1742. It then
1838-9, after which it sppeared with
3-4). Thts 1s something

! would like to know whether the

first used In re-occurring in

vanished until

increasing frquency (Joseph,

of a paradox, and

term was developed to dascribe a set of empirically

observed features that had not previously been

noticed, or whether it was & convenient shorthand to

distingulsh ‘polite’ speakers of a language from the

rest, but which has slowly developed a 11fe of 1ts

own. There is the possibility that when Stubbs (1986,

85) observes: ‘gtandard English 1is neither merely

dialect of English, nor a style: Lt is an intersection

of dialectal and variation, and this makes it

particularly difficult to define', 1t ts because there

1s nothing there to def ine.

In particular, {1 has encouraged me 10 question
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Taylor, T. J. & D. Cameron (1957, Analysing Conversation, Rules and Unifs in
the Structure of Tatk Gxford: Pergamon Press,

Reviewed by Eijz Ventola, University of Helsinkd

The ficld of discourse analysis has expanded so rapidly i recent years chat it is not
always easy to keep wack of the main 1ssues involved in various ngrprmchcs. A book
reviewed here, Tatbot Taylor’s and Deborsh Cameron's (henceforth T & C)

Lonversation, although already a few years oid, can be recommended as & clear and
extensive critical overview which efficiently outlines to the reader the main issues in
various approaches o discourse analysis. The discussion includes the approaches by social
psychologists, speech act theorists, Birmingham School discourse analysts, followers of
Gricean principles in pragmatics and the work by cthnomethodologists, as well as
approaches which deliberate on the relationship between grammatical analysis and
conversational analysis. The comparison between the approachces is conducted by
focussing the discussian on two fundameatal issues in conversational analysis: units and
rules. The book asks some interesting questions 2bout the methodological principles nsed
in the various approaches to conversational analysis, and presents and discusses the
problems which the individual approachesface, when dealing with these two notions. It
certainly inspires its readers to explors the issues and problems in conversational analysis
farther. The book can also easily function as a postgraduate textbook, although it is clearly
not intended as such, If so used, it st be noted that some prior knowledge of discourse
analysis is, however, required on the part of the smdents, so that they can {fully appreciate

- the T & C's discussion. Below the contents of the book is examined in deail.

1. UNITS AND RULES

When conversations are analysed, the data must first be segmented and classified into
units. According to T & C, “a satisfactory model must incorporaie principled and reliable
criteria for dividing data into segments, plus an exhanstive apparatus which docs not leave
segments uracconnted for, por ailow ad hoc categories o proliferate” (p. 12-13). T& C
acknowiedge that the notion of “unit of discourse’ is difficult. Different conversational
approaches use differens critcri;’ to distinguish UNITS ogu k. For example, units may be
typed fungtionally {¢.g. according 1o such speech act fonciions as requests, questions,
answers, eic.). But cven wmained cogders within one theoretical framework face difficulties
when they have to classify tokens as types. Thus, conversational analysts ofien encounter

i jectivity in their treatment of units; that is, it is assumed that

interectants and analysts view units of 1atk in the same way. Questions which T & C ask *

{p. 2) are: Do interactants parcel their falk into the same kind of functional packages? Do
they identify, and operate with, the same units, and how is sthe sameness established - by
logical reasoning, by learning and experiencing, or by habit? :

Afier the segmentation, the second concern is that of repylarity =nd predicton. Most
approaches aim at "reducing human behaviour 1o seis of {preferably clegant) gencrative
rules” (p. 3-4). The RULES of talk sccm to have been borrowed from two different
sources. Some approaches use rules in the social scientists’ scnse of shared, 'social
nomas', which are prescriptive and direetly influence behaviour, but which can also be
flouted and violated. The other approaches visualize the rules as similar 1o the Chomskyan
rules of grammar. These rules of talk are concepiualized s ‘unconscious’ and ‘invariant’.
They are used to predics well- or ill-formed discourses, and are internalized by human
beings as universal constraintson language behaviour (p. 9-10). Similar to the notion of
unit, the notion of mile also raises the problem of jntersubicctivity. Questions about whether
the interactants perceive rules in the same way or not are raised: Is communicative
interaction govemned by rules (tacitly) kmown 1o all interactants? And, if it is rule governed,
how is it rule governed? Why do communicators follow the mles? How do communicators
know if co-communicators are following the same rules they are? (p. 2).

The initia} discussion of units and sules in the structure of talk is followed by

reviews of how the various approaches have dealt with these notions in their anstyses of
conversational data

E3

3. SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGICAL STURIES OF CONVERSATION

T & € are very critical of the inductive and experimental methodology which has been
empioycd by social psychologists on the study of units and rales of conversational data. As
examples of social %chologica! stadics, T & C have chosen the experiments reposted in
Dancan & Fiske (1977} and in Clarke (1983), of which they give a concise and a readable
sumynary. In both experiments categorics of conversational units are sct ap, tokens are
classified into established types and rules which govern the sequencing of the units are
discavered. Yet, the approaches differ. Duncan & Fiske's approach is ghic, i.e. the acts are
observable, physical acis, e.g. & speaking turn, a panse, which ar¢ 10 be recognized as
objectively and explicitly as possible, ¢.g. by machine recognition. Or if that is not
possible, then following ‘ostensive definidions’, Le. the coders are saught to recognize the
gbservable by pointing at them, e.g. "that's a smile”. Clarke's approach is gmic. The unit
1o be analyzed is a specch act 1t is recognized by ‘implicit recognition rules’, which also
take into account the unohservable, ie. the interaciants provide the analyst with information
on speakers’ intentions, hearers’ unspoken reactions, etc.

Both approaches face problems. On one hand, if onc only follows explicit
recognition procedures, one faces the danger that phenomena which should not be counted
as tokens wili be classified as instances of a type, ¢.g. a coding machine identifies a tough
as speech. On the other, in the case of ostensive definitions, there is always the danger that
coders are, nevertheless, relying on unobscrvable information, such as their understanding
and intuitions of what the speaker's staie of mind might be, what the speaker might have
meant, cic. Further, the emic categorization procedures which 1ake these unobservables into
account must unavoidably be somewhat vague. There is no unified caliural agreement on
how, for example, speakers emically define what "a threat’ is, Quite rightly thus, T & C
warn discourse analysts of the dangers of assuming an isororphic relationship %o exist
betwaen the metalinguistic categories esiablished for the analysis and the "real world' of
conversational structure. T & C see social psychologists’ approach to conversation analysis
as speculative and demand more evidence specifically for their claims for conversational
tuies. Yet, in my view, such soctal psychologists as, for example, Argyic, Birdwhistell,
Cook, Goffman, Kendon, Mehrabian (see e.g. Argyle 1972, 1973; Cook 1971; Goffman
1959, 1971, 1981) do deserve 1o be credited for their early work in discourse analysis. It
was their work that inspired many Jinguists to turn their atiention from the behaviour of an

idcal speaker-hearer to the behaviour of man (although in cxperimental rather than in
authentic contexis).

3. SPEECH ACT APPROACH . TO CONVERSATION

When discussing the speech act approach 1o conversation, T & C are not interested in the
overall philosophical theory of speech acts (Austn, Scarie) as such, but rather in the unit
speech act

with which language philosophers work, the and its combinatorial possibilities
in conversation. The aim is 10 discover the procedures whereby speech acts acquire &
certain communicative force, the i T & C summarize the approach by
three questions: "First, what speech acts existin a language, and second, what are the rules
for producing and interpreting them, and third, what are the rules for sequencing them
coherently?” (p. 45}

T & C consider Austin’s and Searle’s theoretical premises and consider Labov &
Fanshel's (1977) and Edmondson's (1981) work: as typically etic examples of speech nct
analyses of conversalional data. A speech act analyst locates the speech acts in the data, and
then engages himself in a procedure whercby the speaker’s communicative intentions are
‘matched’ with the hearer's expeciations. In other words, the recognition of the
illocutionary force of speech acts relies on the assumption that people "share conventions
for producing and recognizing these acts” (p. 47). Thus, it is assumed that it is possible to
build up ‘mental typologics’ whercby, following the flicity conditions set, instances of
acts can be ciassificd as having a cerain illocutionary force.

. In both Labov & Fanshel's and Edmondson’s analyses of data, the fundamenta)
belief of sharing illocutionary taxonomies =xists. Labov & Fanshe! not only assume that
interactants can distinguish one iiocutionary Torce for an utterance, but also that any speech _
act can function muitfunctionzlly. Recognizing several functions involves hicrarchicsg
operations from the interactants: for example, they recognize an act as a Jegusl
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information on one level, as a request for action on anather level, and as a challenge on 3
yet ‘deeper’ evel. As T & C (pp. 50-51) suggest, the hicrarchical pasition begs furthey
questions: How do participants know which acts 1o treat muliifunctionally at decper levels
and which not, ind, if 8 centain sex of ‘ules of discourse’ are introduced to help the
interactanes in this sorting task, how can the analyst be certain of the fact that a proposed
rule rather than another has been used? Cleardy, the analyst would here have to rely on emic
evidence, L. the 'inside informarion’ provided by the interactant. . .

The questions above lead T & C to present sisilar well-pointed criticism of
Bdmondson's work. Edmondson attempts 10 sct up his speech act categorics etically. He
goes to great lengths to establisk the itlocutionary categorics cbjectively and technically,
without having 0 rely on shared conventions (Edmondson 1981: 27). Each speech act
carries one and only one illocutionary force. However, as T & C (p. 53) point out,
Edmondson cannot avoid using the lexis of ilfocutionary verbs in English as metalinguistic
labels for the set of acts which he recogaizes. Edmondson proposes a closed set of
categories for discourse analysis. T & C (pp. 53-55) criticize Edmondson’s categorics on
the grounds of poor replicability. They show that Edmondson's own analyses of acts do
not always follow the objective criteria he sets up for recognizing the illocutionary force.
Further, the categories he sets up are claimed 10 be applicable to all kinds of discourse; only
the sequencing of illocutionary acts will differ. Yet Bowker (1983), whe has applied
Edmondson’s model to conversational data collected in travel agencies, reports that he had
to recognize some further categories when analyzing his daa. In my vicw, one must also
seriously query whether Edmondson’s data really represent the behaviour of people in the
kind of situations which the role-play is supposed to depict, Edmondson's data can be
considered anthensic and real only in the gontext of sitvation of ‘a foreign language
classroom’, not "a1 the doctor's’, "armanging baby sitting’, etc. In a classroom, foreign
Ianguage is used to play with the new linguistic system, to test its boundarics and wo find its
similaritics to, and differcnces from, one’s native ongae. The role-play data always show
proof of this kind of playing and therefore one should not claim that the data correspond to
the social sitation they depict. The same criticism can be made of speech act
categorizations and analyses which use data collected by questionnaires (sec ¢.g. Blura-
Kulka & Oishtain 1984). Analysts using these kinds of data scem unaware that the change
of channel from spoken (o written has its consequences 10 the realization of texis. _

One further serious criticism, in addition 10 the ones presented by'}'&C. lsq:auhc
sequencing of speech acis is practically ignored in the philosopbical iradition of
conversational analysis. Austin and Searfc pay no attention to it; neither do Labov &
Fanshel. In Edmondson we find an anempt to account for sequencing of acts, aithough the
approach is not very original. It has been borrowed from the Birmingham School of
discourse analysis. Edmondson suggests a ‘double coding’ for speech acts: onc for an
i i and another for an inferactional act. Interactional acts are constituency parts

of a move, which is a constituency part of an exchange. Exchanges realize phases, which
in turn realize enconnters. In Edmondson's model, acts, moves and exchanges combine in
a very complicated (2nd not very accurately replicable) fashion into the phase structure of

an encounter: (AVE) BUSINESS (VALE) (where the parentheses indicate the optionality of
the elements of smucure; sce Edmondson 1981: 114-115). T have elsewhere (Ventola 1987:
36) pointed out that Edmondson's account of the encountcr suffers from the same handicap
s the Birmingham School approach (Sinclair & Conlihard 1975; Burton 1980) docs. The
description of the combinatorial possibilitics of the lower rank units is claborate; yet it does
not succeed in relating the proposed lower units sarisfactorily to the units of higher ranks.
This may be due 1o the fact that onc descriptive level is set 10 do '100 much work’ and that
the constimency model, derived from grammar, may not be the best model to describe the
discourse level (for a discussion, see Venrola 1987: 37).

4. THE SCALE AND CATEGORY DERIVED APPROACH

T & Cs weatment of the Birmingham School of discourse analysis is relatively brief and
the emphasis is on the rules rather than the units. They introduce the Birmingham approach
as "2 discourse version of Hallidayan scalc and category grammar” {p. §7). The main
guestions which T & C raise as problematic in the Birmingham approach are: Is the
discaurse level different from grammar, and if so, can grammatica! description be applied

e it? How any ranks must be recognized in the analysis of data and where does the rank

scale stop? Is discowse similar to grammay - segmena
When Sinclair & Coulthard (1973) started their clpssy INECTACY . ;
discourse studics had been carried out. Thus, it is not surprising 1o find that the app!

first attempted 1o see whether the 'old 100ls’ used for grammarical analysis wou also

work for the analysis of discourse. But were the structures discovered iliuminating? Not in
T & Cs view. They ruthlessly condemn, for example, the Birmingham School analyses of
lectures {see Coulthand & Montgomery 1581: 30). .
And what, in fact, docs this analysis of the strucire of leciures iell 157 That Jecrurers habimally
start &t e beginning of their Jectures, make a serics of ardered semarks in the middle and finish a
the end! As cver, the price of abolishing arbitrariness from a description (there is linle argumnent
sbout the presence of sbacnce of conjunciions) nuns out 3o be som) banality and uwninformativencss

. 72).

In che d?scussioa of rules, T & C concentrate on the work done by Stubbs (1983), who is
concerned with discovering the rules which govern the sequencing of moves in exchanges,
T & C criticize Stubbs’ assumption that interactams have intersubjective knowledge of
discourse nufes, his argument that since there are regular patierns in exchange organization,
rules must exist which govem the behaviour of iateractants and speakers must wcitdy know
thesc rules (p. 74). Variation found in discourse sequence patterning is considered 1o be
‘deviant behaviour', Tor example, when in a ieaching exchange the weacher provides no
feedback. Stubbs (1981: 129-130) also, analogously to she generative analysis of
sentences, considers exchanges to be cither well-formed or ill-formed. He argues that
interactants protest against itl-formed sequences and demand repairs. In the issues
conceming deviancy and wellformedness of sequences, T & C's criticism is well founded.
Not giving feedback or not asking for repairs is a choice of behaviour, nof an abanormality.
Also cultural differences must be taken into consideration here. Keenan {1974) repoets that
in a Malagasy society asking for information with & question does not nocessarily guarantee
that one will be provided wath an answes. In this society ‘new information’ is highly valued
and therefore people are reluctant to part with it '

it is somewhat surprising that T & C have not chosen to evaluate Berry's systemic
wark on the sequences of moves in exchanges, although Benry's first article on exchanges
{Berry 19812) appears in the same volume as the repors on the Binningham analysis of
lecrures, and specifically since the example they use offers an aliemative way of thinking
about Edmondson's double coding (see p. 61-62). T & C do not agree with Edmondson
that the coding for illocution and the coding for interaction should be considered
independeat of one another. Rather they should be seen as closely interdependent
phenomena. This view is also supported by Berry who has been influenced by Sinclair &
Coulthard's (1975) and Burton's (1980) work on exchanges and who has rather well-
founded criticism and further developinent to prescat. _

On the whole Berry's approach is too complex to explicate in detail here and readers
are advised to um to Berry's own writings (Berry 1981a, b, ¢; 1987) and to the writings
of Martin (1985), Turner (1985, 1987) and Ventola (1987, 1988), who further refine and
apply Berry's proposals. The basic principle in Besry's approach is that there is no rcason
10 suppose a separate discourse level, but rather the unit of exchange could be scen as the
highest unit of grammar (counterviews have been presented in Turer (1987: 69) and in
Ventola (1987: 89-96)). Instead of 2iming to present one structure for the unit, we should
aim to see discourse realization muliifunctionally as creations of shree, different,
interdependent souctures which relate o ideational, interpersonal and textual functions of
language, proposed by Halliday. The benefit of this kind of structural representation is that
one can sce how the structures "are shike and differeny, alike in one way, differeat in
another” (Berry 1981a: 121). Herry (1981a) discusses the interpersonal level in terms of
exchanges of information, where participants negotiate the information. One of the -
participants knows the information {primary knower) and he, as a result of negoriation in
the exchange, departs with it in favour of the other interactant, who docs not have the
information (secondary knower). Berry (1981c) has also suggesied a way 10 analyse action
exchanges. Turner (1987: 82, 86) interestingly points out that interaciants can be both
primary knowers and’ secondary knowers during the same exchange. Judging by Tuxner’s
examples, though, it seems that Tumer tries 10 watch the tm boundarics and the sxchangs
boundarics and thig canses the dual iaterprezagons in his snalvsis (for a discussion, ses
Ventela 1987 89-96, 1988). Berry's accoun: should be considered a significan: sigp in the
exploration of exchange structures, although it must be remembered that it is sl a1 its very
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inital sges. I is an appyroach which i gl yseful iy e analysis of global semerures of
wxis (Ventola 1987). e

. GRICEAN PRINCIPLES: ALTERNATIVES TO RULES IN
PRAGMATICS

T & C also review the work of Grice (1975). Grice appears to suggest that human beings
do not follow siricily formulated rules, but rather more general conversational principles,
which produce maximally efficient communication (the co-operative principle and
conversaiional maxims of quantity, quality, relation, and manner). Conversational
inciples are motivated by the rationale of "the desires and requirements imposed on any
m agent interacting with another human” (p. 86). Pragmatic rationalism is thus set
apart from conventionalism, where interactants are simply following "the arbitrary
conventions of the linguistic community™ and from empiricism, where interactants are
following “habits, learned through the repeated cxperience of sirnilar patterns” (p. 86).

Grice’s rationalist views perhaps receive greatest support from Leech (1983).
According to him (1983: 36), interactants ase in thew conversational activity involvedin a
problem-solving activity, where means are sought 1o achieve certain goals or .
Direct and indirect illocutions in speech acts are one way to reach a goal. Whether the
former or the latter is used depends on whether in that particular context the interactant
needs to fotlow ‘the politeness principle’. Leech also makes it quite clear that speech acts
can be oriented towards more than one goal; in other words, more than one illocution can
be assigaed to a speech act, depending on how many goals the interaciant has. But,as T &
C (p. 91) point out, it is 25 difficult to assign many illocutionsry forces to a speech act as it
is 1o assign one force o an act. For example, how can we be sure that the speaker used the
utterance i isn'l it? to get the co-interactant to furn the heater on, and possibly
at the same time fxied 1o create 2 friendly, phatic. for the conversation?

One can agree with Lecch (1983: 8) that it is more beneficial to srcak of
conversational principles rather than rules: principles are more flexible than rules (one
principle may be paramount in one context, whereas another principle is more relevant
eisewhere) and they are gradable (onc can be more or less tactful in contexis). But
conversational principles are extremely hard to falsify, and neither Grice nor Leech have
attempted 10 test the hypotheses concerning the principies. Besides, as T & C (p. 93) point
out, the theory is so ‘flexible’ that "any potentially falsifying example can always be
‘expiained away' by saying that the speaker may believe himself © be speaking in a contexi
where the relevant priaciple docs not apply, or in which iz applies only 10 a negligible
degree”. T & C (p. 94) also point out that in the discussion of pragmatic conversational
principles the role which society plays in the assignment of operating conversational
principles has not been discussed by Grice and his followers. Are the principles to be
acknowledged as ‘societal commands’ 10 community merobers? Do all societies obey the
same rational principles? :

6. ETHNOMETHODOLOGY

T & C offer a concise overview of ¢thnomethodology, its development from Garfinkelian
sociological beginnings to the more independent conversational analysis, and its basic
theoretical mechanisms are tarm-taking, adjacency pairs and preference principles. As a
theary, ethnomethodology has been so appealing that it has even been adopted by some
branches of pragmatics to handle the interactive analyses which the single speech act and
utterance-oriented pragmatic approaches could not handle on their own (e.g. Levinson
1983). Similarly to the other approaches seviewed, cthnomethodology assumes that there
are rules which explain regularities of conversational susface patierns and that interactants
tacitly know these rules and share this knowledge (p. 115). It uses two central notions,
itiry and inter-subjectivicy to explain how inlcractants in conversation “strive to
produce what they and others in the commiunity will recognize as orderliness” (p. 101).

An interactant's behaviour is not ‘preset’ by rules.  Rather he chooses whether or
not 10 follow the rules. If the selection not o follow the mwic is made, the interactant knows
that he is held accountable for his behavipur. In other words, he has to explain 10 others
why 2 certain rule has not been followed; for exampie, if a question has been asked, why
an answer was not given. Consequently, such accountability responsibilitics make people

conform to rules and provide the ‘preferred' (i.c. the expected) rather th
dispreferred” pair part of an adjacency pair. If dispreferred second parts are giggn.!hff?cfygg
marked by mitigating markers (sce, pp. 111-112). Thus conversation is s¢en a5 4
negotating process, rather than as a predetermined sequence of utterances,

The interactants must also negotiate some kind of an interiubiective understanding
as 6 what the conversation is about. Intersubjectivity is constracied sequentially in
conversations: an interactant’s response always displays his understanding of the previous
interactant’s contribution to the conversation, For conversational analysis this means that
the current unit under focus is slways to be anzlysed by reviewing it in the Iight of the
understanding displayed in the next unit following it. The principle was introduced 1o bring
more vigor to the ways of identifying discourse units in the analyscs of conversations.
Ethnomethodologisis want to show thag the interactants are in charge of determining ‘what
the conversation means’ rather than the analyst (an emic view rather than an etic view). But
this kind of intersubjectivity can, in T & C's view, lead 10 ‘the problem of analylical
circularity’ (p.117). Turn A has 10 be identified on the basis of Tum B, Tumn B oo the basis
of Torn € and so on. The task of unit identification is an "infinitc regress' {p. 122). T &
C's major criticism of the ethnomethodological is, however, the samne which they
have directed towards the other approaches reviewed - whether the interactants actually
share the tacit knowledge of the rules and their applications or not is not questioned. They
do ao, like Kreckel (1981), question the concept of sharing tacit knowledge about
go?;;_::;sa:;nmrﬁlamng?q and its principles, Too many analtysts have, in T & C's

p , assumed that “all interactanis see their interaction in the w
concerns the units and rules employed™ {p.123). same way. at least as

7. CONVERSATIONAL UNITS AND GRAMMATICAL UNITS

In the last chapier T & C discuss an apprdach which attempts to refaie uniis o ersation
gunmpc;s) i0 units of grammar (seniences). A convc;:'sational uRir is tikc:::o be an
instantiation of a sentence, defined by the grammatical rles of the language and a linguist's
view is tal;c? rather than & conversationelist’s view. Linguists sequire that the units they
analyse are ‘grammatical units’. In order to be able to recognize these units in speech
repertoire, which includes all kinds of repairs, hesitations, false starts, etc., they have
developed a concept of ‘editing rules’, 2 way of ‘idealizing’ language so that it can be
analyzed. Some conversation analysts who follow & ‘target-sentence hypothesis® similarly
assume that hearers idealize speakers’ messages. Hearers are considered 1o edit the

they hear in order 10 understand the grammatical target sentence the speaker has inteaded.
These editing mlgs arc part of 'a speaker/hearer’s competence’ (p. 130). It is assumed that
speakers produce ‘phonetic editing signals’ to indicate the point where their speech requires
editing. When such a signal has been heard, the hearer acts like a person editing a magnetic
ﬁgfm;ﬁ??m afier the s:i;nal. -lsf;z:.ued' on the top of the 'false’ pre-signal seciion so

s a grammatical unit. For example i otlowi indi

H qlop){ulnctéonsoas  phonetis sonar the ple in the following, a pause (indicated by 2
of 1hipgs (p.}26). Once the hearer has interpreted the signal as an ‘indication’ thar editing §
now ‘needcd. i order to get rid of the unncces rgpen'tion in the mcssage.chimsl:agt::
pushing whai comes after the signal from right 1o left forward until the result is: the logical

T & C argue against the target-sentence hypothesis strongly. By usi Lund
corpus daia they show the difficuitics which the target-sentence hygo!t’hcs{s ;;lsntgo(flzg. For
example, how docs one know how far in the editing one ought io push? How does the
heaser come to choose one vel'sion as a target seatence from the other possibilities which

are also appropriate in the context? The approaches reviewed seem to pay little aftention 10

‘what can be called the hearer's ability of ‘contextual prediction’. Further, as T & C point

out, speakers frequently give ‘editing signals', even though editing is not needed: I dons
kaow whether you , noficed (p-139). Furthermore, if the fol!owiuggm_-im;mjm_-_i;
W would be cq'ued into It was g} figh. the hearer no longer "could deiermine to
:ivoc st 1:01 i;kprzni::gx referst (143 T& C‘; po‘:?a is that the target-sentence hypothesis
account wxmal cohesion. Finelly, T & Cauite i i
10 the fact that the targes-senience hypothesis imgcscs e A ey our atcaion

vet heen carriad onr- Flalbida e

oplo spoken language (no extensive atempts o Wit gramrnars for spoken languaee has s i




ORNNNNNNNNNENNNaNININ0NINNN

those of discourse are not the same 2 and should not be forcefully related, as has
been attempted by the target-sentence hypothesis. "Conversation analysis should leam aot
1o take for granted senience-based syntax as the starting point from which to study of
‘structure-above-the-sentence’ is to begin® (p.156).

8. FINAL ASSESSMENT

sttiempt). T & € end their last chapier by noting that the units and rules of grammar and
phenomen:

T & C have argued against the units and rules approach to conversational analysis. They
have shown that in all of the approaches revicwed the recognition of units has proven
difficult. Similarly, it has proven impossible 1o show that interactants sharc an
intersubjective understanding of the rules which are hyfpolhesizc.d to govern their
behaviour. The ultimate question is whether the study of human behavicur needs a
methodological orientadon to rules ar all or whether they just are something that has been
taken over from natural sciences and, have been readily taken over, for example, by
transfosmational generativists. T & C cncourage researchers of conversation to think
‘bravely’ about ‘the new world’ they are entering and not to take things for granted!

The reader’s final assessment of T & C's book is naturally dependent on his/her -

orientation and background knowledge of conversational analysis. The focus of the book is
naturally very limited. Many issues relevant to conversational analysis are not discussed,
for example, what is the role of context and culture in the conversational analysis? None of
the approaches seviewed really considers discourse as a realization of "social semiotics” in
the way it has been porirayed in the approaches deriving from the work of Malinewsld,
Firth, Halliday, and Hymes. Further, the question of levels of analysis remains uaclear. T
& C argue that one should not consider the levels of grammar and conversation to be alike.
But naturally onc has to consider also whether there is justification for these levels or
whether we can put forward arguments for further levels (sec Ventola 1987), Also slightly
surprising is T & C's 'sentence-oricatation’. They do not extend their evalvation 1o
textually-based discourse approaches, which try to characterize texts globally, by
analyzing, for example, their cohesive feanires and the structures which are created in texis
dynamically rather than by constituency. Yet, on the whole, Analysing Conversation isa
book well worth reading. At times it adopts an aggressive style of writing, attacking and
rejecting various approaches (whether this style is the most constructive for the gencral
development of linguistics is questioned by Halliday & Fawceit (1987: 1-5)). The book
does not propose yet another theory of conversaiional analysis, but rather functions asa
thought-inspiring book.
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