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Abstract

The communicative syllabus in English language teaching was de-
veloped in the 1970's as a reaction against the prevailing
structuralist method. Inspired by the growing interest in semantics
and speech acts, communicative syllabus designers saw language in
terms of the meanings speakers need tn express, that is, the functions
(speech acts) and notinns (semantic categories) of language. It is
the contention of this thesis that the lanquage taught in a functional-
notional course may be meaningful, but it is not in any real sense
communicative, The aim of the thesis, therefore, is to develop a
new approach to communicative course design, through the application
of the most communicative linguistic model, systemic-functional
grammar . i

The thesis begins by examining the theoretical background to
the functional-notional syllabus, and its principles; it then
discusses a criticism of the approach - that too little attention is
paid to social factors and discourse structure constraints - and
states  its aim: to construct a linguistic model that can generate
a cammunicative course sensitive to such factors and constraints.
After the models of four systemic linguists have been examined, the
thesis sets forth a new systemic model, capable of motivating a
communicative course on the basis of social factors and discourse
strategies. Part of a functional-notional coursebook is then analysed
to determine the communicative value of the dialogues and exercises,
following which a new, topical-interactional, approach is proposed,
emphasising both the social ('topical') and discourse strategies
('interactional'). This approach is then illustrated with two units
containing dialogues and exercises.

This research contributes to both language teaching and systemic-
functional grammar. It presents an approach to communicative course
design that incorporates the teaching of meaning negotiation skills:
and it offers a systemic model that analyses social system choices and
treats discourse as dynamic process.
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Chapter 1

The Communicative Syllabus

1.0 Introduction

The communicative syllabus, also known as the notional syllabus,
was first developed in the early 1970's, encouraged by the Council
of Europe's research and development programme cancerning the
implementation of a European unit/credit system for modern language
learning by adults, Its emergence dates from 1972 and the Third
International Congress of Applied Linguists in Copenhagen (see Wilkins
1972), but it came to the attention of a wider public with the works
of van Ek (1975), Wilkins (1976), Widdowson (1978) and Munby (1978).
The communicative syllabus rests on a functional view of language,
which Bell (1981:112) gefines as 'a view of language as a dynamic, open
system by means of which members of a community of exchange information'.
Its growth was stimulated by a number of developments in linguistics,
sociolinguistics and philosophy, which will be reviewed here (and see

(Bell 1981:114~127).

1.7 Linguistic Influences

Since modern linguistics began with the publication of Saussure's

Cours de linguistigue generale in 1916, linguists have tended to

concentrate on phonology, morphology and syntax, and it was only in the
1960's that a growing number of linguists began to take an interest in
semantics. Two of these linguists has a particular influence on the
genesis of the communicative syllabus: Charles Fillmore and M.A.K.
Halliday.

The American linguist Charles Fillmore, working within the frame-
work of transformational-generative grammar, developed a model called

Case Grammar (see Fillmore 1968), which defines a level of deep



structure more abstract and more 'semantic' than the standard deep
structure level (see Chomsky 1957, 1965). Briefly, Fillmore proposed
that in deep structure a sentence has two immediate constituents,
Modality (tense, mood, aspect, and negative elements), and Proposition
(the verb plus the cases). The cases, or underlying semantic roles, -
which may or may not be marked in surface structure - proved difficult
to determine, but the following list, taken from Fillmore (1971), is
‘typical: Agent, Experiencer, Instrument, Source, Goal, Place, Time,
Path and Object. These cases enabled Fillmore to show that elements
with different surface forms could have the same underlying semantic
role, as in these sentences:

(1) John opened the door with the key

(2) The key opened the door

(3) The door opened
Thus in Fillmore's analysis 'key'" is Instrument in both (1) and (2),
and "door' is Object in both (2) and (3).

At the same time, the British linguist M.A.K. Halliday, taking
up ideas first put forward by J.R. Firth (see Firth 1957), was develop-
ing the linguistic model now known as systemic - functional linguistics.
Halliday, then as now, was concerned with a 'semantically significant'
grammar, with that part of the grammar which is 'closest to' the se-
mantics (see Halliday 1966); and this concern is embodied in his work
on‘transitivity - whose participants and circumstances resemble Fill-
more's cases - and theme (see Halliday 1967-8), and on modality and
mood (Halliday 1970b).

Like Firth and the anthropologist Malinowski (see Malinawski
1923 ), Halliday holds a functional view of language. In 1970 (see
Kress 1976:19-24), he argued that although there are innumerable
social purposes for which adults use language, these are reduced in

the internal organisation of the language system ta a small set of



functional components, or 'macro-functions' (later renamed 'meta-
functions'). The ideational is the expression of experience - the
phenomena of the external world and those of consciousness - and is
realised by the processes, participants and circumstances af transi-
tivity. The interpersonal component expresses the sgpeaker's role in

the speech situation, his/her personal commitment and his/her interaction
with others; in the clause it is represented by mood and modality. The
textual expresses the structure of information, and the relation of

each part of the discourse to the whole and to the setting; it is
realised in the grammar by theme and information focus.

The message from rillmore and Halliday was that grammar need no
longer be analysed exclusively 'bottom up', as rules of combination,
but could be also apprnached 'top down', as reflecting speakers'
meanings. In addition, Halliday showed how grammar reflects the
‘broad functions which language is called upon to serve. But there is
another linguistic concept that needs to be mentioned in relation to
the communicative approach to language teaching, and that is context
of situation.

This concept was first put forward by Malinowski (1923), and later
taken up by Firth (see Firth 1957). In Halliday, MclIntosh and Stevens
(1964), context of situation was characterised in terms of field of
discourse (social situation and subject-matter), style of discourse
(the relationship between the participants), and mode of discourse
(the channel of communication). Later work by Gregory (1967) and
Halliday (1972) established a link between field and transitivity,
tenor (formerly style) and modality/mood, and between mode and theme/
information focus. This insight was of obvious value to communicative

syllabus designers, reinfaorced as it was by the contributions of

sociolinguistics.



1.2 The Contribution of Seociolinguistics

The American sociolinguist Dell Hymes provided researchers into
the communicative syllsbus with the notion of 'communicative competence'.
In transformational-generative grammar, sentences were said to be
grammatical with respect to competence, and acceptable with respect to
performance; but Hymes (1972b) maintained that a sentence must also be
appropriate in relation to the context in which it is used, and must
actually gceur. Appropriacy to context is related to a number of
situational factors, summed up in Hymes (1972a) by the acronym SPEAKING:
setting, participants, ends (i.e. aims and results of the communication),
acts (i.e. the form and sequence of the message), key (i.e. the manner
of delivery), instrumentalities (i.e. channel), norms (i.e. conduct
of the participants), and genre. This approach to situation appeared
to offer a more detailed model than the one presented by Gregory or
Halliday, without however indicating the ways in which situation

could be reflected in grammar.

1.3 The Influence of Philoesophy

A fundamental influence on the develcpment of communicative
language teaching was the British philosopher J.L. Austin and his work

How to Do Things with Words (Austin 1962). Austin, starting from a

division of utterances into constative (true or false statements)

and performatives (utterances used to do things), ended up with the
claim that all utterances simultaneously perform three kinds of acts:
locutionary act (the propositional content), illocutionary act (the
conventional force of an utterance, e.g. statement, offer, promise),
and perlocutionary act (the effect of the utterance on the addressee).
The most important of these was the illocutionary act (or speech act),
of which Austin distinguished five general classes: verdictives (e.g.

assess, estimate, describe, analyse); exercitives (e.g. order, warn,
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urge, advise); commissives (e.g. promise, intend, agree); behabitives,
(e.g. apologise, thank, congratulate); and expositives (e.g. affirm,
deny, state, conclude, define).

The best-known treatment of speech acts after Austin was that of
Searle (1969). In discussing performatives, Austin had spoken of
felicity conditions which performatives must meet if they are to
succeed, Searle suggested that felicity conditions are jointly con-
stitutive of speech acts, that is, they are rules in accordance with
which speech acts are created and comprehended. felicity conditions
-are of four types, depending on how they specify propositional content,
preparatory preconditions, sincerity conditions and the essential
condition, and can be used to compare different speech acts. Searle
also offered a classification of speech acts supposedly based on feli-
citY'conditions: representatives (e.g. assert, conclude); directives
(e.g. promise, threaten, offer); expressives (e.g. apologise, thank,
congratulate); and declarations (e.g. excommunicate, declare war).

The concept that in uttering sentences one is also doing things
is a cornerstone of the notional syllabus, as we shall see in the next

section.

1.4 Notional Syllabuses

Ta understand the nature of the communicative syllabus, we should

first examine David Wilkins' pioneering work Notional Syllabuses

(Wilkins 1976). The work opens with a critigue of the two types of
syllabus then currently in use, the grammatical and the situational.
The grammatical syllabus, says Wilkins (1976:2) is 'one in which the
different parts of language are taught separately and step-by-step so
that acquisition is a process of gradual accumulation of the parts
until the whole structure of the language has been built up'. His

main criticism of the grammatical syllabus seems to be that language
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learning is not complete when the content of a grammatical syllabus
has been mastered: learning grammatical form does not guarantee the
learning of ‘grammatical meaning; and to describe the grammatical form
of a sentence does not account for the way in which it is used as an
utterance (Wilkins is presumably saying that a formal description does
not account for 'semantically significant' grammar and illocutionary
farce).

Situgtional syllabuses, instead of being an inyeptory of grammatical
forms, are a list of situations in which the learner may find him/
herself, and a description of the lipguistic content af each of these
gituations. The chief drawback of this approach, says Wilkins, is that
situation does not necessarily predict language, and is irrelevant in
the case of speech acts such as requesting or agreeing/disagreeing.

After his critique of grammatical and situational syllabuses,
Wilkins goes on to discuss the notional syllabus. Its starting-point
is 'the desired communicetive capacity'; it does not ask how speakers
of the language express themselves, but 'what it is they communicate
through language' ; it is organised 'in terms of the content rather than
the form of the language' (Wilkins 1976:18). In a notional syllabus,
it is assumed that speakers will need to express three kinds of meanings:
semantico~-grammatical categories (perceptions of events, processes,
states and abstractions); modality (speaker attitude); and categories
of communicative functior (speech acts).

' The semantico-grammatical categories (roughly corresponding to
Fillmore's cases and Halliday's ideational component) consist of Time,
Quantity, Space, Relational Meaning, and Deixis.. lodality includes
scale of certainty (impersonalised and personalised), and scale of com-
mitment (intention and obligation). The categories of communicative

function (inspired by Austin and Searle) include Judgement and



evaluation (e.q. assess, excuse, approve, blame, disapprove);

Suasion (e.g. advise, order, warn, threaten, permit); Arqument (e.g.
inform, request, refuse, agree, disagree); Rational enquiry and ex-
position (e.g. conclude, compare, define, explain); Personal emotions
(e.g. pleasure, displeasure); and Emotional relations (e.g. greetings,
sympathy, gratitude).

The first task of a notional syllabus designer, then, is to
choose the types of meaning to be learned; once this has been accom-
nlighed, he/she must decide by what linguistic forms these meanings
are to be expressed. Here, says Wilkins (1976:57), the situational
syllabus has a contribution to make: the 'choice between the different
grammatical structures by which one function may be realized will be
largely determined by the exact sociolinguistic (or stylistie) con-
ditions under which communication is taking place.’

Thus the notional syllabus will present an inventory of concepts
(semantico-grammatical categories) and functions (categories of com-
municative function) to be learned, together with the linguistic forms
by which each concept or function may be expressed, and a specification
of the sociolinguistic conditions determining individual forms. Figure

1 is a representation of this model:

Concepts/ ) Sociolinguistic

Functions Conditions
Linguistic
forms

Figure 1.7: A notional syllabus model
Here concepts and functions are expressed in linquistic forms only
after being filtered through gociolinguistic conditions. In
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fact, Wilkins had little to say about sociolinquistic conditions,

limiting himself mainly to degrees of formality and channel (1976: 62-
64); and he was vague about how sociolinguistic conditions might deter-
mine grammatical structures. For a fuller treatment of sociolinguistic
conditions, we need to turn to the work of another researcher into com-

municative' language teaching.

1.5 Communicative Syllabus Design

Working within the same theoretical framework as Wilkins, Munby
(1978:31) presents a model for specifying communicative competence (see

Figure 2):

Participant

Communication needs
processor (CNP)

l Profile of
needs
)
Language skills Meaning processor
selector

Linguistic
encader

L

Communicative competence
specification

Figure 1.2: Model for specifying communicative competence (Munby 1978)



This model, it is claired, enables a syllabus designer with all the.
relevant data at his disposal to produce a communicative syllabus
appropriate to the needs of a specific learner on group of learners.
It works like this. Relevant information about the identity and lan-
guage of the participant (learner) is first collected and referred to
the Communication Needs Processor. This takes account of the variables
that affect communication needs (Wilkins' sociolinguistic conditions),
by 'organising them as parameters in a dynamic relationship to each
other' (Munby 1978:32) - dynamic because e,-h. depend on input from
a.-d. before they can become operational. The parameters are as
follows:

(4) a. Purposive domain (the occupational or educational

purpose for which the target language is required)
b. Setting {physical and psychosocial)
c. Interaction (position, role-set, social relationships)
d. Instrumentality (medium, mode and channel of communi-
cation)
e. Dialect
. Target level
g. Communicative event (what the participant has to do)
h.  Communicative key (attitude)
Once the participant's communication needs have been processed, a
profile of needs emerges, which provides the input to the language
skills selector and the meaning processor.

In the language skills selector, says Munby (1978:40), 'the profile
of needs is interpreted in terms of the specific language skills that
are required to realise the events or activities that have been identi-
fied in the CNP'. In his taxonomy of language skills, both receptive

and productive (1976:123-131), Munby lists 54 skills. It is rather
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difficult to summarise this list: broadly speaking it consists of
Wilkins' concepts (semantico-grammatical categories); the cohesive
relations discussed by Halliday and Hasan (1976); the rhetorical skills
advocated by Widdowson (1978); discourse acts as outlined by Sinclair
and Coulthard (1975); phonology (including stress and intonation) and
graphology; skimming and scanning; and library skills,

In the meaning processor, communicative needs are converted into
micro-functions (illocutionary acts, or in Wilkins terms, categories of
communicative' function plus modality). The micro-functions are as
follows:

(5) a. Scale of certainty (impersonalised, and personalised)

b. Scale of commitment (intention and obligation)
c. Judgement and evaluation (valuation, verdiction,
approval, disappraval)
d. Suasion (inducement, compulsion, prediction, tolerance)
e. Argument (information, agreement, disagreement,
concession)
f. Rational enquiry and exposition
g. Formulaic communication
A micro-function is then marked for attitudinal tone (using categories
from the communicative key parameter of the CNP); at this point,
selection of an appropriate linguistic form can proceed.

Before commenting on Munby's model, I would like to present a

simplified version of it, reformulated in terms of Wilkins' categories

(see Figure 3):
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Sociolinguistic
conditions

Phonology Functions
Concepts + Attitude
Cohesiaon :
Discourse
Lingquistic
forms

Figure 1.3: Munby's model (simplified and reformulated)

In his model, Munby has clearly filled a gap left-by Wilkins, in
specifying sociolinguistic conditions (the parameters of the Communi-
cative Needs Processor). However, it cannot be said that Munby has
shown, any more than Wilkins did, the link between sociclinguistic
conditions, functions and linguistic forms - though his use of atti-
tudinal-tone is an advarce on Wilkins., In his language skills selector,
Munby has also introduced two important elements lacking in Wilkins'
notional syllabus, cohesion and discourse (rhetorical skills and dis-
course acts) - though Wilkins (1976:49) does make fleeting reference

to discourse.

The most unsatisfactory aspect of Munby's model is perhaps the
place of the language skills selector in the model. Obviocusly the
selection of language skills is in some sense activated by the profile
of needs; but the only output is general categories such as 'phonemes”',
'reference', 'quantity and amount', 'using indicators in discourse for
introducing an idea'. Moreover, it is not clear how the language
skills selector is related to the meaning processor and linguistic

forms. Presumably they are simultaneous, like flalliday's macro-
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functions; but how then do concepts, cohesion, discourse and phonclogy
feed into linguistic forms? In short, Munby's model provides valuable

insights, but leaves two important questions unanswered.

1.6 Social Factors, Functions and Linguistic Forms

3ince a basic principle of the communicative syllabus is that
realisations of functions are determined by sacial factors (see Wilkins
1976:57, Munby 1978:50, and sections 1.4 and 1.5 above), we would
expect to find this principle embodied in all communicative language
courses. In his examination of language functions, social factors,
and second language teaching and learning, Cook (1985} found that this
was not always the case.

Cook begins with the observation that choice of functions and
realisations is constrained not only by situation, but also by what he
calls 'interaction sequence'. At a given moment im a conversation,
'the speaker or hearer has a choice of what to do next, a meaning
potential from which to select the most appropriate next move to suit
his or her goals [...] The language function has to fit not Just
within a structure of conversation in syntagmatic terms but into a
sequence of moments of paradigmatic choice'. (Cook 1985:178) The
influence of situation on the realisation of language functions can be
demonstrated experimentally: Cook tested a group of native speakers and
a group of language learners with the functions thanking, requesting,
greeting and taking leave, and found that both groups varied realisations
of the functions according to the age of the addressee - though the
learners did not always use the most appropriate realisation to the
young addressee.

The model implied by Cook's opening observation differs some-

what from Munby's model. (see Figure &4):
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Sociolinguistic
conditions

Interaction | Functions
sequences

Linguistic
forms

Figure 1.4: A representation of Cook's model

Choice of functions is influenced by both sociolinguistic conditions
(situation) and interaction sequences; choice of linguistic forms
(realisations) is influenced not only by functions, but also by situation.
Given the importance of interaction sequence and situation, Cook
(185:190-1) believes that a second language learnér neéds to acquire
(a) a set of languace functions for use in the second language (b) a
set of ways of realising and interpreting language functions (c) a set
of sequential and situational factors influencing the choice of func-
tion and realisation. All communicative courses, implies Cook, provide
leaners with a set of language functions and a set of ways of realising
and interpreting these functions; but few specify situational factors
influencing the choice of finctions and realisations, and even fewer

try to deal with the sequences of functions in interactions lasting
more than two turns.

1.7 Conclusion

As Cook said (1985:192), a communicative syllabus should describe
a set of language functions, a set of realisations for these functions,
and a set of sequential and situational factors influencing the choice

of functions and realisations. This thesis will be concerned with the
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last requirement - the sequential and situational factors influencing
the choice of functions and realisations. More specifically, it will
present a linguistic model which, on the basis of situational factors,
will be capable of generating interaction sequences, functions and

realisations, both linguistic and paralinguistic.  The elaboration of

this linguistic model will form the subject of the next two chapters.
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Chapter 2

Systemic-Functional Models

2.0 Introduction

A linguistic model capable of generating interaction sequences,
functions and realisations on the basis of situational Ffactors must
obviously be a model in which situation, interaction sequences and
speech acts have, or can be found, a place. In other words, to use
terms suggested by Halliday (1978:10), it must be a model with an
int®" —organism rather than intrg-organism perspective, treating
language not as knowledge but as behaviour. Transformational-generative
grammar, despite attempts to incorporate speech acts into the model
(see Ross 1970), treats language as knowledge, and is inappropriate
to the task of generating a communicative syllabus. Halliday's own
model, systemic—functional linguistics, dges on the contrary treat
language as behaviour, with particular stress being laid on the role
of situation in determining choices in grammar. This model appears
to answer ‘at least one of the requirements set out above, and will now
be examined in some detail.

2.17. Halliday's Model

Michael Halliday, the British linguist whose work was one of the
spurs to the development of the communicative syllabus, began elabo-
rating his systemic-furctional model in the early 1960's. Major in-
fluences on him were: J.R. Firth, who provided the basic concepts of
system and structure; Malinowski who, through the mediation of Firth,
furnished Halliday with the notions of context of situation and meaning
as function in context; Hjelmslev, the Danish linguist, who, through
the mediation of Lamb's stratificational linguistics, provided a

'systematic account of linguistic levels' (Kress 1976:26); and finally
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the ‘Prague School's Functional Sentence Perspective, which con-
tributed insights into the structuring of information in an utterance.
What follows is not an exhaustive analysis of this model; rather, it
is an examination of those aspects relevart to the present work:

situation, grammar, and their relationship.

2.1.1 Situation and Language

A fundamental principle of Halliday's model is to regard
language as social behaviour, and this is apparent even in his
earliest writings., In 'Categories of the theory of grammar', written
in 1961, language is seen as having three levels, 'form', 'substance'
and 'content': form is the 'organization of the substance into
meaningful events', and content is the relation of the form to
'extratextual features' {(Kress 1976:53). By 1969 (see Halliday 1973:
55) 'form' has been replaced by 'lexicogrammar', 'substance' by
'phonology', and 'content' by 'semantics' (or 'meaning potential!');
'extratextual features' has become 'context of situation' or
'behaviour potential'. Figure 2.1 represents the relation between
context of situation and the three linguistic strats:

context of situation
('behaviour potential')

)

semantics
('meaning potential')

lexicogrammar ('can say')

phonology

Figure 2.1: Context of situation and the linguistic system

Fach level or stratum is the realisation of the higher stratum, as set

forth in Halliday (1978:39):
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If we take the grammatical [...] system, this
is the system of what the speaker can say [...]
What the speaker can say, i.e., the lexico-
grammatical system as a whole, operates as the
realisation of the semantic system, which is
what the speaker can mean - what I refer to as

- the 'meaning potential' [...] Now, once we go
outside the language, then we see that this
semantic system is itself the realisation of
something beyond, which is what the speaker
can do - I have referred to that as the
'behaviour potential!,

2.1.2 System

A second basic principle -~ implied in the concept of 'meaning
potential' is that at each level there are sets of options (systems)
representing the speaker's potential at that level. At the level of
language, the only system clearly described is intonation (Halliday
1970a); for the rest, it can only be assumed that Halliday subscribes
to the views held by Firth (for a useful discussion of prosodic
phonology, Sampson 198C:215-223). At the level of lexicogrammar, a
number of systems have been described, including transitivity, mood,
modality/modulation, theme, information, and the nominal and verbal
groups; and these are all readily accessible (see in particular Kress
1976 and Halliday 1985). The two levels which are at once the least
described and the most potentially significant in our quest to generate
a communicative syllabus are semantics and context of situation. But
before we consider these strata in detail, a third basic principle of

Halliday's model needs to be mentioned.

2.1.3 Metafunctions

The metafunctions (the 'functional' side of systemic-functional
linguistics) were described in section 1.2, where they were also
called 'macro-functions', as the functional components of the grammar.
Halliday has characterised them (1973:99) as 'relatively discrete

areas of formalized meaning potential': the ideational is 'that part
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of the ‘grammar concerned with the expression of experience'; the
interpersonal meta-function is the 'agrammar of personal participation';
and the textual is 'concerned with the creation of text.' In the
clause the ideational component is represented by transitivity, the
interpersonal by mood and modality, and the textual by theme and in-
formation. The place of the meta-functions in Halliday's model is

shown in Figure 2.2 (adapted from Halliday 1973:101):

~

e

@‘f-‘—’[ ----- - ? —3 r-é—---z

Textual

J

Situation Meaning Functional Formal Grammatical
types potential  Components potential  structures
(sementic  ('meta-functions') (grammatical
systems) systems)

Figure 2.2: The place of the metafunctions in Halliday's model

For each situation type, a meaning potential is identified, and se-
mantic networks are drawn. Options in the semantic networks 'deter-
mine the choice of linguistic forms by 'pre-selection" of particular
options in the functional components of the grammar. These grammatical
options are realised in integrated structures formed by the mapping on
to one another of configurations of elements derived from each of the
"macro-functions™.' (1973:101) (See below for the meaning of 'pre-
selection')

" This diagram appears to make a clear distinction between the
semantic level, the metafunctions, and the level of lexicogrammar,

but leaves the status of the meta-functions uncertain. At times

- 18 -



he refers to them as 'functional components of the semantic system!'
(1978:112). In a paper dating from 1970, the meta-functions seems to
be equated with the semantic level (Kress 1976:30-1):
There must [...] be a level of organization of
meaning: a semantic level [...] In Hjelmslevian
terms, the ‘rontent purport' has to be separated
from, and organized into, a 'content substance'’
. as a precondition of its encoding in 'content
form'.
What we are calling the functions of language
may be regarded as the generalized categories
of 'content substance' that the adult use of
language requires.
Compare this with the paper written two years later from which figure
2,2 is 'drawn: here the metafunctions are associated much more closely

with lexicogrammar, and 'content substance' is identified with semantic

systems (1973:72). But what are the semantic systems?

2.1.4 Semantics

A partial answer to this question is to be found in the paper
just cited, "'Towards a sociological semantics' (Halliday 1973:72-102).
Semantics is characterised (1973:72) as

'what the speaker can mean'. It is the
strategy that is available for entering the
language system., It is one form of, or
rather one form of the realization of,
behaviour potential.

As for the semantic networks they are said (1973:96) to

constitute a stratum that is intermediate
between the social system and the grammatical
system. The former is wholly outside language,
the latter is wholly within language; the
semantic networks, which describe the range

of alternative meanings available to the
speaker in given social contexts and settings,
form a bridge between the two.

To illustrate this, Halliiday, starting from the: situation type
'parent exercising verbal control over child', drew a semantic net-

work for 'threat' and 'warning', which is presented in Figure 2,3 in a
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simplified version (adapted from Halliday 1973:89):

r agency by
r physical punishment ——7{ specified speaker
- threat agency by
— unspecified{ other
- mental punishment
-
L restraint on behaviour
- ‘warning
<
- condition implicit -
— _%[ repetition
~ condition explicit d continuation
Nﬁ{ if' type (hypotactic)
L L 'and/or' type (paratactic)

Figure 2.3: A partial network for 'threat' and 'warning'

He then proceeded to write out the realisation stétemeﬁts associated
with the features in the network. There are 29 realisation statements
in all; here, for example, are the realisation statements associated
with the semantic option [threat: physical punishment: agency specified:
by speaker] (1973:90):
[threat] 'clause: declarative
[physical punishment] clause: action: voluntary
(do type); effective
(two-participant):
Goal = you; future
tense; positive; verb
from Roget 972
[agency specified] voice: active
[by speaker ] Actor = T

' Thus the semantic option is realised by choices in the grammatical
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systems of mood, transitivity, tense, polarity, voice and person.

The semantic networks were seen as a bridge between the social
system and the grammatical system, and this is clear in some of the
options: [threat], for example, is close to the social system, while
[rif? tYpe] is close to the grammar. This was Halliday's view in 1972,
and there is some evidence that this is still his view. In a more
recent paper, 'Language as code and language as hehaviour' (Halliday
1984). Halliday deals with the nature and ontogenesis of dialogue,
taking a view of dialogue as a process of exchange. At the level of
social conteXt (the 'move') the speaker (as initiator) can choose
between giving or demanding, and between goods-and-services or informa-
tion. At the level of semantics (the speech function'), giving or
demanding goods-and-services 1s realised as offer or command, giving
or demanding information as statement or question. Fipally, at the
level of lexicogrammar (the 'mood'), these options are realised as
imperative, declarative or interrogative.

In this sketch of a semantic network, offer or command, statement
or question - referred to by Halliday (1985:70-1) as !'proposal' and
'oroposition' respectively - form a bridge between social context and
the grammar, with offer close to social context, and statement close
to the grammar. But it is only a sketch, as is apparent in Halliday's
brief discussion of speech acts as metaphors of mood (1985:342-3).
Speech acts are here seen as 'a particular complex of semantic features;
each feature being one out of a contrasting set'. 5o, to take an
example, 'threat', and 'promise' represent the speech function 'offer'
plus other semantic features, as set out in Figure 2.4:

command

PROPOSAL [ desirable

undesirable
offer —
[ oriented to addressee

oriented to speaker
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Figure 2.4: A semantic network for 'threat' and 'promise' (based on,
Halliday 1985:342)

Thus 'threat' is [offer: undesirable; oriented to addressee], while

'promise' is [offer: desirable; oriented to addressee].

2.1.5 Realisation

Our discussion of the semantic level and its relation to situation
types (behaviour potential) and the lexicogrammatical stratum brings us
to a fourth basic principle of Halliday's model, that of 'realisation’'.
As we saw above, semantic networks 'realise' choices in behaviour, and
are in turn 'realised' by options in grammatical systems such as transi-
tivity, mood and theme. The key to realisation is the notion of 'pre-
selection'. This idea, says Halliday (1973:93), is clearest in the
relation between grammar and phonolany: for example, selection in the
phonological system of tone is fully determined by the grammar, although
there is no one-to-one correspondence between options in the grammar
and options in the phoncology - a large number of grammatical systems
are realised by means of selection in the phonological system of tone.
However, Halliday suggest that it also applies to the relationship
between semantics and grammar, with the possible qualification
that 'often more than one grammatical feature has to be pre-selected

in order to realize one semantic choice'.

2.1.6 Context of Situation

The extra-linguistic level in Halliday's model, context of
situation - also referred to as situation types or hehaviour potential -
formed a basic part of the model even in his earliest writings (see
Kress 1976:53); but it was not until the early 1970's that Halliday
began exploring the nature of context of situation, and the relation-

ship between this level, the metafunctions, and the grammar.
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In the paper, 'Language as social semiotic', first published in,

1975 (see Halliday 1978), the situation type is characterised thus

(1978:110):

The semiotic structure of a situation type can
be represented as a complex of three dimensions:
the ongoing social activity, the role relation-
ships involved, and the symbolic or rhetarical
channel. We refer to these respectively as
'field', 'tenor' and 'mode’.

Field, tenor and mode are defined more extensively in anocther paper,

'The sociosemantic nature of discourse' (Halliday 1978), and a strong

claim is made about their relationship to the metafunctions and

grammatical systems. The quotation that follows (1978:143-5) is a

lengthy one, not only because its principles are central tc Halliday's

model and to systemic-functional linguistics, but also because the

passage 1s

a complex one and raises a number of issues which are still

taxing systemic linguists:

The selection of options in experiential systems
~ that is, in transitivity, in the classes of
things [...], in quality, quantity, time, place,
and so on - tends to be determined by [field].
This includes everything from, at one end, types
of action defined without reference to language
[...]; through intermediate types in which lan-
guage has some necessary but still ancillary
function [...]; to types of interaction defined
solelv in linguistic terms [...] At the latter
end of the continuum the concept of 'subject-
matter' intervenes [...] In a discussion about

a game of football [.,.] the game constitutes a
second arder of 'field', one that is brought into
being by the first order, the discussion [...]

It is to this second-order field of discourse that
we give the name 'subject-matter.'

[...] The selection of interpersonal options,
those in the.systems of mood, modality, person,
key, intensity, evaluation, comment and the

like tends to be determined by the role relation-
ships in the situation [i.e. tenor]. Again there
is a distinction to be drawn between a-first and
second order of such role relationships. Social
roles of the first order are defined without
reference to language [...] Second order social
roles are those which are defined by the linguistic
system: [...] the discourse roles of questioner,
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informer, responder, doubter, contradicter and

the 1ike., (Other types of symbolic action, warning,
threatening, greeting and so on, which may be realized
either verbally or non-verbally, or both, define
roles which are in some way intermediate between

the two) [...]

The selection of options in the textual systems,
such as those of theme, information and voice, and
also the selection of cohesive patterns [...] tends
to be determined by the symbolic forms taken by the
interaction [...] This includes the distinction of
medium, written or spoken [...] But it extends to
much more than this, to the particular semictic
function or range of functions the text is serving
[...] The rhetorical concepts of expository, didactic
persuasive, descriptive and the like are examples of
such semiotic functions [...]
- The concept of genre [...] is an aspect of what we are
calling the 'mode'. The various genres of dis-
course [...] are the specific semiotic functions
of text that have social value in the culture.
A genre may have implications for other components
of meaning: there are often associations bhetween a
particular genre and particular semantic features
of an ideational or interpersonal kind.
Three points stand out in this long quotation. The first point is that
field, tenor and mode 'tend to determine' experiential, interpersonal
and textual options respectively. Elsewhere llalliday states that the
grammatical system operates as the ‘realisation' of the semantic system,
which is itself the 'realisation' of 'behaviour patential' (1978:39).
It is interesting to speculate whether this statement is compatible with
the first. If mood and modality choices, say, realise options in a
semantic network which are themselves realisations of choices in behav-
iour, can we then say that mood and modality options realise certain
role relationships in the situation? We will return to this point and
the question of realisation below, when we examine the systemic -
functional models of Fawcett and Martin.
The second point that stands out is the digtinction drawn between

first-order field of discourse (social action) and second-order field

of discourse (subject-matter) on the one hand, and first-order tenor
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of discpurse (social roles) and second-order tenor of discourse
(discourse roles) on the other. Social actions or roles are defined
without reference to language; subject-matter and discourse roles are
brought into being or defined by the linguistic system. Now this
distinction has interesting implications for Halliday's concept aof
semantics and its relationship to context of situation. The discourse
roles of questioner and informer mentioned in the quotation are, as
noted earlier, assigned to the semantic stratum in 'Language as code
and language as behaviour' (Halliday 1984), as realisations of choices
at the level of social context (demanding and giving information). The
intermediate roles of threatening and warning are also assigned to
the semantic level (see Halliday 1973:89, 1985:342-3), with the impli-
cation that they are realisations of higher level choices. It is thus
arguable that second-order and intermediate social-roles can be seen
from two angles; a semantic one and a situational one, and that there
is no clear line between semantics and situation (see 2.1.4 and
Halliday 1973:96).

The third point that stands out is that genre is cansidered an
aspect of mode, but at the same time may have implications for other
components of meaning., 1t is difficult to see from this how genre fits
into the model, and we shall return to this and the previous point in

later discussion, particularly of Martin's model and my own.

2.1.7 Register

Linked to context of situation is the notion of register. Halliday
characterises register as follows (1978:123):

The semiotic structure of a given situation type,
its particular pattern of field, tenor and mode,
can be thought of as resonating in the semantic
system and so activating particular networks of
semantic options, typically options from within
the corresponding semantic compoments. This
process specifies a range of meaning configuration
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that is typically associated with the situation
type in question.

Given that Halliday identifies register with meaning potential, it
would appear that register is the semantic realisation of a particular
pattern of field, tenor and mode. It may be recalled, however, that
Halliday sometimes refers to the metafunctions as 'functional components
of the semantic system'; so the 'semantic options® of which he speaks

may be choices in transitivity, mood, modality, theme, and so on.

2,2 Other Models: Fawcett, Butler, Martin

' The apparent uncertainties in Halliday's model with regard to the
metafunctions, the semantic stratum, context of situation, the relation-
ship between context of situation and semantics, and the nature of
realisation, have led a number of systemic linguists to suggest modi-
fications to Halliday's model. The most radical changes have been

proposed by Robin Fawcett, whose model will be oQtlinéd here.

2.2.1 Euvcett's Model

The title of Fawcett's main work is Cognitive linguistics and

social interaction, and it indicates clearly that Fawcett's orienta-

tion is different from Halliday's. Figure 2.5 presents a much simpli-

fied version of Fawcett's model (adapted from Fawcett 1980:58):

registratiaon F'knowledge
of ¥ of the
affective needs universe
states JL,
problem
solver

VI IRV

discourse semantics
construction - -
programs realisation component

form (syntax, items)

phopemics & phonotactics

Figure 2.5: Fawcett's model (much simplified)
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Turning first to the linguistic component of the model, we notice that
there are not three levels (semantics, grammar and phonology) as in
Halliday's model, but four adjoining boxes, one on top of the cther,
marked semantics, realisation component, form and phonemics/phonotactics.
Semantics - as often appears to be the cass in Halliday's writing (see
2.2.3 above) - is identified with the metafunctions, expanded from three
to eight: experiential. logical relationships, negativity, interactional,
affective, modality, thematic and informational. Semantics is realised
as form-syntax, items, and intonation (not shown in Figure 2.5) ~ via
the realisation component, which is a 'set of rules which state that if
a particular feature is selected in a [semantic] network, there will be
some specified reflex at the level of form or intonation' (1980:50).

The realisation component makes reference to a 'starting structure' -

a 'sequencing rule that states at one time the unmarked sequential re-
lationship between ALL the elements in a unit, and that additionally
provides the equipment to state marked sequential relationships,

through the notion of "place".' (1980:52). There is no level of phono-
logy as envisaged by Halliday; rather, phonemics and phonotactics are
said to 'specify' items - a concept we shall return to shortly.

An examination of the non-linguistic component of Fawcett's model
makes his cognitive orientation clear. As indicated in Figure 2.5, the
problem solver registers needs and devises plans to solve the problems
raised by these needs, If these plans include the code of language -

the full model indicates that other semiotic codes or non-communicational
behavioural programs may also be chosen - then the problem solver
assembles a 'referent situation' (or 'proposition') which will solve a
particular problem and, in the light of the relevant affective states and
knowledge of the universe (knowledge of concepts, relationships,

strategies, people, things, roles and so on) selects semantic options
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in relation to this referent situation.

As the problem solver selects semantic options, it also consults
discourse construction programs. These are of three types: basic
situational choices, choices in the structure of discourse, and choices
in the variety of language. There are six major situational factors:
subject matter, situation, relationship, socio-psychological purposes,
channel and code. Subject matter is too vast an area to be shown in a
gsystem network: social situation has not yet been adquately modelled in
network form; and relationship may not lend itself to being modelled as

a system network. Socio-psychological purposes is shown in Figure 2.6

(simplified):
[ r - control
PRAGMATIC informational
-~ heuristic
¢
S0010 . - marked ;——{ power
Lre RELATIONSHIP solidarity

PSYCHOLOGICAL) QUALITY L. unmarked
PURPOSES ) g

play

OBLIQUENESS |
L ritual

Figure 2.6: Socio-psychological purposes (simplified)

This network will be further discussed below, in Chapter 3. Channel

and code are presented (in a simplified version) in Figure 2.7:

sound waves verbal
CHANNEL marks on a DE paralanguage
) flat surface
kinesic
others
pictorial

Figure 2.7 Channel and code (simplified)

Structure of discourse includes generic structure and discourse

structure. Generic structure, says Fawcett, is linked to sovial
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situation: the two, he hypothesises, are probably 'mutually constitutive'
(Fawcett forthcoming) Among non-literary genres that have been studied
are casual conversation (Ventola 1979), service encounters (Ventola

1984, Martin 1985) and spoken narratives (Labov 1972). Discourse
structure is illustrated in the following systemic flowchart for local
discourse structure (adapted from Fawcet?}van der lMije and van YWissen

forthcoming).

~ support
-~ give information -3~
~ non-support -
- solicit [ support
information > | non-support suspend
 unnart progress challenge
'STARTH offer goods PP
or action > - non-support T
seek
- clarifi-
- influence PRtk non- cation
action L non-support “cooperation
L action [ support
(non-verbal) —>

L non-support -

Figure 2.8: A systemic flow chart (—->— go-to next move)
for local discourse structure

Generic structure and discourse structure will be examined more fully

below (Chapter 3).

In variety of language, the choices are of two types: dialect/accent

and register. These are presented in Figures 2.9 and 2.10.

( standard
GEOGRAPHICAL f
L regional
upper
D EC SOCIAL CLASS middle
g, | s
working
masculing
GENDER [ neutral
_ L feminine
Figure 2.9:Dialect/accent _ 99 -

(simplified)



r ~ technical
FIELD
L non-technical
~ frozen
~ formal
REGISTER < TENOR - consultative
— casual
-~ intimate
MODE spoken
[ written

“

Figure 2.10:Register (adapted slightly)

As Fawcett notes (forthcoming) field, tenor and mode are categories of
§E¥lg which are determined by the situational categories of subject
matter/social situation, relationship and channel respectively. Choices
in field, tenor and mode will in turn 'narrow down', in 'probabilistic
terms', the possible range of semantic features from which the speaker
may select (Fawcett 1980:99). At least, this is one way of looking at
register: it is also possible, says Fawcett (forthcoming), 'to see the
options in the semantics [...] as chosen DIRECTLY, uninfluenced by any
prior register decisions, and to see the notion of register as one
that one becomes aware of typically in looking at the text as a whole'.
I would like to conclude this outline of Fawcett's madel by exa-
mining his views on two issues central to systemic-functional lin-
guistics - the number of levels, and the nature of realisation.
Fawcett rejects Halliday's tri-stratal model of language (semantics,
lexicogrammar and phonology) in favour of a bi-stratal model (semantics
and form). His reason for doing so is set out most clearly in the
paper 'Language as a Semiological System' (Fawcett 198%:99). The

problem, he says, centres on the meaning of realisation:
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First, it may be that the relationship between

language and knowledge of the universe [...] is

rather different from the intimate realisational

relationship between semantics and form [...]

It may, for example, be essentially a consultative

relationship [...] Second, it may be that the

relationship between form (in the sense of words

and morphemes arranged in sequence) and phonemes,

etc., is one in which the latter SPECIFY the

internal organisation of those words and morphemes,

at the level of form, rather than realising them

at some lower level or levels.
Thus the semantics 'consults' knowledge of the world, while phonalogy
'specifies' form by assigninyg phonemes, syllable structure and inherent
word stress to semantic features.

To appreciate Fawcett's position fully, it is necessary to under-
stand Halliday's view of 'meaning potential'. In a paper entitled
'Structure' (in Halliday and Martin 1981), he savs, following Firth,
that ‘meaning is function in context' both intra-stratal (the context
of related elements at the same stratum), and inter-stratal (context
in the sense of elements of the higher stratum that are expressed by a
feature); and that consequently there is 'meaning potential' (that is,
system networks) at each stratum.

It follows therefore that phonology, as characterised by Fawcett,
is not a stratum, since it lacks system networks. In fact, Fawcett
asserts (1983:118) that his model has only a single stratum of system
networks (that is, the semantics), - at the level of form he prefers to

talk of contrasts, which 'merely "carry" meaningful choices made at

some logically prior stratum' (1980:40).

2.2.2 Butler's Model

Another systemic linguist to advance an alternative model is
Chris Butler. In 'Communicative Function and Semantics' (Butler 1987),
Butler appears to be adhering to an orthodox systemic model, with

levels of lexicogrammar and semantics, and a 'supra-semantic level of
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organisation' (1987: }. However, his semantic stratum differs from
what we know of Halliday's (see 2.2.4 above): for Butler, the function
of semantics is to specify the range of illocutionary forces of a

given utterance, on the basis of certain context-independent properties
of the utterance - which are related to mood and similar tc Searle's
'sincerity conditions' - together with general conversational rules of
a Gricean kind. This view of semantics, which Butler calls the 'surface-
meaning approach' (1987: ) and which derives from proposals made by
Hudson (1975), only partly explains the interpretation process (for
Butler appears to be concerned with decoding rather than encoding). To
explain the procesé more fully, Butler turns to discourse analysis -
without unfortunately, assigning it in any clear way to the semantic
stratum or to the supra-semantic level of organisation mentioned
previously. By looking at the function or the utterance in the dis-
course structure - what type of ‘act' the utterance is realising - it
is possible to determine fraom the range of illocutionary forces
specified in the semantics, the illocutionary force of the utterance in
the ongoing interaction. Figure 2.11 is an attempt to present Butler's
model in diagrammatic form:

illocutionary force
of utterance (supra-semantic level?)

discourse structure
illocutionary forces (level of semantics)
‘T 'sincerity conditions', implicatures

mood (level of lexicogrammar)

Figure 2.717: Butler's model (decoder perspective)

2.2.3 Martin's Model

The final systemic-functional model to be reviewed here is that

proposed by Martin (1985), 1In this model, language 1s seen

- 32 -



as having three levels, phonology, lexicogrammar and discourse.
Lexicogrammar includes the traditional svstems of transitivity, mood,
modality and theme, and requires no further discussion here. Of
greater interest is the discourse stratum, which appears to have re-
placed Halliday's level of semantics. Discourse is concerned with
inter-clause relations, and its key systems are reference, conjunction,
lexical cohesion and conversational structure. Reference is illustrated
in Figures 2.12 and 2.13 by systems aof participant identification and

retrieval.

T

generic

I

specific

presenting

1

REFERENCE ¢ ~—
L presuming

comparative

]

-

L

Figure 2.12: Participant identification systems
(from Martin 1985, simplified)

r-

no referent ~ multiple referents
RETRIEVAL%I -

some referent g L single referent

- context aof verbal

situation -9[
- non-verhal
— context of
. culture

Figure 2.13: Retrieval systems (from Martin 1985, simplified)

Conversational structure is exemplified by Berry's network for exchange

structure, presented in Figure 2.14 (see Berry 1981, Martin 1985).



select A ~ negotiate

-> event /action L do not neqgotiate

select B
event/action
initiate
exchange * 3 _9[ follow up
EXCHANGE o
STRUCTURE 7 L keep do not follow up
quiet

proposition oriented
il

action oriented

Figure 2.74: Berry's network for exchange structure

Conjunction and lexical cohesion will not be discussed here.

But language, of course, represents only part of the model, and, as
in all systemic-functional models, the extra-linguistic dimension must
be accounted for. Here Martin takes a novel approach (Martin forth-
coming):

[...] the relation between lanquage and

context will be interpreted in terms of
interacting semiotic systems. Language,

a denotative system having its own expression-
Form anchors the semiosis considered by acting
as the phonology of several dependent connotative
semiotics: register, genre and ideology. These
connotative semiotics are themselves stacked up
in a similar way, with language and register
acting as the expression-form of genre, and
language, register and genre functioning as the
realisation of ideology.

This Hjelmslevian interpretation is illustrated in figure 2.15:

Ideology

Genre

Register

Language

Figure 2.15: Martin's four semiotic planes
Note that in Martim (1985) there are only three semiotic planes, and
the relations between them are not quite the same as in the later
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version, since 'language is treated as the phonclogy of register and
register the phonology of genre' (1985:249-50).

Register is seen in terms of the familiar triad of field, tenor
and mode, but these dimensions of the semiotic structure of the
situation, as characterised in Halliday (1978), have been slightly
modified by Martin. Field is defined (Martin forthcoming) as a 'set
of activity seguences oriented to some global institutional purpose';
tenor has three aspects - status of the participants, the frequency
and basis of their contact, and affect (the hate, cool, neutral, warm,
love disposition of speakers towards each other); and mode deals with
both the 'distance between speaker and addressee as this conditions
aural and visual feedback possibilities', and the 'distance between
language and the activity seguence that is being encoded or talked

over' {(Martin forthcoming).

2.3 Systemic Critiques of Systemic Models

The point at which systemic linguists most obviously diverge is
the nature of the semantic stratum, and how it can be related downward
to other levels of language and upward to context of situation. As we
saw abave (2.2.1), the systemic linguist most openly skeptical of
Halliday's view of semantics is Robin Fawcett. Not only does he equate
the semantic stratum with the metafunctions and their corresponding
grammatical systems; but he also, as Butler (1985) points out, criticises
the semantic networks in Halliday (1973). For our purposes, Fawcett's
two most important objections (Butler 1985:81-2) are, firstly, that the
least delicate options in these networks - [threat], for example - are
not necessarily mediated through language (neither is a question,
counters Butier, but that does not exclude it from the linguist's
investigations); and, secondly, that, since these sociosemantic net-

works -are constructed only for those social contexts and settings which
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are important in terms of a social theory, they embrace only a small
fraction of our everyday language (a point which Butler appears to
accept).

Moreover Fawcett (1980:249) is clearly not convinced by Halliday's
statement that options in the semantic netwarks %na-SQlect' options in
the functional components of the grammar:

[...] where there is inevitable all-or-nothing,
rule-governed pre-selection [...] there is no
choice. And where there is no choice there is
no meaning, So if features in the socio-semantic
networks [...] are to pre-select features in the
functional component networks, there will be no

- 'meaning' in these latter networks.

Halliday's later view of semantics and its links with context of
situation, expressed in Halliday (1984) and discussed above (2.2.4),
is examined by Butler in 'Communicative Function and Semantics' (Butler
1987: ). He raises several points which obviously trouble him: (1)
it is not clear what the level of social context is, nor how it relates
to the earlier semantic networks (Halliday 1973); (2) no definition is
given of 'move'; (3) the semantic options ‘offer', 'statement®,
'command', 'question' are not defined;(4) since the semantic options
are not defined, it is difficult to determine whether a realisation 1is
congruent or non-congruent. Butler also questions the refinement of this
model made by Martin (1981). In this article lartin proposes a revised
an#extended semantic network for speech function, and discusses criteria
for recognising some of his categories. These include the kind of
response elicited, and Butler takes Martin to task for here appealing
to the way in which utterances fit into discourse structure while
failing to recognise any level above the semantics. It should be
noted that Martin (1985) later tackled the question of how utterances

Fit into discourse structure, although the link between the conversa-

tional structure component of his discourse stratum and the register
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plane is not made clear.

Fawcett's belief that the semantic stratum is to be equated with
the metafunctions and their corresponding grammatical systems is of
course contested by other systemic linguist$, At times this seems ta
be Halliday's position - see, for example, Halliday (1978:112) where
the metafunctions are referred to as 'functional components of the se-
mantic system' - but according to Martin (Halliday and Martin 1981:102),
there is an explanation for this particular use of 'semantic':

Because Halliday conceives of the grammatical
stratum as realising semantic options, he often
speaks of the structures it generates as realizing
semantic options without specifying that this
realization is indirect, mediated by the
grammatical networks, rather than direct.
This may be taken as an implicit rejection of Fawcett's position, but
elsewhere (Martin 1981), Martin voices explicit objections to one
aspect of Fawcett's model, the illocutionary force network. Figure
2.16 is a simplification of the network as represented in Fawcett
(1980), with traditional systemic labels in parentheses:
giver (declarative)
- information —9(:
seeker (interrogative:

polar/WH-)

TLLOCUTIONARY \
FORCE /

simple (imperative)

L directive — [
‘ request (interrogative:
polar; modalised)

Figure 2.16: Ffawcett's illocutionary force network
(simplified)

This network represents a semanticisation of the mood network, and for
Martin (1981:73-4) its great drawback is that, setting aside the
modality, the realisation of the feature [directive:request] is the

same as the realisation of [information seeker: polar]. This, he says,
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'represents a loss of generalisationabout the form of these utterances'
(1981:73).

Butler also takes issue with Fawcett's illocutionary force network
on slightly different grounds. Noting that, when confronted with the
utterances "Could you open the window?" and "It's awfully stuffy in
here", Fawcett codes the first as a [directive:request] and the second
as an [information giver] from which an 'intended deduction' may be
drawn, Butler asks why the first utterance cannot be coded as an [infor-
mation seeker] from which a directive interpretation can be deduced.
In fact, Fawcett answers this question (1980:110-112) in terms Butler
(1987 ) finds unconvincing. There are, Fawcett claims, systematic
semantic differerces between a request such as "Could you read it?",
and the same utterance coded as a [polarity information seeker]. The
first difference is that in one case the addressee is actually being
asked to read something,while in the other he/she is not. Butler notes
that here Fawcett is appealing to 'purpose', even though his network is
said to be based on linguistic criteria (but Fawcett's model permits a
decoder to 'constlt' situational factors). The second difference is
that requests are said to have a low rise tone, whereas polarity infor-
mation seekers have a high rising intonation - a claim Butler finds
'extremely dubious' (1987: Y. The third difference is that polarity
information seekers have truth value, but requests do not. The final
difference is that a negative response to a request frustrates the
speaker's expectations, but not a negative response to a polarity
informaticn seeker. In these last two differences, Butler remarks,
Fawcett is again appealing to purpose - as, in fact, his model allows

him to do.

2.4 Conclusion

The linguistic model we are seeking must be capable of generating
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interaction sequences, functions and realisations on the basis of
situational factors. Our survey has shown that systemic-funclional
linguistics presents a strong an: lysis of grammar (semantics in
Fawcett's model) and links grammar to situation. liowever, there is no
agreement on whether situation is purely social or has a cognitive
component; there is little work on interaction sequences (but see
Fawcett, van de Mije and van Wissen forthcaoming); and there is uncer-
tainty as to the place of speech acts (functions) in a systemic-

functional model. Plainly, a model adequate to our purposes will have

to address these problems.
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Chapter 3

A Holistic Model for Communicative Syllabus Design

3.0 Introduction

The model 1 will be proposing here is one that is capable of
generating (see below for a ciscussion of this term) interaction
sequences, functions and realisations on the basis of situational
factors. Its general framework owes much to Hartin, and to three
systemic linguists not yet mentioned, Threadgold, Lemke and Thibault;
a number of important details, however, are drawn from Fawcett (and
see Melrose 1987). 1 shall begin by recapitulating Martin's model

(see 2.2.3) and suggesting certain modifications to it.

3.1 The General Framework: Martin's Model

It will be recalled that Martin (forthcoming) sees the relation
between language and context in terms of interacting semiotic systems,

as in Figure 3.7.

Ideology

Cenre

Register

Language

Figure 3.1: Martin's four semiotic planes

Language and register, he says, act as the expression - form of genre,
while language, register and genre function as the realisation of ideo
logy. He accepts Halliday's tri-stratal model of language, but for
him the highest stratum is not semantics but discourse, which is con-
cerned with inter-clause relations, and includes the systems of re-

ference, conjunction, lexical cohesion and conversational structure.
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Martin has thus included in his model three elements which are
essential to a communicative course design model, register, genre and
discourse, and suggested a possible link between these elements., More-
over, in Martin (1985) he makes a distinction which will permit us to
approach interaction sequence, and the meaning potential from which a
speaker selects the most appropriate next move to suit his/her goals
(see section 1.6). Martin notes (1985:248) that Hjelmslev distinguishes

between process (the realisation of a semiotic's meaning potential) and

text (the realisation of a language's meaning potential). Process,
says Martin, connotes an 'interactive dynamic perspective on mani-
festation', while text is 'static', and 'calls to mind a product, whole,

complete'. Further on in his paper Martin (1985:259) elaborates this

idea in the form of a diagram:

potential actual
static synoptic system text
active dynamic system process

Figure 3.2: Process and text in Martin's model

From a static perspective, potential is termed a synoptic system, while
from an active perspective it is termed a dynamic system. Actual when
viewed statically is terwed text, when viewed dynamically it is re-
ferred as a process. Synoptic systems generate texts, whereas dynamic
systems generate process. An example of a synoptic system is a system
network such as transitivity or modality; an example of a dynamic systen
is the decision tree or flow chart used by Ventola (1984) to generate

a well-formed schematic structure for a service encounter.

3.2 The General Framework: Martin's Model Reformulated

Martin's model has much to offer, but there are three polnts which

require further discussion. The first is Martin's view of lideology,
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which, according to Threadgold (1986:35) is 'too specifically production
oriented', In other words, implies Threadgold, Martin pays too little

attention to what Lemke (1985a:283) calls the social action semiutic

('a semiotic system defining the meaning relations within and between
the various recognized kinds of social practice in a community'); and
does not take into account the way in which speaking subjects are posi-
tioned in and through discourse.

The second point concerns the problem of genre. Part of this
problem arises from the fact that Martin (1985) assigns two not entirely
compatible functions to genre. Firstly (1985:250) 'one of the principle
descriptive responsibilities of genre is toc constrain-the possible com-
binations of field, mode and tenor variables used by a given culture’;
secondly (1985:251), genre 'represents at an abstract level the verbal
strategies used to accomplish social purposes on many kinds. These
strategies can be thought of in terms of stages throuah which one moves
in order to realise a genre'. Vow, while it may be possible to conceive
of genre in the first sense as semiotic plane 'below' ideology and
'above' register, it is difficult to see how genre in the second sense can
be 'above' register. Indeed I would be more inclined to accept
Fawcett's analysis of the place of generic structure in a systemic-
functional model as providing a more plausible accounl of how genre-in-
the-second-sense can be situated (Fawcett forthcoming).

There is a strong link between the interactants'
perception of what type of social situation they
are operating in and the generic structure which
gets used. Indeed the two are probably mutually
constitutive in many cases,
By this I understand that although social situation (the field dimension
of register, in Martin's terms) and generic structure (genre) are

mutually constitutive, social situation (i.e. register) is still 'above'

genre.
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The third point relates to the discourse stratum. FEarlier
(section 2.1.4) we saw that Halliday regards semantics as a bridge
between the social system (which is wholly outside language), and the
grammatical system (which is wholly within lanquage) and it is probable
that Martin has a similar conception of his discourse stratum, What is
certain is that, as in Halliday's semantic networks, not all aptions in
Martin's discourse networks are mediated through language: a glance at
Figure 2.13, Fop example, will show that choices in the Retrieval system
such as [nonverball or [context of culture] are outside lanquage; and
in the Exchange Structure networks (Figure 2.14), which deals only with
initiations, if [action oriented] is chosen, then [follow up] could
easily have a purely non-verbal realisation such as SHILE (if the net-
work also dealt with responses, the possibility of non-verbal realisations
would obviously be increased.) This suggest that there is at least an
argument for treating discourse not as a level of language but as
another semiotic plane, 'above' language but possibly 'below' register.

In view of the points just raised, I would like to present a

modified version of Figure 3.7:

coding
Sacial orientations
System
Intertextual
Frames
Situation
Types
Discourse
Strategies
Language
& Other
Codes

— s

Figure 3.3: Martin's model revised
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Fi . ‘ '
qure 3.4 focuses on situation-type, discourse strategies and language

and other codes, listing the components of these three plane
53
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SITUATION

Sacial Situatian
Subject Matter
Social Relationship
Channel

Symbolic (Function)

Social
mCﬂuommAAMH

Psychological

DISCOURSE STRATEGIES

Interaction Sequence
Attitude
Shared Knowledge

Figure 3.4:; The components of

LANGUAGE & OTHER CODES

lexicogrammar =~ kinesics
proxemics
phonalogy tone of voice

Situation, Discourse Strategies, and language & Other Codes
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7.2.1  Socinl System and Intertextual Frame

The twp°highest™ planes of the present model are social system and
intertextual frame,roughly corresponding to Martin®s ideolaqy and to his
genre in its register-constraining function. It is hypothesised that there
are three interrelated and overlapping components of the social system

plane,namely institutional discourse and practices,thematic svstem,and

saocial action semiotic.It is these we shall look at here.

Institutional Discourse and Practices

Institutional discourse and practices,which is based on the
Foucauldian notion of discursive formation ( see for ewample Foucault
1972) way be regarded for our purposes as the discourse of an established
"institutionalized” discipline such as medecine,psychoanalysis,economics or
education, ,uhich conforms to a specific "regime of truth” and is characterised
by systems of relations among discursive objects (subject matter,in our
terme), speaker-roles and subject positions (tenor),and principles of
organisation of its statements {(mode).let us consider one of the disciplines

Two objects of this

ot ¢

most relevant to the present work ~ that is,educat

e education,could

‘.D

On «
discipline,at least insofar as il applies to second la

he termed authenticity and learnabilitv,which stand in a specifi

relationship to each other and to other chjects (linquistic di culty, for

evample),a relationship which varies over time {compare the audio-lingual
approach of 19535 and the communicative approach of 198%),and is not even

stable st a given time (see section 4.4 for further discussion).Egually
vatiable are the speaker-roles and subiect positions of the discipline = the
teacher as giver of information and as (a representative of)infzllible
au{horitv,a role which may have been current in Victorian times and is still
50 in many societies has given way in others to the teacher as facilitator of
learning  and wise counsellor. As for the principles of organisation of the
digcipline™s statements,genre ( a part of mode for Halliday) seens to play a
role here : educational psychology is likely to be taught in a standard
exthook while classroom management principles ov teaching practice procedures
arg likely to appear in a "practical™ handbook.

Finally the discipline has its non-discursive practices which arise from its
discourse @ the way a classroom is arranged and decorated is one such

practice.

Thematic System
A thematic system is defined hy Jay Lemke (1988b224) as “the typical
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ideational~sepantic meaning relations constructed in some sets of tewts [...]
which are thematically relevant for one another’s meaning constructiops® (in
lemke 198% it is implied that other relations constructed in & set of teuts
should also be considered,including interpersonal-granmaticdl,rhetorical and
discourse structure relations).

As the definition shows.lemke concentrates on the ideationzl-semantic
meaning relations @ these can be @een as the participant roles and process
types with which an entity is associated typically in a particular set of
tents,together with the other entities that enter into =zome lewical or
grampatical relsticaship with the entity that is being examined. Thus,assuming
a thematic system entitled*traditional gender roles” it might be speculated
that in & specific set of ftexts man would be Actor in material processes
belonging to a number of fairly well-definahle lenical sets,and Carrier in
relational processes whose Attribute would belong to other equally clear -
even sterectyped - lenical sets. By the same token women would he Actor in a
totally different set of msaterial processes and Carrier in relational
processes with attribute from entirvely diffe lewical setsy and might in
addition appear amore frequently as Senser in mentzl procssses or Sayer in
verbal processes or even Goal in material processes (I am thinking here of
traditional romantic novels).

I can briafly discuss the other theastic system relations by imagining &

hematic system entitled “academic objectivity®.Thus in addition tao the
ideational-semantic meaning relations {(a tendency fto encode the relevant
"objects” of one’s d1§c1p11ne as participants in relational processes),thers
are interpersonal-grammatical relstions (a preference for unnodalised
statements or "rhetorical" guestions or a certain type of

modality),and "discouwrse structure” relations,of which an abvious example is
the nominalisation characteristic of academic writing which turns processes
into objects. A final note : & thematic system is not a system in the usual

sonse,but a relational network (see section 3.2.1).

Hocial Action Semiotic

This was defined (in section 3.2 above) as & “semintic system
defining the meaning relations within and between the various recoanized kinds
of gocial practice in a community®.Ferhaps the best way to think of the social
action semiotic is as a performance. For exaaple,we all perform being & man

or being s woman and at any given time in & given society there are numerous

choices epen to us in our performance. Obviously these choices intersect when

we perform man_and woman_interacting and are necessarily narrowed down 5 Just

"}'
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x5 they are constrained when we have to perform emplovee pr custamer in

addition to man or woman. These performances are not based solely on non-
verbal models since we are constantly told how to perform man or woman,

hushband or wife,emplovee or employer and so on. The social action

semintic, then,is what Threadgold (1984:735) calls the “sayings and doings of

the community” (see section 7.5.1 for further discussion).

extual frame may be regarded as an instantiation of a
particular institutional discourse and practices,of particular relations in

one or more thematic systems,and of (&) specific "performance(s)” in the
social action semiotic. The intertextual frame has the same relation to social
system as register has to field,tenor and mode. Code is defined by Halliday
(1978:111) as®the principle of szemiotic organisation governing the choice of
meanings hy a spgaker and their interpretation by a hearer”,and as “the
grid,or subcultural angle on the social system”™. Thus the coding orientation
positions speaking subjects in differential ways in relation to the

intertextual frame ~ with obhvicus implications for the foreign language

learning process ( see section S.4).

Fada? Situation-Type

The term®situation-type” henceforth abbreviated to’situation’,is here
preferred to'register’ ;5 the latter term is defined by Halliday (see 2.1.7
above) as “the semantic configuration that is typically asszociated with the
situation—type in question® (1978:127),which appears to equate a register with
a set of semantic networks. In this model situation ic constrained by the
intertextual frame,just as field,tenor and mode combinations are canstrained by
the first meaning of genre in Martin®s model jin other words situation
articulates social system{discursive fnrmationsgthematicvsyatems,social action
cemiotic) viam the intertextual Frame which itself articulates social system,and
in relation to which subjects are positioned by their coding orientations.

Situation is discussed in Halliday in his essay’lLanguage as social
semiotic® (1978:109):

It will be necessary to represent the situation [...Jnot as situation
but as situation type,in the sense of what Bernstein refers to as a
"spcial context®,This is,essentially,a semiotic structure. Tt is &
constellation of meanings deriving from the semiofic system that
constitutes the culture.

and in another essay (1978:198):
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The linguistic systeal...l iz organised in such a way that the social
context ie predictive of the text. This is what makes it pu:alble

for u member to make the necessary predictions zhout the meanings that
are heing exchanged in any situation which he encounters. I wevdrop in
an & gathering we are able to tune in very gquickly because we size up the
field,tenor and mode of the situation and at once form an idea of what is
likely to be being meant. In this way we know what semantic
configqurations ~ what register - will probably be required if we are to
take part.If we did not do this there would be no communication,since
only & part of the meanings we have to understand are explicitly realized
in the wordings. The rest are unrealized; they are left out - or
ratherC...lthay are out of fnocus.

Situation thus has two characteristics @ 1)1t iz = social phenomenon,deriving
from the "zamictic system that constitutes the culture” {from the discursive

formations,thematic syetems,and =ocial action semiotic of the social system

rJ

via the intertextual framed; YIt forms part of a speaker-hearer’s

knowledge: assuming that subjects are positioned identically in relation to an

intertextusl frame, the fisgld,tenor and mode of a situat

=

on can be"sized up” by
the member of a culture,even though some of the meanings areunrealized”

or "out of focus” (the implication being that knowledge of situation types
permits these meanings to be "filled in").

The components of situation will therefore be viewed in terms of these two

bl

haracteristics,situation-as-social-phenomencn and situati

D

n-as-knowledge. The
definition of the first two components,social situaticon and subject matter,is
to that of Martin(see 2.2.% above).

Social Situation

ar

rid

w

Social situstion is seen =25 an activity which is recognized
therefore "named™ by a given society and which consists of an ardered series
of acts.The activity may be largely non-verbal{eq. "preparing x mex *) in which

£

case the acts are "physicalsor it may he largely verbal{eg. socializing®) in
which case the acts are largely "abstract” (see section on discourse
strategies)zor it may be a mixture of the non-verbal and verbal {‘renting
accommodation® iz an sxample here). The non-verbal aspect of social situation
articulates some "performance" in the social action semioticithe verbal side
articulates relations in one {(ar move) themstic system.At this point,two
clarifications should be made. First although thematic system relations are
given lexicogrammatical labels,they should be considered as social rather than
Hingnistic. Second,thematic system relations are available in & given social
situation, but they are pot obligatory.

Knowledge of social situations is organised into frases - first proposed

by Minsky and defined by Metzing(1979:23-9) as -
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nackets of knowledge that provide descriptions of typical objects

or events.Thase descriptions contain both an abstract template
providing & skeleton for describing any instance and a set of defaults
for typical members of the class.The defaults allow the information
system to supply missing detail,maintain expectations,and netice
anomalies

or into scripts,equally proposed by Minsky and defined (Metzing
1977:8%) as follows:

In sach culture there are a number of stereotypic situations in
which human behaviour is highly predictable and narrowly
defined.Behaviour in these situations is often described in terms
of cultural conventions. These conventicns are learned in
childhood, adhered to throughout one’s life and rarely guesti
analyzed.Scripts describe these conventional situations that are
defined by a highly sterectypic sequence of svents,

I+ some aspect of & recognized social situation becomes & topic of

e

conversation then it is referred to as subiect matteripreparing & meal is &

sacial situation,but if I dizcuss it then it becomes subject matter.Secial

situation and subject matter may b

iD

completely unconnected - I can be
preparing a meal and discussing a football match (though here it may be

possible to say that the discussion i lso & social situstion).

a

ih

It was previously noted that social situations may be represented as

1
frames or scrints articulating relevant thematic system relations and social
action semiotic "performances".If that is the case,then knouwledge of subject
matter must be similarly reprecedled,with an emphaszis on the dominant

transitivity relations and major lexical sets of the thematic system in play.

Social relationszhip-

The =ncial action semiotic is a network of choices available to membere of
a cultural group when performing & wide range of social roles. Often these
social roles are best defined relationally,in tersms of symmetrical pairs (such
as"colleague-collesgue’Jor asymmetrical pairs “emplover-employvee”, for
example). These social relationships are mutually determining and carry with
them certain behaviour patterns,rights,duties and obligationsz,which articulate

relevant social action semiotic "performances”,organised perhaps inte sogial

Channel includes the traditional division between spoken and written
(which covers sub-types like spoken~to-be-written and written-to-be-spoken) on
the one handiand the distinction between fuce-to-face and via

telephone,radio.television on the other hand. All channels have their "rules”
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: thus the spoken face-to~face channel has rules relating, for instance, ta

kinesic and proxemic choices that are derived from relevant social action

semiotic "performances"iwhile the rules of a channel zuch as spoken-on-radio

derive from the discourses and practices of the media.

Symholic Function

Symbolic function is the role played by language in the total situation.

Langquage may be almost fully constitutive of the situstio,as in the cas eof

text hook on language teaching, for
the situation and shared knowledge
history,local geography and events

play.Knowledge of “how much to say

examplesor it may only partly constitute
(of the immediate environment,personal
gtc.) may have an important part to

and when” is derived from the social a

ct
semiotic and may differ between cultures and subcultures{gee RBernstein 1971
i}

for a discussion of restricted and elaborated codes later interpretsd by

17822104 as oral-based and text-bassd codes).

Furpose

=

ion

ng

It will he recalled that Martin sees field as a'set of activity sequencecs

oriented to some global institutional purpose”sand accordingly he rejects th
need for & separate category oriented to t

r
sequence. Such a cetgory however does have its uses. Firstly we need to reca

Fawcett®s socio-psychological purposes network

S0CI0-
PEYCHOLOGICAL FURFOSES i

~contiol

PRAGHATIC ~informational
~heuristic
unmar ked
RELATIONGHIF power
pUALITY ~marked-

-reapact

- losSEness

Fig.%5.9iModified version of Fawcett s Furposes Network



Purpose can be seen as the “interactive’ aspect of social situation,with

p ?
pragmatic purpose deriving from the relevant thematic system and relationship
quality from the social action semiotic where both influence choices in

discourse strategies.

%.2.% Discourse Strategies

In this model discouwrse” does not have the meaning that it has in the
work of Foucault or post-Foucauldian scholars - where.says Threadgold
(1984:54) it is similar in some respects t as used by Martin or Hasan;

nor does it have the meaning it has in the work of discourse analysts such as

i

Sinclair znd Coulthard. Discourse here is seen as a behavioural unit,z running
to and fro (the literxl meaning of the Latin root) which articulates

situation and mediates between situation and language/other codes. Dizcourse

w
—
4

rategies then are strategies which permit the articulation of a situstion
and its distribution between an asmitter and & receiver in a form which can be
readily re-articulated in lanquage or other codes.

The first component of discourse strategies iz interaction sequence
which in terms of Martin (1988:281) i= genre when it ‘represents at an
abstract level the verbal strategies used to sccomplish socizl purpo
many kinds. Theze strategies can be thought of in terms of stages through
which ong moves in order to reslise & genre’,

Unlike genre,however,an interaction sequence shares the stages between an

amitter and a receiver.The elements of situation that interaction sequence

3

articulates above all - though not exclusively - are social situation and
t (2.2 sbove) but al=zo by

purpose.This claim is borne out not only by Fawcet
Hagan (Halliday and Hasan 198%5:108) who discusses the relationship between
field,tenor and mode {(czlled contextual configuration or CC)and genres

Genre bears & logical relation to CC,being its verbal expression.If
0 is = class of situation tvpe,then genre is language doing the job
appropriate to that class of social happenings.



At another point, (Halliday and Hasan 1985:56) Hasan is even more
specific:

[...] the features of the CC can be used for

making certain kinds of predictions about

text structure [...]

lMore succinetly we would say that a CC can

predict the OBLIGATORY [...] and the OPTIONAL

[...] elements of a text's structure as well

as their SEQUENCE [...] and the possibility

of their INTERACTION.
With the qualification that interaction sequence (i.e. genre, text
structure) is behavioural rather than verbal (since an element of inte-
raction sequence may be realised non-verbally), I would see Hasan's po-
gition as close to mine.

Interaction sequence, we have said, is closely linked to social
situation and subject matter, and may, at least in the spoken channel
(and to a certain extent in the written), be seen as an activity sequence
shared between an emitter and a receiver, and realised both verbally
and non-verbally, This definition obviously needs to be clarified and
expanded, and to do so we must explore three areas: the study of spoken
genres, the approach to discourse analysis practised by scholars such
as Sinclair and Coulthard, and conversation analysis as carried out
by ethnomethodologists such as Sacks and Schlegloff,

The study of spoken genres may be exemplified by the work of
Ventola (see Ventola 1979, 1984 and Martin 1985) on casual conversation
and service encounters. In her research into casual conversation,
Ventola has proposed that the elements of schematic structure for this
genre are, in their unmarked order, as follows:

(1) Greeting

(2) Address

(3) Approach, either Direct, relating to health, appearance,

family members, everyday or professional life; or Indirect,
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relating to weather, current news, etc.

(4)  Centering, an optional element in which one or more cognitive
or informative topics is discussed

(5) Leave-taking

(6)  Good-bye

The obvious question is: can casual conversation be regarded as an in-
teraction sequence? Interaction sequences, we have said, are activity
sequences, shared between an emitter and a receiver, and it could be
argued that casual conversation articulates an activity sequence such
as 'maintaining social contect'. Even if 'maintaining social contact'
is rejected as a plausible activity sequence, it cannot be denied that
it represents an extremely important activity-type in the social action
semiotic, possibly articulated in the plane of situation as a 'social-
activity sequence' called 'socialising’.

Also studied by Ventola are service encounters - here are the
elements of schematic structure for this genre listed in their unmarked
order of appearance:

(1)  Greeting

(2)  Turn Allocation (select next customer)

(3) Service Bid (offer of service)

(4) Service (statement of needs)

(5) Resolution (decision to buy or not buy)

(6) Pay

(7)  Goods Handover

(8) Closing

(9) Cood-bye

llhereas Lhe status of casual conversation as an interaction sequence
might be disputable, that of a service encounter is clear: it shares

between an emitter and a receiver a well recognised activity sequence,
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of the type we will call 'physical-activity sequence', and thus con-
stitutes a clearly-defined interaction sequence.

The study of spoken genres, then, represents a first step towards
clarifying the meaning of interaction sequence; the next step is to
examine the approach to discourse analysis practised by scholars such
as Sinclair & Cculthard (1975) (see also Coulthard and Montgomery
1981). The largest units these analysts consider are the lesson
(Sinclair and Coulthard 1975) ar the interaction (Burton in Coulthard
and Montgomery 1981), which appear to correspond to spoken genres, but
whose analysis is in fact markedly different from that of a genre
theorist such as Ventola. These discourse analy<ts operate with a rank
scale in which the lesson/interaction consists of transactions, which
consist of exchanges, which consist of moves, which consist of acts,
Acts, however, are not stages through which one moves to realise a
lesson/interaction, but are speéch acts-up to twenty-four, of which the

most basic initiations and responses are:

informative - acknowledqge
elicitation - reply
directive - accept/react
accusaticn - EXCUSE

The three acts informative, elicitation and directive, obviously corres
pond to Malliday's statement, guestion and command, on the semantic
level, and declarative, interrogative and imperative on the grammatical
levels; thev fourth act, accusation, does not correspond to any clear
semantic or grammatical category - perhaps it is what Halliday (1985:
340) calls a metaphor of mood, which means that it is only indirectly
related to the first three, relying as it does on perlocutionary rather
than illocutionary force,

A lesson/interaction, then, is not an interaction sequence in our
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terms 2 rather than being an activity-sequence shared between two or more
participants it is,from s semiotic viewpoint,a series of emchanges of goods-
and-services or information. In the case of accusation,howsver - and of other

acts not yet referred to,such as metastatement and conclusion(see Burton in

Coulthard and Montgomery 1981:74-7) - something more complex seems to he at
work,and it is here that the research of the American ethnomethodologists can
shed some light.

In their analyses of conversation the ethnomethodologists have
introduced the notion of pre-sequence,to refer to a certain kind of turn or
the sequence containing that type of turn (see Levinson 198%:745 4.).Thera
are various types of pre-sequences noted,including pre-invitations,pre-
requests, pre-arrangements, pre-announcements and pre-closings. All seenm
designed to orient the addressee foward what is to followiand some such as
pre-requests also seem designed to avoid what are called “dispreferred® zecond
turns in an ajacency pair (in the case of a request.a refusal would he

"dispreferrad®).This concept of pre-sequence has considerable implications for

our understanding of interaction sequence @ it now seems plausible to re-
interpret the discourse analyets® exchanges of goodsz-and-services or
inforamation as what we previously referred to,in the context of casuzl

3

conversation ,as"social activity sequences™.The exchange accusation-excuse

would then be szeen as the two central elements in & potentially more complex

interaction sequence starting with a pre-accusation, just as metastatement

{a pre-sequence) and conclusion could be wiewsed as optional elements in
a wide range of interzction sequences.

Thus in the present work the term interaction seguence will include not
only genres such as casual conversation or service encounter as characterized
by Ventola but also estended exchanges such zs request sequences or invitation
sequences. The interaction sequence therefore subsumes speech acts and
exchange structure as viewed by Sinclair and Coulthard.Berry,and Fauwcett.

The reason for preferring the interaction seguence - qreater analytic freedom
- should become evident in the ensuing analysis.

Like interaction sequence,attitude,the second discourse strategy,can be

geen &% a range of options for “staging” and interaction .Just as interaction

sequence provides different "pathways" through a social situstion,so attitude

allows & participant to achieve her/his goals through evaluation of the social
situation and subject matter.Attituide mainly articulates social relationship

and purpose and can be hest throught of in terms of & set of features such as
Munby s "attitudinal-tone index” (1978:104~110) rather than as a system.
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The third discourse strateqy is shared knowledqe,which may be likened to

one of Martin®s discourse stratum systems,Retrieval (see Fig.2.17

above).Shared knowledge is represented in Fig. 3. 4

“marimum
immediate —
gvoked minimum
CONMTEXT OF remote
CO-TEXT -niot evoked
not evoked
CONTEXT OF [T- immediate
SITUATION —evokead ‘
~removed
not evoked
CONTEXT OF CULTURE personal

~avoked

~a0Cial

taken up

KNOWLERGE EVOKED

-not taken up
Figure 3,46 @ Shared Knowledge,

Context of co-text iz the (immediate ov remete)tertual envircnment of a move
in the ongoing interactiongmaximum represents a choice such as
@llipsis,minimum a choice such as lexical collocation (maximum and minimum are
actually two extremes of a cline rather than choices).Context of situation is
the ralevant non~verbal enviranment of the text,whether visible {(immediate)or
not (removed) . Context of culture is social(relevant institutional discourse and
practices,thematic systems and social action semiotic “"performances” or
personal (the idiosyncratic discourses,practices and experiences of small
units such as families or groups of friends). The decision whether to evoke

or not to evoke,take up or not take up a particular type of shared knowlaedge
articulates social relationship,purpose and symbolic function. Shared

knowledpe,then,is not passive,but is an active strategy for achieving one’s
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goals.

One final note on discourse strategies : those I have discussed seen
most useful for my project here,that is,relevant to evervday conversation.It
is quite possible that in other types of dizcourse other stiategies are
brought into play (see Melrose 1983 for some possible strategies in a

Wallace Stevens poem).

Tee.d Lanouage and Dther Codes

Thus mediated by the discourse strategies of interaction sequence,xttitude
and shared knowledge,the situation-type is realised not only by lewico-grammar

5

but alsae (or alternatively) by non-verbal codes such as kniesics,prouemics and
tone of voice.The mediation between situation—type and the metzfunctions i=z
complex but there iz a tendency for interaction szequence to be linked to the
experientizl metafunction,attiftude to the interpersonal and shared knowledge
to the textual,

The link between discourse strategies and non-verbal codes is even more
problematic 3 & smile mavsgiven the appropriate context,realise & move in an
interaction sequence,attitude to subject-matter or addressee,or evocation of
shared knowledge. This no doubt stems From the fact that & code such as
kinesics f(here including gesture,facework and posture) does not appear to have
agrammar” . Although resesrchers such as Birdwhistell(1970) or Hall (1944) have
attempted to analyse kinesic or provemic codes (see Pennyoook 1280 for an
account of the work of these and other scholars),their descriptions are often
very technical. I shall limit ayself here to & simple and impressionistic
account of the most salient non-verbal festures accompanying & verbal

utterance or realising a non-verbal utterance.Note that the lexicogrammatical

analysis will be based on Hallidey (1985).

5.3 The Model din Operation

4t the beginning of this chapeter I claimed that the model just
outlined would be'capable of generating interaction sequences,functions and
realisations on the hasis of situational factors®.At this point the claim
needs two qualifications and an explanation.The first and most important
qualification is that “functions® (in the sense of speech acts) is not a
discrete category in the model having heen subsumed by interaction sequence.
Thus it would be more appropriate to replace’functions’™ by moves in an

interaction sequence’,even though *function® remains a category in my
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analysis of functional-notional courszes. The second qualification is that

the model does not rely solely on situationzl factors since situation
articulates intertextusl frames which are configurations of thematic system
relstions,social action semiotic "performances” and any relevant institutional
discourses and practices. The explanation concerns the term®generate”.This

terms originates with Chomsky®s generative grammar and Lyons explains the use

of this mathematical term in linguistics in this wayilyons 1979:154):

When we say that a grammsr generstes the sentences of & langquage
we imply that it constitutes a system of rules{with an associated
leviconywhich are formulated in such a way that they yield,in principle,
a decision-procedure for any combination of the elements of the language

Can our model generate ze

=+

ntences in the manner just outlinad? In other words
ran we derive from a set of discourse strategies a particular lewico-
grammatical configuraiton? The answer must be no : it would he more correct
to say that discourse strategies pre-select” options in the lexicogrammar

(see 2.1.9 whove) and that discourse strategies thereby motivale grammatical

options.

o}
grammatical configuration? Again the answer aust be no,for as we shall see
the decoder”s perspective in the ongoing speech event may be signifi

different from that of the encoder.

Te3.1 The Encoder™s Ferspecltive

I am now going to show the model in action with a dialogue taken from
Unit 10 of Htariting Strategies (Gbbs snd Freebadrn 1977:54).71 shall preoduce
it in Full - the dialogue iz accompanied by drawings which will be
represented here by "stage directions” in parenthe
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(a) Neville: Jackie! it's coffee time!
(head peeping round door)
(b) Jackie: Coming! (seated at typewriter)
2. (c) Neville: Well, this is the cafeteria (thev enter)
(d) Jackie: It's nice and modern!
3. (e) Neville: Would you like a cup of coffee? (hand reaching to
cup)
(f) Jackie: Yes please.
(g) Neville: And a biscuit? (hand reaching to biscuit)

(h) Jackie: No thanks. Just a cup of coffee.

It is also pertinent to note that the dialogue takes place in a work-
place (the office of a company that makes films), and that the two
speakers (both young, good-looking and probably single) are colleagues,
'Neville' being a cameraman, and 'Jackie' a secretary only recently
recruited.

According to our model, any text articulates Lhe social system
tha enables it, so we shell be<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>