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conditioned by the grammatical context according to whether it is clausal, nominal, verbal, etc.;

see Table 7.

This variation in marking would obviously be tme of any treatrnent that recognizes dependents
(cf. for example Nichols,1986, for a survey of dependent markings). It wou-ld seem odd to object

that dependents are interpreted inconsistently because they are marked in different ways in

different grammatical contexts.2l Or rather: if we want to operate with highly generalized

grammaticial categories such as dependent or modifier across different grammatical contexts, we

lave to accept that we have abstracted away from the specific realizations.

The same is true of the semantic interpretation of these highly generalized grammatical

categories. It varies from one grammatical context to another, but this is no more an example of

inco"nsistency than is the variation in the realization of the category. Martin (1988) explores

these different interpretations in detail. Contrast here subclassification in the nominal group,

temporal serialization in the verbal group, and relocation of the source of modal responsibility

in the verbal group comPlex:

nominai group:

(76) electric Chinese frYtng Pan

verbal group:

(77) will have been going to fry

verbal group complex:

(78) lohn had Mary make Fred let Sue do the cooking

It should be emphasized that whether we choose to follow Halliday or to follow Huddleston's

suggestion to restrict hypotaxis to binary structures is a dacriptiue decision. It does not affect the

ttt oty of interdependency structure nor the theory of rank.

context realization of dePendency

sequence Preselection > structure

clause
cosplex -- : thematic

'bound'clatxe;

not loood variable
structufal thes.e:
binder (if. that, ...)

\rcrbal grouP Progressive nonfinite verb
participial, etc

stertr of stertr + suffix

nooinal
grouP regresslve

lpre-mod. ]or
Progressive
lpost-modif. l

(only if clausal
post-modifier)

Table 7: Realization of dependency in different contexts
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In conclusion, let's consider minimal bradceting briefly in a wider typological context'.The notion

of minimal bracketing as it developed in syste"mic theory in the 1960s avoids the problems posed

by VOS languages ,ri.h u, Tagalog for NP VP constituency and anticipates the 1e-g1aluation 
of

the configurations created by"IC Jnalysis with respect to ianguages such as Walpiri (e'g' Hale,

1981). Evm if the maximal bracketing of the IC tradition turned o-ut to be the most useful model

for constituency in English, it has prJved quite inappropriate {or many other languages, whereas

Halliday's minimal b"racketing model is- generaiy applicable precisely because it does not

impose constifuency where there is none.

2.4 Parataxis and rank

Let,s now consider an objection to rank Huddleston voices in t]1e context of parataxis' He suggests

that ,,rank theory, by virtue of its minimal bracketinB (for the basic ranks), requires us to

postulate more ellipsis than is needed in an IC approach -- and in some cases this has

semantically unsatisiactory consequences". Thus, Huddleston finds it unsatisfactory to treat the

following example as one with two coordinated clauses in a clause complex' the second of which

has an elliptical Subject:

(79) Iohn came into the room and - sat down by the fte

He observes that in the IC model came into the room and scf down by the t'ire .T b" coordinated

directly (as VPs). This obviously assumes an analysis of the clause that does not include

transitivity structure, since clauses with different maior process types can be coordinated with

ellipsis and they would assign d.ifferent participant rolei. to the Subject (as in He lActorl came

into the room anil [Senseriherd somebidg crying quietly). Consequently, the- approach that

coordinates VPs is problematic in a muttiiunitional grammar' However, Huddleston would

dispense with the transitivity struchrre as part of the grammatical structwe in any case" The

coordination of VPs would presumably allo"r, exampleisuch as ft (yp raind all day and wonied

me greatty) and they would presumably be characterized. as problematic . in the semantic

,"pir"rrtluiion, whoie task would be to 'recover' the fact that two predications (rather than

simply predicates) are coordinated.

while Huddleston doesn't think the ellipsis per se in lohn came into the room and sat down ls

problematic, although it is unnecutt-y accbrding !9 ft*' he does argue that the ellipsis

Latysis of the following example creates semantic aifficuiti"t since the Mood element you can't

cannot be reinstate d, nind -iot speck without changing the meaning of the example'

(80) you can't join a debating society and not speak

Thatis,  youcan't io inadebat ingsocietyandnotspeak is di f ferent fromyoucan't  jo inadebat ing

society and you can't not spea*.Ls notid earlier (i'art I), it is important to ask is if. difficulties or

problems are necessarily a negative feature of the model. They are not, if they point us towards

special properties of the lan$;age being described. The account should bring out issues' not hide

them. If we adopt an IC-scile Inaysii with VP conjunction - you can't (ioin a debating society

and not speak) -- the issue disap p"*r22 and the example becomes no different from the

pr"ai.tio., you witt jiin a debating- iocietg and not speak (where the elided Mood element can be

reinstated without a change in meaning similar to the first example: you will join a debating

society and gou wilt not tpr* )" Is this anJysis to be preferred because it does not raise the issue

of the difference? We would say definitely not'

Then we should ask whether the issue Huddleston points to is fundamentally related to ellipsis.

It is not from the point of view of grammatical structure, the ellipsis can easily be filled out -

the structural result is perfectly grammatical lyou can't ioin a debating society and you can't not

speak).The issue issysiemic, notitructurar. And it is part of a cluster of examples of two-part

extending paratactic 
".lurrr" 

.o*plexes where the mood selections of the two clauses interact'

Cruciaflf 
'this 

cluster also includes examples where there is no ellipsis. The examples are

- 3 6 -
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metaphors of mood
compare:

metaphorical

and the congruent versions are enhancing hypotactic clause comprexes;

congnrent

t82) If you make another
I'l l shoot

(84) If you don't eat the carrots
you won't get dessert

(81) Make anothermove
and I'll shoot

(83) Eat the carrots
or you won't get dessert

(85) You can't join a debating society (g6) If you join a debating societyand not speak you can,t not speak

Note that the coordinated clauses in the- metaphoricar version cannot be presentedindependently of one another and then related .oh"rl.,rety.Fo, instance, Make another moue. I,Ilsltoot' misses the systemic-semantic target.of 
9-" rn"tupr,o.i.al version although it isstructurally impeccable' Il.ft:t respect, it is just rite *re Jonesive version of Huddleston,sexample: you un,t join a debating ,oiirty. And you can,t iot siii.

25 Group and phrase

In Halliday's rank-based description of English, there is a rank intermediate between clause andword -. group / phrase r.ant i9r group ,?r.,k, fo. short). rrlr, li"iliaay suggests (IFG ch. 6),
$ilSlt"t 

above and below: pi'ises arerJ,rc"a au.r*, ;;-;;;p, are expanded words -- see

reduction

p h rsse

expansion

Fig. 7: Phrase and group as intermediate rank

clsuse

I
I
0

/  groups

t
I
I

vord

lBpect to the ideational,metafunction, a phrase is like a non-finite clause in that it has a
L:'ff:*jJ",",llT.fll.* *5"::d;ll ryo: n"'t+;i (,eari"ea by as nominaras in a dause) and it has_no Mood "r"-".,t; i'lil ffiiliffiJ;ffi:r,"* il#ffiing, concernfng, etc.). However, it is uniite u .iu.rr" t";; r, .- only have onexnt and no circumstances at all.

objects that the preoositional phrase is anomarous as a unit assigned to
;# ;:T:':1,r, fl :f*: l*]f .:;* d 

"constructions 
where rhe comp rement i sl_i! {.wars has a group r""".tio"r"f "l,,r.,j" 1 - and thrs 4*ayi;Tff:liffiillr',i

ilnl.i,f,"*,:_"r-r:T: T1*:"ri, is yclssarilyu ar"*uu.r iis Huddteston seems todnce he uses it as an. argument againsr..Ha,iday,s t"r"rp;;;;ffi1Ttil1TTirl;
7'e heatrnent brings out the ipecial rt"i", oitrr" prepositional pfuase in Engrish.
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First, let,s consider it's ambivalence in terms of the way it funclions in the transitivity structure

of the clause - the structure of the clause as a configuration of a process' participants' and

circumstances. Prepositional phrases lie partly at the grey intersection between circumstances

and participants; s€e Figure 8"

A RE!

ci rcumstonce portici PEnt process

o d v . 9 P . n.9  p . v .9  p .

be looked for tbe keys all nlght

Actor Process'sought
Goal Exte nt

Theme

Prep.phr .

F.ro. 
. n no]

Simil' :
',fi

rl

Fig.8:Theintermediatestatusofprepositionalphrasesintransitivity

The prepositional phrase as a unit in a sense pushes a nominal group away from (direct)

p"rtilpLr-nood irithe transitivity structure of the clause; it participates only indirectly as the

Minirange in the prepositional phrase". However, since the nominal gouP is a group-rather than

a word it is a potentral element of clause structure and we can expect a tension between its

rankshifted status * G prepositional pfuase and its potentral for functioning in the cLause as a

participant. As in severi otit* cases, it is the textui metafunction that brings out tensions in

the ideational grammar: in many cases, the rankshifted nominal group of the prepositional

phrase czu-r serve as a (ranking) Theme in clause in which the prepositional phrase serves'

ifAUauy draws attention to examples such as (IFG, p' 152):

(87) the bed hadn't been slept in by anyone

we see then that the Minirange of a prepositional phrase as circumstance in a clause may

function as (part of) the ffremJof ftat;hu;. the problem with a thematic Minirange is that it

is not a constituent of clause structure; together witir *re Minorprocess realized by a preposition

it constitute, " pr"poriilonal phrase fuictioning as a.circumstance in the clause' There are

similar sequences of verbal goup ^ preposition ^ riorninal goup where the preposition is part of a

phrasal verb such as rely i", aipTtf oi, calt t'or, Iook t'or, {rgui 7or, put up, and take ouf and the

nominal group is a consiituent of the clause rather tiran of a prepositional phrase; as illustrated

in Figure 9.

Fig. 9: Process * verb + PrePosition

Here the nominal goup functions as Goal in the clause and since Goal is a clause conslituent it Can

be conflated with iheme without any problems - see Figure 10'

c lEUse:

grouP/
phrase:
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Fig. 10: Process+ verb + preposition

Similarly, as Subject and unmarked Theme:

(88) The keys werelooked /or all night

(89) when drinks had been ca lled for, and Mrs l,ackersteen had usurped the place under thepunkah, Flory took a chair on the outside of the group.

We thus have a case of grammatical ambiualence; there are two structural interpretations of thesequence of verbal goup ^ preposition ^ nominal grorrp, one grouping verbal group and preposition
as Process and one grouping preposition and nominal gonp ai Circumstance, as shbwn in Figure 11.

A RESPONSE TO HUDDLESTON

the keys b€ looked for aII nigbt

Goal Actor Process
'sought Extent

Theme

look for tbe keys

Process I partici pent

verbal  group preposi t ion nomi nol  group

Process I Ci rcumstance

look 1n tbe closet

Fig. 11: Different assignments of preposition

The version with the phrasal verb provides the other version with a model where the nominalgrcup can be thematized as a constituent participant. That is, the Minirange in the prepositional
phrase can be thematized as if.it *"t" i partiiipant in a clause with iphrasar lreru. For anexample such as Weliued i-n thishousefor ten yurs, one on t}re model of phrasal verbs with
hishowe as participant and one ucco.dittg to the analysis with in this house asa circumstance:

(90) This house we liaed in _ for ten years

(91) [In this housel we [ved for ten years

Now if we look outside English, we can see how a granunar might work without prepositional
phrases (or more generally, adpositional ptuasesf and this aiain serves to hightight their
.tpP t status in English and suggests that ii is in fact quite desir"able that tl:e treatrnent shouid

P::::g':^rryl 
r*s grs y.ift.aa1's does) instead of neutrJizing ir. rf we rake English as

ttn point of departure since Engtish is the language whose prepositional phrase is the issue, wegt describe alternative grammatical strategies Js follows. (if one the 
-one 

hand, a language

Hl_:tgid:,-!1 ll"norition to full verb-hood. (ii) On the other hand, a language may
.ff91i"_ T !i"P,|jsir-i,,o the.status of a function marker, retated ro case -*fittg" Eithei

*:1,: ITI_ves 
the problem with the anomalous prepositionat phrase by doing ariay with

[Any gven Ianguage may, of course, use a mixture of strategies.)
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(i) Let's briefly consider the first alternative. Akan is a language which apparently does not
have phras"s.23 lnstead, the Process of a clause can be realized by hypotactic chains of verbs -
so-called serial verb constructions. Corresponding to prepositions in Englistr, we find dependent
verbs in these hypotactic chains, but there is no distinction beiween participants an4
circumstances from a realizational point of view: both are nominal groups. For instance, ,'yaw
swarn across the river" would be "Yaw swam - cross the river" instead.

(ii) Tagalog does not really distinguish between the kind of marking given to participants and
circumstances in dause structure" The following examples show tfrJ*ay in wfricn participants
are marked with ng and circtrmstances with sa, unlesi they are Theme, rn which cise they are
marked with ang and the verbal affixes show which transitivify role is played by the Theme
(Actor, Goods, and Direc[ion respectively below).

(92) llag-bigay ar.tg lalake ng bigas sa pare.
gave rrutn rice priest'the man gave some rice to the priest'

(93) B-in-igay ng lalake ang bigas sa pare.
gave rutn rie pdest

'the rice was give to the priest by the man'

(94) B-in-igy-gn ng lalake ng bigas ang pare.
gave num rie priest'the priest was given rice by the man'

One would predict for a system of this kind that all participants and circumstances are potential
Themes, since unlike in English they are not different in status. For Tagalog and philippine
languages in general this does turn out to be the case. (Cena has referred ti falatog as an equal
opportunity employer in this regard; d Cena 1979) On the other hand, Hallidiy's ipproach- to
the English prepositional phrase predicts that while Miniranges can become" Subjects und.er
certain conditions there would be restrictions, because of their ambivalent status in clause
structure.24

In his summary of his criticism of ttre concept of rank, Huddleston writes:

In spite of the prominence that is given to rank constituency at the beginning of the
book, there are a number of places where Halliday makes disclaimers about the
effectiveness of constituent structures as an analytic tool (e.g. pp" 188, 202,232)" I
would contend, however, on the basis of the anomalies and inconsistencies pointed
out in this section that the trnsatisfactory nature of the constituent structures given in
the present book stems in very large measures from their foundation in rank thmry.

This is clearly not the case -- it is constituency itself rather than rank-based constituency that is
limited. Hudd-leston needs to show that the problems identified in IFG that he refers to ipp. 1S,
202' 232) would disappear in a constituency model that is not based on rank before he can claim
that the problems derive from rank. However, they do not arise because of rank; and t.Iley wouid
nof disappear in a constituency model not based on rank"

More generally, we have to see the problems with constituency in the context of other modes of
expression and then it becomes perfectly clear that rank is not the issue: see Hailiday (Ig7g),
Martin (1988), Matthiessen (1988), and Bateman (1939). The problems arise when we rely too
heavily on constituency outside the functional domain where it is a reasonable modei, i"e.
outside the experiential metafunction. The logical, interpersonal, and textual modes of
expression are different from constituency.
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3. Multi-functional stmcture

We now turn to Huddleston's discussion of multi-functional structure. Huddleston writes that
there is no principle of total accountability *ith respect to multi-fi:nctional structure: "it is not
required that every element have a function on all three dimensions". It should be noted that
this is Huddleston's application (yet again) of a principle that is not included as one of the
topics of IFG. Is this the appropriate application? Surely it should be quite dear that it isn't:
one of the basic points of Halliday's tieory of metafunctions is the metafunctional
differentiation: micro-functions such as Subject, Theme, Continuative, Actor, and New derive
from the different metafunctions and some of them will conflate with functions from other
metafunctions while others won't. However, the principle of total accountability applies to
syntagn with respect to structure (cf. Halliday, 1966): all the classes in the syntagm are
assigned to grammatical functions.

Huddleston suggests that "although there is undoubtedly much to be said for looking at the
clause from ideational, interpersonal and textual perspectives, I do not believe that the above
type of multi-dimensional analysis provides a satisfactory way of describing the grammatical
properlies of the clause." The question of what constitute grammatical properties is crucial here
and so is the related question of what we expect the grammar to do for us (cf. Section I:1 above).
What happens in the ensuing discussion is that Huddleston judges IFG against a conception of
what grammar is that is at least as open to question as the one IFG addresses. It seems curious
simply to assume that the conception Huddleston operates with is 'correct' and then to criticize
IFG for not corresponding to it. It would be similarly curious to criticize GB syntax for not
measuring up to the conception of grammar that IFG addresses -- for not having anything to say
about text analysis or text generation, for instance. GB was not set up to address these issues so it
can hardly be expected to deal with them.

First we have to recognize the conception of what grammar is. This conception will largely be a
function of the reasons for 'engaging in grammar'. Halliday (1964) pointed out that the nature of
our theory of syntax depends on the consurner. In the climate of the day, his idea was rejected,
which was a pity, since it was an attempt to create a larger theoretical and descriptive space for
linguists to operate in. If it had been accepted or at least taken seriously, a good deai of pointless
polemic and posturing might have been avoided. Now, as we are moving from the 1980s to the
1990s, it is abundantly clear that he was right. Consumers for non-Chomskyan paradigms have
come very sharply into focus. Just to mention two markets other than Cromskyan ones, we c;u-r
note the emergence of extmsive computational work on granunar and as well the development of
finctional accounts of grammar in its discourse setting. And the grarrunars offered to the three
markets differ; no grarunars serve all three. GB for example is concerned with the first, whereas
Giv6n's (198a) Functional Syntax addresses the third. Some span two of the concerns; for instance,
GPSG and LFG try to address computational issues as well as Chomskyan ones and Systemic
Functional Grammar tries to address comoutational issues as well as those of functional
linguistics.

Huddleston does not address these issues. However, they are quite central to the evaluation of
any account: we have to argue about different conceptions of what grammar is in different ways.
For instance, if we are concerned with functional, text-oriented accounts of grammar we have to
argue from natural text to find evidence for categories rather than introspect about them.
Moreover, it is a text-oriented grarunar which makes possible socially oriented explanations of
language, expanding radically the universe in which the grammarian moves. Taking this
further, if we conceive of linguistics as a form of social action with grammars designed as tools
for intervention in political processes, we need grarunars that are sensitive to social contexts -- to
the ways in which people use language to live.
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3.1 The function'Theme'

The question of what cotrnts as evidence for a grammatical category and how we can make sense

of it is very central to Huddleston's discussion of Halliday's account of 'Theme'. Huddleston is

satisfied toreason about examples out of context. He doesn't bring any discgurse evidence to bear

on the interpretation of ThemL and does not argue about or refer to Halliday's text analysis of

Theme in Chapter 3 of IFG and again in Appendix 1.

Obviously work remains to be done in characterizing textual categories such as Theme^ There are

problems in general when we use language as its own metalanguage (Haltiday, 1984 / 1988): why

should we expect to find lexical glosses itt utty language forhigNy generalized categories such as

Theme, subject, and Actor? By and large, the problems have the appearance of being more

addressable when we focus on the ideational metafunclion. It tends to be accepted that we can set

up an extra-linguistic framework of actions, states, agency, causation, and so on and use it to

lnterpret ideati6nal categories such as Actor and relational process. This is hardly surprising:

the ideational metafunclion embodies language as 'representation' and this representational

firnclion can be 'turned back on itself' when w" treea to use language for representing itself - for

meta-representation. However, tJle situation is very different with the textual metafunction' It

is not representational, but enabling instead; it is the metafunction that enables us to present

ideational and interpersonal meaning as contextualized text. So when we try to talk about

textual categories such as Theme we cannot use the textual metafunction itself; we have to fall

back on theiepresentational resoruces of the ideational metafunction' One corunon strategy here

is to create a textual field of discourse metaphorically. The metaphors are o{ten spatial,

combined wrtlr some notion of movement. Popular metaphors include'information flow', Chafe's

(19g4) notion of 'guide posts' (presumably on the listener's semiotic journey), attention as a

container (in or out of aitention), Grosz's ;fo*t tpu."', and Halliday's 'point of departure' (cf'

Mathesius) -- cf. also topic < topos 'place'. We need to elaborate and 'ground' these metaphors.

There is good reason to think tfra[ if we can characterize the notion of information flow',

currentty*popular with a number of linguists, we will be able to relate the notion of 'point of

departureito lt. fftut is, once we have an account of text as movement, flow, or swell (the latter

to capture t11e variations in prominence, see Halliday, 1985b), the suggestion that there are

points of departure in this movement will be'grounded'. qre w.aY is to model the developmmt of

text as a shift or movernent from one focus ipace to another in a knowledge base; cf. Grosz &

sidner (1986), Bateman & Matthiessen (1989) and Matthiessen (to appear).

Huddleston suggests that "it is not clear that 'point of departure' or'starting point' can sustain an

interpretation 
-tiat 

is independent of syntictic sequence -- that the theme is the point of

deparfure for the message ir u -o." significant sense than that of being the first element." We

*or.la suggest that it .L b", along the lines just indicated. Ironically, it seems that it is the

iconicity oiUt" realization of Theme in English that creates problems for the l.inguist at this

point (a problem which would not arise in a ianguage like Tagalog, where Theme is marked by a

p*U.f" iather than position, and tends to appear last in the clause, unless marked). Huddleston

goes on to suggest ihat if we can't use the notion of point of departure, we 9re left with "the

ireaning of Theme as what the clause is about". It is this meaning that he focuses on in the

remainder of his critique of Halliday's notion of Theme. But 'aboutness' is most closeiy

associated with the topicality subtype of thematicity, i.e. with ideational Themes. It is

important to note Halliday's caution here (IFG, p. 39):

Some grammarians have used the terms Topic and Comment instead of Theme and

Rheme. But the Topic-Comment terminology carries rather different connotations.

The label 'Topic' usually refers to only one particular kind of Theme [ideational or

topical theme, CM & JRMI; and it tends to be used as a cover term for two concepts

thit are functionally distinct, one being that of Theme and the other being that of

Given.

Huddleston continues: "The interpretation of theme (or topic, as it is more often cailed) as what

the clause is about is of course a ?amiliar one -- but it is surely not an interpretation that can be

consistently associated in English with the initial element." As the quotation from IFG shows,

w
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Halliday explicitly w;uns us against equating theme with topic, but this does not preventHuddleston from doing just that.

In general, there are thus two fundamental problems with Huddleston,s critique of Halliday,sanalysis of Theme. (i) He tries to make sense of Theme without discussing how it is

;ffmi"d 
in natural text' (ii) He narrows the notion of theme to the notioi of topic --

Let's start with topical themes. Huddleston writes:

I can't make any sense of the idea that Nothing will satisfy you, you could buy a barof chocolate t*,e'this for 6d before tieiar (spoken, let us assume, to someone bornafter the war), There's a fariacy in your srgument, are respectively about ,nothing,,'you' and 'there.

It is important to clarify here that Huddleston is challenging the following proportionalities:

( i )

(95) Nothing will satisfy you
(%) You won't be sarisfied by anything

(97) Fosters will satisfy you
(98) You wili Lre satisfid by Fosters

( i i )

!?)^. Yo_" could buy a bar of chocolate rike this for 6d before the war(100) A bar of chocolate like this could be bought fby anyone) for 6d before the war

(101) Michael could buy a bar of chocolate like this for 6d before tre war(i02) A bar of chocolate like this could be bought fby Michael] for 6d before the war

( i i i )

(103) There's a fatlary in your argument
(10a) In your argumenr fthere) iJa fallacy

!19!ll"h" saw a problem in rhe argument
(106) In the argument John saw a pioblem

The important question seems to be whether speakers of English make sense of these kinds ofurernes in naturally occurring text. Note *rai ir -'nothing'i'you' and ,there, are rejected asthemes, we need to find an aliernative account of how giaateston's examples differ from theagnate pairings above' To explore tlte issue Huddleston raises, we need to look at tie thematiccontrbution in contexl

{i) Iefs consider negative themes first. Pursuing a textual orientation of this kind is a time and
S::?Tyt",P":Tljl;"T,"^*."Y.:ri:",'u"'ple of clauses with negative rhemes f'."' G; sevenrytuyof R.K. Narayan's Matgu.di Dcys pioduced fifteen "*uirpt"r--- far too many to beredherein context. We will focus on just two.

first point to note is that negative Tbemes participate in a text's thematic progression (e.g.,

31"??,IXt"111).: 1"'T".y"y T3l b*,", ir,"-es do. r" *," fouowing example, thequestion sets up a context in which progression through negative ti"*", L quitete (in Huddleston's terms, we mighi argue that the Ttopicrcentres precisery on
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(107) \{hy could it not go on forever, endlessly, till the universe itself cooled off and
perished, when by any standard he could be proved to have led a life of pure effort? No
one was hurt by his activity and money-making, and not many peoole could be said to
have died of taking his shrff; ... (Narayan, Malgudi Days, p. 1.25)

Indeed, this thematic progression might well have been extended:

(108) .." not a soul had ever complained; and certainly notlflng could come of it in a court of
law"

Huddleston doesn't make explicit his objection to negative themes.2s would he really suggest
that thematic progression is realized differently in the preceding text from tfte following agiate
constructed example?

(109) It simply could not go on forever. Many friends had been hurt by his activity and money
making and one of his familv had died of taking his stuff. Ihe whole town had
complained about it; and a number of cases were pmding in various courts of law.

Halliday predicts that first position as a realization of Theme is the key to understanding
thematic progression in both texts and this seems the more natural explanation of the
similarities and differences between the two.

The point is that the thematic status of negative elements can be clearly motivated in relation
to concext. They contrast with positive themes such as somebody..., eaergbody..., and
something.... In the following passage the theme is whoever might stop or question tJre
narrator - negated in two cases and questioned in one:

(110) The Swamiji became indignant. 'I have done it in hundreds of places already and
nobody questioned me about it. Nqbody can stop me from doing what I like - it's my
master's order to demonstrate the power of the Yoga to the people of this country, and
whg can question me?' (Narayan, Malgudi Days, p. 84)

In the first example, nobody means total negation of the set of people in the hundreds of places
mentioned in t.I:e previous clause -- it contrasts with e.g. somebodg, euerybody, and, oniy one
person; the second example switches from a simple past to a modal clause and nibotly
generalizes across any place. The set negated by nobod.g, nothing, etc. can in fact often be inferred
from the previous text and this is one reason for thematizing it; for example:

(111) It was an obligrng community there at Kabir Lane and"nobody minded this obstruction.
(Narayan, Malgudi Days, p. 114)

(1L2) Someone told him, "She has only fainted. Nothing has happened to her. Don't make a
fuss." They carried her out and laid her in the passage. (Narayan, Malgudi Days,
p .  135)

These examples illustrate another type of thematic progression: the material from which we can
infer the sets being negated has already been introduced rhematically (community; only
fa in ted) .

One thing that is special about negative Themes is that they thematize tJle polarity of the
clause as well as a participant or circumstance. In the examples cited above, the Themes are also
Subjects. When this is not the case, the closeness of the Finite and polarity is still maintained
through the ordering 'negative' ^ Finite, which leads to Finite preceding Subject (as in Nowhere
would you get a better ot'fer 1.26 But there is nothing textually mysterious about this and nothing
that brings into question the thematic status of the negative element. It is simply a reflection of
the relationship between finiteness and polarity within the interpersonal metafunction.
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o<amples of thematic negative elements given above can be contrasted with rhematic
In the example below, the Theme of the two clauses is 'Velan'. The second clause

the first clause, .with nothing more of life as the negative version of contentment.

(113) velan was perfectly contended and happy. He demanded nothing more of life.
(Narayan, Malgudi Days, p. 104)

', in the following example, the 'news' of the second clause is the absence of anyone to
the child.

(114) Raju almost sobbed at the thought of the disappointed child -- the motherless boy.
There was no one to comfort him. (Narayan, Malgudi Days, p. 120)

discussion and exemplification of negative themes in context has been very brief and needs
elaboration. But the general point is clear: while the arguments implicit in IFG all
octensive textual documentation, the book wou-ld have been several orders of magnitude

lif it had included arguments of this kind (cf. Halliday's discussion in his Foreword p. x of
IFG is a sftorl introduction). The topic of negative themes is just a small one among a myriad

dlrcr topics. So while it takes very little space to display a decontextualized example such as
fiing will satisfy you and then claim that it is evidence against Halliday's account of

it takes rather more space to show that the claim has no basis. The generat point is
r this: if Huddleston had gone through say twenty examples of negitive Themes in
natual text, the issue would never have arisen.

Inthe case of existential clauses, it would seem that Huddleston's objection should have been
esta[d by the work outside systemic linguistics on the presentative use of clauses of this
e. From a textual point of view, tltey are used presentatively, i.e. to introduce some piece of

zuch as a new character in a story, which is often picked up referentially and
in the subsequent discourse. For instance:

(115)Sometimes if it was closing he waited on the roadside for the General Manager to come
down, and saluted him as he got into his car. There was a lot of time all around him, an
immense sea of leisure. In this state he made a new discovery about himself, he could
make fascinating models out of clay and wood dust. (Narayan, Malgudi Days, p. 32)

structure of an existential dause is entirely motivated textually: it is organized to bring out
complementarity of the two kinds of textual prominence Halliday has identified -- cf.

(1985: 316). The Theme is one of the elements that realizes the feature 'existential': it
up as the point of departure that an Existent will be presented. The new information comes

the Rheme as the Existent. Once the existential clause has introduced a discourse

(116) There was also a Beaaer, that paced on the deck,
Or _ would sit making lace in the bow:
.q,nd _ had often (the Bellman said) saved them from wreck,
Though none of the sailors knew how.
(Lewis Carrol, The Hr:nting of the Snark)

The Existent may be a metaphorical representation of a process, abstracted. from any specific
participants:

(117) The Swamiji picked himself up. There was a lot of commotion The Swamiji became
indignant. (Narayan, Malgudi Days, p. 84)

(118) ... They are going to build small houses by the score without leaving space even for a
blade of grass." There was mudt bustle and actiaity, much coming and going, and Velan
retired to his old hut. (Narayan, Malgudi Days, p. 106)
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Huddleston also discusses thematic markers such as as for andas to. lf. they can be used to
announce the Theme explicitly, as Halliday suggests, Huddleston points out tirat "we are then
entitled to ask why we can't arulounce the alleged Theme of fNothing wilt satisfy you, you could
buy a bar of chocolate like this for 6d before the War, There's a jallacy in--yiur aryumentl
explicitly too: 4s for nothing, it will satisfy you; as for you, you could buy a bir of of 

-clrocolate

l.ke this for 6d belore the Wan 'as 
for there, itlthere's a fittacy in yoir argumint.', We are

indeed entitled to ask why, as we are in numerous other cases, afof wtrictr fall outside the scope
of a short introduction to firnctional grarnmar. Presumably Huddleston's account shows why tle
examples don't work so we are entitled to ask what the account is. Unforttrnately, he doesn,t
present it. Until he does it is hard to see why his examples with as for should provide arguments
against the thematic status of. nothing,gou, and there in the earlier set of examples (Nothfng
will satisfy you, and so on). It would probably be generally accepted that the ihirty ,up"o is
thematic in the following example (since it would be an instance oitopicalization):

(11'9) The thirtv rupees he bundled into a knot at the end of his turban and wrapped this
again round his head. (Narayan, Malgudi Days, p. 1.19)

Why don't we find examples such as As for the thirtg rupees he bundled them into a knot at the
end of his turban very often? It is not that they are ungranunatical or implausible; they just seem
to be much rarer than examples where the thematic referent marked byis for is picked'up in the
Subject. But Huddleston would presumably not take this as an argument against the thematic

of the thirty rupees in the original version of the example" Similarly, the thematic status
<'f not a single thing in the following constructed example wouldpresumably not be questioned -

(120) Yesterday's market was disappointing. Not a singje thing did I find to buy.

and yet, it is not possible to introduce it by means of. as for :

(121) As for not a singie thing I found it to buy
{122) As for not a single thing I didn't fir it ro buy

Would this be an argument against treating it as thematic in the original example? It is hard to
see why it should be - just as hard as it is to see why Huddleston'Jas for nothing it uitt satisfy
you is evidence that nothing isn't thematic in nothing will satisly you.

The general point is that the possibility of using as for is not a 'test'of thematic status;27 rather,
as for cart be used as an explicit tiematic marker under certain conditions" To explore the
restrictions on as for, we would have to discuss its use at greater length and this will have to
wait for another context. Here we will just make a few brief obsJrvations concerning the
conditions under which the thematic marking by as for is an option (and this unfortun-"ately
involves setting aside discussion of as for as a Circumstance of matter, an experiential function
which can be used to underline a Theme - see IFG 142):

(1) The Theme marked as for has to relate to the ideational structure of a clause (thus we do not
ftnd as for fortunatelyl, however he escaped the journalisfs ) and the relationship is cohesive --
typically ihrough reference (Ap .for picktes, they can be made with fruits l*e mangoes, peacha
or lima as well as the more familiar aegetables.) but sometimes through lexical cohJsion (As forEngEsh' I have only some unpublished data, sent me by the late Dr. Herd.an, based on a count he
carried out in certain English nouels ). Since the relationship is cohesive, the reference item does
not have to serve a transitivity role in the structure of the clause itself; it may occrr somewhere
within the units realizing such a role (As lpt_the,$oiection prjneple t'or'most of the ensuing
discussion it sut'fices to haae clenrly in mind the intuitiue idea it * intenaea b express ) or even
ac lausepro jec tedby thec lausewi th theas t 'o rT \emeWReagansa id
that it uns ' just to tell the truth").

(2) The Theme marked by as /or imposes givenness; it carurot be New. The givenness is typically
contrastive within a given set and in expository writing (as opposed to say narratives) this is
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always reflected in the rhetorical organization: the as for Theme introduces an
ion of some aspect of a general staternent made earlier in the text and this elaboration is

y the second or later in a series of elaborations. (This principle is thus just a special case of
Fries (1981) has shown concerning the relationship between theme selection and the

of development of a text.)

Sinceas/or has this kind of specifying firnction, it cannot mark generalized Themes (thus we
Fd not-find as for people, they always complain unless perhaps sohe kind of context had been

up where people constituted a class that had already been introduced).

cn now return to Huddleston's particular examples to make some additional observations.

With speaking of or about, nothing is perfectly fine as long as it is not picked up
rentiallv:

. 
(123) Speaking of nothing, have you paid rhe phone bill yet?

e.Point it-th"! explicitly marked Themes of this kind serve a textual function, but they have
functional values in the interpersonal and ideational layers in the structure of the clause. So if

$uir referents enter into the structures of these other metafunctions, they have to be specified
pronominally' Now, if the negative polarity has the proposition as its domain, as it does in
Nott-tW will xtisfy you, it is part of the interpersonaL structure and has to be represented as
pch (as it is in e.g. the Subject or Finite) but speaking of nothing is not part of the interpersonai
!tsucture. It has a textual value only (as Theme). Speaking'oj.nothing,'it wiy satisfy y:ou does
not work as a thematic variant of. Nothing wilt satisfy gou iince thJ polarity is n6t-speclfied'within the interpersonal structure and since nothing.u"ttot be picked uj referentially.

(2) The marker as for works perfectly well with ordinary addressee you as opposed to the
gsneralized you.

(124) You and Henry have very different personalities. Henry is slow and deliberate. He
exds to plan things well in advance and consult with everybody who might be affected.

He will only start projects if there is a very definite purpose. Sometimes that can be a
disadvantage. ... As for ]rou, you always act on impulse. ...

(3J The subject there in an existential clause d.oes not serve a fr:nction in the transitivity structure
of a dause and it is non-referential so it cannot be announced as a referent by as foi (which is
what cs /or does) and then be picked up later by means of reference. Compare the following
oamples of a non-given Theme:

(125) A coward he is not
(126) ?: As for a coward he isn't it / one

Tuming from constructions with as t'or, we can move on to Theme in question-answer pairs.
Huddleston writes: "One very counterintuitive consequence of Halliday's analysis is that
nafural question-answer pairs more often than not involve a change of theme.,, it wou-ld be
interesting to know the framework that generates the intuition wtriih Halliday,s analysis runs
counter to: without such a framework, it is hard to know what to do with an appeal to intuition
as an argunent against Halliday's analysis. Thematic progression from question to answer will
often be different from the progression from one statement to another ias in The new boss has
aniaed. She seems O.K)' Is it the difference in progression from question to ans*e. a, opposed to
the progression from one statement to another that is counterintuitive? Would the anaiysis be
more intuitively plausible if it treated question-answer pairs in such a way that they came out
like pairs of statements? Furthermore, is the property of 6eing counterintuitive to one or more of
us necessarily bad? New interpretations will often be coun-terintuitive precisely because they
require us to abandon the partially submerged folk-linguistic framework that generated old
intuitions. In any case, surely the body of discourse'based work on Theme has dern-onstrated that
with Theme it is important to reason about discourse pattems rather than intuitions.
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Huddleston continues: "Thus in the exchange <A> Wat's the nant boss lil<e? <B> She seems
O.K the answer will be analysed as being about the new boss, but the question won't -- its Theme
is what." From the point of view of the Theme-Rheme structures of the two clauses, the
progression from clause 1 to clause 2 is Themq to Rheme2 and Rhemel to Theme2, as shown in
Figure 1.2"

Theme lRheme

Wb,at' tbe nes boss like?

0 .  K .

New

Fig. 12: Textual progression from question to answer

That is, in clause 1, the Theme is the piece of information the speaker assurnes the listener can
supply, i.e. information that is recoverable for the listener although it isn't for the speaker, and
the Rheme is the rest, including a new participanfi the new boss. In clause 2, the answer, the
Theme is this participant introduced by the questioner and the Rheme is the answer. The switch
in Theme is thus entirely motivated. Notice aiso that the second clause allows the answer to be
presented as news. In other words, Huddleston at this point seems to be confusing thematicity
with newsworthiness (Halliday's distinction of Theme-Rheme and Given-New). Fries (1981)
demonstrates that Halliday's caution against confusing the two is fundamental to an
understanding of the text-forming resources of the Engiish dause.

Leaving topical Themes, let's now turn to interpersonal Themes. One problem Huddleston finds
with interpersonal Theme is illustrated by his example unuldn't the bat idea be to join the
group? where the interpersonal part of the Theme is wouldn'f and the ideational part is fhe
bat idea. Halliday's point is that wouldn'f is thematic as Finite, i.e. from an interpersonal
point of view" But Huddleston seems to have missed this point entirely (cf. for example the
thematic analyses on p. 48 of IFG; see also p. 56) for he complains that rsn'f the best idea to join
the group "would have a completely different textual structure, for here isn'f constitutes tlte
whole of the Process and hence would be topical Theme". In fact, the two examples would have
the same thematic structure, as shown in Figure 13.

To re-iterate, it is Finite that is selected as Theme - Process is not selected as Theme (contrast
the thematic Process in he said he would run and run he drd). Since Finite is co-extensive with
Process, the latter will also be initial in the clause, but only due to its role as Finite.
Consequently, it does not constitute the topical part of the Theme.

Sb€
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Fig. 13: Thematic structure in two relational clauses

Huddleston writes that he "cannot 
make any sense of the idea that and perhaps he ,, is athematic constituent 'indicating 

*it"t u't"-.tuuse is about" tn and. perhaps he ,s right.part of theproblem is doubtless that Huddliston insists on the notion of abourress since he cannot make sensed loint of deparh'e' and tries to unaerstana Theme;fit;ttht;ugh rhis circumstantiaj notion.&rt as noted above' the notion of aboutress is an experiendi one, derived from circumstances ofMatter in transitivitv' so it's scarcely s"rprising that it proves difficult to apply tohterpersonat meaning, more difficutt *; Harriaayls?.1;; ; rtn"-".

what is critical is that Theme has to be understood through its contribution to the developmentof discourse not tfuough tlrc experientiurl*.'utrtl.s of lexi-cal items such as ,about,. ro. e*ampte,thematic progression ia1 be intu.po*"Jur..y"l1u, u*purl"r,tla. In the following example, aseries of rhetorical questions is usea to amplify th" id;i;;."I position of the editors of theAwtralian .onr*rruiio., journal Habitat:

(127) So it's siiil relevant to conservation when we consider: what will killing 3 millionkangaroos a year do for us as human beings? wh"t;;; Australians can shrug off thatkind of brutality? And what are the impilcations ror *re.est of nature, for the bush, forthe land' for other animals, for other.human beings,;l;" our prime wildlife is killedon this scale? In the end we are talking auont 6L o*n p"r."ption of ourselves as
fffiirtilt 

our nationhood, our identiiv, o* ";A;J p.iae a'a serr resp"ct. our

A RESPONSE TO HUDDLESTON

wouliln't
i sn ' t

join tbe group
join tbe group

the best idea be to
tbe best idea to

f;f#: 
as well the following example where the narration of a sequence of actual occurrences is

{128) Raju almost sobbed at the-thought 
{ the disappointed child - the motherless boy.There was no one to comfort n*t.. 
?ruet ni&j6 would beat him if he cried tooIong. (Narayan, Malgudi Days, p. 120)

The italicized examole is contextualized interpersonally as well as ideationally by means ofTheme' The interpersonal part of the Thu;" is pe-rhaps.It sets up as the context for this crauseits modality: that is, what iollows is only i p_orriuitity, not an ult"r deveropment of the plot.The ideational parr of the Theme is thils lrt1r:: -hi:l ;; ilfno.i. ro preceding rext. Bothparb of the Theme contextualize the cLause bul flom airrerent arigles - interpersonally in termsof modality and ideationaily in tu.-r oiuiopica fartictp*;:iitl tr to be expecred: given thara clause is simultan"g.tsiy textual, i.tt"rperso.,at, ind ideational any or all of thesemetafundions can contributethematic informition. Now, the notion of ,topic, or ,what x is about,may only be applicable to the ideationalpart of *re rrreme, but this restriction tells ussomething concerning these glosses not about tt *" in fngsh. 
'
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3.2 The interpersonal functions

Halliday's interpretation of Subject in English departs sharply from the traditional notion and

more recent notions and, predictably, Huddleston objects. Huddleston doesn't say in this section
how he would characterize Subject but then in Section 4.1 he seems to suggest that the properties

that define Subject include verb agreement, case, and position in dedarative and interrogative
clauses. But such a definition in terms of recognition criteria does not explain anything about
Subject, whicn is of course why a good deal of work has been done recently to get at the functional

character of Subject -- e.g. Schachter (1976; 1977), Li & Thompson (1976), Tomlin (1983), and
Thompson (7987). There are a number of observations we have to deal with in an account of

Subject; for example

(i) why is the combination of Subject + Finite used to realize mood selections?

(ii) why is this combination picked up in the tag questions, as the mood tag?

(iii) why does agreement characterize these two combinations, Mood and Moodtag, in
particular?

(iv) why does ellipsis operate in terms of the combination of Subject + Finite (i.e., Mood) vs'
the rest of the clause {i.e., Residue)?

(v) why do modulations orient towards Subject in particular rather than Complements, or
Adjuncts; and rather than ideationally construed elements? (Contrast for instance you

should be guided by your prents and your parants should guide you.l

(vi) similarly, why do certain interpersonal adjuncts orient towards Subject? (For instance:
wisely, he was guided bg his parents.)

(vii) why is subject related to the selection of polarity value the way it is?

Recent studies have tended to move in on Subject in written monologue in terms of the texfual
metafunction: subject-status is interpreted in terms of topicality (a line of investigation that was,

of course, pioneered by V. Mathesius and other Prague School linguists). This accounts for Subject
in its role as unmarked Theme. The problem is that the thematic account leaves unanswered
questions such as those listed above. The alternative Halliday offers is to move in on Subject in

Jpoken dialogue in terms of the interpersonal metafunction: subject-status is interpreted in terms

o] modal responsibility. Huddleston does not s€em to recognize the significance of Halliday's

dialogic-interpersonal angle on Subject as a complement to the recent monologic-textual angle"

Haltiday's interpretation of Subject does in fact put us in a position to account for questions such

as those iisted above. Let's now tum to Mood and Residue.

Huddleston suggests that the analysis of Mood and Residue "leads to some higher level

constituents as bizarre as those noted for the textual dimension. Thus in profubly she iust hasn't

seen it yet the Mood element is probably she just hasn't ... yet (p. 92 [should be p. 82, CM &

JRM]). Even if we grant for the sake of argument that there is some significant connection between

Subject, tense, modal, auxiliaries and these various Mood Adjuncts, it doesn't follow that this
provides justification for lumping them together into a single grammatical constituent"' It is

instructive to see what happens if the example is part of an exchange between two speakers and

the second speaker disagrees:

(1291 A: Probably she just hasn't seen it yet.
B: She has

The second speaker disagrees through the Mood element: she hss is offered as an alternative to

the first rpeuko'r Mood element - probabty she justhasn't... yet -- and the Residue -- seen it --

is elided since it remains the same. If Halliday's analysis is bizarre (and we don't see why it is),
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b motivated by the desire to account for English dialogue. We can't just reject an
bizarre or counterintuitive without addressing the phenomena it was developed to

The same dialogic principles apply to the following imaginary exchange:

A. Probably she hasn't seen it yet.
B: Nor heard of it.

point is that Halliday's interpersonal functions reflect proportionalities which are
they're not simply labels for word andb discourse patterns; as noted above,

dasses.

functions in clause stnrcture

issue in this section is whether transitivity functions such as Actor, Goal, Senser, and
are grarnmatical or semantic.2S This issue has to be approached from both (i) the

view of how transitivity fits into the model of language in context as a whole (the

of levels) and as well (ii) with respect to whether or not covert categories should be
in grammar. The first point is not discussed at all by Huddleston, but is a critical one

furctional linguistic model, or for that matter any model which seeks to integrate
descriptions with those on other levels.

and levels

basic strategy has always been to make the level of grarnmar do as mudr work as
Textual, interpersonal, and ideational meaning are integrated at this level as

metafunctional lavers rather than taken as the basis for stratification as in models
around levels of syntax, semantics, and pragmatics. Note that one immediate
of this approach is that it forces linguists to attend explicitly to the ways in which

interpersonal, and ideational meanings are mapped onto each other. This is not
ing that requires urgent attention in stratified models which export these meanings to
still-to-be-explored levels. For an explicit computational formalization of this kind of

see Mann & Matthiessen (1985J, Matthiessen (1983), Bateman et al (1987),
& Bateman (in press).

as much as possible into the grarnmar then opens up the level of semantics to deal with
of important questions which are simply not raised in models of the exporting kind

to above. It is Halliday's approach to grammar which has in fact led to consideration of
ic motifs, (b) grammatical metaphor, and (c) discourse semantics.

motifs - appendix 3 of IFG, for example, deals with the semantics of cause and the
in which its realization is distributed throughout the grammatical system. Other motifs

Halliday deals with in detail include elaboration, extension, and enhancement (p. S6-
modality and modulation (p. 332-40), projection (p. 248-51), and temporality (p. 182).

s approach, in other words, lays the foundation for researdt into semantic relations at
of abshaction much deeper than has been traditionally conceived. In fact, he enables for

first time in English a Whorfian perspective on meaning and culture and sets the stage for
as opposed to structurally based typological research (see Martin, 1983).

Grammatical metaphor - considerations of the distribution of meaning across various
nmatical systems is further enhanced by Halliday's discussion of grammatical metaphor.
rendix 3, for example, illustrates the way in which ideational metaphor can be used to

the resources of the gxarunar for coding the semantics of causation. Alongside cohesion
therefore), parataxis (e.g., so), hypotaxis (e.g., because), circumstantiality (e.g., because

and agency, Halliday considers examples such as her ignorance of the rules caused her
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death, in which an identifying circumstantial process, caused, relates two process

nominalizations" Hallid,uy', upproi.tt to stratification-allows us to interpret.examples sudt as

these as making -u*iig o.r't*o levels -- gralrurlatically as a Token-Value structure and

semantically as something more akin to thellause complex realization she ilied because she

neaer knew.

(c) Discourse semantics - finally, Halliday's enriched grammar makes way for a discourse-

oriented semantics which takes tle text rather than thetlause as its basic unit (see Halliday,

1981; Halliday & Hasan ,19761. For an introduction to the textual basis of semantic structure, see

Ventola (1987).

In summary, a richer grammar makes possible a rictrer interpretation of semantics and this in

turn makes it possi6le for the semantics to interface more effectively with contextual

considerations on frigher levels (see Halliday, 1973;19781.It is.no accident, in other words, given

systemic linguists' iriterest in question of register, ggnre' and ideology that they have developed

the extravagant model of grammar exeirplifiJa in IFG Interestingly enough' although

developed with a view to"the social inte^rpretation of .language 
and culture, Halliday's

approach has proved invaluable in natural language processing, including text generation' where

t1.e interfacing tends to take place within-fraireworks conceived in cognitive terms fsee

Winograd, 1983; Patten' 1988; Matthiessen,7987; Bateman, 1988)'

(ii) Grammaticalization and cryptogramm'u

Our response to Huddleston's criticism of grammaticalization needs to be broken down into three

fontr. (f) Eirrt, ttrere ls the question of"the cryptotypes themselves' For example, Halliday's

criteria for distinguishing mat&id and mental p,ocesso are arguments for recognizing material

and mental clause crypiotypes in the grammar. (2) This leads to the second point' viz' the

question of how Urese crypiotypes €ue to be labelled. Huddleston admits only the possibility of

verb features, whereas iiafaly operates in terms of clause features and struct'ral micro-

functions" The zunction of labeliing of different kinds is obviously related to the question of

implementing the grammar for different purposes, for example text generation or text analysis'

(3) Finally, there is the question of whe'thei micro-functional labelling is necessary to make

grammatical generalizations that cannot be captured in other ways' Each of these points will be

reviewed below'

(1) Cryptotypes

In effect, Huddleston argues that material and mental cryptotypes do not exist in the grammar of

English by swveying 
"Halliday's 

criteria for distinguishing material and mental processes'

rejecting them, and. tlien seeming to assume that thisleads to the automatic conclusion that the

ideational micro-functions are s-emantic rather than grammatical. In fact however, Halliday's

criteria are not arguments for the placement of ideational micro-functions at the

l,exicogfammatical str"atum (this we considered above); rather, they are exactly what he says

they aie, i.e. criteria for differentiating material and menlal processes in the glammar'

(i) Halliday,s first criterion is that in a mental clause there is always one participant that is

endowed with consciousness. As he takes pains to emphasize, this does not mean that this

participant is restricted to humans or any other category:

But any object, animate or not, can be treated as conscious; and since mental process

clauses have'this property, that only something that is being credited wit]l

consciousness can function in them as thb one who feels, thinks or perceives, one only

has to put something in that role in order to turn it into a conscious being, for example

the anpty house wa{ Ionging for the children to return. Simply by putting the anpty

house inthis grammaticial environment, as something that felt a longing, we cause it

to be undersiood as endowed. with consciousness. This expiains tlte anomalous
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TO HUDDLESTON

draracter of clauses such as- it. reaily r*.es me, it knows what it thinks, where thereis a tension between ff and the 1laning of the ,reru. ruoi that such craases aretngammatical; far ftom ff. (Our bold itali-cs, CM & JRM)

ton's objection to the first criterion has to be read in the context of what Halliday

ffi:":;fftr",?*""-rnji;g"T:f::q"."u""" H" o"ote"s"from the an earrier part's 
Presentation (IFG, p- 108): 'Expiessel in grammatiial terms,;;'ilffi# "rf,,

**::TE.l^'T_"::i: *",*"f is rere*edt d;;;;;rif ", a, or she,not as ff.,,n Huddleston cnntinues right away: "il;;;;;9ru f;;\':;;";;t;: ffi:ilinffij,;Fammatical" whose position is Huddleston a"g.ring against? Surely it cannoi be Halliday,s.
ffmm**,:li; ilil'H^::*::t$*; ffii;;';" p,es such as it ratry r*aarc not ungrammati.l. 

]i.h"j, artirgusrr Huddreston ao", ".t #"r"tJ d;'## 
'r#fl"^T"

nrssion, his *not remotely" echoes ual'iiday,s ,,far from it,,.

ty's point is quite different from the one Huddleston argues against. It is that a mental
l':1**lj,:i:ff::?Tj :T,o" interpreted._a1b";il;"?;;; with consciousness. rhe;:;1il#iffi;i::?iff
H. irf ffi:ffi tm:"1 I LT:^::::."u"i"g ." uki.,; l! *"1 ! as a mean in g-cod ingruce. (It is crucial to keep in mind throughout-*,ir'irr""ir;";;;;;il#ffiTffill:

*"*#Aft:'J'J 
i'#X,^i:r'e) 

- as u it or rorms whose sore tunction is io rum meaning

fon also cites Hailid?r: 
.:Il"pre the fifth day saw them at the summit as a counrer_

!"J*':"T,',1:":,:,Jil,f*ti l"l:,qi, ","*;;;i;.iJ,'*ni.r, is very prausibre,this does not entitle us-to say *rii it ""#; -ffiru#ffi]:;:?,{'ffi'iti;
ftrj:: f,ilif.:r#H:" i?y"15 "gl,:::i,T* i. 

^i" 
i",rr day but this is seriousryg' one of the points:1gy"-"ticar metaphor is precisely th"t;f ";' 

"'"f;"T;,o":til

;1::T::,"A.:T:":: g T::""q 
_ it'is u *-oe*i.,J;;;sy. For instance, if rhereno grarnmatical metaphor of modaliry, tle ragged 'orion ,i, iiiri*' ilki"iffi\2\Tf"2

nf:,#:#,ff,',;^::"oi,o;'::::::i t^:::ji1-:lj+;i;"d version is r think Henryhe'd come didn't he; and it is precisety il;; ;;^;;,;iffi;il"j"#:"d#1:fr#
ffiT;:*::n.?'il,"*T*f^_Tl:l.jl_llgsin9-fravJ;;;;;" viorated. simlarry, it isbecause of the metaphoricat expansi8fi-oi *,u gru--"r rh"i'i"l'itlo"iiljil?,i*l,li

\ k; "W "'!' ̂ l: :t, r:;, {* 2- i,' a 
" 
i i,, n u, o,, p r ay i n g i t s ar ert an before.) with certain mentar clauses of p"o.lptio" ti"l ".r-"1";:;::;rl:y;"T"Jrtfl?

ilH"#iln,T,:#r:.17", fl?^.T" 1,":::#tj: .? i' i s textuar. r t i s partry rer atedthe thematic structure of the .iu.rr". Mathesius (797s: rti oJiil* ;J iffth:X*:
ff1"[?,Ti,i:""ry":t:l'::,::n:p^9":1 r*g ti-" ugf,l,tiu d."i,.,"ti" tunction of the subject in;i;;,ff?HJtr"';:r;#,
Itr*T i" ":'" 

,j,*.^,":j:::1,::^:,::*ti.; ;t*"il"ei;," metaphor presents the
W::;;:,:;"'i;l'"::;:'::*fii'frX5: @g the ro'g' p";aiii';;;';;;;;;rs ptaving

Halliday's second criterion has to do with the range of possible fypes of phenomena in a
*,:fffii#:.3**::T T ll,-lg,_ ", we' is ;;";;;s, (i.e. ideas and facts). rnmetathings cannot function as partftipants in materi"l ;iu;;?r; ,ee the Table g.
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phenomenon meta- phenomenon

tbey recogrnizeit
tbe sunmit

it Lit tbem
tbat tbe sunmit
w€,s rrear

tbey recogrnized
tbst tbe sunmit

CRISTIAN MATTHIESSEN & JAMES R" MARTIN

Table 8: The distribution of phenomma and meta-phenomena

Huddleston claims that The fact that it had been shown to be a forgery ruined his argument
shows that the restrictions on participants are not absolute. First, as noted in Part l, it is
extremely unhelpful to argue from single-case apparent counter-examples without first
indicating how they might fit into the overall picture. Second, note again here that what is
rcrined is a verbal construct -- the metaphorical, nominalized version of. he argued -- not a
material one" Third, curiously, Huddleston does not mention Halliday's observation regarding
the similar example the fact that the uperiment had failed destroyed his life (tFG, p. 2271:

Metaphenomena - projections - can be associated only with certain types of process,
essentially saying, thinking, and liking, plus in certain circumstances being ...
Complication arises because the names of metaphenomena, nouns such as belief and
fact, carr sometimes enter into material processes where the metaphenomena by
themselves cannot. For example, although we cannot say it datroged his life that
the experiment had failed, we can say the knowledge that the experiment had
failed destroyed his life -- not the idea as such, but the knowledge of it, was the
destroyer" We might even say the fact that the experiment had failed destroyed
his life, withfact standing not for a metaphenomenon but for a phenomenon, a 'state

of affairs'. In other words the names of projections can function as participants in
Processes other than those of consciousness, because they can label events or states of
affairs; and this is another aspect of the rather shaded area that lies on the
borderline of expansion and projeclion.

Huddleston might at least have acknowledged that Halliday deals with this type of example
and that it does not constitute a counter-example in Halliday's interpretation, even if he doeJn't
accept the account.

(iii) The third criterion has to do with the unmarked present tense selection. With mental
clauses, it is the simple present (she likt-s the git't ), but with material clauses, it is the present-
in-present (theg're building a house)" Regarding this criterion, Huddleston only writes: "Point
(iii) is relevant to a discussion of the semantics of tense and aspect". It is difficult to know what
to do with this remark. Perhaps Huddleston means to suggest that the fact that it is relevant to
a discussion of the semantics of tense and aspect makes it irrelevant to a discussion of
transitivity. If that's the case, Huddleston owes us a demonstration that tense and aspect are
irrelevant to transitivity in spite of the substantial literature showing how they are related --
cf. for example, the findings of Hopper & Thompson (1.980), work on split ergativity and
aspectual categories, and so on.
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what does Huddleston's position explain? Hatliday's analysis d;;;';;i;;*ri """tll'T;wehave a notion of favourite clause types we 
T" bgg.r to see pressure on lexis and inierpret theEnergence of new lexical pairs such pdrg and sendlThird,, uiaateston -"ri r*Jv u" ru-iti-wittt the way lo<is and grammar modelled in systemic th"ory - as one unified lexicogrammar (towhidr Halliday alludes on p. xiv). Given the systemic approach, grammatical facts and lexicalfrts are related through deiicacy in lexicogrammar and. Fiuddleston's objection carries no forcew\ltsqvq (systemic grammar-makes genlral 

TeTi"gs ilt;*ric texis more specific ones,unlike the bricks [lexica] items from thJlexicon) ana niortar (the rutes of syntax) compositionalmodel apparently assumed by Huddleston). within a systonic?rnctional model Hudd.leston,sornment means the opposite of what he intends - it means that the facts at stake are relevant,
gincg let<ig is delicate grammar (see Hasan (19s7) o" *r"_.otttitrrity between lexis anJganunarl.kxis and grammar are.not separate systems. Rather they are difrerent vantage points on the

ffj,,'J"'::,::-::: *:,:,:::^Ee1er1] end .or from the mgst dericate e,,al-cl.,rJq.,"r,try,

The fourth criterion is based on the two directions in which a mental process can be realized,
::i,P:::_1"1 :f :h:_*: !h: gif!.gr on rh_e_ T9g"r * tni iit ptuses her. rn contrast,eriar dauses are not bidirecrionat rn *r,is way. Huddleston;i"d;-'F;, (t;;l;;.'il;it
ifg:..:jjl9]]|:-:_t:".ry.*ty,he assumes thar this statement is enough to invalidatelay's criterion with resge{ to the grammar of transitivltv. rtsi Huddleston needs to do
:r*r_ni:g1,:Tl1l.t"-'t"Jioj-nye to do *i*r tire rextcon, not srammar. second,

'generalizations about lexis (such as observations about pairs like like-ptea,se, 
-irr-;;;"- '

YrYf::lH 
are verv often observations about grammai -a gtu-t,atical detaits are very

{v) Finally' Halliday notes that since materid, ptTT*: are 'doing' processes they can be probedand zubstituted by the verb do: what did John, do?.- he ̂ n oiiy; ,rnat John did was run awag.h contrast, lnental processes cannot ue prouea and substituted ii urls way. Huddleston admits
kj;}:T i:ll":],1^-g^1L-widest..aicep.rance i., "rt"urirr,hg a tradirional grammaticatdistinction, but he berieves that it stlr would .;i;;J;;;;;;il:;;;ffi;1##;::dij
hing;sus to oru (2) - labelling.

RESPONSE TO HUDDLESTON

f tbougrht be a friend ol mine

Fig. L4: Attributive reading of he uns a frend of mine

(21 tabelling

Although reluctant to recognize material and. mental cryptob?es, Huddleston does agree thatthe distinction between atlributive and identifying retatlonat'.turrr", is a grammatical one. sowe will..pursue the question of labelling initiily i"i*t r*p"a-io-*,"r" classes. The distinctioncan be illustrated with resp€d to th9 u-Uiguiry in Halliday.s (1967) example t tniugnt he uastlrimd of mine, which is ambiguous bet*ed an attributive reading and and identifying one:
(i) attributive - 'l thought he was a friend of mine [i.e. a member of that classj but he isn,tanvmore'
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(ii) identifying - 'I thought he was a friend of mine but in fact it was someone else'

I tbougrht b€ a Jriend of mine

T o k e n  l P r o c e s s  l V a l u e

Fig" 15: Identifying reading of. he was a fiend of mine

Huddleston implies $at we should reject the micro-functional labelling, replacing it simply
with verb features. It is hard to see for purposes of text analysis how ttris would be-an
improvement over Halliday's notation. Moreover, it is hard to see how an analysis in terms of
verb features could be perspicaciously deployed to bring out the difference in gerrerality between
Carrier and Attribute or the difference in abstraction befween Token and Value. This would mean
that in analyzing technical discourse the generalization that technical terms introduced in
definitions are always Token would be obscured (see Martin, 1990)" The grammatical arguments
for recognizing micro-functions such as Token and Value will be taken up next, und.er point (3)
below.

(3) The need for micro-functions

Huddleston suggests that even if we accept the grammatical distinction such as that betweerr
material and mental processes, "it still would not follow that it provided evidence for the
grammatical functions Senser, Phenomenon, Actor and Goal, for it could simply be handled in
terms of verb features". First, is the observation that the information can be recoided in terms of
verb features an argunent against recording it in terms of different sets of participant roles?
There will always be notational variants and the existence of one is not *t a.gu-bttt against
another" Second, verb features won't do the job since t}te verb may be implicit, as happens for
example in some relational clauses in English (With Henrlt stiit a chiti. it's hard to traael),
almost all relational clauses in other languages (eg. Tagalog, to*i s;yo Jiterally 'fool' ,s/he',
meaning 'slhe's a fool') and modalized clauses of motion in Cerman {Ich muss nach Hamburg).
The features have to be clause features, not verb features, if they are to be of any use in
typologically focussed or descriptive linguistics.

Huddleston specifically attacks the relational clause micro-functions Token and Value proposed
by Halliday for identifying clauses. The most conunon verb realizing the process in this class is
be, but it includes many other verbs as well: equal, add up to, mike, come out at, amount to,
t.ranslate, define, signit'y, call, mean, spell, realise, symbolise, represent, stand for, refer tor,
imply, index, express, reflect, indicate, denote, suggest, betoken, smack of, euoke, 

'play, 
act, act

as, function as, exemplit'y, instance and so on. Setting aside the verb be and the pfuasal verbs
listed, all of these verbs have active and passive forms. This is the grammatical basis of
Halliday's distinction between Token and Vaiue functions: the Token is Subiect in the active.
Consider:

(131) Mel played Mad Max
(132) Mad Max was played by Mel

(133) C-A-T spells car
(134) Cat is spelled C-A-T

(135) The red represents blood
(136) Blood is represented by the red
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RESPONSE TO HUDDLESTON

fl? His tone suggested betrayal
(138) Betrayal *"i-zugg.rted by his tone

identifying phrasal verbs, the Value cannot be connated with subject as unmarked Theme.i',.}",ff H,i":illT;'*m*i*il?T##lo"ol,,i"",''.";J;;overry
(139) Mel was Mad Max
(1a0)Mad Max was Mel

(141) C-A-T is cat
0a2) Cat is c-A-T

(143) The red is blood
(144) Blood is the red

Itff Uis tone was betrayal
(145) Betrayal was his rone

lon argues that it is not possible to demonstrate the syncretism between active and,'ffii*i,,:."?T*f,* " :::."::ll*i. lhil, ;J':;:':""" or roken / va,ueEucalisation. That there is a synctetis"m'has. in.facr;"ri u"*":H.$Jra:"#r*t:into just those environments wirich grammaticali* t#i;k;Value distinction throughAnd in any case, *h*--rlTu.T" *fi;;identifying v*uri.J*uy grammaticarising the
i"l_J*l;1T:i"Trg,T,iff*:^t'* active and passive forms of he betaken asmce against the roken,/varue r.-"tio"'-.utii;i; "J# J.1",aiTH."lfi ,HJffi ##rfff""f TiilHiill'ffi1*i:J;="t ;sG; averhaar, 1eti';*ay be

rrational.-g";;ir";;rrd be ro rranrr rL.^ ,!:!-':!: 
spell, rep.raent and suggeir ;; not innrarionar. But this wourd b" t.;;v;; !:it!-*'tr::rir,:?ffi,"1,i ffi,rffitr#iilstion function first as identifyi";,;;;; action rr"'"i"riri-Jbehavioural) processes; andposition is surery untenable t*ifr"* r-Lampte *re aineiencJrn tense]:

(1a4 Mel ptays Mad Max
(148) Mel is playing in the garden

(149) M-E-L spells Mel
(150)Mel is spbtting his name now

(151) Mel represents goods looks
(152) Mel is represen-ting Australia in Cannes

Il9?l .Y"l,sussests vapidiry
[154) Mel is suggesting a drink

damaging for Huddleston's position is- the fact that chirdren over-generarize thepassive opposition to the uob b, ,r.,"r., r"u*i"g-E"griri,. Note the folowing attested

(15.5) Well, the doctor won't be beed by anyone.

y, identifying clauses with be are
out by the Token and Value functi;;.

ctlartl ambiguous, and this_ambiguiry is nicelyConsider.the two readin g ot roil?, ,i7 u*a ,
(156) What's paul?

He 's 
, _ the Head (,that,s the role he plays,)Token process Value
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(157) Which is Paul?
He 's the Head ('that's how you recognize him')
Value Process Token

Note that the stylistic effect of examples such as Runyan's What he did for a liuing was the best
he could. depends on just this ambiguity; the grammar frustrates the expectation of a Value ^

Token stmcture with a Token ^ Value one.

Finally, it is not possible to conjoin Token and Value roles (Huddleston himself makes use of this
kind of test earlier in his review and so would have to accept it as relevant here):

t158) The fastest was the fittest one.
Token Process Value

(159) The fastest was B€n.
Value Process Token

But not:

(1CI) *The fastest was the fittest one and Ben.

Huddleston goes on to object that Token Value structu-res should not be assigned to possessive
(Peter owns the piano) and circumstantial (Applause follawed her actl dauses on the grounds
that these have stretched "the concept of identification to a point where it is no longer
intuitively graspable" (p. 170). This is simply another case of Huddleston glossing the meaning
of one of Halliday's grammatical labels in common sense terms and then using his gioss to argue
against Halliday's analysis. This gambit need not detain us again here, except perhaps to note
the way in which the term intuitiae continues as symptomatic of the pathology of Huddleston's
critique (i.e. if an idea is new and differmt then it must be bad).

After surveying and rejecting possible arguments in favour of ideational microfunctions as
grammatical categories, Huddleston condudes (p. 169):

Overall, these functions are not characterized by distinctive properties that are at
all comparable with those that define the Subject - properties concerning verb
agreement, case, position in declaratives and interrogatives. The difference in the
nature of the distinctive properties cannot be explained by saying that the first four
are ideational functions while tl're last is interpersonal: what has the contrast
between clause as representation and clause as exchange to do with it? The
explanation, I would argue, is that Subject is a grammatical function while the
others are not.

First of all, the properlies Huddleston mentions - agreement, case, and position -- do not define
the Subject, they realize it. Or rather, if we set up a definition of Subject in terms of the
realizafional characteristics by which we may recognize it if we parse a clause, ttris definition
will be weak and uninteresting.29 ltcannot, of course, explain anything about Subject; for
instance why it should have these properties and not others: 'Subject' will just summarize them.

Moreover, although we should exercise much more caution in cross-linguistic generalizations
than has often been done, a definition of the sort Huddleston envisages makes the task of
comparing and contrasting different languages much harder if not impossible. In the tl.pological
setting, much of the debate about grammatical functions has focussed on the need to free them
from language specific realizational properties. The weakness of Huddleston's notion of what
constitutes a definition of a grammatical function is very important to keep in mind when we
move to ideational functions since he seems to expect similar kinds of definitions for them.

Somewhat ironically, the kinds of criteria Huddleston insists on for defining grammatical
functions do obtain for ideational and textual categories in many languages. In Tagalog for
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RESPONSE TO HUDDLESTON

)' verbs 'agree' 
with Theme; verbal affixes 

-T"rk the case of the Theme, and differentn;ff l'#;;s,Tgffi j:tr"xgil;li."#::"t-Til!,1,,,*"l"nusedinthe

illilo*rtothekinaorcritJ;;;'d;",,*'il:#;*ffi:,lT;ffirffi li::fiffi,,T

6";-*;"iil;i,il"Tiff ffi",',,llflti.fi ,tHil,Htl*tliih";:l"X:
i::"ilnilfi f;',.*;:l:l5j#;,:fi i;;ilf#i:.l.,nsaresrammarica,isedin

(16t1 na-rakot
fear
R'oc€ss

sa subersibo
zubversive
Phenomenon

ako
I

Senser/
Therne'I was afraid of subversives,

ik-in-a-takot ko
fear I
Prooess Senser

(162)

'I was afraid of the r.rUrrffi""r,

ang subersibo
strbversive
Phenomenon/

lleston's argument.*-lT be seen to place him in the positiorsh interpersonal meanings are grammaticalised, whei"u, ,,rt.ijl1:Tg 
a qg.r".that in

I jlffi""ffi ;,#!,:qf-*i1'ffii*:;:iil#tfl ffiTfl 4:fff,il:"n:'1,fr :
,1l":m,,3:',^":j:::YTteir i ; ;;:;", thei r s im l ari ti e J 

"&". 
I* * l*Tt. ::'i is.sensitive to process rype; it i,,i,"pr;tlil;Hdiil#il*::fu'u_grammar in"bothwhere ragarog's coding ir .no.u o"ri1 ,n",a,ft;,;;;ff1?:ffi:trjl1l

:ffi1H HT "ffi ffi;X'.*,::: * F^,:llgt:ly oriented work. Moder s such as

nond' Huddreston claims that the difference between subject and the ideationar micro_mctions in terms of rearizatio""r .""t.i b"_ .;i";;; ffir"""r,ce to the difference indatunction' what is ''tu uutit J;#.r":!i rt ir';".;;r|'in'*r" metafun*ionar differenceat the realizational differ""t" ri"ti; ""li:l1r--t'n,2'ili 
ilo*r,"s Huddreston mentionsH:'HHHI;ffi;,llin:l ls*t*i::,^ni :,1r.orutives - are in the service or therPersonal metafunction; they are in a.; 

-" ..rq urLErrugauves - are in the service of the

fl ',.HLnixf;;; jitlk**;;d:';'J:,*:Jil:i:#*T'f ,:*:tfu ;

"s which rocus exprittrl.9" .*-#;ffi::?'::g;:,::':: rHi"y;*f ::*i:ones and which ul'a di*er"ii illrTn1ctionar .;;;"";;;;r',r,ro rhe grammar itserfili:*"ff'T"*H$ff"::lif:*r{*:j:TtT'*" (see Martin 1e83, 1e88 ror an:lTffi:5,:eanarysiso"il;*fr',ilff :,.:ffJ'ffl',;hy#ii:#??$:l

t 
fi?ffi;1,ilffiilf,ll'ff::ili*lf:f!1: oj,onand number reatures run acrosstheerementsMood*drft;;;;;;.;*iil;i#trfr:"ilTll"T*H3?i:Tffi:l

(ii) case is related to subject: a pronoun is nominative if it realotherwise it is oblique (i.e., induainenl.-s,,r,;.* izes subject as part of Mood,ffiilffi [:,:::,:,T,h?Jlfl :1**T,,ffi: jil[".:T:^:",,,";'.;.:"T.o'fl,;,#;;in non-finite clauses *i*,."i *,Iffi;:i#3:i 'Ject

(iii) Position in decraratiye yr. inrerrogativ:,:rT:, 
i1 a.sain specific ro subject and it is adirect reflex of mood t"ruttio*t it"il'quite centrarty i-nterpersonar and ideational micro-functions w'r predictubry;;i-; "rio"a by interpersoni serections.

;'$ffi;5iiff:::1.':ilTffi::;:.'1;:* srarnmar here and tum ro Huddreston,s rasr
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4.2 The verbal group

Huddleston claims that "the verbal goup provides a considerable number of examples where the
grammatical analysis is based on semantic factors rather than grammatical ones, resulting in
serious complication of the granrmar". This claim seems to have little or no basis" As elsewhere
in IFG, the interpretations have been developed to keep both grammar and semantics in focus"
There is strong evidence from English as well as from other languages for Halliday's logical
interdependency analysis of the verbal g.roup. (Sdrachter, 1.981, provides a detailed account of a
dependency analysis, cast in terms of Daughter Dependency Grammar.)

Huddleston offers three examples of his claim: the auxiliary will, obligational haae, artd
examples from the hlryotactic verbal g'oup complex" With respect to the first two examples, a
large part of the problem is that Huddleston only seems to accept the view from below -- from
morphology -- and not the view from above - from the grammar of groups. Let's consider each
type of example in turn.

(i) The auxiliary zpitt. Huddleston claims that Halliday distinguishes future will from modal
witt on semantic grounds but that "there is no grammatical basis for this distinction"" He might
at least have acknowledged that linguists have presented grammatical arguments in favow of
the distinction: see e.g. the important discussion in Wekker (1976). Even Palmer (1974), who
rejects the future tense in English on morphological grounds, notes that future ruill differs from
other types of will in important respects. We will mention only a few grammatical arguments in
favour of the distinction.

(a) The analysis with future adll takes into account the typological difference between modern
English and languages such as Swedish and earlier forms of English, where the distribution of
the simple present is significantly different from that of modern English.

(b) Future will and modal will have different distributions in different grammatical contexts.
By and large, future adll does not occur in dependent clauses providing logical or temporal
conditioning. The restriction is not categorical (cf. for example, Close, 1979) but modal will is
still quite unrestricted in contrast to future adll.

(c) Modal arill alternates with other strategies for expressing modality -- for example I think
and probably. Future uill does not enter into a paradigm filled out by interpersonal metaphors;
rather it contrasts with future'in-present (amlislare going to ) and (to some extent) the simple
pres€nt, both of which it is related to paradigmatically in Halliday's analysis.

(d) Modal will and future arill have different agnates, as can be seen in mood tags. For instance,
modal will tn she'll lil<e fairy tales, does she? contrasts with the simple present in the tag
(which mffrns 'am I right in my assessment?'; see IFG p. 340), showing that she'll lke : she lrP�'es
represents the opposition between 'modal' and 'temporal'. In contrast, temporai wiII init'Il rain
later on, will it? cannot be picked up by the simple present in the tag - the tag doa it? is quite
impossible - precisely because it is temporal so there can be no opposition 'modal : temporal' as
in the first example.

(ii) Obligational haae. The basic question here is again whether our interpretation is
morphological (from below, in tenrrs of the rank scale) or syntactic (from above). If we approach
the modals from above, we can see paradigms such as can I could ; islamlarelwasfwere able to

ll belbeenlbeing able to arrdcan suddenly looks like haae to.
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ff O 
be able 16, being able to, been able to

is etc. able
to

[iii) Examples from the hypotactic verbal p(a) be afraid ro ...and M (;r;-;;;',; .:.-. ftouo 
complex. Huddreston focuses on rwo exampresreraring ro exampres 

1d,1, h;1,i;;;";;ir:'#,H,'i;-T,l ";1u' r'"'" *u ;;;ji; b th';

ffi'il;tJi"'ffiT::lHffi t??,"#*T#ji:i:j'::1il:"T:'n,','#:1ff l"#;our an arl;;;" ;l;:recognize' 
or at least he does noi -*uo.,, *," ruJ *'ai ri" ir" brings

(a) be afraid fo.Huddlt

[tlf JF##ii*1""",t#;*',i:$Ji:'jl#H','"tr*fi ;i;,ii;.11?',irT,i-Hthe hefore the wte was nri1.; ;A;;; ;;r' ;;;rr . "*urnpL, ffi; *:f,:#*#tr i**;Ttlrc dependence of crasses. u/hv 
'd;;;; 

i" o,,.,r rhi, ;;;;;; :* "oo ty to afraid. in a verbal
ffifi,i3j:iH::#"1."":lr"*tii';'n't 

crear *r,"u'",i",r, id ;,is averbar group whenProcess + Attribute part or u r"ruti*ur;ffi:iljil:,to clari$,: it wouldn't b" d*:;; be the

f #ii;;iWi#,^i:';"-,t'&;;Tif:::;h:,ffi iffiT1,ons-con,rasr,rorexamp,e:grammatical svstem u'',d--u il r,;.tr- JT"7J"rT;*TL,Y.1t::.es.are.of course pa.t or mej:g,,"" n;: ;;;;T":"Ti, llj,'H|"" jl I o n ce ti' " - ur ir,^i. ii,
l:::*,t q';;;;'; which rhese ambivf1Tu,,.1r -",*i;:-:,:'rt'i?trl:;lffffi:l,:l-
forsemogenesis. 

-'-s' ursw .rlrorvalences can be interpreted as a fundam"rrol'."ro*a"

The general issue is *!:ft,",t.ye want to give priority to the parailelism betwen fear to do and.? of'oia b do or rhe.pararerir- b;;-;;; w if.ro,i-io-;r" ;x r" ar.r_ai(r..confidintrTunsry. rne
t'rmer favours *" 

-'ig ;;t;;;;;;lu, ,r,u ratter r;";;: Huddresron,s anarysis. rhe
H]ffirl?,T"'Ji*":.*: 

*;;;;.;i,.u,, arrhouglri{,]ilr",to., 
-seems to sussest rhat it;fr*,i'd;,Hf #Hfu .L{t*;:*'."T"""{ili::;r"ilfl"#iJ","d'ill,d}ft ff ff f

{163) \a/hy didn,t you go?
I was afraid to . (cf.: I wanted to _.1

ff*XjH#iT"T:J: a tension or rhis kj:9,.ft" possibiriry or
asinFigue l;. 

'" "-dht arsue that be afraid ii ilri ud;H;iflI}:tiflffn*:1 
i:;i,

A RESPONSE TO HUDDLESTON

Finite
(finite)

have to
has to
had to

in Predicator
(non-finite)

have to, having to, had to
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aJreid

Artribuend Process Attribute

Senser Process

leered to go

Fig. L5: Alternative analyses of he was afraid

(b) know how to" Huddleston feels that if know how to do is allowed in verbal group complexes,
we must also allow f.or know what to do, know uko to turn to, and so on: "there is no reason to
single out how from the dass of interrogatives for special treatment"" First, note that how does
not exclude a specification of manner in the clause in which the verbal goup complex occurs: he
didn't know how to type well; he diiln't know how to type with two lunds" In this respect, it
contrasts with e.g. uko: he didn't know uko to ask Henry is impossible. With locatives, we can
have examples sudt as he didn't know ukere to go in Inndon but note that uthere ,.. in London is
appositive; where arrd London are related in one construction. So how is different from who,
what, where, when, arrd so on; the latter have a participant or circumstantial role in the
transitivity structure of the clause. The reason is very likely the shading of occurrence into
manner of occurrence. We see this in other parts of the grammar. Compare for instance the
interpretation of nominalizations: Larry's speech was postponed (the act itself) and Larry's
speech was skillful (the performance of the act). Note also the relationship between manner
and the possibility of certain classes of middle clauses: this ball throws quite wsily.

Second, note that know how to do is part of a verbal goup paradigm that includes can do; be able
to do; Ienn to do, fail to do, and so on. In contrast, know uko to turn to, know ukat to do, and so on
are not part of similar paradigms.

III. Conclusion

In his review of Halliday's IFG, Huddleston criticizes a number of general points and a number of
more detailed analyses. We hope to have shown that all of Huddleston's critical remarks can be
answered.. We have indicated some of the reasons why rank-based grammars are to be preferred
over those based on lC-analysis and we have stated why the problems Huddleston associates
with rank do not arise or where they do arise, do not arise because of rank (Section II:2). The
basic issue has to do with the orimtation of the grammatical theory: is it functional or formal?
The basic motivation behind rank is functional, just as with other abstractions in systemic
functional theory. We have shown why Huddleston's attack on multifunctional structwe
(Section II:3) is misguided: for example Huddleston argues about Theme on the basis of lexical
glosses and disregards discourse considerations" Further, he does not adfuess the need to explain
why English Subjects have the properties they have; he seems content to identify recognition
criteria such as agreement with Finite. This relates to Huddleston's discussion of ideational
micro-funclions and grammatical structure: in Section II:4, we suggested that we cannot simply
take over the traditional conception of grammar based on overt categories such as case and 'word

order' without raising the issue of covert categories, reactances and cryptotypes.
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A RESPONSE TO HUDDLESTON

&hind tle various detailed criticisms are very fundamental issues. we cannot expect ourconception of grammar to remain static. Traditional w;;;'grarnmar started out with autception based on words and their cateiories -- the most o'J part of grammar in Greek andLatin (not surprisingrv this develof;;;td not rake pr; i" chi"*" linguisrics). The rerr*oryof tsaditional grarrunar *us e*patied later, essentially uy morri'g up the rank scale from wordto dause (largely skipping gb.rp .unt ir,',r," pro."lri'*,iJ *ll u more developed synracticrubtheory, e'g' in Modistic ;-;; irtrr i, ,uI q,.it" u r,u'roir, ,r,*.y of grammar. It racksoglanatory power; but to 
![gr1 to "*prui" granmar we also have to expand the territory yetapin' And the new expansion is not based so much on rank (as tire first expansion was) as onmetafunction (and svstem). The new t*Jio.ia expansion i, "rl""t"a towards the metafunctionaldiversification of grammar and this is one fundamLtal-gil.ril;ded to contextuarize grammarin discourse (both monologic, where *t"-t"rt"ur metarunJion .o*u, into view, -J iiulogi.,where the interpersonal melarunctio;; ul *r, clearly). rrus contextualization paves the way

lhff:"ffffi,T;y,:*l*:**,-.;tionship berween sysrem and rext is cnrciar and ispartlvrefl ectedinaprobablisticconstni;;ii.';;;rr#:d,I:ii1il:ril,il1;ffi 
frr"S#";

#}ffi;:"flected 
in IFG, since Hffi;;; one of *re pioneers ln *re ongoing reinterpreration

ilt::; 
*, we can also take a step bJJanal*u-ir" the contexriii'#ilttr5?ff$X'S$:

Perhaps, someday, a long history will have to be written of poremics, polemics as aparasitic figure on discussion and * Jrtu.r" to the ,"*.r, for truth. Veryschematicalty, it seems to me that we ca.' recognize the presence in poremics of three

It has often been observed that there is "gTTg m.ore dogmatic than liberalism (somewhatironically since pturalism is whar Iiberalism is beiig d.g;:-;;ur). At a time when tinguisticheory is by and large determi""tby-;;veloprientJ;ia;-A-"rican 
linguisrics it is notsurprising this dogmatic pluralism -u"ir*ir ib;tf in.;p.;;;;i"e ways. Differences berweenlangulges for example are higNy valued b11use or *te.r'ighi*,ey sr,ea on what cannot be said;and the intrinsic *ot*t 

9r gairr -a """qr i*grjg: and the right of their speakers to maintainthem is staunchly defended' At th; r""rJ u-; dif-ferences t"#; theories are d.evarued, oftentothepoint where the dismissal gu*";";oped by^ch.-rty-lnguists during the 1960s (seePostal 1964, 196g or 
.more recently Levinso n 79g3:Zg9_294conversarional strucrure) needs to u" "irr*i"a our to d"d ;th id;;Hr*:T:._xrr%?ffiH ;:

**,1-":ll_*taspable'-as Huddleston p"i, nf . Huddleston,s review falls inrn rhia _^-_^ rr^_rur*rer a'*"lon,'*" ru-"", igdi. 1r'irT;l";;,'fj:'"".x|jil:".-_t;|l';*#:fff:rjr:;
keen to learn from differences b"t*"L',rt"ort;:; ,i"}, -"=r.'"#!trro"r,.", between ranguages.To our mind' this state of affairs lr'ai*ppointing. Next to nothing of what Halliday hasoffered to renovate srammatical theory is-flvorabl/contextuaised in Huddteston,s review; yetthe grammar itself-is a tour de forie in function;iil;ffi;theory. There is somethingdisfunctional about the review gu*" *h* it operates i" 6;;i;*"*. This disfunctionarity wehave tried in part to redress i""trtis r"pry."u"r"tunately, foill.poro.ar reasons, the debategenre is probably not the best way.to plsh meta-theoreiicar discussion to a higher plane. we
Hlr'::::$"Hjrffi'#;,;:rl*uri tio""".*'er usetul.o-.".,".io.y on rhe p.actice oi,schorarry,

Yd Huddleston reviews IFG as if more trad.itional, narrower conceptions of grammar are simpryto be taken for granted-as we apProu.h ,rru zrtt .*tuty. ro "."".-prirr, this he has to disregardtlu explicir purposes of IFG - fi; "; to-"*ptui. gr#;;,;;need to interface grammar anddiscourse, and so on;-for instance, he JJ: ":: relate Hariday,s interpretation of Theme tonatual discourse nor that of subject. Ho* Joes this t appen in rtladteston,s review? First of all,he insulates rFG from ae"etopmeni, J,^ry: ,FF;; 
-ri'gurrti., 

after the lare 1960s,approaching it only from an o'utdated point oi view; at ?he same time he disregardsdevelopments outside systemic linguistics'concerned with functional and discourse-orientedaccounts and explanations' second, fouddleston.misrepresentr irc on a number Ll o.cusior,, uywrongly attributing analyses to Hallidt by omitting *-u "iuuliaay,s comments oi-l*u-pr",similar to those Huddleston cites as .o.,r,to-"*.rrrpr"".r, *9 uy -s,'r*g from his own glosses of
ffiltrJlt f, T"T; ry; fl ?f i.:: l"g: il ; il; A."r are sp eciric to Hud dreston, s
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models: the religious model, the judiciary model, and the political model. As in
heresiology, polemics sets itself the task of determining the intangible point of
dogma, the fundamental and necessary principle that the adversary has neglected,
ignored, or transgressed; and it denounces this negligence as a moral failing; at the
root of the error, it finds passions, desire, interest, a whole series of weaknesses and
inadmissable attachments that establish it as culpable. As in judiciary practice,
polemics allows for no possibility of an equal discussion: it examines a case; it isn't
dealing with an interlocutor, it is processing a suspect; it collects the proofs of his
guilt, designates the infraction he has committed, and pronounces the verdict and
sentences him. In any case, what we have here is not on the order of a shared
investigation; the polemicist tells the truth in the form of his judgement and by
virtue of the authority he has conferred on himself. But it is the political model
that is tJ:e most powerful today. Polemics defines alliances, recruits partisans,
unites interests or opinions, represents a party; it establishes the other as an enelny,
an upholder of opposed interests, against which one must fight until the moment
tlris enemy is defeated or either surrenders or disappears.

Of course, the reactivation, in polemics, of these political, judiciary, or religious
practices is nothing more than theatre. One gesticulates: anathemas,
excommunications, condemnations, battles, victories, and defeats are no more than
ways of speaking, after all. And yet, in the order of discourse, they are also ways of
acting, which are not without consequence. There are the sterilizing effects: Has
anyone ever seen a new idea come out of a polemic? And how could it be otherwise,
given that here the interlocutors are hcited, not to advance, no to take more and
more risks in what they say, but to fall back continually on the rights they claim, on
their legitimacy, which they must defend, and on the affirmation of their
innocence? There is something even more serious here: in this comedy, one mimics
wars, battles, arurihilations, or unconditional surrenders, putting forward as much of
one's killer instinct as possible. But it is really dangerous to make anyone believe
that he can gain access to truth by such paths, and thus to validate, even if in
merely symbolic form, the real political practices that could be warranted by it. Let
us imagine, for a moment, that a magic wand is waved and one of the two
adversaries in a polemic is given the ability to exercise all the power he likes over
the other. One doesn't even have to imagine it: one has only to look at what
happened dwing the debates in the USSR over linguistics and genetics not long ago.
Were these merely aberrant deviations from what was supposed to be tJle correct
discussion? Not at all: they were the real consequences of a polemic attitude whose
effects ordinarily remain suspended. [Foucault in Rabinow [ed"] 1984: 382-3831

Appendix

To provide material showing their normal thematic status and contribution to discourse, we give
a hopefully exhaustive sample of negative Themes from a scan of roughly seventy pages of R.K.
Narayan's Malgudi Days.

No other human being had seen the image yet. Soma shut himself in and bolted all the doors
and windows and plied his chisel by the still flame of a mud lamp, even when tltere was a
bright sun outside. (p.64)
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The result was he proposed to send swami late to his class as a kind of challenge. He wasalso going to send i teite, with Swami to rheheadm"riJlwas of any avail Swami had to go to sch;i. tp. OSt

Years and years ago hg *19 reputed to have skinrred the knuckles of a boy in First standardil. #ffi Iil,HHff Hn|;,", I" 
c"' ni'-*-r'li illatr,*" i t i "i' v#"*,". vu*

My friends and well--wishers poured in to congratulate me on my latest acquisition. No one
il"J;:Tif,i,y,; ?rl* 

u 'oud *s"; wourJretch; al rhe-same urey rer uraf *r*e was a

I dedded to encourage my wife to write to her father and arrange for her exit. Not a sour was
*Hi BH,t" 

what mv plat's *ete' t was going to put ori -y .,uaitors and disappear one fine

The swamiji became indignant' 'I have done it in hundreds oj..places already and nobodvquestioned me about lt' ttt-ogodJ', can stop me from aoi"g *hui iutu - it,s my master,s order to
[:lfitto"'" 

the power oTthJogu ro i-t" people of thl country, and. whocan quesrion me?,

He pulled it back' "None of tltat," he said to it and set it rigidly to contemplate the business
llffi|;ffi t*-J to matter. rhe offy imporranr thing now was rotal

A year later another tenant came, and then another, and then a third. No one remained. morethan a few montls. And then mu r,o"r"luq..ri.ed a reputati; f; being haunted. (p. 105)
In due course' he wl.safe]y lodged i. my small house. His head and shou-lders were in myfront hall' and the rest of him sietched 6ut into the street through the doorway. It was anobligurg community there at rauir r,ane ana nobody -l',ililob.-strucriorr- 1pi.1i;;"
There was a btind fer.lolv yening his life out at the entrance to the fair and nobod], seemed. tocare' Pmpte seemed to have toi=t att sense of ry-p"rh;-;;r;;;r. (p. 119)

H:::ll l'^::r,go.g" 
forever, endlessry, til rhe universe itserf coored off and perished,wnen Dy any standard he could be proved io have r"a u riru oip*e effort? No one -ai t.rrt by

lrlfl.",tfl 
and monev-making, ,"i ""i*"oyp** could be *ia to hurrG-or tur.i.,g ru,

He said authoritatively, ',Leave way, please.,, But no one cared. (p.1,25)

hi:il,ffi H'";"f:l; ,ili;l..* 
it viorentrv tilr he felt deaf wirh the cranging of

The blacksmith had made a good job of it - the slit was exactly the thickness of a coin,
fiTfl 

tt"o 80 one way tnrorigh it.G-p** *seth could shake a coin our of it again. (p.

someone told him, "she,has 
only fainted. Nothing ha-s happened to her. Don,t make a fuss.,,They carried her our and laid frer tn th;;;ug". tp. 135)
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Footnotes

*we draw gratefully on contributions from David Butt, M.A.K. Halliday, Ruqaiya Hasan, JasonJohnston, chris Nesbitt, Mick o'Dorurell, clare Painter,'rynn bourton, susanna shore, and AnneThwaite several of whom have commented on earlier versions of the paper. In addition, we aregrateful to susanna cumming and Bill McGregor fo, comments. Needless to 52y, none of theselinguists are responsible for tht meanings rnade herein.

t 
,. l?* Halliday (7976) and Halliday & Martin (19g1), to which Huddleston refers, arecollections of earlier work.

] u111gay (1973;7975; 1'978;1,979;1983), Halliday (1985 Spoken & wrirten), Fawcen (1980),Berry (1984), Painter {1984), Ventola (1987)" Benson c i."u""ri19g5; 19gg), nenson, cummings cGreaves (1988), Halliday & Fawcett (7987), Fawcett & Young 19gg, Matthiessen (19g1; 19g5;1988), Mann (1983), Bateman et at (19g6), patten (19gg).

3 It has, of course, allays.bT" 
P* of sys-temic linguistics, as it was in Firthian linguistics - cf.the report on the p^rojecl inc.ly-ai"g Huddleston uia otrlutr-on scientific English directed by

ilft#g#1he.1960s 
- Huddtesrdn er at (1968). Similariy,-prague School liriguists pioneered

4 Threadgold, Grosz, Kress, and Halliday (1986); Birch & o,Toole (1gg7);Thibault (in press);

IXT" 
(1985); Martin (1985); Painter & Martin (1986); uasan s. lulurrir, (1983); Christie (in press

5 the influence seems to have stopped, however, around the end of the Lg60s, which is whenHuddleston stopped contributing arrLuy to the deverop"-*t or systemic ,il;

6 It should also be noted that Halliday raises the problem of labels on p. xxxiii of theIntroduction to IFG.

7 ttl.1tur.ally,, as we move down the grammatical rank scale, there is a concomittantgeneralization, for instance across different participant types with respect to nominal groups:
Sroups are contextualized by the clauses they occur in'and do noi rru"" t- rlgnal ajl thedistinctions made at clause rank.

8 Folowing Firth, H.alliday has always operated. with a notion of prototypicality in hisconception of grammatical categories - ai is clear from his discussion of ctines Jn-J probabilisticsystems in Halliday (1961). The importance of the notion of prototypicaiity has also come intofocus more recently in firncrional work outside the systemlc trldiuon. In spite of this and inspiteof the fact the Huddleston (L984) uses the lotion or proioiypicality, Huddleston gives theimpression of expecting categ-orial-categories from IFG, ur ir rl*t utud by his appeal ro counter-

;;Ht"t 
such as thete's a fatlacy in goir argument to calt into question-the general caregory of

9 since Huddleston criticizes Halliday for -this significant omission, one might expect anilluminating discussion in his own Grammar of Englisf,, but all Huddleston (Igu: gz1)has to sayon the subject is embodied h.o-"9 short paragraph where he notes "the phrase containing the whword may have a function within a declaratirrJcontent clause or a non-finite clause embeddedinside the interrogative clause itself". He then gives three examples and indicates what theirstrucfures are' This gives no indication as to how-these types of example are to be explained.

fhi""
19 sq

rlFgn
'Ssa "
2o trt
,!frt'fured

ftiD
ritt n

2r nv'flhcff
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The term agnation was introduced by Gleason (1965) to refer to grammatical ,duuonillween items {agnate items) without r"11;r"s, ,.h" ;#phor of mutation (e.g.,
:rtffTfi:li.*l"S*lr:::?;kyan-%;a$ of that pedod). rt is crosery rerated toussure's aareur and Derrida.s aiffeiieT{_c-;;# ;i:d,;':il,r'r;H;Ti:fff#unmar in systemics (see.Hallidaf ,:p6q;. iyrr"_ nei*orkslused by systemicists to caprure

:mT.*lationships 
in ranguage; ;h;; rro- .etations-il;;* agnate items are rerated

Examples such as ukat did ao!.a2k rye tf I had done _ ? may be acceptable but pretty wellricted to ectroes; so rhe mo.e rikety f"; ;;;;a"iit r""?'r, i" asked me if ,dvone ?

RESPONSE TO HUDDLESTON

There is arso a substantial body of work on the tagmemic equivalent of rank.
'Formal'is 

used here in opposition to 'functional".It 
is important to note that this sense ofnal is different from formilized: both fo;;'

[citly formalt"a 
_i,,.1_*,nnrr 

_-^**^_^ -_ 
,, *: ,""Sonal grammars can be more or ]esstv f ormalized. Funcrionar sranrmars ; ; ;;;;;ffi$ :;l.ffiT":: H?r:: L?:

:r-jffi;tffJ,,j::#,j*i:,",:*_"iry,,"-,.. functionar grammar). since tunctionatmars expand the te'itory:i{Tl- (+ il:+r;;ffi;f"ffi#.??ffffitTrtleration, by emphasizing.dynami. gru*ir, -a uyr?ritir,;;;** to discourse), theyrt formalization with cirattenges t#t;;;arise with formal grammars but that does northat they cannor be formalizJd, d;;;;';;propriare resources.

rft%THftT*Tck?:ffi*eg1f"*oiar group, which wilr be discussed berow in rhe conrext

Huddleston seems to suggest that the total accountabiliy requirement-is purely a property ofliday's th"ory. In one 
rr", this_ is .rghl, ;r course: the theory is always an intermediate

Hfl'".H,,:X il,jTj::*l:l. T1 T1 $ ;;;1 il;r:';;i;"er, Hud dreston d oes norto consider rhe possibilirv rhat to,J u..our"9i,p,'i"irr;'ffi ,ilffi"Xr};1,$""il:l
:ffffi:rfi,TSffifli*t-:"r"",1y::T::'.o1": hg,r rr we exprore this aspecr oraccountabilirv, we can begrl t-o uir *r'ui d*r;";;r;#$:J ;:":#J?::,ffi4'&r1fjconnectivity of systems such as language. 

'

As we w'r see' the particurar subrype of 
11ansi3r.i, -1i4iy relevant to the question ofre the line is drawn bltween rankshifting ana nypotaxis: Huddleston does not address this.

unlike LFG where functions are introduced as 'glosses' 
on c-structures, syntagms are derived

ffifla ffiffR$:'"H 
'"uririti*-'lutements. As in the theory in generar, tunctional

Huddleston only shows the bracketing of Halliday's multivariate constituency analysis of
:lffitu 

in his (10), but not of the uni"variate i't"ra"p*a*.y l'uryri, raken here fiom p.

compare and contrast with N-bar interpretation, which is taking some steps towardspizing univariate patterning but withoui-iJt, guttirrt;i;'oi",',"i*"r bracketing.

f"::IHf,Tilffi ;Tl*J.;il;t'ff 1ff 'ilTil..,11;,i".*i3l1n::q1":s*
aominateJd;i,):'?i:J"1?TTi:tiJ,:.1,"j"t,0,1i1,#."'J"?*H:;* j1*
adjuncts vs. ideationar ones); .i. *rrrurffiagraph of section 2.2 above.

The situation would be the same with constituency. That is, if Huddleston were right in hisction, there would not be a solution;il;.
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22 o* (1980) allows for coordination of ftrnctions as weil as of the ,fillers, of f*nctions. Alongsimilar lines' one could obvio.trif u*ptore trre-fossiuiig gr.grnjoining Residues, givingHuddleston's example the analysis ivr*a ^ 
rn"riarr" a-n*iaue). Huddleston does not raise thispossibilitv. rn generar, Hailidiy,s appr.oagr 
99 

,euipJs;'iJ'l 
l.rr,.uor,;i;;;: ilI"nurr" arreadyreviewed the function-of residue errifsis in diarogie ;b";". y*d eilipsis in pararactic crausecomplexes (i'e'' branching ellipsis) Ju" urro 

9" i";d;;tJ r.-.tio'alry as a signar rhat rheclause complex is tote tr""'i"d, ",: u ffi *o.r" from the poiniof view of exchange strucr're (as inMary arriaed on time 
?u, .___ ldt ,nayj. l";Jd;;rii1'J "", accidental rhar ir is rhe Moodelemenr or some oart of ii*rit is jra"a. n"ria,r"-"iffirlor, *," other hand, ailows for theclause comprex to make ',or" dr* *uior," (as n tuarj ii;rra o, fime but did gou _ ? ).

23 The only possible. exception is of the type ,side of house,, where ,side, can arguably be
il:"#r"fi|.as 

a Facet in the structure or u .r*ni.uG;il1;. rFG, pp. Tzys)rather than as a

24 Essentially Miniranges are potential subjects in middle,clauses, e.g. this blackbmrd hasnerter been written on'bit not ln effecti',." o'o, e.g. *this blackboard has neuer been written thatexample on" cf'' Tagalog p-in-ag-sulatin niyl ig- i;i":&- Iiham ang nresc ,*rhe 
table waswritten three letters "lf irrt".iE"9q"T-i1", iltho.rgh'generaty restricted to embeddedconsfructions, is fine, whereas the Engfsh exarnple is r.rnlikely.)

"ti*rtll;: W;i;':tffirtffative 
themes in generar: his objecrion is just cast in terms or rhe

,tl"T"&1"r1trffi'j[*:*:ative feature isn't a rearure or the crause as a whole but is rather

27 ena Hailidav dTr ng! imply that it js.]I"^:rl-r* (IFG,.p.40): ,,sometimes 
in English theTheme is announced explicitl; t;;s of some expression rike as fo, ..", with regard to ...,about "" Usually it is only no-ii't"r iit"-"r rtu, *" iJJ;;ly u locurion of rhis kind.,

28 Huddleston seems 
lqfT't" on participant fr:nctions rather than on circumstances" Maybe that,sbecause circumstantial funcii,o;;;; as Locative *a-tut"urrc ur" **u-trlsparenttygrammatical: they 

Ttiqk"g.explicitly by differeni r"rr..oi'prepositions and their rerativesequencing is partly determined uy iererdce to circumstantiar subtype.
29 Fo' a detailed discussion of the functionally composite natwe of realizationar devices such ascase marking and word order, see CivOnifSga).

30 Huddleston seems to have singled out easily identifiable, overt categories. whorf,s (1g56)work on reactances, covert categoriei, and cryptotypes is crucial in this context.
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R'RTHER REMARKS ON HALLIDAY'S FUNCTIONAL GRAMMAR:
A REPLY TO MATTHIESSEN & MARTIN

Rodney Huddleston
Department of English
The University of Queensland

Llrilrroduction

Iam grateful to the editors_for giving me the opportunity to reply to Matthiessen & Martin,s
papr (this volume) resp^onding to my 1988a reviiw a*icie on Michael Halliday's Introduction
h Functional Grammar [1985), henceforth rFG. The patronising and overtly hostile tone of their
paper makes this a distasteful task, but it contains so many mirrepreserrtations of what I said,1
and their claim (SIII) 'to have shown that all [my] critici remarks can be answered, is so farfrom tme, that it should not be allowed to go unchallenged. It should also be bome in mind that
altttough Matthiessen & Martin Pu?ort to be presentirig the Systemic-Functional point of view
on various issues, what they say is in certain cases, is *" rhull ,*, in conflict with what
Halliday himself says in /FG.

Ith.ll q* straightaway to the substantive issues raised in my review, discussing them trnder
he headings of rank, theme, subject and grammaticalization.

lRank

2.1 A terminological preliminary

lrom the early scale-and-category days (cf. Halliday 1961) a distinctive feature of Halliday,s
theory of grammar has been that it 

-incorporates 
a scale of rank which imposes significant

onstraints on the kinds of constituent stnrcture analyses assigned to sentences. In /rG (S2.2)
Halliday characterizes the distinction between rank-based an-d other constituency models by
saflng-that they involve respectively 'minimal bracketing' and ,maximal bracketing,. The
name he uses for the non-rank approach is 'immediaie constituent (IC) analysis,, and
Matthiessen & Martin follow this terminology in a way which seems to me somewhat
tendentious. In the strict sense of the term, immediate ionstituent, can be applied in any
Pnrgg't which assigns a hierarchical constituent structure to sentmces, and indeed Halliday
himself uses it in this way of his own rank-based approach in his paper ,Types of Structure,,
henceforth 'TS' (1981a:29,34): the ICs of some it.- ut" simply ihe constituents at theimmediately next layer down in the hierarchy. (I shall follow this-convenient terminology in a
number of places below.J In order for 'IC-analysis' to be properly contrasted with ,ranked
gorylituent analysis', therefore, it must be given some more sieciiic interpretation. Matthiessen
-f Martjn (S2.3) gloss IC analysis as 'the approach developed within neo-Bloomfieldian
linguistics'. Although neo-Bloomfieldian linguistics was undbubtedly a major influence ongenerative grarunar, it would not be valid to suggest that the constitueni structures assigned in,
for example, Chomskyan granunar, are arrived at Uy mettrodological procedures like those put
forward in the dassic neo-.Bloomfieldian paper on th'e topic, wellJ Dqi. toavoid subscribing to
any such implication, I will draw the contrait simply in ierms of 'rank grammars, and ,non-rank
grammars'. This brings out the point that Halliday's theory of constitent structure is distinct
fiom-others by virtue of certain special features in'trolvinf the concept of rank: the issue iswhether this concept is well-motivated and helpful
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