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Abstract

The relationship between text and context is a fundamental issue in the inter-
pretation of the text of Matthew. The contention of this study is that certain
limited aspects of context are embedded in texts. Systemic functional grammar
(SFG) is a linguistic theory oriented toward describing how language functions
in context. This study applies SFG to the Parable of the Sower, the explanation
for Jesus’ speaking in parables and the interpretation of the parable in Matthew
13:1-23 in order to clarify how language functions in these texts and how the
texts predict limited but important aspects of their own context as a contri-
bution to a better understanding of them. Analysis of the synoptic parallels
in Mark and Luke is included to test how differences in context is reflected in
differences between parallel texts. SFG makes explicit the relationships between
three linguistically relevant variables of context of situation — field, tenor and
mode — and the semantic functions that realize them — experiential, inter-
personal, and textual meanings. These kinds of meanings are in turn realized
by grammatical structures that are mapped onto one another in linear text.
The analysis of the portion of Matthew’s narrative points to context in which
the evangelist addresses readers to convey the story of Jesus’ words and deeds
with authority, from a social position of higher status relative to those being
addressed and a relatively low degree of social contact. The language of the text
plays a constituting role in the social activity in which the evangelist is engaged,
rather than an accompanying role relative to a social activity, with a degree of
formality corresponding to the authoritative status of the writer. The social
activity in the instantial situation is an explanation in which the evangelist,
through Jesus’ own authoritative words, accounts for differences in the ways in
which two groups of people respond to him. Those who understand (who are
also being addressed) do so by the enabling actions of God and those who fail
to understand fail because of their own self-disabling actions.
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Chapter 1

Systemic Functional
Grammar and New
Testament Interpretation

1.1 Context and Interpretation

The role of context in the interpretation of the Gospel according to Matthew
has been a fundamental issue in the history of scholarship. To some extent
the development of historical criticism of Matthew has been an attempt to
place Matthew in its proper historical context, often deriving that context from
the gospel itself. Attention to source criticism and the history of traditions
increasingly resulted in the fragmentation of the synoptic gospels and a lack of
concern for their individual contexts as whole gospels by placing the focus on the
value of the gospels as historical documents. Form criticism began to address the
question of the contexts of the gospels themselves, e.g., Martin Dibelius’ (1961},
first published in 1919) conclusion that preaching is the Sitz im Leben of most
gospel material. Krister Stendahl’s (1954) important study challenged Dibelius’
conclusions and those of G. D. Kilpatrick (1946]), who stated that Matthew in
particular was the record of material used liturgically. Stendahl drew the limited
but very significant conclusion from careful analysis of Old Testament citations
in the text that the context of Matthew was to be found in a school which
set about producing material for the training of church leaders and teachersE]
With the rise of redaction criticism, studies of Matthew gave attention to the
theological context of MatthewE] With each of these developments in historical

IThis conclusion was based on an examination of the relationship of the scripture cited
in Matthew with available versions, and a comparison of some of the formula citations with
known examples of pesher midrash.

2See especially Jack Dean Kingsbury’s work on Matthew 13 (Kingsbury|[1969), which will
be treated in Chapter 2 below, and on the structure and theology of the gospel as a whole
(Kingsbury||1975)).
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criticism, the focus moved further from the historical setting of Jesus and closer
to the setting of the actual documents in their canonical form. This movement
reflected an increasing awareness of how modest is the amount of historical
information that can be derived from the texts, including information about
the contexts of the texts.

Nevertheless, in the past two decades or so, there has been an increas-
ing interest in the social and historical context of Matthew. Stephenson H.
Brooks (1987)) attempted to understand the development of Matthew’s commu-
nity against the backdrop of formative Judaism through an analysis of Mat-
thew’s special (M) material into distinct layers of tradition. Andrew J. Over-
man (1990) also studied the relationship between Matthew’s gospel and for-
mative Judaism, but using sociological methodsEI Bruce Malina and Jerome
Neyrey (1988) used methods derived from anthropology to contextualize cul-
turally the labels given to Jesus in the conflict stories of Matthew. Daniel J.
Harrington’s (1991) commentary on Matthew is a sustained argument for the
place of the Matthean community in the context of formative Judaism. The
second edition of Robert H. Gundry’s (1994) commentary bore a new subti-
tle (A Commentary on His Handbook for a Mixed Church under Persecution)
that demonstrated an increased interest in the whole question of the context
of the gospel in relation to formative Judaism. Anthony J. Saldarini (1994), in
Matthew’s Christian Jewish Community, addressed this issue using an eclectic
assortment of methods, but leaning heavily on sociologyﬁ

As non-historical methods are increasingly supplementing and even replacing
historical ones in an effort to derive context from texts as the basis for inter-
preting the same texts, certain questions arise. Apart from the fact that some
information about the historical setting of the texts is available independent of
the texts as background to them, and non-historical methods no longer view
the texts primarily as historical sources, such methods are nevertheless depen-
dent on the texts as the primary source for information about the [rhetorical,
sociological, etc.] context. Is the reconstruction of context a matter of building
a speculative, hypothetical context that can shed light on certain interpretive
matters in a given text, or are any aspects of context actually embedded in
text? If the reconstruction of context is only speculation, then the text loses its
own voice and interpretation becomes creative construction of meaning using
the text as a point of departure or inspiration, but not a conversation partner
with its own voice. In order for the text to speak from a standpoint other than
that which is provided by the interpreter, the text must convey something of
its own context. If this is the case, how much of context, and exactly which

3He consciously abandoned historical methods in favor of sociological ones, demonstrating
the dangers of building on historical speculation (e.g., by debunking the scholarly myth of the
“Council of Jamniah”). However, he ended up engaging in historical speculation himself by
concluding that the Matthean community should be located in Galilee rather than in Syria,
and most probably in Sepphoris.

4This is not intended to be a complete listing of scholarship which is focused on the
context of Matthew, but a representative sampling. Other notable examples include Amy-Jill
Levine’s (1988)) study, and David Balch’s (1991)) collection of papers on the social history of
Matthew.
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aspects of context, can be legitimately derived from a text, and what methods
are available for doing so?

Linguistics promises to address the relationship between text and context.
In specialized areas, such as pragmatics and sociolinguistics, linguistics makes
explicit the relationship between how the language of the text works and the con-
text in which it works. Pragmatics is concerned with cultural information that
speakers/writers presuppose that hearers/readers share with them, information
that appears in the speech situation rather than in the text. Sociolinguistics
is concerned with language as behavior in the context of a social system, with
what is appropriate in context (as opposed to what is “grammatical” regardless
of context). Linguistics as a whole discipline is concerned with how the vari-
ous components of language function, both in relation to one another, and in
the way people use language. This concern makes linguistics especially useful
in addressing questions of context. Linguistic theories are created to explore
and explain something about the nature of language, including how language is
used in social contexts, and texts (including New Testament texts) provide the
data for such exploration. Linguistics therefore offers analytical tools that are
appropriate to identifying and organizing texts in a systematic way as a step
towards the process of interpretation.

Linguistics could be useful for the New Testament interpreter by compensat-
ing for the interpreter’s lack of native familiarity with the language of the New
Testament. One who has an ability in a living language knows how to do things
with the resources of that language, how to communicate, how to accomplish
certain tasks in concrete communicative contexts. Such a person also has the
ability to recognize what others are doing in their use of the language. This
ability, this knowing how, is not like the ability of a knowledgeable sports fan
who can recognize and talk about good and bad performance, violations of the
rules, etc. It is instead like the knowledge of a well-trained athlete who knows
how to play the game from years of repetition, and who recognizes moves not
in order to talk about them, but so as to be able to react, seemingly without
effort. In this respect, the well-trained scholar is a knowledgeable fan who will
never be able to play the game. Linguistics offers to the interpreter a way of
acquiring explicitly at least in part what people once possessed implicitly by
living in the social context of the language of the texts. To push the sports
analogy further, linguistics offers the interpreter the opportunity to become an
educated play-by-play analyst or commentator, describing and explaining what
the producers of the text did by means of implicit knowledge and without ex-
plicit analysis. In the process, this text-oriented discipline has the potential to
provide the interpreter with the resources to predict what aspects of the context
are likely to be embedded in a text, as well as methods for determining how to
look for them.

Systemic functional grammar is a current linguistic theory that suits the
purposes of the New Testament interpreter by systematically examining texts
in terms of the ways in which the language of the texts functions, and the ways
in which the functions relate to context. Not all linguistic theories are function-
ally oriented in the sense of studying languages in terms of how they are used
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and how they are structured for use. Some linguistic theories, by contrast, are
oriented toward describing languages as formal systems. Nor are all pragmatic
and sociolinguistic theories rooted in an overall linguistic model that makes ex-
plicit the relationship between aspects of context and the grammatical functions
of particular texts. Pragmatics and sociolinguistics as sub-disciplines grew out
of a need to recognize language use in context within the framework of linguistic
models that describe languages as formal systems. The orientation of systemic
functional grammar towards function in context can best be understood in re-
lation to the background of the development of twentieth century linguistics,
a development which has given rise to both functional and formalist theories.
We will see that the development of systemic functional linguistics as a com-
prehensive linguistic theory that has its origins in functionalist anthropology is
particularly well suited to our task of exploring the functions of text in context.

1.2 The Background to Systemic
Functional Grammar

In the nineteenth century scholars viewed languages as entities analogous to
living organisms that could be seen to change and develop over time. Lan-
guages could be named, and their genetic relationships to one another could
be identified. Scholars looked at languages comparatively, noting differences
and similarities, and accounting for these in terms of development and evolu-
tion. Spanish and Italian, for example, were more similar to each other than
either was to German. Their similarities were explained in terms of their “de-
scending” from the common ancestor, Latin. The scholars were interested in
understanding the processes by which these languages came to differ. They
were not interested in understanding “language” as such, or in the structure of
a particular language from the standpoint of those who speak it.

Modern linguistics was born when scholars began to look at language from
the perspective of its speakers (Sampson!|1980, 37). This perspective is syn-
chronic, viewing language at one point in time, in contrast to the diachronic
perspective that dominated the nineteenth century. The shift to modern, i.e.,
synchronic, linguistics is usually associated with Ferdinand de Saussure and
the posthumous publication by his students of the Cours de linguistique gen-
erale (de Saussure [1916). He no longer viewed language as an entity to be
observed from the outside as it changes on its journey through time. Instead,
he viewed language from the inside, as a system (langue), frozen at a single point
in time. System represents the potential of the language, the possibilities for
what speakers can say. This potential is defined by paradigmatic relationships,
relationships between signs in the system. For example, in Standard English,
there are two choices for first person pronouns in the subject position: “I” and
“we.” In the sentence, “x went to work,” a speaker referring to her- or himself
can say “I went to work,” or, if others are included, “We went to work.” The
significance of the choice of terms in this case is determined by the fact that
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there are only two terms for this purpose in the system, one singular and one
plural. If, however, there were also a choice of a dual term, then the significance
of “we” as a plural would be different, because choosing it would exclude the
dual meaning. Furthermore, if there were an additional term for inclusive plu-
ral (“we including you”) and “we” were used for exclusive plural (“we but not
you”), the significance of the term “we” would once more be changed because its
relationship to other terms in the system would be different. It is in this sense
of language as system (langue) that Saussure saw language from the perspective
of its speakers, for whom (as speakers) the history of the language is irrelevant.
As they speak, only the state of the system at that moment is important.

Saussure looked at the system as a property of the whole community of
speakers, independent of what any particular speaker actually says (parole).
This system, according to Saussure, exists apart from what people actually say,
the contexts in which they say it, and what they talk about. In this way the
language as system (langue) resembles any social convention, or a society’s legal
system. The system as a whole is not completely within the grasp of any par-
ticular individual. Saussure was not interested in studying parole, what people
actually said, for its own sake; his interest was in langue, the system, which
enabled people to say things. His ideas were influential in the development of
structuralism and post-structuralism, as well as structural anthropology and
semiotics (e.g., [Lévi-Strauss| 1966 Propp||1968; |Greimas| |1966; [Barthes| |1968;
Derridal|{1976; |Culler|[1975]). These approaches sought to uncover “deep struc-
tures” underlying actual discourse, continuing Saussure’s concern with language
(langue) which made actual discourse (parole) possible. Saussure’s conception
of language as system, as potential, was a major contribution to the study of
language in terms of its functions, even though his focus was not on the functions
of actual discourse in particular contexts.

While Saussure was giving his lectures on synchronic linguistics in Paris in
1911, the Czech linguist Vilém Mathesius was publishing his own independent
work on a non-historical approach to the study of language, an approach that
viewed language in terms of function in context (Mathesius||[1964). A group of
linguists known as the Prague School gathered around Mathesius in the 1920s
and interacted with one another before they were scattered by World War IIEI
“They analyzed a given language with a view to showing the respective functions
played by the various structural components in the use of the entire language”
(Sampson| 1980, 103). Prague School linguists occasionally followed Saussure by
defining the function of a linguistic element in terms of its place in a system,
but the major concern in their functionalist approach was with what people do
with language. Mathesius| (1964, 22) denied that linguistics and stylistics (or
rhetoric) differed in their materials, arguing that they differed only in their aims.
While linguistics aims to discover all of the materials available in a language,
and the potentiality of their usage, stylistics aims to examine only how given
materials are used in a concrete literary work. In other words, Mathesius was not

5Among the more famous Prague School linguists, in addition to Mathesius, were the
well-known Russian linguists Nikolai Trubetzkoy and Roman Jakobson.
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interested in describing language as system (langue) independent of how people
use it, but language as resource (system and structures) for doing the things
that people do with it. Texts are not simply the data from which langue can be
abstracted, but provide the actual materials of linguistics, just as they provide
the materials for stylistics. This approach to the study of language provides
a model for linguistic analysis as it applies to the systematic examination of
texts, with a concern for understanding how the language of the texts functions
in actual contexts.

Another development was systemic functional grammar, which arose from
the London School of linguistics, a parallel development to the Prague School.
Scholars from these two traditions have been in frequent conversationﬁ A signif-
icant difference between the development of British and continental linguistics
had to do with the particular languages which served as the objects of study. On
the continent, the European languages which were already known to the linguists
were the objects of study. British linguistics in the early twentieth century, like
American linguistics of the same period, known as American descriptivist lin-
guistics, developed in the context of the study of non-Indo-European languages.
In the case of American descriptivism, the impetus for development was the
presence of numerous Native American languages. In the British case, linguis-
tics developed in the context of the variety of languages throughout the British
Empire[] The motive for studying these languages ranged from needing to learn
and use them, to the teaching of English to native speakers of other languages,
all of which was intended to serve the administration of the Empire, including
the construction of language policies. The latter task involved understanding
the roles languages play in social interaction and how they function sociologi-
cally. So, for example, an expression which may appear innocent to an outsider
could prove offensive to insiders in the context in which it is made. Concerns
such as these have influenced the development of systemic functional grammar.

J. R. Firthﬂ the first Professor of General Linguistics in England and founder
of the “London School,” developed his theory in conversation with his colleague,
the anthropologist Bronislaw Malinowski. Malinowski’s functional anthropology
contributed the notion that language is a mode of action. It is a specialized kind
of observable behavior that people engage in within particular cultural and

6 Another major functional “school” not discussed in this study is the Copenhagen School
represented by Louis Hjelmslev’s (1970) glossematics and Sydney Lamb’s (1966) stratifica-
tional linguistics. Other function-oriented models include the text linguistics of Robert de
Beaugrande and Wolfgang Dressler (1981)); Simon Dik’s (1980) functional grammar, and Jan
Firbas’ (1992)) functional sentence perspective, which follow most closely the trajectory begun
by the Prague School; Ilah Fleming’s (1988) adaptation of Sydney Lamb’s stratificational
linguistics; Kenneth Pike’s (1971;|1981)) tagmemics; Victor Yngve’s (1986]) human linguistics,
etc. All of these models share a lot in common, and their differences are minor compared to
their points of agreement.

7J. R. Firth, the founder of the “London School” of linguistics discussed below, gained
first-hand experience of a variety of languages during tours of duty in India, Afghanistan and
Africa during World War I (Butler||1985, 1).

8See [Butler| (1985, 1-13) for an extended discussion of Firth as background to Halliday’s
development of systemic functional linguistics, including Malinowski’s influence on Firth and
Halliday.
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Sender’s | encode ideas | Channel | decode ideas | Receiver’s
mind = = mind

Figure 1.1: Simple model of language as a communication conduit

social environments. This idea stands in contrast to the portrayal of language
as a conduit for transporting ideas or meanings from one mind to another, as
depicted in Figure [I.]

In contrast in a systemic functional approach, meaning is the function of
language; it is what people do in their use of language (Firth| (1957, 182 and
all of chapter 14, “Personality and language in society”). Conveying ideas is
only one of the things people do with language. From a functional point of
view, meaning, including conveying ideas, is something that people do rather
than something language has. This notion of function is not limited to the
performatives of speech act theory (“I hereby promise...”), or even to speech
acts as suchﬂ Rather, all language is a mode of action which functions in
relation to context. That is, Firth did not understand function only as the
paradigmatic relationship between elements in a system. He also saw function
as the relationship between context and the particular choices that are made in
a system that result in particular structures in a text, or particular linguistic
behaviors in a context.

This understanding of language as system was different from Saussure’s no-
tion of langue. For Firth, language was polysystemic. That means that lan-
guage consists of multiple paradigmatic systems. People regularly use language
to do a variety of things in different contexts by simultaneously making choices
in each of these different systems. For example, one system might consist of
choices concerning the communication of information about the world, another
how information is to be structured for a given purposem and another the re-
lationship between the communicants. Not every system is operative in every
context. For example, phatic speech may result from a speaker making choices
in a system governing the relationship between communicants, but making no
choice in a system (i.e., never entering the system) governing communication of
specific kinds of information about the world. In many contexts, however, peo-
ple often do more than one thing at the same time, making choices in several
systems simultaneously. For example, a speaker may make choices in a sys-
tem governing relationships between the communicants and a system governing
communication of information about the world, resulting in phatic and informa-

90n speech act theory, see the section on du Plessis and pragmatics in Chapter 2 below
(page .

10E.g., face to face communication with a friend, or written communication to a general
audience.
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tional functions in the same utterancelEI Meaning is not simply a matter of how
signs are related to one another paradigmatically in a single system that can
be conceived of apart from the context in which language is used (Saussure’s
langue). Rather, paradigmatic systems define the linguistic choices available
to a speaker or writer precisely for the purpose of acting within the broader
context, and more narrowly within the specific context. Firth, following Mali-
nowski, referred to the broader context as context of culture, and the specific
context as context of situation. According to Firth, language is social in nature
not because langue is shared by a social grouﬂ but because language is used
within social contexts, and used to do particular things in those contexts
Firth’s student, M. A. K. Halliday, inherited his understanding of system, from
which systemic functional grammar derives its name.

Halliday developed Firth’s ideas further, especially in the area of syntax.
Most of Firth’s theoretical work had been in the areas of phonology and se-
mantics. Halliday’s early development of systemic theory, first called “scale and
category linguistics,” came in a very practical context. Like his teacher before
him, he began his career in service of the Empire. Prior to the withdrawal of
the British from China, Halliday, trained as a Sinologist, was assigned to teach
English there. Making use of the concept of systems of choices, he began to work
up a grammar of English that reflected the linguistic choices available to a na-
tive speaker of English, choices that were realized in normal English sentences.
By learning these systems of choices, native speakers of Chinese were enabled to
produce natural sounding English rather than “Chinese English.” In contrast
to the generative grammar of Noam Chomsky, Halliday was more concerned
with what people actually said and with what they were doing when they said
it than with a speaker’s intuition concerning what sentences were grammatical
and with what the speaker “knew” about the language to enable such judgments
to be made. From the beginning, systemic theory was developed in the context
of “applied linguistic” concerns. Many systemic functional linguists hold posi-
tions in applied linguistics departments or in English departments where their
concerns are with teaching composition, teaching English as a second language,
or interpreting literary texts. Halliday himself has engaged in the application
of systemic functional grammar to the interpretation of both literary (Halliday
1971)) and non-literary texts (Halliday|/1994, 368-91).

This section has sketched the historical background of systemic functional
grammar with a focus on the orientation of systemic theory toward understand-
ing how language functions in actual texts and how the language of texts relates
to their contexts. As a functionalist model, the focus of systemic functional
grammar is on meaning in context. The next section will describe the tools of
this theory, and demonstrate their applicability to the task of the New Testa-
ment interpreter.

1 This idea of simultaneously realized functions will be discussed in detail below in terms
of three components of the semantic level of language.

121 e., exists in a Durkheimian collective mind (Durkheim!/1982]).

3Firth| (1957, ch. 16) criticizes the Saussurean dichotomy of langue and parole.
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1.3 Meaning and Context in
Systemic Functional Grammar

1.3.1 Context: Genre and Register

Systemic functional grammar is one of several functional theories in the current
discipline of linguistics which conceives of text as social interaction[T] Tt is thus
suited not only for increasing the interpreter’s understanding of the language
of the texts to be interpreted, but also for relating those texts to their context.
Systemic functional linguists view language as systems of meaning potential
in human interaction that are realized by various structures. The organizing
concept is not structure described by rules, but system.

With the notion of system we can represent language as a resource,
in terms of the choices that are available, the interconnection of
these choices, and the conditions affecting their access. We can then
relate these choices to recognizable and significant social contexts,
using sociosemantic networks. ... The data are the observed facts of
‘text-in-situation’: what people say in real life (Halliday||1978] 192).

In other words, systemic linguists study texts as communicative behavior,
as meaning production in the context of a culture, the behavioral matrix within
which all social interaction takes placeE The choice to engage in a culturally
recognized social process is made at the level of the genre plane. J. R. Mar-
tin (1992, 505) defines genre as “a staged, goal-oriented social process.” An
easily recognizable example of linguistic genre in the New Testament is the non-
literary letter. According to work on genre summarized by David Aune (1987,
163-164), the ancient Greek letter regularly consisted of opening formulas, body,
and closing formulas. Opening formulas include a prescript, consisting of super-
scription, adscription, and salutation, often following the pattern: “X [nomina-
tive] to Y [dative], greetings [yoipew]”; a health wish (which may occur among
the closing formulas); and a prayer (often of thanksgiving). Optional closing
formulas include a closing greeting, a closing farewell, and sometimes the date.
This example shows obvious stages of which writers and readers would likely be
quite consciously aware, stages by which a goal is achieved through a recognized
social process, namely communicating something through letter writing.

While letter-writing is a clear example of a staged, goal-oriented social pro-
cess, there are many other such processes defined by a culture of which the
participants may not be so consciously aware. For example, we might identify

14 A good summary of how systemic linguistics relates to other approaches, socially oriented
as well as knowledge oriented, can be found in|Halliday|1978} 8-35. In addition to the influence
of Malinowski and Firth, noted above, Halliday was also strongly influenced by the sociologist
Basil Bernstein; see especially chapter five of Language as Social Semiotic (Halliday||{1978]
101-107), which is the reprinted forward to |Bernstein| (1973)).

15Contrast this with a generative grammar, the goal of which is to represent the linguistic
competence of a speaker — what the speaker knows without regard to context.
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the public lecture as a genre in our own culture, with identifiable stages in a par-
ticular order that allow people to achieve certain [educational] purposes within
the context of our culture. We may not know those stages on a conscious level,
but we can identify a lecture when we hear one. Part of that identification will
be the use of language within the lecture itself, but there are other aspects of
behavior associated with this social process that enable us to identify it as a lec-
ture and therefore understand it as purposive behavior. Some of these aspects of
behavior will also be linguistic, such as introductions of the lecturer or questions
addressed to the lecturer at the conclusion. Others are non-linguistic, such as
use of certain audio-visual aids, the distribution of handouts, or applause either
at the end of the lecture or following questions. Clearly such stages are not
unique to a public lecture genre. It is the configuration of stages as a whole
that makes a particular social process identifiable as a public lecture. Some
stages of the process are required for the process to be identifiable as a lecture,
and some are optional, as was also clear in the letter-writing example. The
generic structure of a social process (i.e., the stages that are actually used) in
which language is used to accomplish something enables people to do certain
things, like giving lectures or writing letters, and also allows people to identify
this purposive behavior when they see it.

The question of genre, which cannot be discussed in depth within the scope
of this study, can be of interest in connection with the Parable of the Sower,
and its interpretation within the context of each of the gospels. Only Mark
indicates that Jesus was teaching the crowds in speaking the parable (Mk 4:1;
cf. Mt 13:3 and Lk 8:4). Nevertheless, the pattern of behavior is clear in all
of the synoptic gospels: Jesus sat down in a public place, the crowds gathered
around him, and he spoke to them. This context of staged behavior must have
given at least a clue to the overall generic structure of the social process in
which Jesus was engaged that would enable the reader to know what purpose
was served within the gospel narrativﬂ by speaking the parable. The whole
question of whether parables in general are intended to shed light or to obscure
is relevant to the question of genre. It may very well depend on the particular
social process that is being engaged in when a parable is told. J. G. du Plessis,
as we will see in the next chapter, argued that the admonition “Whoever has
ears, hear!” is impolite, since Jesus’ commands his hearers to understand when
he has not given them sufficient information to understand (du Plessis {1987,
40). Du Plessis made certain assumptions about the genre, about the culturally
recognized social process in which Jesus was engaging when he made that claim.
While this study will not address this question in a comprehensive way, it will
provide some of the data necessary to begin exploring the question of genre. A
comprehensive study of genre would entail significant comparative studies, as
well as the question not only of the culturally recognized process reflected in
Jesus’ speech, but also of the culturally recognized process of reporting such
speech; i.e., the question of the genre of the gospels themselves as wholes.

161 e., the purpose as the evangelists portray it for the reader, not necessarily the purpose
that the historical Jesus may have had in actually speaking the parables.
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In addition to the context of culture (the general context that gives meaning
to culturally recognized activities), a text is produced in a specific context of
situation (the instantial situation)m Choices made on the level of genre are
realized by configurations of context-of-situation variables. In systemic theory,
these variables are used to talk about the aspects of the immediate context
that are embedded in a text. These variables, or aspects of the context of
situation embedded in a text, are referred to in systemic functional grammar as
the register planeE The register variables are field, tenor, and modeE

1. Field of discourse: what is going on in the context, or the kind of activity
(as recognized by the culture) in which language is playing some part.
Eggins (1994, 52) defines field of discourse as “what the language is being
used to talk about”. This variable includes not only the specific topic
of discourse, but also the degree of technicality or speciality on the one
hand or everyday quality on the other. For example, a Society of Biblical
Literature seminar on Matthew, a seminary lecture on Matthew, and a
Sunday School class on Matthew would involve three different fields of
discourse, even though the topic is in some sense the same.

2. Tenor of discourse: negotiation of social relationships among participants
in social action, or who is taking part in the exchange, and the interacting
roles of those involved in the exchange of which the text is part. In a
meeting between a student and a faculty advisor to fill out and/or sign
a registration form, the role relationship is one of unequal status, and
the degree of social contact and affective involvement might be quite low.
This example contrasts to a casual conversation between friends in which
power or status is equal and contact and affective involvement are both
high.

3. Mode of discourse: the role played by language in realizing social action,
including the channel (written, spoken, written to be read aloud, etc.) and
the degree to which language constructs what is going on in the context
or merely accompanies itm For example, a [good] novel is a carefully
crafted written work in which there is usually no contact between writer

17The terms, and the concepts, “context of culture” and “context of situation,” as noted in
the previous section, originated with Malinowski| (1923, 1935).

18The distinction between genre and register as distinct communication planes was made
by Martin| (1992, 501-508). He further distinguishes an ideology plane “above” genre, since
“a culture’s meaning potential is distributed unevenly across social groups and so constantly
changing” (1992} 507). Ideology codes orientations that constitute a culture and is concerned
with the redistribution of power. Some systemists have followed Martin in distinguishing these
various contextual planes (e.g., |Eggins| (1994)). However, this is a modification of Halliday’s
work, which tends to equate genre with register and to define it as the semantic actualization
of context of situation. This study is concerned primarily with the register and semantic
planes, with register understood as Martin defines it.

190ther theories might refer to these as sociolinguistic variables. See also footnote

20Halliday includes rhetorical mode (persuasive, expository, etc.) with mode of discourse on
the plane of register (Halliday & Hasan|[1989, 12). [Martin| (1992), who distinguishes between
register and genre planes, places rhetorical mode on the genre plane.
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and reader, and certainly no immediate feedback to the writer if any at
all, and the written work itself constitutes a social activity which does
not have any bearing on what else may be happening in the immediate
context of the reader. The example given above of a meeting between a
student and faculty advisor, on the other hand, is characterized by a face-
to-face oral mode in which feedback is immediate, and in which the oral
text accompanies a culturally defined social activity and relates explicitly
to the immediate context in which the speakers find themselves.

“Public lecture” was given as an example above of a genre in the context
of our culture. A particular public lecture would not only have a generic struc-
ture, but would also occur in a particular context of situation. For example, a
particular public lecture might be described, in terms of register, as:

field New Testament studies (or perhaps more specifically, the Gospel of Mat-
thew, or the Parable of the Sower, etc.) at a high level of specialization;

tenor professional/teacher/“expert” to specialist audience (colleagues, non-
expert professionals/teachers, and students in the field);

mode formal lecture, written to be read by the author to a group, with visual
and aural contact, but with delayed feedback (e.g., questions only at the
end, in contrast to casual conversation).

In systemic linguistics, these three variables are deemed to be the only as-
pects of the context of situation of a text that are linguistically relevant. It is
clear that they are relevant to the cultural context and therefore to the question
of genre, insofar as a genre might be described in part as the limits a culture
places on the field, tenor and mode of a text that is used to accomplish a par-
ticular social goal. While this project is not concerned directly with genre, it is
concerned with register on two levels. First of all, it is concerned with the field,
tenor and mode of the speech, considered as texts, within the gospels. What
are the interactants (especially Jesus) talking about in the narrative (i.e., what
is the field)? What are the role relationships between Jesus, the crowds and the
disciples in the speech (i.e., what is the tenor)? What role does language play
in the interaction between Jesus, the crowds and the disciples (i.e., what is the
mode)? Secondly, this project is concerned with the register of the gospel texts
which contain and include the speech of the participants within it. What is
Matthew (or Mark or Luke) talking about (field)? What is the role relationship
between the evangelist and the audience for which the gospel is written (tenor)?
What role is language playing in the interaction (mode)? Systemic theory pre-
dicts that these aspects of context — field, tenor and mode — will be embedded
in the text by being realized in the semantic and grammatical structures of the
text.

The hypothesis on which this study is based is that there is a link between
text and context that will enable us to recover the linguistically relevant aspects
of the context (i.e., register) from an examination of the semantic structures of
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the text. Whereas register describes situational context (albeit linguistically
relevant context), the semantic plane, which will be discussed in detail in the
next section, describes systems of linguistic choices, choices which are realized
directly by grammatical structures. Just as the grammar and lexicon realize
meaningful choices made on the semantic plane, so the functions on the semantic
plane realize the values of the register variables. Systemic functional grammar
analyzes the semantics of a language and the situational contexts in which the
language is used in such a way that each serves to predict the other (Halliday
& Hasan||[1989, 45). This predictability is the link between text and context,
such that listeners or readers have expectations about what is coming next, and
are able to follow what is being said or written. The following section on the
semantic plane of language will enable us to define this link between text and
context more precisely.

1.3.2 Text: Semantic Components of Language

Register is realized directly by the semantic plane of the languageg which
consists of three functional components or metafunctions (Halliday||1978, 128
133, 186488)@ The three metafunctions are ideational, sometimes treated
as separate experiential and logical components@ interpersonal, and textual.
These metafunctions, which will be defined below, illustrate the polysystemic
nature of language; each metafunction can be described independently of the
others as a system of choices that relate to certain aspects of context and are
realized by certain structures. The structural (grammatical) realizations of these
multiple systems are simultaneous; i.e., independent choices made in each of the
metafunctions must be realized in overlapping grammatical structures. In other
words, a single clause can be analyzed in terms of different structures which
reflect the realizations of the various kinds of meaning simultaneously in that
clause.

Ideational Metafunction

The ideational component on the semantic plane consists of experiential mean-
ings and logical meanings. These are the functions associated with “content,”

21For an introductory discussion of the semantic system in the context of general systemic
theory see |Eggins|[1994] and [Martin|[1992|

22Gemantics is commonly understood to concern only what systemic theory includes in the
ideational metafunction. This common understanding is reflected in the work of Brian K.
Blount (1995} 7), who uses systemic terminology derived from Halliday, but identifies seman-
tics with the ideational metafunction and field variable, sociolinguistics with the tenor variable
and interpersonal metafunction, and the textual metafunction and mode variable with gram-
mar. However, field, tenor and mode are all sociolinguistic variables (i.e., components of the
context of situation), and are realized by ideational, interpersonal and textual meanings which
are all semantic components. According to Halliday, these are in turn realized in English by
grammatical structures through Transitivity, Mood and Theme systems, respectively.

23Martin| (1992), for example, gives separate chapters to the logical and experiential meta-
functions within what he calls the discourse-semantic level. I will distinguish these metafunc-
tions in the proposed project, although they will sometimes be referred to together as the
ideational metafunction.
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with talking about the world as we conceive of it or hypothesize about it, or as we
might imagine it could be. These functions operate at various structural levels
of the text, as well as in a cohesive way at the level of the entire discourse. The
cohesive device of lexical relations is an example of experiential meanings operat-
ing at the level of the whole discourse. Lexical relations include both taxonomic
relations between lexical items and expectancy relations. Taxonomic lexical re-
lations are either class/subclass relations (e.g., y6ptoc/oitoc ‘plant/wheat’) or
part/whole relations (e.g., &vdoc/ybptoc ‘blossom/plant’). Class/subclass rela-
tions include relations between two lexical items that are subclasses of the same
class (e.g., oltoc/Uldviov ‘wheat/weed’), as well as synonyms and antonyms.
Likewise, part/whole relations include lexical items, of which both could be
parts of a whole (e.g., yelp/no0¢ ‘hand/foot’). Expectancy relations, also called
collocational relations, are relations between lexical items in which the presence
of a lexical item is predictable on the basis of the presence of another item (e.g.,
guPaive /Tholov ‘board/boat@. Lexical relations, without regard for clause or
other grammatical boundaries in a text, contribute to the cohesiveness of the
text, aiding the reader of a text in determining the experiential meanings of the
text.

Experiential Meanings Experiential meanings at the grammatical rank of
the clause are those functions that reflect or represent processes, participants,
and circumstances. For example, the following clause represents a single process,
two associated participants, and a circumstantial element: xol vjxoloddncav
a0t GyAot Todhol ano tiic Tohhalog xol Aexandrewe xol Tepocolbuwy xal Tou-
Balog ol mépav toU Topddvou ‘And great crowds followed him from Galilee,
Decapolis, Jerusalem, Judea and beyond the Jordan’ (Mt 4:25). The verb ¥xo-
hovUnoav represents a process of following, the nominal group éyiot toAhol and
the pronoun a0té represent participants in that process, and the prepositional
phrase dno tfic adhafoc xol Aexandrews xal Tepocohbuwmy xal Toudolac xol
népav o0 Topddvou represents a circumstance of spatial location of the pro-
cess. In Halliday’s analysis of English, experiential meanings are accounted for
in clauses by the transitivity system (Halliday|[1994, 102-137 (chapter 5)). The
transitivity system includes choices of process type and the configuration of pos-
sible participants and circumstances which can be associated with a particular
process type. (Since the term transitivity is used in traditional grammar to dis-
tinguish verbs that are capable of taking a direct object [transitive verbs] from
other verbs [intransitive], I shall avoid the term in this study, using instead the
term process type.) In the following paragraphs we will examine the six process
types: material, mental, behavioral, verbal, relational, and existential@

241n fact, éuPaive occurs 16 times in the New Testament, and each time it occurs with either
nAolov or mhowdmiov, which two words occur a total of 72 times in the New Testament (all in
the gospels).

25Eggins presents definitions of the six process types together with means for identifying
each process type in English (Eggins|1994), 227-266). The following material draws on Eggins’
definitions. Reed only mentions five process types in his summary of Koine Greek grammar
from a systemic functional perspective (Reed|[1997, 69).



Meaning and Context in Systemic Functional Grammar 15

Material Processes Material processes are processes of doing or action.
A clause which reflects a material process can be read as the answer to a ques-
tion, “What did « do?” where ‘do’ is a [usually] concrete, tangible action.
Material processes have an obligatory participant, the Actor@ which is the
doer of the action. The example from Mt 4:25 above is an example of a ma-
terial process. "Oylol moAhol ‘great crowds’ is the Actor, the participant that
“does” the following. In this case the Actor is identified by the presence of a
nominative case subject of the verb. Actors in Greek are commonly identified
only by the morphology of an active verb. Although a material process always
has an Actor, the Actor may be suppressed through the use of a passive verb,
as is commonly the case in the New Testament in the so-called “divine passive”
(e.g., LIV Bédoton yvevon t& puothpla Thc Pacthelac thv obpaviy ‘To you has
been given to know the mysteries of the kingdom of the heavens.” (Mt 13:11)).
The use of the passive does not necessarily suppress the Actor, however, since
the Actor associated with a material process which is represented by a passive
verb can be explicitly realized by Oné with the genitive (e.g., xol éBantiCovto
év 16 Topddvy motaud Lm’ avtol ‘And they were being baptized in the Jordan
River by him.” (Mt 3:6)). A second participant, the Goal of the action, is
the participant in some material processes to which the doing is done. In Mt
4:25 cited above (xol Hxoholinoay altd dylol todhol dnod tiic Toakhaiog xol Ae-
xambéhews xol ‘Tepocohbuwy xal Toudofag xal mépav 00 Topddvou), the Goal is
realized by a1, indicating the participant to which the action of following is
done. Traditionally, the term transitive is used of verbs which require a Goal
(whether it is made explicit in the clause or not), and intransitive is used of
verbs which do not take a Goal participant. Two related participants are Range
and Beneficiary. Range often looks like a Goal, but differs in that it restates or
extends the process itself. Range is often a cognate accusative, e.g., TOV xoahOv
Gy@vo fywviopan ‘T have fought the good fight’ (2 Tim 4:7), in which the partic-
ipant tov xaAov dyd&sva extends the meaning of the process fyodvioua. It does
not make sense to ask, “What have I done to the good fight?” in the same way
that it makes sense to ask of Mt 4:25, “What did the great crowds do to him?”
Beneficiary is semantically what is traditionally called indirect object. In the
clause 86¢ pot Toto 16 LBWE ‘give me this water’ (Jn 4:15), Tolto 6 HOwp is the
Goal of the process realized by 86¢, and pou is the Beneficiary of the process.

In addition to the participants, material processes share with other pro-
cesses that they may also be accompanied by circumstantial elements, typically
realized by adverbial elements, including prepositional and participial phrases.
Figure represents the range of choices available to a speaker or writer once
the choice has been made to include a circumstantial element 7]

Each square bracket in the figure represents a logical “or” system, in which
one and only one of the terms of the system can be chosen. Thus the system of
circumstance includes seven terms: Extent, Accompaniment, Location, Matter,
Manner, Role and Cause. When the system is entered, one and only one of these

26Throughout this study, functional labels defined within systemic theory are capitalized.
27Figure as well as the definitions and probe questions to follow, is adapted from (Eggins
1994, 237-239).
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—duration (temporal)

—Extent
—distance (spatial)
—Accompaniment
—time (temporal)
—Location —
L—place (spatial)

circumstance —r—Matter

—means
—Manner quality
—comparison
—Role
—Teason
—Cause —purpose
—behalf

Figure 1.2: System of Circumstances

terms must be chosen@ Some choices in the system become entry conditions
for a further system of choices. For example, if the term Manner is chosen, the
manner system is entered and one and only one of the terms Means, Quality
and Comparison must be chosen. Circumstantials are identified by considering
what the questions are that can be asked for which the circumstantials are the
answer. Following are questions that are helpful in identifying circumstantials
together with an example of each of the seven terms of the system:

Eztent “How long?” (duration); “How far?” (spatial distance). In the following
example, the opening prepositional phrases answer the question, “How long (or
since when) has the kingdom of heaven suffered violence?”

dmo 8¢ @y fuepwv Iwdvvov tot fantiotod éwg dott
from but the days of-John the Baptist until now
CIRC:EXTENT CIRC:EXTENT

28This does not mean that there cannot be more than one circumstantial element in a clause;
clearly there can be. It means that each time the system is entered, only one term is chosen.
More than one circumstantial element in a clause indicates that the system of circumstance
may be entered more than once.
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1) facidad t@v odoavdv Prdlerar (Mt 11:12)

the kingdom of-the heavens has-suffered-violence/come violently
ACTOR PROCESS:MATERIAL

From the days of John the Baptist until now, the kingdom of the
heavens has suffered violence/come violently.

Location “When?” (temporal); Where? (spatial). In the following example,
the initial participial phrase answers the question, “When did he stand on a
level place?” The closing prepositional phrase answers the question, “Where
did he stand after he came down with them?” Note that in the absence of an
explicit subject the verb morphology in this clause realizes the Actor participant;
the verb in this (and many other clauses) thus realizes both process and a
participant.

Kai xarafoc pet’ avray éotn

and coming-down with them he-stood
CIRC:LOCATION:TIME PR:MATERIAL (ACTOR)

éni Témov mebwov (Lk 6:17)

upon place level

CIRC:LOC:PLACE

And coming down with them, he stood on a level place.

Manner “How? With what?” (means); “How? How 2-ly?” (quality); “What ...
like?” (comparison). In the first example immediately following, €haiey an-
swers the question, “How/with what/by means of what did ‘you’ not anoint
‘my head’?” In the second example, the prepositional phrase answers the ques-
tion, “How/with what quality is she to go?” (Answer: “Peacefully/in peace.”)

laiew iy xepaliy uov  obx flepac (Lk 7:46)
with-oil the head of-me not you-anointed
CIRC:MANNER:MEANS GOAL PR:MATERIAL (ACTOR)
You did not anoint my head with oil.

7000V eic gionymy (Lk 8:48)

go! in peace

PR:MATERIAL (ACTOR) CIRCUMSTANCE:MANNER:QUALITY

Go in peace.

Cause “Why?” (reason); “What for?” (purpose); “Who for?” (behalf). The
prepositional phrase in the example below answers the question, “For whom
should we buy food?”

e dyogdowyuey elc dvra tov Adaoy tovtoy
we should buy for all the people this

AcTOR PR:MATERIAL CIRC:CAUSE:BEHALF
Poduara (Lk 9:13)
food
GOAL

... we should buy food for this entire people.
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Accompaniment “With whom?” The first prepositional phrase below, cUv
auToic, answers the question, “With whom did he enter the temple?”

Kai eloniAdey ovy avToic

and he-entered with them
PR:MATERIAL (ACTOR) CIRC:ACCOMP

eic T0 iggov (Acts 3:8)

into the temple

CIRC:LOCATION

And he entered with them into the temple.

Matter “What about?” The genitive absolute construction in the example
below is generally translated as a temporal clause, but it does not really answer
the question, “When?” It answers the question, “Concerning what matter/in
what circumstance does the evil one come?”

avtoc dxobovrog Toy Adyoy Tiic faoilelac xal un ovmévtoc
all hearing the word of the kingdom and not understanding
CIRCUMSTANCE:MATTER

Eoyeta 6 movneds (Mt 13:19)

comes the evil-one

PR:MATERIAL ACTOR

Everyone who hears the word of the kingdom and does not
understand, the evil one comes.

Role “What as?” The phrase &¢ éva t@v wodiwv cou below answers the
question, “What are ‘you’ to make ‘me’ as? / What role are ‘you’ to place ‘me’
in?” The use of &¢ here indicates role.

moiMody e wc &va t@v ooy oov (Lk 7:46)
make! me as one of-the hired-hands of-you
PR:MATERIAL (ACTOR) GOAL CIRCUMSTANCE:ROLE

Make me like one of your hired hands.

Mental Processes Mental processes are processes of cognition (e.g., voéw,
ebployw, ywohoxw, eniotopon, Y€hw), perception (e.g., 0pdw, PAEnw, Gxolw,
vevopon) and affection (emduyéw, péw, evdoxéw, ﬁo())\ouat)@ In contrast to
material processes, mental processes always have two participants: a Senser and
a Phenomenon, even if the Phenomenon is not explicitly realized. The Senser,
unlike an Actor of a material clause, is always a conscious agent, and the men-
tal process happens within the consciousness of the Senser. The Phenomenon is
the participant that is sensed. For example, in the clause oitivec dxodoucty tov
Aoyov ‘who hear the word’ (Mk 4:20), dxolouvowv realizes the mental (percep-
tion) process, oltvec realizes the Senser, and tov Aéyov the Phenomenon which

29These examples are taken from [Reed| (1997, 65).
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is sensed. The exception to the presence of a Phenomenon is the use of projec-
tion, a grammatical construction which is characteristic of mental processes but
not material ones. Projection is a relationship between two clauses such that
one is projected by another, completing the process of the other. In the case of
a mental process, the projected clause functions in place of the Phenomenon.
Consider Pilate’s question of Jesus in Mt 27:13: O0x dxoleic té6co GoU XoToUdE-
tupobowy ‘Don’t you hear how much they testify against you?’ Oix dxovew is a
simple clause which realizes a mental process of perception (hearing). This first
clause projects a second clause, téco gou xotayaptupoboty, providing a further
process (a verbal process, discussed below) that functions as the Phenomenon
that is sensedm The examples given here point toward two further process
types. Verbal processes share in common with mental processes that they can
be realized by clauses that project other clauses. These will be discussed below.
A second process type that is indicated here is one that shares characteristics
of both material and mental processes, namely the behavioral process.

Behavioral Processes Behavioral processes are action or doing, like ma-
terial processes, but actions that must be experienced by a conscious being. The
verb dxolw was given above as an example of a verb that can realize a mental
process of perception (hearing). But this verb can also realize a behavioral pro-
cess when it is used in the sense of listening. When it is used in this way, the
Phenomenon is frequently a genitive case nominal participant that realizes the
participant being listened to rather than what is heard, e.g., tfic pwviic adtoD
in the following example.

7d modfara  Thic pwviic adtod dxover (Jn 10:3)
the sheep his voice hear
BEHAVER PHENOMENON PROCESS:BEHAVIOR

The sheep hear his voice.

Verbal Processes Verbal processes are verbal actions performed by a
Sayer. Unlike the Senser of a mental process, a Sayer does not have to be a con-
scious being, e.g., Otdoev 8¢ &t doa 6 VOUOC AEYEL TOIC €V T8 VoUW Aahel ‘But
we know that whatever the law says it says to those under the law’ [Rom 3:19],
in which both Aéye. and Aokel realize verbal processes with 6 véuoc as Sayer@
Maximally, a verbal process may (and frequently does) have a Verbiage partici-
pant, and may have a Recipient (the verbal equivalent of a material Beneficiary)
as well. Verbiage may be absent, as in the following example:

30 Acts 19:26 contains a more complex example of a mental process clause projecting a
material process clause: xol Yewpeite xol dxolete (Process: mental/Senser) // &t 00 udvov
"Egécou dhhd oyedov ndong tfic Aclag (Circumstance: location) 6 ITablog oltoc neicag (Actor)
uetéotnoev (Process: material) ixavov 6yhov (Goal). Jn 9:31 contains an example of a mental
process of cognition clause projecting another clause: otdouev 1L duopTOAGY 6 Vedc 0UX dxoVEL.

31Note that this is an example of a mental (cognitive) process clause (Oidoyuev 8¢) projecting
a clause complex (beginning with 6t.) that itself consists of a verbal process clause (tolc €v
18 vouw hakel) projecting another verbal process clause (dca 0 vépoc Aéyer).
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xal  dvepdynoey xoavyf) ueydrn (Lk 1:42)
and she-exclaimed with a-loud shout

PR:VERBAL (SAYER) CIRC:MANNER

And she exclaimed with a loud shout.

If Verbiage is realized, it may be realized by a nominal element, e.g., v
évtoAfy talTny in Mk 10:5@

Ipoc iy oxAnooxagdiay tudy Epoayey Yuiy
because of your stubbornness  he wrote to you
CIRC:CAUSE PR:VERBAL (SAYER) RECIPIENT

T évrodny tavTny
this command
VERBIAGE

It was because of your stubbornness that he wrote you this
command.

Instead of Verbiage, the verbal process clause may project another clause or
clauses that realize that which is verbalized, as in the following example from
Mt 4:657]

xal Aépel avTy

and he-says to him
PR:VERBAL (SAYER) RECIPIENT

PROJECTING CLAUSE

E? vioc el 700 Peod
if son... you-are ...of God
VALUE... PRINTENSTIVE (TOKEN) ...VALUE

PROJECTED [RELATIONAL] CLAUSE
And he says to him, “If you are God’s Son....”

The processes discussed up to this point — material, mental, behavioral, and
verbal — have in some sense all been processes of action. The remaining two
process types are processes of being rather than action. Faxistential processes,
which will be discussed below, are those in which something is simply stated
to exist. Relational processes, discussed immediately below, are those in which
something is stated to exist in relation to something else.

Relational Processes Relational processes are a rich and varied process
type in which a relationship is established between two terms. This relationship
can be one of two sub-types, attributive or identifying. In the former sub-
type, an Attribute is assigned to a Carrier, specifying a quality, classification,

328ee also the clause in Mt 27:3 given above as an example of a projection of a mental
process: néoa cou (Verbiage) xoatapaptupolow (Pr:verbal/Sayer).

33In this case, the first clause of the projected clause complex realizes a relational process.
For more on the analysis of relational clauses, see the following section.
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or description of the Carrier. In the latter, the emphasis is not on describing
or classifying, but on defining. The participants in identifying processes are
called Token and Value. In addition to the distinction between attributive and
identifying sub-types, relational processes, whether attributive or identifying,
can also be differentiated into intensive, circumstantial and possessive relational
processes. Intensive processes are those in which sameness is posited between
the two terms of the relationship. In the following example from Mt 13:22, the
sameness is posited between the word, which is identified from the preceding
clause (xod 1) &rdtn ToD TholToU cupTViyeL TOV Adyov ‘and the deception of wealth
chokes the word’) and its acquired attribute of fruitlessness.

xal  dxapmoc yiverar (Mt 13:22)
and fruitless it becomes
ATTRIBUTE PR:INTENSTIVE (CARRIER)

And it [the word] becomes fruitless.

In Jn 6:35, the sameness is posited between the speaker ("Ey) and the

description, 6 dptog tfic Lwijc:
Eyd it 6 dotoc Tijc Lwiic (Jn 6:35)
1 am the bread of life
TOKEN PR:INTENSTIVE VALUE

I am the bread of life.

Circumstantial processes are those in which a circumstantial element is at-
tributed to or used to identify a participant. The first of the following examples
is a circumstantial attributive process and the second is a circumstantial iden-
tifying process:

xal (6o 1) Soxdc 8y @ dplatud oot (Mt 7:4)
and behold the log in your eye
CARRIER ATTRIBUTE/CIRC:LOCATION

And look! the log is in your eye.

peibwy todTwy aAn évrodn
greater than these another command
VALUE/CIRC:MANNER:COMPARISON TOKEN

ovx oty (Mk 12:31)

is not

PR:CIRCUMSTANTIAL

Commands greater than these do not exist.

Possessive processes are those in which the relationship between the two
terms is one of possession. The first example of a possessive process which
follows is identifying and the second is attributive.
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Eattributive
identifying

relational—
intensive
——circumstantial

possessive

Figure 1.3: Relational Processes System

WY pag TtolovTwy gotly

for to such as these is/belongs
VALUE/POSSESSOR PR:POSSESSIVE
1) Paolela t@v olpavay (Mt 19:14)
the kingdom of the heavens

TOKEN /POSSESSED

For to such as these belongs the kingdom of the heavens.

Agyvotov xal yovolov  ovy dmdoye

silver and gold do not exist/belong
CARRIER/POSSESSED PR:POSSESSIVE
uou (Acts 3:6)

to me

ATTRIBUTE/POSSESSOR

Silver and gold I do not have.

The system of relational processes is summarized in Figure [I.3] The curly
bracket represents a logical “and”, specifying that both terms of the system
must be chosen if the system is entered. As in Figure the square brackets
represent choices which must be made between terms of the system. In the
relational system, either attributive or identifying must be chosen, and one and
only one of intensive, circumstantial, or possessive must be chosen.

Existential Processes FEristential processes, in contrast to relational pro-
cesses, have only one participant (not counting circumstantial elements), namely
the Existent, or that participant which is said to exist. Existential process
clauses can frequently be translated by English existential clauses with the
dummy subject “there.”@ For example:

34Cf. [motedou ydp Bel 1OV npooepydpevov 16 Ve d1t oty ‘[for it is necessary for the one
coming to God to believe] that he is’ (Pr:existential/Existent) (Heb 11:6).



Meaning and Context in Systemic Functional Grammar 23

oty 6 {nraw xal xoivwr (Jn 8:50)
[there] is the-one seeking and judging
PR:EXISTENTIAL EXISTENT

There is one who seeks and judges.

Existential process clauses, like other clauses, can include circumstantial
elements, and it is not always easy to distinguish between such an existential
clause and a relational circumstantial process clause. The following clause is
analyzed as existential with two circumstantial elements:

yivetal raod vdbiov Ty dyyérwy tod Jeod
is joy before the angels of God
PR:EXISTENTIAL EXISTENT CIRC:LOCATION

énl ém duagrwl@ petavootvt  (Lk  15:10)

over one sinner repenting

CIRC:CAUSE

There is joy before God’s angels over one sinner who repents.

Summary of Process Types The summary of the process types in Fig-
ure shows that this system represents experiential meanings at the level
of the clause. In the system of experiential meanings at the clause level, one
and only one process type must be chosen. The choice of whether to include a
circumstantial element is independent of the choice of process type. The small
arrows pointing diagonally from left to right and downward indicate realization.
Each process type is realized by a process and its accompanying participants.
Optional participants appear in parentheses. The clause level, however, is not
the only lexico-grammatical level at which experiential meanings are realized.

Another important level at which to analyze experiential meanings is the
morphological level, especially of the verb. In addition to the important resource
of circumstantials that New Testament Greek has at the clause level for realizing
experiential meanings related to time, there are the important morphological
categories of tense and aspect that have received considerable attention in recent
years@ As Mari Broman Olsen (1997) has demonstrated, aspect itself cannot
be properly accounted for at a single level, such as the morphological level of
the verb. She has demonstrated that aspect can be fully accounted for only in
the interplay between lexical aspect, which is a semantic property of particular
verbs, and grammatical aspect, which is a semantic property of verb morphology.
I mention this important area of research to emphasize that the grammatical
realization of experiential meanings are not exhausted by analysis of clauses,
but properly includes analysis of lower level constructions (such as verb phrases)

35This figure is adapted from [Eggins| (1994] 228).

36Stanley Porter’s Verbal Aspect in the Greek of the New Testament is one major study that
draws on systemic concepts and notation (Porter||{1989). Other significant studies of verbal
aspect in Greek include those of Buist Fanning (1990), James Voelz (1993)), and Kenneth
L. McKay (1994). The recent dissertation by Mari Broman Olsen is also a significant study
(Olsen!|1994).
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—material
\pr:material; Actor; (Goal)(Range)(Beneficiary)

—mental
\.pr:mental; Senser; Phenomenon

—verbal
\.pr:verbal; Sayer; (Receiver)(Verbiage)

—behavioral
\.pr:behavioral; Behaver; (Phenomenon)

—existential identifying
\.pr:existential; Existent \.pr:identifying; Token; Value

—relational —L

—circumstance attributive
N\ Circumstance \pr:attributive; Carrier; Attribute
—not

Figure 1.4: System of Process Types
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and lexical items. Nevertheless, clause level realizations, and process types in
particular, will be the focus of my analysis of experiential meanings in this study.

Logical Meanings As noted above, the ideational metafunction includes not
only experiential meanings but logical ones as well. Logical meanings are real-
ized by relationships of coordination and subordination between clauses or other
structural units, often through the use of conjunctions, relative pronouns, ellip-
sis, and so on. In the discussion of process types above, each clause, whether
dependent, independent, or embedded in another clause, can be analyzed in
terms of process, participants and circumstances. This way of analyzing the
clauses produces constituency structures. Logical meanings, in contrast to this,
are associated with interdependency structures. The relationship between head
words and the words that modify them or are dependent on them (e.g., nouns
and the adjectives and articles that modify them; verbs and the adverbs that
modify them) are examples of logical meanings. Another example is the relation-
ship that holds between clauses in a text. The relationship between independent
clauses and clauses that are dependent on them, as well as logical relationships
between independent clauses in a text, are logical meanings. Logical meaning
must be taken into account in any ideational analysis. Nevertheless, the focus of
ideational analysis in this study will be on experiential meanings at the clause

level F7]

Interpersonal Metafunction

Introduction: Text as Exchange The second metafunction, the interper-
sonal component of the semantic level, has to do with the exchange that takes
place between speaker and listener or writer and reader. The functions within
this component include giving or demanding information, expressing intention,
assessing degree of probability, expressing attitude, and so on. These functions
have more to do with social interaction than with “content.” In Halliday’s anal-
ysis of English, the interpersonal component is associated with mood, modality
and person. These functions are realized in a variety of ways, from the use of
vocatives and the use of first and second person forms of identification to the use
of distinctions between imperative and indicative moods and the use of modals
and negatives.

Since interpersonal meanings have to do with interaction or exchange be-
tween people, they are most conspicuous in conversation or dialogue and least
conspicuous in formal texts written for a general audience. Nevertheless, lan-
guage is social behavior, and by its very nature text is exchange. Language
can be used to exchange information or “goods and services.” Information is
generally exchanged verbally, whereas goods and services can include material
objects or actions that are given or demanded in the exchange in addition to

37Tt will be necessary in this study to give some attention to logical meanings as well as
to patterns of experiential meanings across the discourse, including lexical relations, to the
extent that these are necessary for the analysis of register. Nevertheless, the focus will remain
on the clause rank.
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Initiating Responding
speech function speech function

Supporting Confronting
offer acceptance (may be non-verbal)  rejection
command compliance (may be non-verbal) refusal
statement acknowledgment contradiction
question answer disclaimer

Table 1.1: Speech Function Pairs (Initiations and Responses)

verbal responses, and thus a positive response in a goods-and-services exchange
may be non-verbal. Table summarizes initiating and responding speech
functions.

The offer and command functions have to do with offering and demanding
goods and services, respectively. The statement and question functions have to
do with giving and requesting information, respectively.

Mood: The Grammar of Interpersonal Meanings Interpersonal mean-
ings are realized through the grammar of mood in the same way that experien-
tial meanings are realized through the grammar of process types. Whereas the
grammar of experiential meanings focuses on the clause as a representational
unit structured as a configuration of process, participants, and circumstances,
the grammar of interpersonal meanings focuses on the clause as a unit of ex-
change structured as Subject, Predicator, Complements and Adjuncts. When
these elements are used in the exchange of information, the resulting structure
is a proposition. When these elements are used in the exchange of goods and
services, the resulting structure is a proposal. The speech functions of exchange
and how clauses are structured to realize them will be illustrated following a
brief discussion of the Subject, Predicator, Complement and Adjunct labels.
The Predicator is the primary focus of mood analysis because of the mor-
phology of the Greek verb for the identification of mood and for the identification
of the Subject. While the Subject element of the clause is optional, the Subject
is identifiable from the verb morphology, and this identification is important for
analysis of the clause as exchange. When the clause realizes an assertion in an
argument, for example, the Subject is the element about which the remainder
of the clause is asserted, “the thing by reference to which the proposition can
be affirmed or denied. It provides the person or thing in whom is vested the
success or failure of the proposition, what is ‘held responsible’” (Eggins|{1994,
156—157)@ We might add that the Subject can also be the one in whom is

38This table is taken from [Eggins| 1994}, 151.
39Gee also [Halliday|[1994, 76.
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vested the success or failure of a proposal, i.e., the one who is held responsible
for the proposal, especially the carrying out of a command or responding to an
offer. The Predicator is the part of the clause that specifies the process that
is going on in the clause. It can be identified as the finite verb, which carries
the morphological identification of the Subject and of mood. We shall return
to mood below, since it is the primary means of grammaticalizing the speech
functions of exchange in New Testament Greek. The importance of the Subject
in interpersonal meaning can be seen in the fact that every non-elliptical finite
clause in Greek has either a Subject or a finite verb, the morphology of which
identifies the Subject.

Other less important participants than the Subject are labeled as Comple-
ments. In experiential analysis, it was important to understand the particular
configuration of participants in relation to each process type. In interpersonal
analysis, however, all non-Subject participants are labeled the same way. A
Complement can be defined as a non-Subject participant that has the potential
to become the Subject of the clause with the use of the passive voice (Eggins
1994, 163). Complements, along with Predicators, constitute the major part of
what is being asserted of the Subject in a proposition.

The remaining element of clauses in interpersonal analysis is the Adjunct.
Adjuncts are additional, but non-essential, information of various sorts that
is added to the clause (Eggins/|1994, 165). Adjuncts are generally realized by
adverbs, particles and prepositional phrases. They can be classified broadly
according to whether they add experiential, interpersonal, or textual meaning
to the clause. Circumstantial elements in an experiential analysis are considered
Adjuncts of circumstance in an interpersonal analysis. Textual Adjuncts are
generally conjunctions and adverbs or particles that function to give continuity
or to announce that a message is comingm

In addition to experiential and textual Adjuncts, a number of Adjuncts are
significant to interpersonal analysis. One is the Vocative Adjunct, by which
a particular participant in the exchange is directly addressed, and it is made
clear who is expected to respond in an exchange. The Polarity Adjunct (vol
or o¥) is most often used in answer to “yes/no” questions, usually elliptically
(e.g., mpooehdov 8¢ 6 yhlapyog elnev adt, Aéye yot, ob "Poudioc €l; 6 8¢ Egn,
Noi. ‘And approaching, the commanding officer said to him, “Tell me, are you
a Roman?” And he said, “Yes.”’ [Acts 22:27]). More common are the Modal
Adjuncts — adverbs and particles that express such categories as probability,
usuality, obligation, and inclination, categories generally associated with mood.
Jeffrey T. Reed (1997, 83) has compiled the modal adjuncts shown in Table

We should probably add the general category of Polarity to this collection,
since negation (09, uf}, 00 U, W 00) occurs very much like any of these Adjuncts.

The categories chosen by Reed to represent Modal Adjuncts are used by
systemic linguists to represent the broader meanings of modality. Propositions

40Textual Adjuncts of continuity include words in conversational English, such as “yeah,”
“well,” and “uh,” when used at the beginning of sentences with only a textual function; {d¢
and 300 ‘behold’ sometimes function this way in the New Testament (e.g., Jn 16:29; Acts
1:10).
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probability | ndvtwe, xahéc, dopolde, dviwe, €l ufiv, &v + imperfect
(apodosis of conditional), ufrote, dpa, Towe, Ty
usuality del, mdvtote, éxdotote, eic aidSva, TOMNAXLC, TONLUEPEC,
TUXVOTEPOY, TOOYXLS, Ol TovVTOE, TOTE, MWOTOTE, ONNOTE,
unmoTe, undénote, oLBETOTE

obligation | dvayxactie, Oel

inclination | éxouvcine, mpotiuwe, extevise, omoudaiwe, douévwe, HE-
e, dpoépuc

Table 1.2: Modal Adjuncts

are used to assert what is, or, with Polarity, what is not. But these two extremes
are not the only choices. The grammar of modality enables people to assert that
things are or are not with varying degrees of certainty about the probability or
likelihood (possible, probably, certain) of something being, and the usuality or
frequency (sometimes, usually, always) of something being (Eggins|[1994, 178—
179; [Halliday|{1994, 88-92, 354-367). Likewise, we use proposals to influence
each other’s behavior, and commands and offers reflect the extremes of what
we want to see happen. The grammar of modality enables people to convey
varying degrees of obligation (must, should, may) to do what is demanded, and
inclination (willing, want to, determined) to do what is offered (Eggins||1994,
183-187; |[Halliday|[1994, 89-91). While such meanings are sometimes realized
by Modal Adjuncts in New Testament Greek, they are more frequently realized
by the same verb endings marked for mood that also realize the speech roles
displayed in Table[I.I} The following examples illustrate the major concepts and
labels that have been introduced and defined here for analyzing the grammar
of interpersonal meanings. These examples show how the various interpersonal
meanings are realized (grammaticalized).

The Grammar of Propositions: Exchanging Information The de-
fault grammatical realization of propositions (exchange of information) is the use
of indicative mood. This is true of both statements and questions. While ques-
tions may have been differentiated from statements by inflection or intonation
in oral speech, they are typically not differentiated grammatically. Questions
must sometimes be recognized from their co-text in the New Testament. In
the following exchange from Jn 11:26-27, the second clause is understood as a
question, even though it is not grammatically distinct from a statement:
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xal ndc 6 (v xal motedwy eic &ué 0V um

And all the-ones living and believing in me not not
ADJ:CONJ SUBJECT PoLARITY
droddvy elc Tov aldva

shall-die into the age

PREDICATOR ADJ:CIRC

“And all who live and believe in me shall never die.”

TOTEVELC T0770;
you-believe this
PREDICATOR (SUBJECT) COMPLEMENT

“Do you believe this?”

Nal, xvgte, yad mEeMioTEVHA
yes Lord 1 have-come-to-believe
ADJ:POLARITY ADJ:VOCATIVE SUBJECT PREDICATOR

“Yes, Lord, I believe...”

o ov el 0 Xototog 6 viog tov Jeod
that you are the Christ the son of-the God

Apj:coNJ SuBJ PRED COMPLEMENT
0 €lc TOY KOoU0Y QY OUEVOC.

the [one] into the world coming
(COMPLEMENT)

“...that you are the Christ, the son of God who is coming into the
world.”

In addition to the grammar of the question, this exchange illustrates several
other aspects of the grammar of propositions. The answer, like the question,
is given in the indicative mood, accompanied by an Adjunct of Polarity (vai),
which indicates the affirmative response to the question, and a Vocative Adjunct
(x0pte), which not only directs the answer back to the questioner, but serves
to acknowledge (or define) something about the role relationship between the
parties in the exchange.

The opening assertion that led to the question in the above exchange, xol néic
6 3V xal ToTebwY eig Eue o0 Ut droddvn eic Tov aiéva, illustrates that proposi-
tions are not always grammaticalized by the indicative mood. In that assertion,
the subjunctive mood (the mood of the verb droddvy) grammaticalizes modal-
ity. The double negative o0 u1 is combined with the phrase eic tov aiéSva ‘into
the age (i.e., forever)’ to represent an emphatic polarity (“never ever”)@ and
this emphatic “never” is combined with the modality of the subjunctive mood,
grammaticalizing possibility rather than certainty, to express a strong denial
that something will happen. The effect is similar to using the modalized English
construction “can’t possibly die” instead of the normal declarative construction

41Cf. John 4:14; 8:51; 8:52; 10:28; 13:8; and 1 Cor 8:13.
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“will not die” to deny emphatically a possibility rather than simply to make an
assertion.

Less common means of realizing modalized propositions include the use of
modal Adjuncts and the use of the optative mood@ In the following example
(from Lk 23:47), the modal Adjunct éviwc represents a modification of the
assertion by realizing the speaker’s attitude of certainty.

"Ovrwc 6 dvilpwmoc odtoc  Sixatoc .
truly the man this just was
ADJ:CONJ SUBJ COMPLEMENT PRED

Truly this man was just.

The following example demonstrates that the use of the optative mood realizes
a lower degree of possibility/probability than does the subjunctive mood in a
proposition — in this case an interrogative proposition. In response to Philip’s
question whether he understands what he is reading, the Ethiopian eunuch in
Acts 8:31 responds:

Vil yao av Svvaiuny
how for ever I might be able
ADJ:CIRC/INTERR ADJ:CONJ ADJ:MODAL PRED (SUBJ)

How can I... /How could I possibly. ..

éav un T admynoet €5
unless someone  will guide me
ADJ:CONJ/MODAL/POLARITY SUBJECT PREDICATOR COMPL

... unless someone guides me?

Note that the Ethiopian eunuch’s question in the previous example, in con-
trast to the question from Jn 11:26 discussed above, is marked as interrogative
not only by context, but also by the use of an interrogative element in the
clause. The interrogative word is a circumstantial Adjunct in the above ex-
ample. In general terms, an interrogative word can be an Adjunct, Subject or
Complement. The functional label of the interrogative word defines the kind of
information for which the question is asking. In the above example, the ques-
tion is asking for a circumstance; the full answer to the question would be of
the form: “I might be able to understand in the circumstance x.” In this case,
the question is rhetorical, and the answer is given in the following clause, i.e.,
x = the circumstance in which someone will guide me. In the following question
from Mk 16:3, the interrogative is Subject:

42The optative mood is never used in Matthew and only once in Mark (11:14). Apart from
Paul’s well-known use of the expression u# yévoito, most uses of the optative in the New
Testament occur in Luke-Acts.



Meaning and Context in Systemic Functional Grammar 31

Tic droxvlioet iy oy Aldoy
who? will roll away  for-us the stone

SUBJ/INTERR PREDICATOR CoMmPL COMPL
éx tiic Ygac tov uynueiov;

from the entrance of the tomb

ADJUNCT:CIRCUM

Who will roll away the stone for us from the entrance of the tomb?

[13

The interrogative word acts as a variable, seeking an answer of the form: “x
will roll away the stone for us from the entrance of the tomb.”

In addition to questions that request information by using interrogative
words, there are also yes/no questions that present information in the form
of a proposition and request an affirmation or rejection of that information.
Once again, the example from Jn 11:26 given above is of this type. The use of
a polarity element in a clause, however, helps to distinguish a question from a
statement, while at the same time suggesting the expected answer to the ques-
tion. In the following example (from Mt 7:22), the use of o0 rather than yx
indicates that the expected answer is in the affirmative, much as a tag question
would do in English (i.e., “we did, didn’t we?”):

Kioie, xvgte 09 % 0O ovduatt
Lord, lord not in your name
ADJ:VOCATIVE POLARITY COMPLEMENT
smpogmrevoauey. . . ;

we prophesied
PREDICATOR (SUBJECT)
Lord, lord, we prophesied in your name, didn’t we?

The answer, however, is not a supporting proposition, acknowledging the
expected answer, but a confronting one. In essence, the question is rejected by
a disclaimer.

Ov6énote Eyvwy Quadc
never I-knew you

ADJ:MODAL PREDICATOR (SUBJECT) COMPLEMENT

I never knew you.

The Grammar of Proposals: Exchanging Goods and Services The
grammar of proposals differentiates clearly between offers and commands. The
latter are typically realized by the imperative mood. Examples of this are easy
to obtain. The following example from Mt 9:9 demonstrates a command with
a positive non-verbal response.

dxolotder Hot.
follow! me
PREDICATOR (SUBJECT) COMPLEMENT

Follow me!
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xal dvaotdg nxorovinoey

And rising up he followed

ADJ:CONJ ADJ:CIRCUM PREDICATOR (SUBJECT)
avtd

him

COMPLEMENT

And rising up he followed him.

The imperative mood in the verb dxoho0Olel marks the clause as a command.
The next clause in the narrative indicates that the person addressed by the
second person imperative verb responded positively by carrying out the action
intended by the command.

A command can be issued in Greek without being addressed directly to the
agent responsible for carrying it out and at the same time without losing the
force of the command. Third person imperative forms realize this semantic
option. Lk 3:11 contains an example of a third person imperative in which the
agent of the desired action is the subject, as would be the case in a second
person imperative, but the use of third person enables the speaker to issue a
directive that applies to a class of people, many of whom are not present to be
addressed. Nevertheless, the command does not lose its force as a command,
i.e., it is not merely a suggestion for being in the third person:

O &y Vo yirdvac uetadorw P un &ovn
the one-having two frocks share! with not one-having
SUBJECT PREDICATOR COMPLEMENT

Whoever has two frocks must share with one who has none.

Such commands are difficult to translate into English, since English does not
have third person imperatives. The nearest equivalents are the traditional trans-
lation using “let” (“Let whoever. ..share”) and the use of the modalized indica-
tive (“Whoever. .. must share”). The following example from Mt 8:13 demon-
strates how the third person imperative can be used to issue a command to God
without naming God as the agent responsible for the proposed action, much like
the “divine passive” is used to avoid explicitly identifying God as agent:

w¢ émiotevoac  yeynintw oot

as you-believed be-[it]! to-you
ADJ:CIRCUM  PREDICATOR (SUBJECT) COMPLEMENT
Be it done for you as you have believed (RSV).

The negative particle ur gives negative polarity to a command. Such negative
commands are traditionally referred to as prohibitions. Whereas a command
communicates what the speaker wants done, a prohibition communicates what
the speaker does not want done. Negated second person imperatives are always
in the present tense in the New Testamentﬁ as in the following example from
Mt 6:19:

43Negated aorist imperatives in the second person are rare in any case (Smyth & Messing
1984| §1840).
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M) Inoavpilete Yy Inoavopove éml Tiic Y.
not store-up! for yourselves stores on the earth
ApJy:poL PRED (SuBJ) COMPL CowmPL ADJ:CIRCUM

Do not hoard treasures for yourselves on earth.

Second person present imperative prohibitions are sometimes interpreted as
commands to cease doing an action that has already begun (“stop doing x”),
in contrast with second person aorist subjunctive prohibitions, which are inter-
preted as a complete prohibition against an action not already begun (“don’t
[ever] do z7) (Brooks & Winbery||[1979, 127). An example of a second person
aorist subjunctive prohibition is found in Lk 3:8:

un foEnote Aéyey &y éavtols:. . .
not you-should-begin to-say among yourselves
ApJ:POL PRED (SUBJ) ADJ:CIRC:PLACE

Don’t start saying among yourselves. ..

As the two preceding examples make clear, the difference in meaning between
a present imperative prohibition and an aorist subjunctive prohibition is not
always a difference between calling for the cessation of an action that has already
begun and prohibiting absolutely an action that has not yet begun. Often both
forms are used as a more general prohibition (“don’t do 2”) the context of
which may determine whether the action referred to is a potential action or one
actually in progress (Smyth & Messing]||1984] §1841a). Nevertheless, the aorist
subjunctive prohibition is frequently a general, absolute prohibition. This may
be related to the fact that the subjunctive is also used to realize a degree of
obligation (similar to the English modals “should” and “may”) in other contexts
without having the force of a command.

The subjunctive mood can realize the expression of varying degrees of obliga-
tion that fall between the polar extremes of positive command and prohibition.
This function shares much in common with the function of expressing degrees
of certainty discussed above. The grammar of expressing degrees of obligation
is in fact like the grammar of propositions in which information is being offered
or demanded. In this case however the information that is being offered or de-
manded is information concerning obligation. In this way the offer or demand
of goods and services expressed by the imperative can be softened. This use
is an instance of what Halliday calls grammatical metaphor, in which meanings
are realized by lexico-grammatical structures that are less congruent with those
meanings than another expression; e.g., the use of the grammar of propositions
to express obligation (Halliday|[1994] 342-343; see especially 354-367 on inter-
personal metaphors). The following example from Lk 3:14 is in the form of a
question, a demand for information concerning obligation.

14 TOLNoWUEY xal TLec
what? should-do even we

COMPL/INTERR PREDICATOR ADJ:CONJ SUBJECT
And we, what should we do?
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One would expect the answer to such a question to be in the form either of a
statement in kind of a degree of obligation to perform a certain action or even
of a command. The answer that is in fact given in Lk 3:14 is a series of aorist
subjunctive prohibitions and an imperative command (undéva diaoelonte unde
ouxogavtionte xal dexelote édwviolg Ludv “Do not extort nor falsely accuse
anyone and be satisfied with your wages”).

In the same way that the subjunctive can be used to express obligation,
the future indicative can also express obligation metaphorically. As with the
subjunctive, the grammar is like that of propositions even to the point of using
the indicative mood and allowing for either statements or questions. The fol-
lowing example from Mt 1:21 contains a future indicative statement in which
an obligation of the addressee to carry out the future action is implied.

xalréoelc 70 Svoua avrov  Inootw. (Mt 1:21)
you-will-call the name of-him Jesus
PRED (SUBJECT) COMPLEMENT COMPLEMENT

You shall name him Jesus.

Obligation can also be expressed in the indicative mood through choice of
lexical items, namely with certain modal verbs (e.g., 8¢l and 6¢eilw) together
with an infinitive. The following example is from Mt 25:27:

et

was-necessary

PREDICATOR

oe {0y} Palely Td doydoid pov toic Toaneliraic

you {therefore} to-deposit the money of-me with-the bankers
SUBJECT {ADJ:CONJ}

You should have deposited [were obligated to deposit] my money
with the bankers.

The syntax of “quasi-impersonal” verbs, such as 8¢l (Smyth & Messing||1984,
§1984-61985), places the mood element as the main verb and all of the experien-
tial meanings in an infinitival phrase (ce Baheiv t& dpyUpLd Lo toic tpanelitos),
which functions as the subject of the verb.

The future indicative is the default realization of an offer in Greek (Reed
1997, 87). The following example from Mt 4:9 shows an offer realized by a future
indicative clause to which a condition has been attached:

ravtd {oo} mdvra

these {to-you} all

CowmpL {CoMPL}

Sdbow, [éav meady moooxvyhone pot.]

I-will-give, [if falling down you were to worship me.]

PREDICATOR (SUBJECT)

I offer you all these things [on the condition that you prostrate
yourself before me.]
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The following co-text of this offer (Mt 4:10) indicates that the offer is rejected.
The command that is issued by the party to whom the offer is made directs the
party making the offer to do something other than the action that was offered
(Unoye “go away!” rather than 8idouv “give!”).

In addition to the modal verbs mentioned above which express obligation,
the Greek of the New Testament also has modal verbs (such as fovloyon, Vérw
and {nt®) to express degrees of inclination in the indicative mood together
with an infinitive that expresses the desired outcome or action. The following
example from Lk 13:31 expresses inclination toward a certain action, or the
desire to carry out that action:

‘Howdne  Jlat oe droxteival.
Herod wants you to-kill
SUBJECT PREDICATOR COMPLEMENT

Herod wants to kill you.

The following from Lk 6:19 is perhaps a stronger example of inclination in that
those who want the action of the infinitive to take place are actively seeking to
make it happen:

xal ndc 6 Gyloc  ECHTovy dnreotar avrod.
and all the crowd were-seeking  to-touch him
ADJ:CONJ SUBJECT PREDICATOR COMPLEMENT

And everyone in the crowd was trying to touch him (REB).

This section has considered and illustrated how interpersonal meanings are
structured in New Testament Greek texts. The structures of exchange are simul-
taneously realized with experiential meanings in a single clause. Yet another
set of meanings is structured independently of experiential and interpersonal
meanings, but simultaneously realized with them in a single clause. To these
meanings, textual meanings, we now turn.

Textual Metafunction

The textual component consists of the enabling or text-forming functions. These
include some aspects of cohesion@ information structure and Theme, all of

44Halliday| (1994, 308-309), following his foundational work and that of his collaboration
with Hasan (Halliday||1973| e.g., the chart on p. 141; Halliday & Hasan||1976|), treats co-
hesion as textual meaning realized by semantic relationships at the level of discourse rather
than as structural relationships (as, for example, Theme is within the clause and information
structure is within tone groups [units defined by intonation patterns] in English). (Martin
1992} 26) analyzes cohesive relationships in English as four separate discourse systems: nego-
tiation, identification, conjunction and ideation, corresponding to the interpersonal, textual,
logical and experiential metafunctions, which also include corresponding structural systems in
English: Mood, Theme, interdependency (parataxis and hypotaxis) and Transitivity. |[Eggins
(1994} 113) follows Martin’s analysis of cohesion, with some adjustments. In this study, I will
treat the various aspects of cohesion as analyzed by Martin with the appropriate metafunction
rather than treating all cohesion as part of the textual metafunction. Nevertheless, all cohesive
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which give texture to a text. Since they are enabling functions, textual mean-
ings are not independent of ideational and interpersonal meanings. For example,
the selection of particular participants and processes in the ideational compo-
nent (e.g., the participants “boy” and “ball” and process “hit” such that “boy”
is the actor and “ball” is the goal of the process) can be textually organized
in a variety of ways (e.g., “The ball was hit by the boy” or “He hit it”). The
actual realization of these ideational meanings (as well as interpersonal and tex-
tual ones) will be shaped by textual meanings, including cohesion, information
structure and Theme.

Cohesion as Textual Meaning Two of the resources that a language has
for realizing textual meanings at the level of the discourse are referential and
conjunctive cohesion. While participants of a process are part of the experi-
ential meaning of a text, the way those participants are referred to is part of
the textual meaning of the text. Similarly, while the logical relations between
clauses in a text are part of the ideational meaning of the text, logical meanings
are sometimes reflected in the use of conjunctions, one of the textual devices for
connecting clauses together in a text. Reference and conjunction are both real-
ized at the level of the clause but the function of both is cohesive over multiple
clauses [®]

Participant reference contributes to the cohesiveness of a text when a partic-
ipant is referred to multiple times in a text. The way in which a participant is
referred to in any particular case, however, is determined largely by the flow of
information in the text. A major character in a narrative, for example, might be
introduced with a descriptive phrase or means of identifying the character that
need not be repeated again in the narrative. Such introductions frequently take
the form of identifying clauses or of descriptive nominal phrases with salient
identifying information in the attributive position. A briefer description of the
character or a name is generally only used after the introduction when the iden-
tity of the character might be in doubt. Otherwise, minimal references, such
as verb or pronoun morphology, are the norm@ To realize a character refer-
ence by a name where the identity is not in doubt risks confusion, supplying
information that is not needed in order to communicate clearly. Such unneces-
sary information might even suggest that another character of the same name
is being referred to[7]

devices contribute to the texture of text and to that extent have an enabling function. As we
shall see, particular patterns of cohesion are significant semantic predictors of the contextual
variable mode.

45Compare the way in which lexical choices within the clause realize ideational meanings at
the level of the discourse, give lexical cohesion to the text while realizing the field of the text
(see under Ideational Metafunction, on p. .

46Stephen H. Levinsohn (1992) outlines particular conditions under which the identity of
a character is not in doubt; e.g., when the subject of a finite verb is unchanged from the
preceding clause or is the last character referred to in the preceding clause. Levinsohn also
makes the helpful observation that the articular pronoun is the default means of referring
to a Sayer in a verbal process clause when that Sayer has just been addressed in a running
dialogue.

47Compare the following examples:
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An example of a reference chain beginning with the introduction of a char-
acter in a narrative is Simon in the story of the Samaritan mission of Philip
in Acts 8. In the following section (vv. 9-13), explicit references to Simon are
double-underlined and finite verbs of which Simon is the subject (i.e., implicit
references by verb morphology) are wavy-underlined. Other nominal elements
that agree in gender, number and case with a reference to Simon are underlined.
Such elements are not references in and of themselves but descriptions that mod-
ify references to Simon.

Avip 8¢ Tic 6vopatt Siuwy meolnfioyey &v T mohel poyedwy xol
g€lotdvwy 16 Edvog tfic Yapopelac, Aéywv elval tiva Eautov péyay,
108 mpooeiyov Tévtec dmd wxpod Enc peydhou Aéyoviee, OUtoc EgTy

7 d0vopic 10D Yeol 1) xohoupévn Meydhn. Hrpooeiyov 8¢ aitd did to
v ypdve ol poyetouc E€eotoxévon avtole. 28te 8¢ énloteucay
16 Pukinne edoryyehlouéve nepl tfic Baciheiog ol Yeol xol 10U Ovo-

patog Inoob Xpiotob, éBontilovto dvdpeg te xol yuvoilxeq. 136 3¢

Diywy xal avtoc Enlotevoey xal Bantiolelc iy mpooxaptepdy 16 PLiin-
nw, Yewpdv Te onpeio xal BuVAUELS PeYdhos Yivouévag €EloToTo.

9 But there was a man named Simon who had previously practiced magic
in the city and amazed the nation of Samaria, saying that he himself was
somebody great. 1° They all gave heed to him, from the least to the greatest,
saying, “This man is that power of God which is called Great.” ' And they
gave heed to him, because for a long time he had amazed them with his
magic. 12 But when they believed Philip as he preached good news about the
kingdom of God and the name of Jesus Christ, they were baptized, both
men and women. **Even Simon himself believed, and after being baptized
he continued with Philip. And seeing signs and great miracles performed,
he was amazed (RSV).

Simon is introduced with the descriptive phrase dvfjp tigc 6vopott Liywy ‘a certain
man named Simon’ in v. 9. The basic referent is dvfip tic ‘a certain man’
to which is added in predicative position évéopatt Xiuwv ‘named Simon,” thus

(1) I saw John yesterday. He was making deliveries with his car.

(2) I saw John and Bill yesterday. John was making deliveries with his car.
(3) I saw John yesterday. John was making deliveries with his car.

(4) I saw John yesterday. He was making deliveries with John’s car.

(5) I saw John yesterday. John was making deliveries with John’s car.

It is natural to infer from (1) and (2) that John was making deliveries with his own car.
“John” is used as the subject of the second sentence in (2) to avoid the ambiguity that
the pronoun "he” would have produced. However, when “John” is used as the subject in
(3) where there is no ambiguity produced by the preceding sentence, the reader is left with
several possible inferences. One possibility is that “John” is intended to contrast with someone
else not mentioned in the co-text (“Unlike you, John was making deliveries with his car.”).
Another possibility is that the second occurrence of “John” refers to a second person with the
same name. The third possibility is that there is no cohesion between the two sentences; the
writer started to say one thing and started over. The same sorts of confusion on a larger scale
are produced by the three-fold use of “John” in (5). Example (4), however, exhibits cohesion
between the first “John” and the subject pronoun. The natural inference is that the second
“John” refers to a second person.
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supplying the name by which the character will be referred to as the narrative
continues. Successive references are realized by the pronouns éavtov (v. 9), &
(v. 10), obtéc (v. 10), and avté (v. 11). All but olitde are in oblique cases and
therefore minimal references. OUtéc is not a minimal reference since the form
of the verb éotv refers already to Simon as its subject. This reference, however,
occurs in reported speech and in the context of that speech the demonstrative
functions to make clear that Simon and not another is being identified as 7
dUvople Tob Yeob 1 xahoupévn Meydhn ‘the power of God called Great.” In each
case, the referent of these pronouns was not ambiguous because no intervening
characters appear in the narrative except the crowds, who are referred to using
plural forms. In v. 12, however, the character Philip appears once again in
the narrative so that the reference to Simon in v. 13 must be 6 Xiuwv xal
autoc éniotevoey ‘Even Simon himself believed’ rather than simply xol a0to¢
¢nlotevoev ‘he himself believed.” The remaining references to Simon in v. 13 are
the minimal implied references of the verb morphology of the successive verbs
of which Simon is subject.

Conjunction contributes to the cohesiveness of a text by realizing certain
aspects of the relationship between clauses. In so doing, conjunction is part of
the resource that a language has for giving structure to a text and revealing
its method of development. Since the method of development of a text is both
constrained by genre and subject to the choices of individual speakers/writers.
Thus the pattern of conjunction will naturally vary with genre and from author
to author. Certain general tendencies can be recognized in the use of conjunc-
tions in a language. For example, the most common conjunctions in Greek
narratives are xol and 8¢, and asyndeton is relatively rare. Kai frequently indi-
cates chronological simultaneity, elaboration, or other close relationship between
clauses that does not serve to advance the narrative. In the story of Simon re-
ferred to above, the clause 6 8¢ Xiuwv xal adto¢ énlotevoey ‘even Simon himself
believed’ is followed by xal BonticVelc fiv npooxaptepiy 16 Pikinne ‘and after
being baptized, he continued with Philip’ (Acts 8:13). The xol at the beginning
of the second clause indicates that, in this narrative, Simon’s baptism and at-
tending to Philip are a part of the complex event of Simon’s believing, not a
new event in the narrative.

A€, unlike xai, is frequently used to indicate significant difference or ad-
vancement. In the first clause of Acts 8:13, 8¢ indicates that Simon’s believing
is an event that pushes the narrative forward. Reading the independent clauses
in Acts 8:4-25 with 8¢ is to read a summary of the salient points of the narra-
tive: Philip preached, the crowd paid attention, many were healed, there was
much joy there, Simon was already there, the crowds paid attention to him,
when they believed Philip they were baptized, Simon also believed, the apostles
sent Peter and John, the people had only been baptized (i.e., not received the
Holy Spirit), Simon offered Peter and John money, Peter spoke to him, Simon
answered.

The conjunction odv tends to be used in narrative to indicate both a close
relationship, like xoi, and significant advancement, like 8¢ (Buth|[1992)). OUv
is used to make the transition into the story about Simon: Oi pév olv dua-
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omopévieg Oiifhdov edayyemlouevol tov hoyov ‘Now those who were scattered
went about preaching the word.” It is also used to transition from the Si-
mon story to the next story: Oi yev obv BiapopTtupduevol xal hAaAfoavieg TOvV
Aoyov toD xuplov Unéotpegov eic Tepocdiuya, TOANG Te (WU TEY Louapltdsy
einyyehiCovto ‘Now when they had testified and spoken the word of the Lord,
they returned to Jerusalem, preaching the gospel to many villages of the Samar-
itans.” In both of these transitions, the message of the clauses summarizes what
has gone before while communicating salient information about the movement
of the larger narrative. The uses of conjunctions illustrated here are, of course,
only tendencies. The Fourth Gospel uses olv much more frequently in narrative
than Acts or the synoptic gospel@ and Mark uses xof more frequently than
other New Testament narratives.

Much more could be written about cohesion in New Testament Greek. I have
mentioned briefly reference insofar as it is relevant to information structure, to
which we turn next, and conjunction insofar as it is relevant to the thematic
structuring of clauses. Theme will be the primary focus of my analysis of tex-
tual meanings for two reasons. The level of focus in this study is the level of the
clause. As we will see below, Theme is realized at the level of the clause, whereas
information structure may or may not coincide with clauses. More importantly,
there are inherent difficulties and limitations associated with analyzing infor-
mation structure in an ancient language such as New Testament Greek. Before
turning to Theme, we will examine these difficulties and limitations.

The Information Structure and Problem of Ancient Languages In-
formation structure is the textual resource of a language that allows multi-
dimensional structures (such as narrative worlds and plots) to be conveyed in a
linear fashion, which is, after all, the way language must convey things@ The
information comes one bit at a time along with implicit instructions for where
to add the new information to the developing structure. The next bit of salient
information is referenced to information presented as recoverable by the hearer,
frequently information that has been previously supplied in the text, or perhaps
available from the context. The salient information — that which is presented
as non-recoverable — is labeled New, and the information that provides a point
of reference for adding the New information to the developing structure — that
which is presented as recoverable — is labeled Given. Since the choice to present
information as Given or New lies with the speaker, Given information is not nec-
essarily recoverable nor New non-recoverable by the hearerﬂ The terms Given

48The different use of asyndeton, xal, 3¢, and especially oUv in the Fourth Gospel compared
to the synoptic gospels is the primary issue investigated by Randall Buth (1992]).

49T am indebted to Helma Dik (1995, 23-24) for this metaphor. She in turn cites|Gernsbacher
(1990) as the source for the image of text production and text processing as structure-building.

5YHalliday| (1994 200) notes that the potential for presenting information enables a variety
of rhetorical effects. For example, a speaker might flatter a hearer by presenting what is
actually new information to the hearer as Given, implicitly communicating, “But of course
you already knew that.” Not giving sufficient information to actually inform in the same
circumstances might be a rhetorical move to put down the hearer, implicitly communicating,
“You should know this, but I know that you don’t.”
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and New are nevertheless used to distinguish information structure from a dif-
ferent kind of textual structure, namely thematic structure, discussed further
below.

The distinction between information and thematic structure which is charac-
teristic of systemic functional grammar is not characteristic of most functional
linguistic theories. Various functional approaches use the terms Theme/Rheme,
Topic/Comment or Topic/Focus with regard to flow of information, or infor-
mation structure, without distinguishing it from thematic structure as defined
by systemic grammar. Halliday borrowed the terms Theme and Rheme from
the Prague School linguists, but he developed the terms differently. His anal-
ysis of Theme in English led him to the conclusion that, in spite of the fact
that they are often conflated, Theme and Rheme are not the same as Given
and New information (Halliday|[1967asb; [1968). Whereas information structure
(Given and New) is listener-oriented, thematic structure (Theme and Rheme)
is speaker-oriented (Halliday||1994, 299). The difference between the two is the
difference between how one might outline a sermon to aid in one’s delivery of it
(thematic structure) and the structure of the information that one hopes one’s
hearers will take away from it (information structure). The distinction between
the two will become more apparent as Theme is defined in the next section.
The difference in how Theme and information structures are realized is where
the problem for our analysis of information structure arises.

Whereas thematic structure is realized in the grammar at the level of the
clause, information structure is realized instead phonologically at the level of
intonation units, or what Halliday| (1994 292) calls tone groups. Tone groups
may, and frequently do, coincide with clauses, but they sometimes do not. But
even if we could identify the boundaries of tone groups in ancient Greek texts, we
do not know the intonation patterns, or even where the tonic prominence would
have been as the words of the texts were read aloud. Helma Dik (1995)), in her
application of the analysis of information structure to understanding word order
in ancient Greek, understood this problem. “Undoubtedly, many problems of
interpretation would be solved if we had access to intonation, but the fact is
that this is one thing we do not have. We will have to deal with the evidence
we do have in the form of word order data” (Dik|[1995| 5). She recognized that
the information unit, the purpose of which is to communicate “a piece of new
information which is grounded in given information,” is an intonation unit (Dik
1995, 24). She conducted her analysis on the assumption that the information
unit can be equated roughly with the clause, and that the pragmatic categories
of Topic and Focus, acquired from Simon Dik’s functional grammar, can be
analyzed at the level of the clause.

Evidence for intonation in ancient Greek texts is not completely lacking, as
Helma Dik demonstrated in her analysis of postpositive elements that fall in sec-
ond position in Greek. She demonstrated that it is reasonable to conclude that
“second position” is determined phonologically (i.e., within tone groups) rather
than grammatically (i.e., within clauses). “Unfortunately, apart from conclu-
sions drawn on the basis of postpositive placement and general assumptions on
the basis of research on modern languages, we have no access to intonation and
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prosody of Greek clauses” (Dik||1995, 35). We do in fact have other evidence as
well, such as the evidence of reference chains briefly presented in the previous
section, including the use of “emphatic” nominative personal pronouns, which
suggest tonic prominence. Nevertheless, the evidence for intonation is meager.

Since the assumption of this study is that information structure is realized
primarily by intonation, about which we know little in ancient Greekﬂ the
focus of our analysis of textual meanings will be on thematic structure instead.
Insofar as information structure tends to coincide with thematic structuring of
the clause, it will surface in our analysis of Theme structure, to which we now
turn.

Theme as textual meaning Thematic structure, as noted in the previous
section, is the way textual meanings are realized at the grammatical level of
the clause. Just as process types structure the clause as representation and
propositions and proposals structure the clause as exchange, thematic structure
is the semantic structure in view when the clause is analyzed as a message
(Halliday||1994} 37). The functional labels given to the constituents of thematic
structure are Theme and Rheme. “The Theme is the element which serves as the
point of departure of the message; it is that with which the clause is concerned.
The remainder of the message, the part in which the Theme is developed, is
called in Prague school terminology the Rheme” (Halliday||1994} 37). Theme
functions as “the starting point for the message; it is the ground from which the
clause is taking oft” (Halliday||1994) 38), the “orienter for the message which
is about to come up” (Fries||1993, 339). Peter H. Fries (1995a, 58; [1995b, 4)
proposed to define Theme less metaphorically as the part of a message unit that
provides a framework for the interpretation of the remainder of the message (the
Rheme). In the following examples, Theme is in boldface.

(1) The boy hit the ball.
(2) The ball was hit by the boy.

The experiential meanings in these examples remain the same, but the thematic
structure changes. In (1) “the boy” provides the framework for interpreting
the message. The clause communicates, albeit in a much more subtle way,
the textual meaning, “Let me tell you something about the boy: he hit the
ball.” In (2) the passive voice is used to make “the ball” the Subject, which is
unmarked Theme in English@ The textual meaning realized by this thematic
structure (but, again, subtler than this), is “Let me tell you something about
the ball: it was hit by the boy.” Note that, in the absence of a context, the same

51Martin Davies has written on how readers discern information structure in writing in spite
of the fact that intonation is not represented in written English through cohesion (Davies
1994)), e.g., the clues given by referential cohesion as we saw above. Davies also explored the
implications of the use of cohesion, Theme and method of development to identify information
structure in English prior to sound recording going back to Chaucer, Donne and Shakespeare
(Davies||1996). This is an avenue worthy of pursuit after further work has been done on
cohesion, Theme and method of development in New Testament Greek.

52Note that changing the Subject also changes the interpersonal meaning.
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intonation pattern is natural when either clause is read aloud, with the tonic
prominence at the end. In this unmarked case, the New information (the most
salient information of the information unit) comes at the end of the clause.
Changing the thematic structure by using the passive voice also changes the
experiential constituent that is unmarked New information; the textual effect of
the passive voice in this case is to reverse the Theme and New roles played by the
participants. The thematic structure could be preserved and the information
structure shifted by changing the tonic prominence, as in (3) (tonic prominence
indicated by italics), or by using a “pseudo-cleft” construction, as in (4).

(3) The boy hit the ball.
(4) It was the boy who hit the ball.

“The boy” in (3) is still the orienter for the message and is, in addition, the
salient New information. Note how the tonic prominence in (4) naturally falls
on “boy” — italics are not necessary to communicate the information structure
even in writing. “The boy” is placed in the position of being unmarked New
while remaining Subject of the Predicate “hit.”@

The significance of the Theme function for our study is the part it plays in the
method of development of texts. The descriptions of Theme given above — point
of departure, that with which the message is concerned, starting point, orienter,
framework for interpretation — illustrate the speaker-oriented organizational
function of thematic structure. If information structure is the resource that
enables hearers to build multi-dimensional structures of meaning from linear
text, then thematic structure is the resource that enables speakers to develop
the linear text. Again, it is a difference between an outline from which a speaker
speaks (= thematic structure) and the notes of salient points that a hearer might
take down (= information structure). However, Fries noted the tendency in
written text for New information to be realized in ways that would be unmarked
in spoken text, resulting in an expectation that the Rheme will contain the most
salient information in a text, “information which is directly relevant to the goals
of the text or text segment” (Fries|[1993, 339; [Fries||1995c). Theme in written
text, according to Fries, is less likely to contain meanings which are directly
relevant to the goals and purposes of the text or text segment, responding
instead to “local issues in the text,” namely the issues of orienting the message
of the clause (Fries|1993| 339). These tendencies of written text make it possible
to identify the method of development of a written text by analyzing thematic
structure. We can expect to see a correlation between method of development
and clause Theme and we can expect to see information that contributes to the
overall purpose of the text in the Rheme.

53This construction illustrates what Halliday calls grammatical metaphor. The literal con-
struction consists of two clauses. “The boy” appears in the Rheme (as unmarked New in-
formation) in an identifying relational process clause, i.e., a clause devoted to identifying the
boy, and is referred to again by “who,” the Theme of the second clause. This is a grammatical
metaphor which expresses in a marked way the textual meaning of example (3): one might
analyze the whole of (4) as “It was the boy who hit the ball,” where the boldface text is
Theme.
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Theme, as it is defined here, is realized in Greek, as in English, by initial
placement of the thematic element in the message unit@ While I am not aware
of any previous studies of Theme in New Testament Greek from a systemic
functional perspective, there are reasons that we should be predisposed to the
notion that Theme is realized by initial position. One reason is the expectation
based on experience with other languages. In the absence of a particle affixed
to the thematic constituent, as in languages such as Japanese and Tagalog, a
language will tend to realize Theme by constituent ordering, in which case it is
natural for Theme to be in initial position in the message unit (Halliday||1994,
38). Another reason for us to begin with the hypothesis that Theme is realized
by initial position in the message unit is the evidence of relevant studies from
various non-systemic perspectives.

Recent studief’ ] of constituent order in Greek clauses using eclectic theoret-
ical models have noted the significance of first position in the Greek clause in
terms of “prominence,” variously defined. Stanley E. Porter used the concepts
of markedness and topicality (or prominence) to analyze constituent order in
New Testament Greek. He focussed on the subject as the primary marker of
topicality (Porter||1993). The most unmarked clause, according to Porter, is
predicate-complement order with subject not explicitm An explicit subject in
initial position marks primary topic, a position following the predicate marks
secondary topic, and following a complement even less attention is drawn to the
subject (Porter|[1993, 200—201). Porter argued that predicate-first order does
not draw attention to the predicate; what matters is the position of the subject,
which is always marked whenever it is explicit. Topicality in Porter’s analysis
seems to describe, in Halliday’s terms, participant reference as it is affected by
information structure. Furthermore, it is only relevant when there is a deviation
from normal (“unmarked”) word order. Although the notions of “primary” and
“secondary” topic and “attention” are somewhat vague, Porter has given reason
to conclude that there is special significance to initial position in a clause, espe-

54 As we shall see below, the message unit can be larger than the clause when an indepen-
dent clause has one or more dependent clauses. While analysis of Theme can still be done
strictly on the level of the clause, pre-posed dependent clauses may also act as Theme of
an independent clause and contribute to thematic development, especially when such clauses
function as circumstantial elements in relation to the process of the main clause.

55Some significant older studies, reviewed by Dik (1995} chapter 9), are [Dover||1960} [Loepfe
1940; |Frisk||1933|

56Numerous attempts have been made to determine “normal,” unmarked word order for
Greek. Davison (1989) concluded that the basic word order of clauses in Paul and Luke is
VSO, which according to Greenberg’s (1963) word order universals, has an alternate order
of SVO. Timothy Friberg (1982) also argued for VSO word order. Porter criticized such at-
tempts for failing to take into account that no element (Verb, Subject or Object) is obligatory
in Greek; one might even argue that the unmarked position for the Subject is to be implicit.
However, Irene Philippaki-Warburton (1985; [1987)) has argued convincingly for VSO as un-
marked word order in Modern Greek on the basis of intonation evidence applied to all possible
clause constituent combinations, including the absence of an explicit subject. Her argument
is not that VSO is statistically more frequent than other orders (Porter may be correct that
unmarked position for the Subject is to be implicit if by unmarked he means most frequent)
but that it bears unmarked intonation in spoken Greek, whereas alternative orders require
marked intonation.
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cially if the clause is marked with respect to the particular constituents present
or their order.

Jeffrey T. Reed also followed the prominence/topicality model of word order
(Reed||[1995a; {1997, 117), but distinguished three levels of prominence, namely
background, theme, and focus (Reed| 1997, 107). According to Reed, these
three levels are not absolute levels, but are on a cline from least prominent
(background) to most prominent (focus). “A general rule to follow is that the
more to the right a linguistic item occurs, the more prominent (in terms of
topicality) it tends to be in the clause. The more to the left an item occurs, the
more prominent topically it tends to be in the discourse” (Reed|1997, 117-118).
Prominence (or topicality) is as vague in Reed’s analysis as in Porter’s. It is
not clear what prominence in the clause and prominence in the discourse are.
What is clear is that there are different kinds of prominence (represented by
Reed’s cline) and that the beginning of a message unit tends to carry one kind
of prominence and the end of the message unit another.

Using “theme” in the sense of “topic,” or what the clause is about, Levinsohn
wrote, “In general terms it is the theme, rather than the subject of a clause,
which is or is not forefronted” (Levinsohn|1987, 7). Levinsohn thus agrees with
Porter that deviation from an unmarked order is what marks prominence, but
disagrees that the subject is necessarily the marked constituent. Indeed, while
Porter denied that predicate-initial clauses were marked for prominence, he did
not address the issue of non-subject participants in initial position. Levinsohn
did not, however, go as far as Halliday in allowing circumstantial constituents
to be “theme,” since this did not accord with his definition of theme. Many of
Levinsohn’s rules to describe when a theme is or is not forefronted are necessary
only if non-participants cannot be theme. Levinsohn differed from the systemic
understanding of Theme both by ignoring non-participant constituents in initial
position and by taking an understanding of theme that, like Porter’s and Reed’s
topic, resembles Halliday’s Given information function. Nevertheless, his study
does point to the significance of the clause-initial position.

Iver Larsen (Larsen||[1991, 29), argued that “the more to the left an item
occurs, the more prominent it is,” regardless of what word order might be
unmarked (Larsen||1991, 33). Larsen pointed out that an unmarked order is
difficult to identify. Even if there is such an order, he allows that there might
be unmarked prominence as well as marked prominence. His study offered even
less clarity and precision than did Porter’s and Reed’s, however, concerning the
concept of prominence. He was clear that there is significance to initial position
in the clause, but not clear on the nature of that significance. It is not clear
whether the significance is similar to that of systemic information structure as
it was for the other studies cited here.

Helma Dik’s study, Word Order in Ancient Greek (Dik|[1995), is especially
important in warranting a hypothesis of initial position as realization of Theme
as that term is understood in systemic theory. Dik’s careful study made use
of slightly modified technical terms from the Functional Grammar theory of Si-
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mon C. Dikm Even though the terms used by Dik — Topic and Focus — do not
mean the same as Halliday’s Theme and Rheme, they are clearly and precisely
defined, which allows us to draw specific conclusions about the relevance of her
results to the analysis of Theme. Her analysis of word order is clearly in terms
of information structure (Dik||1995, 20-25). Her definition of Topic makes it a
subset of Halliday’s Given information; Topic is not all Given information in
a clause, but Given information “which the speaker regards as an appropriate
foundation for constructing a message which is relevant to the subject matter of
the discourse” (Dik![1995, 24). Along with her description of Topic as “informa-
tion that serves as a point of orientation” (Dik|[1995| 24), this definition comes
tantalizingly close to Theme in systemic grammar. Nevertheless, Dik is clear
that Topic functions in the information unit, which is roughly equated with the
clause, but defined by intonation. As Topic is a subset of Given information,
so Focus is a subset of New information; it is that information which is the
most urgent or most salient part of the message (Dik|{1995), 24—25)@ According
to Dik, unmarked Topic is in first position of an information unit (like Given
information in English), giving a “point of orientation,” and unmarked Focus
is in second position, following the Topic element (Dik|[1995] 12). Topic and/or
Focus may, of course, be marked and occur in other positions in the information
unit. Since unmarked Given information in English occurs in initial position,
conflating with Theme, but can occur elsewhere in the marked case, it is rea-
sonable to hypothesize that the same is true of Greek. In the unmarked case,
the information unit and the clause will be conflated, information contained in
the clause Theme will be Given, and information in the clause Rheme will be
New.

Certain grammatical classes are natural Themes, occurring overwhelmingly
in initial position. An example of a natural Theme is a relative pronoun. Re-
gardless of case, relative pronouns tend to occur in initial position in relative
clauses, orienting the message of the clause. In the following example from Acts
8:10, & ‘whom’ is Theme, providing the framework for interpreting the rest of
the clause:

~

@ TQOOE OV TAVTES AT proT Ewe ueydiov. . .
whom they-were-heeding all from small to great
THEME RHEME

...to whom they were paying close attention, from the smallest to
the greatest of them. ..

Since relative pronouns tend to be anaphoric, they are naturally Given infor-
mation and therefore naturally orient the clause relative to information in the
preceding clause, hence the term ‘relative clause.” Another natural Theme is an
interrogative word, which tends also to occur in initial position in a clause. In
the following clause from Rom 7:24, tic is Theme.

57Especially from [Dik|[1989.
58Cf. Peter Fries’ (1993 339) definition of N-Rheme, which he identifies as the final con-
stituent of a clause in written English, i.e., the realization of unmarked New information.
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Tic e pvoetal éx Tot oduarog tov Javdrov tovTov;
who me will-deliver from the body of-the death this

THEME RHEME
“Who will rescue me from this body of death?”

When actually used to ask a question, the interrogative word naturally provides
the framework by which the remainder of the clause is to be interpreted.

Both of these examples of word classes that are natural Themes also illustrate
non-topical Themes. The term “topical Theme” is used in systemic linguistics
to refer to the element of Theme that is an experiential constituent. But non-
experiential elements also frequently occur at the beginning of clauses. Relative
pronouns serve a dual function, realizing a textual meaning in connecting the
relative clause to another clause as well as realizing an experiential role (usually
a participant). In the example from Acts 8:10 above, ¢ realizes both a textual
meaning, showing the connection to the preceding clause, and an experiential
meaning, the participant role of Beneficiary to the material process mpoceiyov.
Interrogative pronouns, when used to ask a question, also realize an experien-
tial role in addition to the interpersonal function of indicating that a question
is being asked rather than a statement being made. In the example from Rom
7:24 above, tic realizes the interpersonal meaning of question as well as the ex-
periential meaning of Actor to the material process poetat, and both of these
meanings are thematic, providing the framework for interpreting the message.
Other textual and interpersonal functions can be realized in thematic positions
as well. The discussion of conjunctions above illustrates the most common of
textual Themesﬂ Particles serving as modal adjuncts (such as &v) and voca-
tives, though not as common as conjunctions, are elements that are potential
interpersonal Themes. While each message unit (clause or clause complex) will
have a topical Theme, it may have textual and interpersonal Themes as well.
The first clause in Philemon 20 is an example of a clause with all three kinds of
Themes:

val, ABedpé, Epdd oov dvaiuny v xviw
yes brother I from-you would-benefit in Lord
TEXT INTERP TOP THEME RHEME

Yes, brother, I want a favor from you in the Lord.

The order of these Themes is significant. Textual Themes, when used, always
occur first in a message unit and interpersonal Themes always occur prior to
the topical Theme, but not before a textual Theme.

The topical Theme can be any constituent of the clause that realizes an
element of the experiential structure of the clause. Since the basic word order

59While all clause-level conjunctions realize meanings that contribute to the texture of a
text, only conjunctions occurring initially in a message unit (clause or clause complex) will
be treated as textual Themes. The distinction between conjunctions that occur as Theme
and post-positive conjunctions that are never textual Theme is apparent in the relationship
between Theme and mode, which we will explore in detail in chapter five.
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of Greek is VSO ([Friberg|1982; |Davison|/1989)), the least marked topical Theme
of a clause is the finite verb[’] The finite verb in thematic position can thematize
the process, but can also thematize the Mood of the verb and the implied subject
of the verb. For any participant, including the grammatical subject of the finite
verb, to be unambiguously Theme, it must be realized in initial position, before
the verb. The question arises whether there can be more than one topical
Theme when more than one participant reference occurs prior to the verb, as
in the example from Philemon 20 above (&y® cou évaiunv év xupie ‘I want
a favor from you in the Lord’). In answering this question, it is important to
keep in mind that “the Theme is not so much a constituent as a movement
from the beginning of the clause” (Halliday||1994, 52). Thus an element that
would clearly be a marked Theme if it were clause initial, but which follows
the first experiential element, is also thematic, but perhaps less so than the
initial element. In the case of a clause complex, in which a dependent clause is
Theme, the participant constituent that is Theme of the main clause becomes
“displaced” as Theme of the message unit, yet remains thematic in the message
unit@ A dependent clause as Theme is typically a circumstantial element, an
example of a non-participant topical Theme.

If the systemic concept of Theme seems vague, it is because it is best under-
stood as a textual function in connected text. Observe how Theme at the level
of the clause functions in connected text from Acts 8 cited on page[37]in the sec-
tion entitled “Cohesion as Textual Meaning”. In Table verse numbers are
indicated on the left and multiple message units within a verse are labeled with
alphabetic characters consecutively. Textual Themes are in italics. The post-
positive conjunction 8¢ occurring in the midst of a topical Theme is enclosed
in square brackets. A participant reference as marked Theme is underlined. A
circumstantial element as marked Theme is wavy-underlined.

Table 1.3: Theme-Rheme Analysis of Acts 8:9-14

] | Theme | Rheme

9 | Avip [8¢] Tic 6vopatt Tiwy npolnfioyev v Tf] moAel yayebov
xol €lotdvev T Edvoe Tiig
Yopapetag, Mywyv eival Tva
EaUTOV Uéyay,

man and certain named Simon was-beforehand in the city
practicing-magic and amazing the
people of-the Samaria, saying to-be
someone great

60This statement is based on the understanding that ‘basic’ word order means ‘least marked’
word order, not necessarily most frequently occurring word order (Philippaki-Warburton:
1985). See also n.

%I David Rose has compared the realization of Theme in a variety of languages and concluded
that more than one experiential element can be included in topical Theme (Rose|fforthcoming)).
Thus in the example from Philemon 20, both ¢y and cou can be topical Theme according
to Rose. Nevertheless, elements become less thematic the further they are from the front of
the message unit.
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] \ Theme Rheme
10a | @ TPOGELY OV TAVTES GO Uixpol Ewg
HEYEAOU AEYOVTEC,
whom they-were-heeding all from small
up-to great saying
10b | Obtée goTw 1) d0vopig tol Yeol 7
xahoupévn Meydn.
this is the power of-the god the
one-(power)-called Great
11 | mpooeiyov [Ot] a0TE BLdt TO Ixavd YpdveL Tole
payetoug é€ectalévar avtolc.
they-were-heeding and him because-of the for-enough time
by-the magic to-amaze them
12 | 8t [8¢] éniotevoay 16 Phnmw eBantilovto dvdpec te %ol
guayyehCougve megl Tiic YUVOiiXE.
when and they-believed the Philip were-baptized men both and women
preaching-good-news about the
kingdom of-the God and the name
of-Jesus Christ,
13a | 6 [0¢] Ligwv %ol adtodg ¢nioteuocey
the and Simon even himself believed
13b | xal Pantovelg v tpooxopTep®@Y 16 Pihinmew,
and being-baptized he-was keeping-with the Philip
13¢ | Vewpldv Te onuelo xol duvduels &loTaro.
UeY Ao Yvouévae
observing both signs and he-was-amazed
acts-of-power great happening
14 | Axoloaytec [d¢] ol &y dréotethay Tpog adtobe Iétpov
w0l Veol,
hearing and the in Jerusalem they-sent to them Peter and John
apostles that have-received the
Samaria the word of-the God

The text in Table [I.3] illustrates several aspects of the realization of Theme
in Greek that have not yet been discussed. One of these is the status of par-
ticiples. Participial phrases, e.g., those in the Rheme of v. 9, can be viewed as
clauses from the standpoint of an experiential analysis. The participle realizes
a process and all of the various participants (Actor, etc.) associated with the
process can also be realized@ From the standpoint of interpersonal analysis,

62What is said here of participles can also be said of infinitives and infinitive phrases or
“infinitival clauses.” See for example the articular infinitive that is object of a preposition in
v. 11.
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however, participles do not realize mood, i.e., they are not finite (not marked
for person and mood) and do not have a Subject that agrees with the verb in
person and thus do not realize propositions which can be argued or proposals
which can be accepted or rejected. They are dependent on predications. Even
from the standpoint of experiential analysis, because of the nominal nature of
the participle and its agreement with another nominal element in the clause
(sometimes only implied if the subject of the finite verb), the participial phrase
has the formal status of an adjectival element. It clearly can be and often is
separated from the nominal element it “modifies” in a clause, and so will be
treated as a separate element in the clause. This analysis will recognize par-
ticipial phrases (such as those in v. 9) as having the same status as embedded
clauses; they have an internal thematic structure of their owr@ but will not
be considered in the pattern of Themes in the sequential message units of the
text@ Note that this status also allows a participial phrase itself, as an expe-
riential element of a clause, to be Theme of that clause, as vv. 13b, 13c and 14
in Table [L.3l

A related issue is the treatment of preposed dependent clauses, as in Acts
8:12 (see Table . We have alluded to this issue above in mentioning clause
complexes as message units. Clearly a dependent clause has a thematic structure
of its own and the main clause on which it is dependent has a thematic structure
of its own. However, a dependent clause when placed before the main clause
displaces the Theme of the main clause in the sequential flow of the text by pro-
viding the orientation, the point of departure, the framework of interpretation
for the message. In this case, the clause complex, rather than the individual
clauses, becomes the primary message unit in the analysis of connected text.
In Acts 8:12, the whole dependent clause is a circumstantial component of the
main clause that is also topical Theme. It orients the main clause, which asserts
that both men and women were baptized, to the time when those baptized be-
lieved Philip’s proclamation of good news about the kingdom of God and the
name of Jesus Christ.

The text in Table [L3] illustrates some tendencies of thematic method of
development in Greek narratives. Narratives move forward through processes
that can be termed “events.” The Themes in a narrative tend overwhelmingly
to be participants that might be termed “characters” in the narrative and cir-
cumstantial elements that might be termed “settings.” Of the nine independent
clauses in Acts 8:9-14, four have participant Themes (referring to Simon in each
case), four have circumstantial Themes, and one has a process (realized by a
finite verb) as Theme@ In the 39 independent clauses of the whole episode
about Simon (Acts 8:4-25), 15 have participant Themes, 16 have circumstantial

631t can be argued that other phrases and groups below the clause level, such as nominal
groups and prepositional phrases, also have thematic structure. The focus of this study,
however, is on the clause.

64Helma Dik (1995, 12) also treats participial phrases as clause constituents on formal
grounds in her analysis of Topic and Focus.

65The process as Theme in v. 11 repeats the earlier process of v. 10a, resuming the narrative
following direct discourse, but this time with the process itself rather than the Beneficiary of
the process as Theme.
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Themes, and eight have process (finite verb) Themes (four of these in direct dis-
course). In the clauses preceding those displayed (i.e., in vv. 4-8), the thematic
development moves from those dispersed by the persecution to Philip in partic-
ular to the signs he did to the crowds who witnessed them and benefited from
them. In the displayed clauses, the thematic development shifts to Simon for
a number of clauses as he is introduced to the storyﬁ He becomes more focal
when the process of paying attention is made Theme, in contrast to the earlier
occurrence of the same process (v. 6) in which the crowds are first introduced as
paying attention to what Philip was saying and doing. The Theme then shifts
to a circumstantial element — the response of faith to Philip’s preaching — that
provides the setting for men and women from the crowds being baptized. Simon
returns as Theme when he too responds in faith. Participles indicating Simon’s
subsequent baptism and observations of the signs that the crowds earlier saw
provide the Themes for the remainder of this section that introduces Simon into
the narrative. The Theme then shifts again to a circumstantial element indicat-
ing that the apostles in Jerusalem heard what was happening as a setting for
the next episode in the narrative.

A different method of development is illustrated by Hebrews 11. This exposi-
tory section begins with €otiv as Theme and nioTic in the Rheme of the opening
clause to identify the concept that is being characterized in this attributive
clause. The circumstantial phrase év ta0ty is Theme of the next clause, bring-
ing the entire characterization of nictic forward as the point of orientation for
the next clause. There follows a series of clauses in which wictel, a circumstance
of means, is Theme. In Heb 11:3-9, this pattern is broken only by ywpic nictewe
in v. 6, which is still a circumstance of means expressed negatively.

These two examples of thematic development illustrate at least two of the
three methods of development described by Frantisek Danes (Danes|[1974} [Fries
1995¢), 321; |Fries||1995bl 8). One method of thematic development can be de-
scribed as linear. In its purest form, linear development makes use of an element
of Rheme for one clause as the Theme of the next, an element of Rheme of the
new clause as Theme of the next, and so on. This method is evident on a small
scale in Acts 8:10-11 where the finite verb npoceiyov in the Rheme of v. 10a
is the Theme of v. 11 and in Heb 11:1-3 where niotic is in the Rheme of v. 1
and niotel is the Theme of v. 3. The second method of thematic development
is Theme iteration, a method in which a series of clauses has the same (or co-
referential) Themes orienting a series of different Rhemes. Hebrews 11 provides
a classic example of this method of development with a series of messages con-
cerning “people of old” all interpreted within the framework of nictet ‘by faith,’
the circumstance of means. A third method can be described as progression
with derived Themes. In this method, a text is unified by a general notion and
the individual Themes each relate to the general notion in some waym Texts

66The fact that Simon is introduced in thematic position (v. 9) illustrates that Theme is
not always Given information.

6"Hebrews 11 seems to be an example of derived Rhemes. The notion expressed by éuop-
Tuphdnoav ol npecPitepot ‘the people of old received approval’ in the Rheme of v. 2 is devel-

enun p p
oped in the Rhemes which are all predications with various “people of old” as subjects. One



Meaning and Context in Systemic Functional Grammar 51

are rarely developed with a single method, more commonly with a combination
of methods.

The description of Theme in the above examples has focused on topical
Theme to this point, but textual Themes also play a significant role. In Heb
11, the iterative Themes are topical and what is remarkable is the lack of tex-
tual Themes (i.e., the asyndeton) in these clauses. The narrative of Acts 8:9-
14, while not characterized by asyndeton, has only two textual Themes in ten
clauses. A clear change of topical Theme is accompanied by the presence of
the conjunction 8¢, suggesting that in this narrative the thematic development
and the logical development of the narrative are closely aligned. In addition to
the six occurrences of 8¢ in 10 clauses, three other clauses are also independent
clauses. Only one of these, v. 13b, has a textual Theme. The only dependent
clause, the relative clause in v. 10a, also has a textual Theme, the relative pro-
noun. While conjunctions point to the logical relationships that exist between
clauses in the text, textual Themes do not play a significant role. This is an
important fact about the textual structure which contributes significantly to
predicting the mode of the text. Spoken texts tend to have a higher proportion
of textual Themes than written texts. The kind of textual Themes used in a
text, however, also realize mode.

The kind of textual Themes used in a text is an indicator of the amount
of information that is packaged in each message unit. A high proportion of
coordinating conjunctions in a text (whether textual Themes or post-positive
conjunctions) suggests that a high proportion of message units are independent
clauses, and independent clauses with conjunctions such as xoi and 8¢ indicate
clauses that are paratactically related. A large number of subordinating con-
junctions and relative pronouns as textual Themes in a text indicate a high
proportion of hypotactically related clauses. Whether the predominant logical
relation between clauses in a text is paratactic or hypotactic is directly related
to the density of information in a text. There are two primary ways to package
a given amount of information in message units. One way is to use a single
message unit with a simple grammatical structure at the level of the clause but
with lexical complexity. Lexical complexity is achieved by using nominalization,
including the use of abstract nouns, participles and infinitives, by chaining to-
gether prepositional phrases, and by heavier use of attributive adjectives, also
including participles. These grammatical devices function within the nominal
groups, making nominal groups very complex and creating a high proportion of
lexical items (“content words” as distinct from “function words”) per message
unit. The message units within which such complex nominal groups are used
can be grammatically simple. The structure of the following clause from Heb
1:3-4 is quite simple at the level of the clause, but the initial nominal phrase,
to which the material at the end of the clause also belongs grammatically, is
lexically very dense. The density is achieved by adding three participial phrases
to the nominal element, 6c, before the verb and an additional participial phrase

might hypothesize that derived Rhemes might be the rule where the thematic development is
iterative.
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with an embedded clause at the end of the message unit.
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Table 1.4: A Grammatically Simple, Lexically Complex Clause

(Hebrews 1:3-4)

0¢ @V anadyaoyo Exddioev v 8e&id, Tiic T0600TR XEE(TTWY

Tfic 86Eng ol HEYAAWOUVNE €V YEVOUEVOS TV

yopaxthe Tiic bmhoic, Sy yérwv 606

Unootdoews adtol, BlapopwTepoV map’

PEpwV TE TA TAVTA adtolg

16 Pt Tfic HEXATPOVOUNXEY

duVAUEWS adTol, voua

xadaploygov v

AUOPTLEV

TONGAPEVOC

who being brilliance sat at right-hand of-the so-much greater

of-the glory and magesty on high, having-become

exact-likeness of-the than-of-the angels

being of-him, as-much-as superior

bearing and the to them

all-things by-the he-has-inherited

word of-the power name

of-him, purification

of-the sins

having-made

nominal group. .. finite verb | prepositional ...nominal group
phrase

...who, being the brilliance of his glory and his exact likeness and bearing
everything by his powerful word, having made purification for sins, sat at the right of
the Majesty on high having become so much greater than the angels as much as he
has inherited a name greater than them.

Note that the entire portion of the nominal group preceding the verb is the
topical Theme of the clause.

The alternative to packaging the same amount of information is to increase
the grammatical complexity. The experiential information in the above exam-
ple could have been presented in a series of hypotactically related clauses. The
grammar in such a case becomes more complex in terms of the number and
relationship between clauses and in the addition of explicit grammatical infor-
mation associated with finite verbs, such as mood and number. In the following
example from Philemon 10-14, the number of lexical items (“content words”)
is similar to the number in the above example from Heb 1:3—4, but the lexical
items are distributed across eight clauses. Textual Themes are in #talics.
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Table 1.5: Theme in Philemon 10-14

Theme Rheme

TOPAXONES oe mepl ToU Euol Téxvou,

I-urge you concerning the my child

oy gyévvnoa v toic deopoic, Ovhoiuoyv, tév
TOTE ool 8yENoToV YuVL Bt [xol] ool xol Epol
ebyeno oy,

whom I-fathered in the imprisonment, Onesimus

the-one then to-you useless now but [both]
to-you and to-me useful

oy avéneudd oot, adtdy, 00T EoTv T& EUd
OTAGY Y Vo

whom I-sent to-you, himself, this is the my
inward-parts

oy EYQ ELOVAOUNY TEOC EUAUTOV XATEYELY,

whom I-myself wanted with myself to-keep

va Onep ool ot droxovij év tolg deoyuolc ol eboyyeiiou,

so-that on-behalf-of you me he-might-serve in the imprisonment of-the
gospel

ywelg 8¢ Tiic ofic yvoung oLdEV fiénoa Tolfioo,

without but the your knowledge  nothing I-wanted to-do

va piy &S xoTd aveyxny T0 dyodov cou

so-that not as by necessity the good of-you should-be

dAda [ellipsis] %aTd EX0VUOLOV.

but [your goodness should be] by willing

I appeal to you for my child, Onesimus, whose father I have become in my
imprisonment. (Formerly he was useless to you, but now he is indeed useful to you
and to me.) I am sending him back to you, sending my very heart. I would have
been glad to keep him with me, in order that he might serve me on your behalf
during my imprisonment for the gospel; but I preferred to do nothing without your
consent in order that your goodness might not be by compulsion but of your own
free will (RSV).

Note that the first of these eight clauses is independent, the next three are
relative clauses, each successively dependent on the preceding one, and the
fifth clause is also dependent on the fourth. The sixth clause is independent,
paratactically related to the fifth clause (not to the first independent clause) and
is followed by two dependent clauses again forming a hypotactic chain, each
related to the immediately preceding clause. By contrast with the preceding
example from Hebrews, the topical Themes are all quite simple internally.

The significance of grammatical intricacy versus lexical density for this study
is the relationship it has to the contextual variable of mode. According to
, grammatical intricacy is characteristic of oral language and
lexical density is characteristic of written language. Wallace Chafe and Jane
Danielewicz attribute the difference in lexical density between oral and
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written language to cognitive processing. Both speaker and hearer are under
cognitive constraints on the amount of information they can process at a time.
The result is information in smaller packets, although, as Halliday pointed out,
speakers have a remarkable ability to produce grammatical complexities in which
“dependencies are resolved and there are no loose ends” (Halliday| /1987, 67).
Writers and readers, on the other hand, have the luxury of editing, reading
slowly and rereading, and are generally too self-conscious to produce the kinds
of grammatically intricate constructions that people regularly produce in oral
language without thinking about it@ There remain cognitive limits on the flow
of information, but they are clearly less restrictive than in spoken language.

The distinction between spoken and written language is not a simple binary
distinction. These are extremes on a cline. Heavily edited academic or scholarly
writing is perhaps at one end of the cline and completely spontaneous, informal
conversation at the other. There are forms of spoken language, such as academic
lectures, in which there is much forethought and a great presumption on the
part of the speaker that hearers have the training and the ability to process
more information for the particular field of discourse than would otherwise be
possible. Even though such language is spoken, it has a written quality about
it, though not to the degree that a published paper might. Likewise, a casual
letter quickly written with little editing has a spoken quality about it.

Of the two examples cited above, Heb 1:3—4 is decidedly more written in
character. In spite of the fact that the example cited is itself a relative clause,
the proportion of dependent and hypotactic clauses is small in the text by
virtue of the fact that so much information that might have been strung along
in six or eight hypotactic clauses is included in the one clause. The Philemon
text, on the other hand, has a spoken character about it. One might even
note that the rather long second clause in the text displayed above is easily
and naturally read as three information units rather than one unit coinciding
with the clause boundaries. The first unit, 6v éyévvnoa év tolc Seopolc ‘whom
I fathered in prison,” could have been a clause by itself. The second unit,
‘OvAciuoyv, t6v noté ool dypnotov ‘Onesimus, useless to you then,” expands
upon the description of the participant to which the clause Theme 0Ov refers.
The third unit, vuvi 8¢ [xoi] ool xol epol ebypnotov ‘but now useful [both] to you
and to me,’ still belongs to the same nominal group, but in terms of information
provides a contrast to the previous information unit. The use of the conjunction
Ot especially marks this last text segment as a distinct information unit (Dik
1995, 35). On the cline between spoken and written, the text from Acts 8:9-
14 (see Table on p. exhibits characteristics of written text with use of
participles (especially in Theme position) and coordinating conjunctions but
few textual Themes. Nevertheless, there are more features of oral text than in
Hebrews, perhaps due to the nature of expository versus narrative genre.

68Halliday cited an utterance that he heard — ‘it’ll’ve been going to’ve been being tested
every day for the past fortnight soon’ — in which the complexity of tense in the verbal group
‘will have been going to have been being tested’ was so great (Halliday analyzed the tense as
present in past in future in past in future, as well as being passive voice) that the speaker,
when made aware of it, denied that he did or could have said it (Halliday|[1987 57).
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This section has introduced the range of textual meanings from referential
and conjunction cohesion to information structure to thematic structure. Since
the focus of this study is on the grammatical level of the clause, the focus of
this section has been on the analysis of Theme, which is realized by constituent
ordering at the level of the clause and the clause complex. The focus on Theme
does not ignore cohesion and information structure insofar as they interact with
thematic structure.

The three metafunctions described above are the semantic components of a
language. They are the ways of meaning that lie behind this functional approach
to language. A text does not have either one function or another. Rather, texts
have an ideational, an interpersonal and a textual component. An entire text
can be analyzed from the perspective of each of the components@ The essence
of a functional approach to language is to ask what people do with language
and what are the resources that are available for them to do it. In order to
understand what is being done in a particular text, we must examine each of
the three functional components in the text. In so doing, we systematically raise
the full range of questions concerning how the language of the text works, and
thus what the text means.

1.3.3 The Relationship between Semantics and Register

The choices made on the semantic plane are related to the context of situation
in which those choices are made. Systemic functional grammar “analyze[s| the
context of situation into three components, corresponding to the three metafunc-
tions. This enables us to display the redundancy between text and situation —
how each serves to predict the other” (Halliday & Hasan||1989, 45)@ The re-
lationship of the semantic plane to the register plane is one of realization. Just
as lexico-grammatical resources, such as word order, diction, classes of words
(nouns, verbs, adverbs, etc.) realize meaningful choices made on the semantic
plane, so the functions on the semantic plane realize the values of the register
variables. Field predicts experiential meanings, representing the ideational com-
ponent on the semantic plane of the text. Tenor predicts interpersonal meanings
on the semantic plane, or what Martin refers to as the negotiation system. Mode
predicts textual meanings on the semantic plane (Martin |1992)). Predictability
in this context means that there is a link between text and context, such that
listeners or readers have expectations about what is coming next. This pre-
dictability is what enables communication to take place. The hypothesis on
which this study is based is that this same link between text and context will
also enable us to recover the linguistically relevant aspects of the context (i.e.,
its register) from an examination of the semantic structures of the text.

69 Appendices A (page , B (page and C (page present a conflated analysis of
all three metafunctions for each clause in the Parable of the Sower in Matthew, Mark and
Luke respectively.

"ONote that the logical metafunction is often ignored in the discussion of register, since it
is the experiential functions within the ideational metafunction that are most often discussed
in relation to register. In the context of her introductory textbook, Eggins does not discuss
the logical metafunction at all (Eggins|1994]).
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1.3.4 Overview of the Study

The following chapters focus on the semantic level, with attention to how it
relates to register. While I will examine the lexico-grammatical resources that
realize meanings in the Parable Discourse, I will not attempt to describe all
of the lexico-grammatical potential of which the text is an instance, i.e., I will
not produce a complete systemic functional grammar of New Testament Greek.
While the meanings in the text will predict certain features of the context within
which it was produced, I will not attempt to reconstruct that context in its en-
tirety. In this study I will apply systemic functional grammar in an analysis
of specific New Testament texts in order to clarify how language functions in
these texts and how the texts predict limited but important aspects of their
own context as a contribution to a better understanding of them. The texts
are the synoptic parallels of the Parable of the Sower, the explanation for Jesus’
speaking in parables, and the interpretation of the parable (Mt 13:1-23||Mk 4:1—
20||Lk 8:4-15). No one has used systemic functional grammar to analyze these
or other New Testament texts systematically in this way. Only two studies have
made extensive use of systemic theory for the study of New Testament Greek:
Stanley Porter’s Verbal Aspect in the Greek of the New Testament (1989), which
is one of the major contributions to the study of verbal aspect in New Testa-
ment Greek in recent years, uses systemic terminology and notation. However,
Porter follows a branch of systemic theory developing in England which differs
from Halliday’s work, on which the present study is based, in several important
respects. This branch of systemic linguistics is represented by the British lin-
guist Robin Fawcett, who has focused on cognitive linguistics (what one must
know to be a native speaker of a language) as Halliday has continued to focus
on the social and cultural dimension of language (Fawcett| 1974} 1975; |1976;
1980). Fawcett’s interest in cognitive linguistics has produced a concern for ex-
plicit formalism in syntax, a concern that Porter shares in his work. However,
Porter does not engage the syntactic issues in terms of the semantic metafunc-
tions. Jeffrey T. Reed’s A Discourse Analysis of Philippians (1997) applies
discourse analysis to the question of the literary integrity of Philippiansm Al-
though his approach is somewhat eclectic and oriented toward the application
of discourse analysis broadly defined to historical critical problems, his model
is based on systemic functional grammar. His book contains the outline of a
systemic grammar of New Testament Greek which informs this study. In ad-
dition, G. H. Guthrie (1994) used some systemic concepts in his study of the
structure of the Epistle to the Hebrews. New Testament scholars have used
Halliday’s work on social semiotics on occasion in support of the notion that
semantic choices reflected in language are related to recognizable, significant
social contexts (Blount|[1995; Malina & Neyrey|[1988, Introduction).

Chapter two reviews the history of New Testament scholarship on Mt 13:1-23
and parallels, and on their contexts. Chapter three is a comparative examination

71See also Reed’s work on theme (Reed||[1995a), and his eclectic application of discourse
analysis which draws on systemic functional grammar to the study of the unity of 1 Timothy
(Reed||1992; (1995b)).
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of the texts in terms of the ideational metafunction, with a focus on experiential
meanings. The purpose of this examination is to discover something about the
range of experiential (and logical) meanings in the texts by observing how the
language of the texts works such that parallel texts with obvious similarities are
nevertheless structured differently in order to function differently. I will give
special attention to how the functions realized in particular structures in the
texts may serve to predict the field of discourse of each text. Chapters four and
five repeat the examination in terms of the interpersonal and textual metafunc-
tions respectively, with special attention to how the functions realized in the
texts predict the tenor and mode of discourse for each text. After reviewing the
interpretive issues raised by this examination of texts using the tools of systemic
functional grammar, chapter six summarizes what this approach offers the in-
terpreter about how the language of the texts works, and about what aspects
of the context of situation of the texts can be predicted from the text.
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Chapter 2

The Interpretation of
Matthew 13:1-23 and
Parallels

The interpretation of Mt 13:1-23 and its parallels (Mk 4:1-20 and Lk 8:4715)E]
in the past century has been dominated by parable research. This portion of
text is, after all, the beginning of the Parable Discourse in Matthew’s Gospel
(13:1-52), as is its parallel in Mark’s Gospel (4:1-41). The Parable of the
Sower followed by a statement of the reason for speaking in parables and an
interpretation of the parable appear together in all three of the synoptic gospels.
These parallel passages, together with Gospel of Thomas 9, have provided data
for those seeking the original message of Jesus in the parables. They have
provided examples of what the gospel writers understood parables to be, and
how they understood them to be appropriately interpreted. The major focus on
the parables since Adolf Jiillicher’s ground-breaking work, Die Gleichnisreden
Jesu (Julicher|[1899| originally published in 1888), has been on the parables as
parables of JesusE] Jilicher characterized Jesus’ parables as expanded similes

11 have referred to these texts as Matthew and parallels because my primary interest
is in the interpretation of the texts of the gospels, and not in either the reconstruction or
interpretation of an underlying form. This will become increasingly clear below. I have
chosen to focus on the interpretation of Mt 13:1-23 in comparison and contrast to its parallels
as texts in their own right without regard to whether one text was constructed using another
as source.

2Warren Kissinger (1979} 72) notes that G. V. Jones (1964)) divides the history of parables
into “before and after Jiilicher” in the opening chapter of The Art and Truth of the Parables.
Mary Ann Tolbert (1979, 18) describes modern research on the parables as two streams
since Jiilicher. The parables as parables of Jesus have received considerably more focus than
parables as parables of the gospels. Examples of the latter include Tolbert’s own work and
that of Madeleine Boucher (1977), as well as redaction-critical work, such as that of Jack
Dean Kingsbury (1969)), which is discussed below. Dan O. Via, in The Parables (Vial[1967),
21), distinguished within the dominant stream (parables of Jesus) the ‘severely historical
approaches’ from those which take account of the literary and aesthetic nature of the parables.

99
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with a clear, self-explanatory single point which can be expressed in the most
general terms as a moral. This is in sharp contrast to allegories, which Jiilicher
ruled out as a speech form of Jesus. According to Jilicher, the gospels have
made something mysterious out of genuine parables of Jesus by transforming
them into metaphors, allegories and example stories. However, the text with
which I am concerned, the Parable of the Sower, is one that Jiilicher identified
as a true allegory, and for that reason he denied that it originated with JesusE|
It stands instead as part of the gospel writer’s mistaken theory of the mysterious
parables. Joachim Jeremias (1972) represents the height of development of the
research begun by J iilicherﬁ He attributed the predominance of the allegorical
method of interpretation to the “hardening” theory which considers the parables
as a means of hiding the Kingdom from outsiders. He followed Dodd (1961) in
recognizing the eschatological nature of Jesus’ speech, and of the parables in
particular. But more importantly, he followed Dodd in asserting that Jesus’
parables did not possess general moral points which could be summarized as
maxims, “but each of them was uttered in an actual situation of the life of
Jesus, at a particular and often unforeseen point” (Jeremias|[1972, 21)E|

More recent parable research, represented by Robert W. Funk and John
Dominic Crossan, has focused on the interpretation of the parables in their
own right without abandoning Jeremias’ interest in the parables as parables of
J esusﬂ This research has been driven by hermeneutical concerns and character-
ized by literary approaches that give attention to the function of the language
of the parables[] Funk (1966; |1982} 30) and Crossan (1973, 13) followed Amos

3C. H. Dodd (1961) followed Jiilicher in focusing on the parables of Jesus, and in reject-
ing allegory, but his judgment about the Parable of the Sower was strongly affected by his
judgment that the parables of Jesus had an eschatological nature. After Schweitzer’s Von
Reimarus zu Wrede (Schweitzer|[1968)), it was difficult to read the parables as having a gen-
eral moral point rather than an eschatological nature. Dodd saw the Parable of the Sower as
an authentic part of a collection of growth parables which made the point, in the context of
Jesus’ preaching, that the Kingdom had come at the end of a process of God’s working just
as harvest does.

4According to Norman Perrin (1976, 102-103), “to all intents and purposes the current
discussion of the parables of Jesus is a discussion of the parables of Jesus as Jeremias has
reconstructed them.”

5As Bernard Brandon Scott (1989} 47) has noted, Jeremias substituted a ‘single situation’
method for Jiilicher’s ‘single point’ method of interpretation. He argued that the grouping
of parables in the discourse of Mark 4 (and Matthew 13) was an artificial grouping, and
that the gospels did not reflect the true situation in which Jesus spoke each of the parables.
The particular situations in which Jesus’ parables were spoken, according to Jeremias, were
situations of conflict, of correction, reproof and attack, and especially conflict with Pharisaism
(Jeremias|| 1972, 11, 21).

%Perrin referred to Jeremias as “the archetypal ‘old quester’” (Perrin|[1976} 92), and noted
that the weakness of his severe historical approach was that it was not ultimately concerned
with the interpretation of the parables in their own right (Perrin|[1976] 105).

"The literary approach was directly influenced by the groundwork provided by the ‘New
Hermeneutic,” and in particular by the idea of Sprachereignis (language event) in the writings
of Ernst Fuchs (see |[Fuchs|[1964). The language of the parables was not viewed by Fuchs as a
means of transmitting ideas, but as a means of bringing into existence that which existed prior
to the language event, namely the possibility of the hearer sharing in Jesus’ own understanding
of existence before God.
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N. Wilder (1964} 92) in understanding the parable as an extended metaphorﬁ
a major departure from Jilicher’s original understanding. The parable is no
longer seen as a vehicle for conveying information from one mind to another,
but it is the bearer of reality}’| The parables are not illustrations or ornaments;
they are the message itself]"”| Dan O. Via (1967, 25) pressed the effort to inter-
pret the parables in their own right, arguing for an aesthetic definition of the
parable according to which the parables have a certain autonomyﬂ As aesthetic
objects, parables are not as time-conditioned as other texts. Their meanings
are not determined by the particular situation in which they are uttered, and
should not be thus interpretedB

This study builds on a different trajectory of interpretation from that of para-
ble research as it is outlined above insofar as it is not concerned with whether
the Parable of the Sower and/or its interpretation are authentic, nor with the
nature of parables and how they might be defined and contrasted with other fig-
ures of speech, or whether the Parable of the Sower was intended as an aesthetic
object which, in its authentic form, is relatively undetermined by the particular
situations in which it has been uttered. I am concerned instead with Matthew’s
telling the story of the telling of this parable, the purpose for speaking in para-
bles, and the interpretation of the parable. In particular, I am interested in
what the text can tell us about its own context, and about what the evangelist
is doing with the text in that context. Since my primary concern is with the

8Funk went beyond the understanding of parable as metaphor in applying literary analysis
to the parables. He also analyzed the narrative parables in terms of participant and plot. He
used structuralist concepts of Vladimir Propp (1968) and A.-J. Greimas (1966) to analyze the
plot structure of the parables in terms of “the contractual move.” In so doing Funk brought
linguistic analysis to the parables in service of determining the structures of the authentic
parables of Jesus.

9In his more recent work, The Dark Interval (Crossan|[1988), Crossan’s view of parable
shifted. Myth took the place of parable in establishing world, and parable was described as
subverting world.

10Like Funk, Crossan held that the message was not so much the conveying of information
as the creation of world. “When a metaphor contains a radically new vision of world it gives
absolutely no information until after the hearer has entered into it and experienced it from
inside itself” (Crossan||[1973| 13).

11 «There is more than one important element in a parable, and all of these features must be
given consideration, but they do not relate primarily and in the first place to an event, events,
or ideas outside of the parable. They relate first of all to each other within the parable, and
the structure of connections of these elements is not determined by events or ideas outside of
the parable but by the author’s creative composition” (Vial[1967, 25).

12Bernard Brandon Scott (1989) further developed Via’s conception of parables as aesthetic
objects that resist contextualization. He characterized them as short narrative fiction the
structures of which we should seek to interpret. He argued that the orality of the parables
makes it impossible to recover the ipsissima verba of Jesus. Furthermore, he considered it
highly unlikely that Jesus used a parable only once. It is structure and not exact words that
are remembered and performed again by others, including the Gospel writers. Scott seemed
to agree with Via’s assessment that the Gospels were not able to assimilate the parables com-
pletely. He examines how each of the Gospels (including Thomas) interprets the parables,
but always the goal was to reconstruct the basic structure of the parable that resists contex-
tualization. He was perhaps even more reticent than Via to draw conclusions concerning the
historical Jesus, arguing that what we are able to reconstruct is only the implied author of
the parables projected by them.
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evangelist’s text, it is particularly useful to compare and contrast what Matthew
is doing in telling his story with what Mark and Luke are doing in telling what
is in some sense the same story. These concerns have been addressed previously
for Mt 13:1-23 and its parallels primarily by redaction criticism and linguistic
criticism.

2.1 Kingsbury and Redaction-Criticism

In his redaction-critical study of Matthew 13, Jack Dean Kingsbury’s (1969)
point of departure was the parable research that had preceded him. His re-
daction-critical method, however, put him outside of the trajectory of parable
research described above. He turned the focus away from a general theory of
parables and from the question of whether individual parables originated with
Jesus and how they were intended as he spoke them to the question of how the
parables were intended to be understood as they were presented in Matthew.
This redaction critical approach was thus concerned with context in two senses.
It was concerned with the context of the parables within the gospel of Matthew
itself, and it was concerned with the situation in which that gospel was written,
or more precisely, the situation in which the materials available were redacted
for particular theological purposes. His focus was on context in this latter sense,
and in particular on how “Matthew employed parables that had come down to
him to meet the demands of the situation of the Church to which he belonged”
(1969, 10). While his study was not linguistic, he did begin to turn the focus
from the sources and the history of the traditions to the function of the text in
the writer’s own context. His redaction-critical method was only a beginning
in this change of focus, however, since he emphasized the theological activity
evident in Matthew’s editorial work as he used sources such as Mark.
Kingsbury began his study with an examination of the structure of Matthew
13 and its context within the Gospel. He understood the immediate context of
the parable discourse to be defined in terms of the classic Five Books struc-
ture of Matthew formulated by Bacon (1930) — each of the “five discourses”
are delimited by the formula: xol éyéveto 6te étéhecev 6 Inoolc ‘and it hap-
pened when Jesus had ﬁnished’E The parable discourse concludes a division of
the Gospel, 11:2-13:53, which begins with a narrative presentation of steadily
mounting intensity of opposition to and rejection of Jesus (Kingsbury| 1969, 15),
including a series of conflict stories which pit Jesus against the Jewish leader-
ship. This narrative section concludes with a pericope in which Jesus’ disciples,
those who do the will of God, are identified as the true family of Jesus in contrast
to the crowds surrounding him. Kingsbury understood this narrative context
to set the stage for the parable discourse. But whereas the narrative depicted

13Kingsbury later abandoned the Five Books approach as the major structural principle of
Matthew in favor of the tripartite structure, of which he has become a chief proponent, based
on the formula And téte Apato 6 Incodc + infinitive: The presentation of Jesus (1:1-4:16);
The ministry of Jesus to Israel and Israel’s repudiation of him (4:17-16:20); and The journey
of Jesus to Jerusalem and his suffering, death and resurrection (16:21-28:20) (Kingsbury|[1975;
1988)).
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Jesus in conflict with various segments of Jewish society, in the beginning of the
parable discourse Jesus “faces in the crowds the whole of unbelieving Judaism”
(Kingsbury| 1969, 16). Thus the narrative context within which the parables
are told is a situation of escalating hostility culminating in rejection, to which
Jesus responds in parables.

The largest section of Kingsbury’s study is a chapter on Jesus’ parables to the
Jewish crowds beside the sea (13:1-35), from which he drew specific conclusions
about the theological function of the text and about the context of situation in
which and for which the text was written. He concluded that this first part of the
chapter has an apologetic function aimed at unbelieving Jews. The “situation
is characterized by the disappointing results of the Christian mission to the
Jews and the attendant debate between the Church and Pharisaic Judaism over
which of these two communities was the true people of God” (Kingsbury|{|1969}
51). The dominant apologetic function of this text does not, however, rule out
the paraenetic function that it might have had for the members of Matthew’s
own community. They are urged to be those who bear fruit, as the seed on
good soil did in the parable. In 13:10-17 they are reminded that they are
the true eschatological community of God. The interpretation of the parable
is spoken to the disciples, and has a predominantly paraenetic function (and
was hence identified by Kingsbury as an excursus): “Through it Jesus, the
exalted Kyrios, exhorts the members of a Church that was beset by lawlessness,
persecution and affliction, secularization and materialism, to make certain that
they are disciples who are hearing the Word aright, i.e., that their response to
the Word by which they have been called into God’s kingly rule is a hearing with
understanding, a knowing and a doing of the will of God” (Kingsbury||1969, 63).
In these statements of the apologetic and paraenetic function of Jesus’ speech,
Kingsbury summarized his understanding of the context of situation in which
Matthew wrote and shaped this text.

While Kingsbury’s use of redaction criticism turned attention to the text
itself and how it functions within its own context, its nature was to continue to
give significant attention to sources and the use of those sources. As a result,
much of his energy as a redaction critic was still focused on what lay behind the
text rather than on the text itself. This focus of redaction criticism generally
can be seen in Graham N. Stanton’s caution while urging the continued use of
redaction criticism:

Even though it is very difficult indeed to isolate with confidence
changes made to Mark, Q, or ‘M’ traditions by redactors other than
Matthew, there are good grounds for urging caution: not every dif-
ference between Matthew and the sources on which he drew repre-
sents a modification introduced by the evangelist himself (Stanton
1993l 40).

The focus is not so much on how the text of Matthew functions as it is on
the ways in which the redactor of Matthew shaped and changed his sources.
One consequence of this is the excessive attention given to differences between
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Matthew and the other synopticleI The method does not provide a way for
analyzing the context of situation of the text as it stands, apart from consid-
eration of parallel texts and use of sources. While one would expect to benefit
by comparing similar texts that are undoubtedly genetically related, a linguistic
method that focuses on the function of the language of the text is a necessary
component of a complete analysis of the context of situation within which a text
is produced. I would suggest that an understanding of the linguistic functions of
a text and what they convey about the context of situation should be done prior
to asking questions about sources, and could potentially provide important data
for the source- and redaction-critical tasks, including the consideration of the
“synoptic problem.”

Another characteristic of redaction criticism is its interest in the theological
motivations of the redaction. This theological interest often results in focus on
differences in wordings between the gospels and speculation as to the theological
motivation for choices of wordings that differ from what the sources are surmised
to contain. But theological motivation is only a part of the context of situation
which is reflected in the text. Furthermore, the theological motivations that
are identified are not derived from the analysis of the text as much are they
are inferred by the critic in order to explain differences between a redactor’s
choice of wordings and the reconstructed sources. Just as historical and social
background studies must be done for a more comprehensive understanding of
the situation in which a text is producedE so an analysis of the function of the
text in its own right must be done to uncover from the text itself clues it may
contain to the situation in which it was produced. Only after such preliminary
work has been done should the critic attempt to interpret differences between
the related texts and surmise theological significance of differences between those
texts.

2.2 Sellin and Text-linguistics

Gerhard Sellin (1983) shared Kingsbury’s commitment to redaction criticism as
an important exegetical tool. For Sellin, this commitment was explicitly related
to a concern for context. He stated that redaction-critical analysis is primary
in exegesis if one’s concern is for the function of a text part (Teiltext) in its

MStanton also warns against this tendency of redaction criticism (Stanton|[1993 41-42),
although he is more concerned about the fact that critics too often draw theological conclusions
from every redactional change of a source, rather than allowing that some changes might be
purely stylistic. My concern is that too much emphasis is put on the redactional differences,
and not enough on the text of Matthew in its own right. Presumably the evangelists (and
later editors perhaps) wrote what they did because they were trying to say something, even
if that something was already partially expressed in the sources (Sellin||1983, 514). On this
point see the discussion of Gerhard Sellin (1983)) below.

15Stanton (1993) is essentially arguing this point, urging that newer sociological and literary
approaches be used in conjunction with redaction criticism rather than in place of them.
Anthony J. Saldarini (1994, 4), representing a more sociological approach, also understands
the need to be eclectic methodologically, using various historical, sociological and literary
approaches in investigating the social context of Matthew’s Gospel.
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overall context (Sellin|[1983, 511), or more properly, the overall co—textm The
importance of context for Sellin can be seen in his statement that the term
"Redaktionsgeschichte’ is unfortunate because it suggests a methodologically
shaky model in which one moves from isolated text (Einzeltext) to the setting
(Sellin! [1983, 515). The correct model, according to Sellin, is one in which
the whole text ranks hierarchically over the isolated text. Sellin did not deny
that the message of the sources influenced the author who used those sources.
In fact, he argued that literary (source) criticism was a necessary preparation
for exegesis. However, source material that is taken over can function as an
element of a new message, and the exegete must ask of each text part whether
it functions within the whole text of which it is part.

This understanding of redaction criticism illustrates Sellin’s general method-
ological approach, which was to use linguistic and semiotic methods to give more
precision to traditional exegetical methods, not to supplant them. If our goal
is the exegesis of texts, linguistics and semiotics provide a starting point by
enabling us first to clarify what a text is, and then to gain precision regarding
what we do when we exegete a text. Sellin defined text pragmatically, i.e., in
relation to text-external context. More specifically, he defined ‘text’ as a sign
that functions in a speech act (Sellin/[1983] 508). A text can be a simple sign
at the level of a word, or it can be a super-sign at the level of extended text
which consists of multiple parts, each in turn consisting of multiple sentences,
and so on. As a sign, a text stands in relation not only to that to which it
refers (sigmatics), to concepts (semantics), and to other signs (syntax), but also
to participants in the communicative situation (pragmatics). This is what it
means for text to be defined in terms of function within a speech act. Texts
are demarcated according to the communicative situations in which they are
produced, not according to text-internal or grammatical criteria. A very im-
portant implication of this definition is that the New Testament texts which we
exegete are in fact fossils of speech acts, fixed vestiges of communicative acts
that took place in a distant time (Sellin/[1983, 526, n. 1). From this perspective,
exegesis is far more than understanding abstract meanings and grammatical re-
lations; it is understanding how a text functioned in a human act in a particular
communicative situation.

Sellin’s primary concern in the parable discourse of Mark, however, was not
for the text-external context of the whole text of Mark, but for the levels of
“context” provided within the text (i.e., co-text) for the “worlds” constituted
by the text. Each text as a whole is constitutive of “world,” which stands in
some relationship to the “world” of the communicative situation (Sellin||1983,
511). But Sellin did not explore this relationship in his study of Mark 4. He
was interested instead in the world constituted by the whole text which provided
“context” for the parables that are told within that world. Just as the text is
produced in a particular context, so the “texts” spoken by characters within
the narrative are “produced” within the “context” or communicative situation

161t is a convention in text-linguistics to distinguish between two senses of context by refer-
ring to linguistic context as co-text and to extra-linguistic context as context. This convention
will be used throughout this study.
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provided by the narrative. If those “texts” are also narrative in nature, then
characters within them can also potentially produce their own “texts” within
the world constituted by the embedded narrative, and so forthE When a char-
acter in the narrative tells a story, yet another “world” is embedded at another
level within the text. Of course not all texts produced (as speech acts) within
the larger text are also narratives. Whether narrative or not, however, many
such embedded texts referred to as parables, including various non-narrative
metaphors and similes, also constitute “worlds.” Sellin was primarily interested
in the parables, but, like Kingsbury, he was interested in them as they function
in the text of the gospel rather than in what they might have looked like at
a previous stage of the tradition history, even if that history for a particular
parable could be traced all the way back to the historical Jesus.

The purpose of exegesis, then, according to Sellin, is to determine the func-
tion of the text in its bygone speech act (Sellin/[1983] 514). As noted above,
source criticism is a necessary preparation for this task. But the speech act
within which source material originated is only the starting point. Sellin help-
fully described the process through which a text is used or appropriated, and, in
being used, becomes part of a new speech act. The producer of the new speech
act may incorporate the function of the source material, or he may change it to
serve a new purpose. The compilers of the synoptic gospels, for example, use
the old texts (their sources) from the communication acts that were performed
prior to them as material for their new arguments. Those new arguments may
or may not reflect the function of the sources in their previous speech actsE
Exactly the same wording can have a very different sense in various speech acts.
Every publication of a collection is thus a new speech act. This shows once
again how the communication situation belongs to the text (Sellin/|1983, 528, n.
33).

Sellin’s analysis of Mk 4:1-34 began with an analysis of the hierarchy of
embedded levels within the text and with source criticism. He distinguished five
levels (Sellin/[1983, 516), the first of which is the communicative setting external
to the text. Within the text there is the narrative setting, and embedded within
it is speech, which creates a world of its own. Within this spoken world is
embedded non-narrative metaphorical speech and a further narrative world.
This analysis of levels raises the question of the sources of these various parts,
and to what extent each part either functions within the context or clearly
brings with it a function from an earlier stage of tradition. Sellin concluded
that only the parable of the seed which grows by itself and the parable of the
mustard seed can be understood as individual speech acts on a pre-Markan level

17John G. Cook (1995} 122-125) refers to these “worlds” as levels or communication frames
that are embedded in one another. The term communication level is applied to this concept
by text linguists such as Giilich, Heger, and Raible (1979} 81) and Hellholm (1980, 77-78).

18Sellin points out that the context, Sitz im Leben, yielded by form criticism is general
rather than specific. The ‘Sitz im Leben’ is not understood as the historical origin of respective
individual texts, but as the typical setting of pragmatic functions of a Gattung, thus of a class
of texts (Sellin|/1983} 515). Form criticism thus cannot tell us about the tradition history of
an individual text or the sources and strata behind the texts. Nor can it tell us about the
function of a text part in a specific speech act.
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by themselves (Sellin|[1983, 519). The parable of the sower and its interpretation
function completely within the context of Mk 4:1-34, both operating not only
at the same literary level, but specifically at the literary level of the Markan
redaction. The function of this text part Sellin understood to be related to
apocalyptic esoteric and the messianic secret.

In particular, the theological function of the parable and interpretation is
twofold (Sellin||1983] 523): 1) It exemplifies the purpose of Jesus’ teaching to
conceal and to require interpretation. 2) Its content exemplifies the general
esoteric motif in that the Aéyoc ‘word, speech’ is not correctly heard and un-
derstood by everyone. As a whole, Mk 4:1-34 has five distinctive characteristics
(Sellin||1983] 523-524): 1) It is puothpov ‘mystery.” 2) The hearers are sepa-
rated into insiders and outsiders. 3) The outsiders only hear, but the speech is
also interpreted for the insiders. 4) The insiders cannot understand by them-
selves, but are dependent on the interpretation. 5) The teaching is presented as
nopafoly| ‘parable,” which is understood as allegory or secret symbol. According
to Sellin, these characteristics together constitute the Gattung ‘allegory,” and
derive historically from Jewish apocalyptic. Its pragmatic function cannot be
determined with a great deal of specificity. The closest analogy for understand-
ing its pragmatic function is probably the oracle of a priest, which the priest
then interprets for his congregation.

Sellin’s analysis of the parable of the sower and its interpretation drew on
text linguistic theory, and in the process he made very helpful observations
about the relationship between text and context. However, his basic method
of analysis was not linguistic, but the traditional historical-critical methods,
namely literary- (source-), form- and redaction-criticism. He made good use of
generally accepted linguistic concepts in defining the text or parts of a text that
are the objects of the exegetical activity, and he drew on linguistic theory in an
eclectic way to sharpen the historical-critical methods, especially with regard
to the understanding of text and its relation to the context that is implicit in
those methods. He did not fully exploit the potential of applying a specific
linguistic theory to a text as a separate step in the exegesis of the text in order
to understand how the text as it stands functions, and to make explicit those
aspects of pragmatic context that are embedded in the text. Sellin was correct
to use linguistics as a supplement to the exegetical tools currently available
rather than to supplant them, but his work does not yet demonstrate the full
potential of rigorously applying specific linguistic theories to a text.

2.3 Du Plessis and Pragmatics

J. G. du Plessis (1987)) presented a specific linguistic theory, Geoffrey Leech’s
(1983)) principles of pragmatics, and applied it to the Parable of the Sower and
its interpretation in Matthew 13:1723B Pragmatics is defined by Leech (1983]

9Du Plessis (1987, 34) noted that pragmatics is an extension of speech act theory, which
originated with the philosophical research of J. L. Austin (1962)), John Searle (1969), and
H. Paul Grice (1975)), and has been used in parable research by Anthony C. Thiselton (1970)),
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6) as “the study of meaning in speech situations.” Du Plessis contrasted prag-
matical meaning with the “sense” of a text. While the latter represents the
literal or verbal meaning of a text, the former must be read from “between the
lines.” In particular, according to Leech (1983, 17), pragmatic meaning impli-
cated by an utterance can be described in terms of two “forces” at work in every
utterance. Illocutionary force is a reconstruction of the act that the speaker of
an utterance was attempting to perform as the goal of the communication (Leech
1983| 14-15). For example, the illocutionary force of the utterance “Beware!”
is a warning, if the goal of the speaker was that someone should be warned of
a specific danger (du Plessis 1987, 34). Rhetorical force is a reconstruction of
the social goals of the speaker, which consist of adherence to (or flouting of)
principles such as truthfulness and politeness.

Leech (1983] 16) divided rhetorical force into “inter-personal rhetoric” and
“textual rhetoric.” The latter includes principles of processibility, clarity, econ-
omy and expressivity. These principles have to do with the ease of process-
ing, lack of unintentional ambiguity, avoidance of excessive brevity or repeti-
tion, and the aesthetic aspect of texts. Inter-personal rhetoric, according to
du Plessis, is where Leech made his most important contributions. He began
with Grice’s (1975|) cooperative principle, and added to it the politeness princi-
ple and the irony principle, to name the most important ones. The cooperative
principle consists of a number of maxims known as Grice’s maxims: the mazim
of quantity states that a speaker should give the audience enough information,
but not too much; the maxim of quality states that a speaker should be honest
and not lie; the maxim of relation states that a speaker should advance both
his own and the audience’s goals; the mazxim of manner states that the illocu-
tionary force of an utterance should be indicated. Leech’s (1983, 132) major
contribution, the politeness principle, includes the maxims of tact, generosity,
approbation, modesty, agreement, and sympathy. These maxims have to do with
maximizing benefit and praise to the other and minimizing their opposites in
the exchange, maximizing cost and minimizing praise to self, and maximizing
agreement and sympathy between self and other while minimizing disagreement
and antipathy.

Pragmatic force (illocutionary force and rhetorical force combined) is the
intended effect of an utterance. Pragmatic analysis is represented by a set of
implicatures, deductions made from an utterance about how the principles of
textual and inter-personal rhetoric have been held to or flouted by the speaker,
and about the illocutionary force(s) implied by the utterance. Du Plessis (1987,
36) noted that instances of flouting of the principles (or maxims thereof) are
often most significant, because flouting of one principle or maxim usually indi-
cates that another is implicated in order to compensate, as we shall see in the
summary of du Plessis’s analysis which follows. The total set of implicatures for
a text represents the intended effect, or pragmatic force, of the text. Du Plessis
noted that this effect must be viewed in light of the fact that the expectations
of the listener plays a constitutive role, and thus meaning “comes into being in

Tullio Aurelio (1977), and Edmund Arens (1982).
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the relation between addresser and addressee” (du Plessis|[1987, 37).

Like Sellin, du Plessis used a “scheme of narrative roles” which distinguishes
the context external to the text from the world presented in it, worlds nar-
rated by characters, and so on. Du Plessis chose a narrative model, that of
Wolf Schmid (1973)), which describes narrative roles in terms of real (concrete)
authors and recipients, abstract authors and implied (ideal) recipients, and
characters within the narrative who act and speak. Figure taken from
du Plessis (1987, 38), represents the narrative roles. In this scheme, the ad-
dressee is the one to whom the work is directed. A recipient is one who actually
“realizes” the work by reading it. By adding narrative frame analysis, du Plessis
made it clear that his analysis of Mt 13:1-23 was designed to probe the relation-
ship between writer and reader only insofar as that relationship is embedded
in the text, or at least implied by the text, and not in a complete historical
sense. He was interested in showing the pragmatic force or intended effect of
the discourse, both in terms of the relationship between Jesus as speaker and
the disciples as addressees, and in terms of the relationship between implied
author and implied reader of the narrative, i.e., the relationship between author
and intended addressee that is implied by the text itself, not as it is known
through historical research.

Du Plessis’s method, then, is to “read between the lines,” analyzing the
text for what is implied, given Leech’s pragmatic principles, about the goals of
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communication between Jesus and the disciples internal to the narrative, and be-
tween the abstract author and implied reader of the narrative of Matthew. The
analysis proceeds through the text (Mt 13:1-23) as a communication process,
beginning with Jesus’ telling of the parable, continuing with the conversation
between Jesus and the disciples, and ending with Jesus’ interpretation of the
parable.

The focus of du Plessis’s analysis of the parable itself was on the apparent
flouting of the cooperative principle of inter-personal rhetoric and of the clarity
principle of textual rhetoric. In particular, the maxims of quantity and relation
are at stake. In his telling of this brief story, Jesus dwelt on the failure of
seed to produce for a variety of reasons all having to do with the nature of
the tracts of land on which the seed is sown. Only in the end is good soil
and success brought in, but the abundance of the harvest demonstrates that
success was assured, and the “waste” of seed that fell on unproductive soil is
not an issue. But how is the telling of the story relevant to the goals of Jesus
in telling it, as demanded by the maxim of relation? Has enough been said,
as per the maxim of quantity, to enable the images to be decoded? It seems
that both of these maxims of the cooperative principle have been flouted by
Jesus. Furthermore, Jesus’ concluding remark, 6 €ywv Gta dxovéte (Mt 13:9),
flouts the politeness principle, specifically the tact maxim which requires that
the speaker maximize the benefit and minimize the cost to the hearer. After
having flouted the cooperative principle by having said less than is necessary
for the hearers to understand, Jesus ordered the hearers to understand. This
presents a challenge to the hearers that implies a cost to them. The reader is
left also to ponder the relevance of the parable and its narrative at this point
in the gospel, and to wonder at the challenge issued by Jesus’ command.

Within the narrative, we can infer that the disciples do not understand the
communication process to be complete, or at least they assume that the flouting
of the cooperative principle will be rectified by an explanation of the parable
to them, for their question to him (v. 10) concerns Jesus’ reason for having
flouted the cooperative principle and the politeness principle in speaking to the
crowds (du Plessis||[1987, 41). This assumption is validated by Jesus’ response
(v. 11) that they (the disciples) have been given knowledge of the mysteries of
the kingdom of heaven. Pragmatically, benefit to them has been maximized, and
the promise of explanation implied. While Jesus’ relationship to the disciples is
maintained and even strengthened, the disciples are assured that the social goals
of Jesus’ communication through the parable are in fact not failing, despite the
apparent flouting of the cooperative and politeness principles in speaking to the
crowd. Jesus’ explanation makes it clear that the people are not intended to
understand. The use of the negated passive o0 dédotor ‘it has not been given’
(v. 11) implies that the withholding of understanding is God’s doing, or in
accord with God’s plan. The statement that their lack of understanding fulfills
scripture (v. 14) makes this explicit. Du Plessis noted that the pattern of the
parable itself parallels the entire conversation in that Jesus’ utterance, like the
action of sowing in the parable, is apparently unsuccessful and futile, but in the
end success (of some sort) is assured (du Plessis|[1987), 41).
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There are implications for the reader of this conversation as well as for the
disciples who are involved in it. Du Plessis noted that, although the conversation
is directed toward the disciples and not the others, there are implied threats to
the others that are repeated a total of four times (vv. 11, 12, 13, 14-15), in
violation of the textual principle of economy (du Plessis|1987, 46). These threats
function as a contrast to the favored position of the disciples, but they also
function as a warning to the reader. The reader, along with the disciples, has
been assured that Jesus’ proclamation will not be fruitless, but is accomplishing
the will of God. The reader is also privy to the statements that those who do
not have will lose even what they have because (61) seeing they do not see
and hearing they do not hear nor understand (vv. 12-13). On the level of the
abstract author and implied reader, then, there is an implied warning rather
strongly stated to the reader. The reader overhears the conversation between
Jesus and the disciples, and is thus an insider in terms of the information that is
available to the disciples. But the reader must choose whether to associate with
the disciples and accept the message concerning Jesus or not. The reader of the
gospel may deduce that the conflict between Jesus and the Jewish authorities
is becoming more intense, and that the rejection of Jesus is widespread. “The
incident becomes an assurance that the crucifixion as the climax of this rejection
is not a chance happening due to unforeseen circumstances, but is a calculated
effect” (du Plessis|[1987, 50). Thus the exhortation of v. 9 (“Whoever has ears
let him hear!”) is a warning to the reader, a challenge to choose to be among
the disciples to whom the mysteries will be explained. The repetition of this
warning throughout the conversation as well as the extravagance of what is
given to the disciples (the prophets longed to hear and see what they see, but
did not) creates comity between Jesus and the disciples, and by implication the
reader is invited into this relationship as well.

The explanation of the parable (vv. 18-23) makes explicit the parallel be-
tween the content of the parable and Jesus’ response to the disciples’ question.
At the same time, this explanation fulfills the implied promise understood by
the disciples that Jesus would give them understanding, and thus repair the
damage done to the cooperative principle in the telling of the parable itself.
Du Plessis described the illocutionary force of the explanation as the assertion
of “the relationships between the parable world and the disciples’ circumstances”
(du Plessis|[1987), 52). A promise is entailed in the abundant fruitfulness that is
portrayed in spite of apparent failure that is described in an open-ended list of
causes, and a warning is entailed in the failure. The seed that fails is associated
with those who see but do not see, and hear but do not hear nor understand.
“The attention is directed to the various causes for disobedience. The addressees
are implored by implication to consider their own position and to listen with
responsibility” (du Plessis||1987, 52).

Du Plessis summarized the results of his pragmatic analysis of Mt 13:1-23
in the following paragraph, which is worth quoting at length:

The pragmatical force of the conversation with the disciples, which
was initiated by the telling of the Sower and which reaches a prelim-
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inary conclusion with the giving of the explanation of the parable,
is the creation of a relationship between Jesus and the disciples in
which he is the dominant partner and they are shown to be depen-
dent on him. They are urged to accept and adhere to his words.
By doing this they are part of the future success of the kingdom.
In brief: the disciples must adhere to the relationship of discipleship
with Jesus. Everything converges on this: the promise and assurance
of the parable; the implied warning; the assertion that the kingdom
comes in this way; the stress on God’s and Jesus’ full control of the
situation; the stress on the lack of obedient listening as a calculated
event; the continuous assurance given to the disciples of their priv-
ileged position and the illumination of the dangers threatening the
relationship (du Plessis|[1987), 53, emphasis original).

This summary draws attention to the illocutionary goals of Jesus within the
conversation, especially the goals of assurance and warning, and his social goals
to maintain a certain relationship with the disciples in which they accept the
assurance and heed the warning. At the same time, Jesus’ flouting of cooperative
and politeness principles in speaking the parable to the crowd obscured the
illocutionary force, thus intentionally guaranteeing that the crowd would not
execute the illocutionary goal of the parable.

Although he focused on a different part of the model, Du Plessis’s model of
language is essentially the same as Sellin’s. This model presents syntax as the
relation between signs in texts, semantics as the relationship between signs and
meaning@ and pragmatics as the relationship between signs, their meanings,
and the users of the signs (both producer and recipient of texts). The tendency
in using this model is to treat syntax, semantics and pragmatics as autonomous
components of language that can be examined adequately independently of one
another. Du Plessis makes reference to semantic meanings and, to a lesser
extent, syntactic relations in his study on occasion because he is interested in
a complete interpretation of the text. But his analysis of the pragmatics of the
text does not make explicit reference to the semantic or syntactic structure of the
text. In short, the focus of his study was on what is “between the lines” of the
text rather than on what the text says. He sought to elucidate the illocutionary
and rhetorical force that can be inferred by reading the text in light of a set of
pragmatic principles, thereby reconstructing something of the communication
situation of the text, or the way in which the text was used by specific persons.
This approach to pragmatics must use terms such as “inference,” “implicature”
and “between the lines” because it assumes a formal approach to semantic and
syntactic structure.

In contrast to this perspective on language, a functional approach, such as
the one presented in the previous chapter, views language from the start as a tool

208ellin distinguished between semantics as the relationship between sign and concept (com-
monly referred to as connotation) and sigmatics as the relationship between sign and object
(commonly referred to as denotation) (Sellin|[{1983, 508). John G. Cook (1995 4), in his
linguistic approach to the study of Mark, represents the more common practice of including
connotation and denotation as meaning treated by semantics.
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which people use to make meanings in particular contexts. Thus the question
asked by pragmatic theory — “How do people use language?” — also guides the
analysis of the texts themselves. It is not merely a matter of what is between
the lines, but what is in them. From a functional standpoint, the companion
question to the above is, “How is language structured for use?” (Eggins|1994] 2).
The systemic-functional approach to semantics is to ask what kind of meanings
people make in the process of using language to do what they do. In other
words, it is expected that linguistic meanings will realize social goals. The
systemic-functional approach to grammar is to ask how the meanings that people
make are mapped onto one another in grammatical and lexical structures. The
assumption of this approach is that, while the relationship between content and
expression is arbitrary and conventional, the structures on the expression plane
of the language (grammatical and lexical structures) are functionally organized
for the express purpose of expressing meanings, and the semantic structures
of the language are functionally organized for the express purpose of enabling
people to do things with language. The implication of this functional approach
to language is that a careful examination of the lexico-grammatical and semantic
structures of a text, as defined by a functional approach, will reveal something
of the uses in the situational and cultural context of the text.

Of the studies of the Parable of the Sower and its interpretation discussed
in this chapter, Kingsbury’s and du Plessis’s focused on Matthew’s version, and
Sellin’s on Mark’s. In the following chapters I will focus on the text of Matthew
to see what functions are evident in it and how they relate to context. I will,
however, also give consideration to the Markan and Lukan parallels, pointing
out similarities and differences, not as an engagement in issues of mutual depen-
dence, but in order to highlight the features of each text. To focus on issues of
dependence, which I will nevertheless not ignore, may tend to distract from the
linguistic features by resolving them, even if rightly, as issues of mutual depen-
dence. My primary concern is to elucidate aspects of context that are embedded
in the texts, and to show the differences those aspects of context make in the
way a story of the telling and explanation of a parable by Jesus is told within
three different gospels.
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Chapter 3

Ideational Meanings and
Field of Discourse

We begin our search for the context in the text with the aspect of the context
of situation (or register variable) that was identified in the first chapter as “field
of discourse.” Field of discourse is the activity in regard to which language is
functioning in the context of situation. In the first chapter, we defined field of
discourse as what is going on in the context, the kind of activity (as recognized
by the culture) in which language is playing some part, or “what the language
is being used to talk about” (Eggins||1994] 52). What we sometimes refer to as
topic is an important aspect of the context of situation. People who produce
texts are talking or writing about something with some degree of specialization
or generality. But field is more than topic or subject matter. It includes activity
as well as subject matter, or “what’s going on with reference to what” (Gerot
1995, 39). In this chapter we will examine the field of discourse of Mt 13:1-23 in
terms of Activity Focus (i.e., “what is going on” in the context of situation) and
Object Focus (i.e., “with reference to what” is the focal activity “going on”)E]
Since field of discourse is predicted by the ideational metafunction, the focus
of this chapter is on the ideational (especially experiential) meanings in the
text. In particular, the focus is on the experiential meanings realized at the
clause rank as processes, participants and circumstances, experiential meanings
realized by patterns of lexical choices in the text, and logical meanings realized
by conjunctions and other grammatical devices for showing the relationship of
clauses to one another. I begin with an examination of logical meanings in order
to give a framework for the analysis of experiential meanings that follows it.

IThese terms are used by Linda Gerot (1995, 39).

(0]



76 Ideational Meanings and Field of Discourse

3.1 Logical Meanings:
Relations Between Clauses

An analysis of the contextual features embedded in a text assumes that the text
that is the object of analysis is a whole text or a part of a text that has not been
arbitrarily or randomly delimited. The text under analysis in this study, Mt
13:1-23, is commonly viewed as a discrete section within Matthew on the parable
of the sower and its interpretationEI The section can be further subdivided into
a narrative introduction (vv. 1-3a), the parable (vv. 3b-9), a dialogue in which
Jesus explains why he speaks in parables (vv. 10-17) and the interpretation of
the parable (Davies & Allison!|1991, 373). A major reason this portion of the
text of Matthew is commonly understood in this way is because of the logical
relations between clausesEI It is helpful to note these logical groupings of clauses
when analyzing the experiential meanings realized by the clauses.

The most prominent logical relation that explains why the structure of Mt
13:1-23 is understood in this way is projection. Projection, as defined in the first
chapterﬂ is a relation that most commonly holds between a clause that realizes
a verbal process and one or more clauses that realize that which is verbalized by
the Sayer of the verbal processﬂ In Mt 13:1-23, there are a number of verbal
processes that project multiple clauses. Since these clauses are logically related
as a group to the verbal process that projected them, it is natural that each
instance of direct discourse will be perceived as a discrete text part. Projection
goes a long way toward giving a linguistic explanation to du Plessis’ narrative
frame analysis of the text described in the previous chapter.

The display below demonstrates the logical relations between clauses at the
highest level of Mt 13:1-23 taken as a unit. Each clause that stands in relation
to the clauses around it is boxed in. Clauses that are paratactically related (i.e.,
their logical relationships place them on the same level; neither is subordinate
to the other) are lined up at the left margin of the display. The clause that
is a subordinate clause (in a hypotactic relationship to a neighboring clause)
is indented. Conjunctions and relative pronouns that point to the logical rela-
tionship that holds between clauses are underlined. Words that realize a verbal
process and project other clauses appear in bold and italic typeface. Clauses

2E.g.,|Gundry| (1982, 251), |Davies & Allison| (1991} 373), and [Harrington| (1991} 193).

3John G. Cook’s (1995, 190-192) linguistic outline of Mark, which shows a similar struc-
ture for the Markan parallel to Mt 13:1-23 (Mk 4:1-20), depends heavily on what systemic
linguistics identifies as logical meanings. At the broadest level of outline of Mk 4:1-20, Cook
shows the introduction to teaching in parables (vv. 1-2a), the parable spoken to the crowd
(vv. 2b—8), the challenge to hear the parable (v. 9), and Jesus speaking to his disciples alone
(vv. 10-20). He adds at the same level of the outline Jesus turning to speak more parables to
the crowds (vv. 21-34), paralleling the remainder of the “parable discourse” in Mt 13:24-52.
Cook’s analysis parallels those of Gundry, Davies & Allison, and Harrington for the Matthean
parallel in that he subdivides vv. 10-20 into the question about the parables (v. 10) and the
answer, which divides into the part about the mystery of the kingdom (vv. 11-12) and the
explanation of the parable (vv. 13-20).

4See the discussion of Mental Processes (p. and Verbal Processes (p. above.

5As noted in chapter one, mental process clauses may also project other clauses.
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that are projected as a group by a single verbal process appear in a single box
and the logical relationships within the box are not indicated, although the con-
junctions and other grammatical markers that help to realize tactic relationships
between clauses are underlined.

13.1 Ev tfj nuépa éxelvy é€ehdov o Incodc tfic oixlag éxdinto mopd thv
Ydhaocoay:

’LO(‘L cuviydnoav meog abTov Oyhot Tohhol,
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projection
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ol e00éwe E€avétethey Bid TO Wi Exew Bddog yiic
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ol B1d To un Exew piloav E&npdvi,.

13.7 &hha B¢ Eneoev Eml tac dxdvioc,

ol avéBnoay o dcorvion

ol Emvigoy adTd.

13.8 dAha B¢ Emcoev EmL TNV YTV THYV xoANV

xall €6(dou xopndy,

O yev exatdy,

0 bt e&rxovta,

13.9 6 Eywv BTa dxovéTw.
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projection
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projection
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... (continued)
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... (continued)
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The independent clauses that are normally read as the introduction or narra-
tive setting to the parable discourse are paratactically linked by the conjunction
xai, and are thus closely related to one another. Furthermore, the clauses in vv.
10 and 11 that realize verbal processes use the conjunctions xal and 8¢, indicat-
ing continuity with the preceding narrative rather than the beginning of a new
section. Most of the rest of the text is in two large blocks — the projected group
of clauses that constitute the parable, and the projected group of clauses that
constitute the answer to the question regarding the use of parables, including
the interpretation of the parable.

Just as the narrative frame in the opening verses is linked to that of vv.
10 and 11 by conjunctions, so the answer given by Jesus beginning in v. 11
is linked to the question which precedes it by a conjunction, namely &t (“be-
cause”), which answers the question & tf (“why?”). Within the projected
direct discourse blocks there are also logical relations consisting largely of sub-
ordinating relationships indicated by relative pronouns and conjunctions such as
aria and 61, and paratactic relationships indicated by conjunctions such as xol
and 8¢. The notable departure from ordinary tactic relations is the use of olv
in v. 18, indicating a special logical relationship to what precedes that clause,
followed by asyndeton, which helps to indicate the beginning of something new.
The logical relationships alone hint at a distinction between the explanation
for why Jesus is speaking in parables in vv. 10-17 and the explanation of the
parable of the sower in vv. 18-23. In the Markan parallel, this distinction is
made by separating the two sections (Mk 4:11-12 and Mk 4:13-20) with another
narrative clause, xol Aéyel adtoic, realizing a verbal process that distinguishes
the interpretation of the parable (the real answer to the question in Mark) from
the statement about the mysteries of the kingdom (a diversion in Mark)ﬂ

The logical relations in this passage help to make clear the texts within the
text, and are thus important to examine in preparation for an analysis of the
experiential meanings realized in the clauses of the text. In particular, the logical
relations give warrant to treating the direct discourse material as texts that can
be analyzed independently of the surrounding text prior to being considered
a part of the whole text. This means that the narrative frame, as du Plessis
called it, might also be fruitfully examined independently of the direct discourse
material for which it provides a frame. I shall not give further attention to the
logical meanings of the text insofar as doing so is beyond the scope of this study.
I turn instead to an analysis of the processes, participants and circumstances
realized in the clauses of the various text parts. It is in these experiential
meanings that the object focus and activity focus of the text-in-context are
embedded.

60n the gratuitous nature of the parable rationale in Mark (and in Luke) as a delay in
answering the real question by interpreting the parable itself, see Section beginning on

p-[B8
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3.2 Activity and Object Focus: Processes, Par-
ticipants, and Circumstances

The purpose of examining the experiential meanings of the text is to determine
from them how that aspect of the situational context here referred to as “field
of discourse” is reflected in the semantic structure of the text. The first step
is to analyze the text into its components of experiential meaning at the level
of the clauseE] In particular, we are interested in the processes, participants
and circumstances. It is this semantic information that realizes the activity and
object focus of the situational context, i.e., what is going on with regard to
what, in the situation in which the text is produced. We are not concerned at
this stage with what grammatical case or class of words is used to refer to the
participants, word order, whether the active, passive or middle voice is used, etc.
We are only concerned with which processes occur in the text and what types
of processes they are, what participants are associated with those processes and
the particular semantic roles they play in relation to the processes, and under
what circumstances the processes are said to occur.

It is important to note that the entire text stands in a particular relationship
to Matthew’s situational context. However, the status of the narrative frame
is special. In addition to being a part of Matthew’s text, it also provides an
explicit situational context for the direct discourse that stands in relation to it by
projection. Thus our interest in the parable, the rationale and the explanation of
the parable is on two levels. Jesus, the disciples and the crowds are participants
in relation to processes within the narrative frame, and are thus related to
Matthew’s activity and object focus. In addition, however, those narrative
characters utter speech within the narrative that has its own activity and object
focus in relation to their situational context constituted by the narrativeﬂ

An analysis of the experiential meanings of Mt 13:1-23 confirms the distinc-
tions between the narrative frame, the parable of the sower, the discourse on
the purpose of the parables, and the interpretation of the parable suggested by
the logical relations at the highest level of the text. I will examine each of these
parts of the text in turn, then return to Mt 13:1-23 as a whole in the concluding
section.

3.2.1 Activity and Object Focus of the Narrative Frame

The activity and object focus of the narrative frame is straightforward. The
narrative frame is relatively small, consisting of only seven clauses in these 23
verses. The processes, participants and circumstances, i.e., the information rele-
vant to activity and object focus, has been extracted from the whole experiential

"The results of the experiential analysis of Mt 13:1-23 is displayed in Appendix A on p.

8 Already, in mentioning narrative, we are talking in terms of genre and context of culture.
The analysis reflected here is relevant to the analysis of genre, and hypotheses about genre in
the sense in which it is defined here can be made. However, a complete analysis of genre would
involve comparative analysis of a range of texts, which is beyond the scope of this study.
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analysis for all of these clauses and displayed in Table This table makes
explicit the obvious, that the whole of the narrative frame is divided between
material and verbal processes, and that the participants are Jesus (references to
whom are in boldface), the crowds (references to which are underlined), and the
disciples (references to whom are in italics). There are a relatively high number
of circumstantial elements, explaining why the narrative frame is perceived as
“setting the scene” for the direct discourse material (Davies & Allison| (1991
373).

Table 3.1: Processes & Participants by Process Type in Mt 13:1—
3a, 10a, 11a (Narrative Frame)

AcCTOR PROCESS CIRCUMSTANCE
PROCESS
6 'Inocobc¢ éxdinto v Tf] uépa Exelvy

g€enddv 6 “Inoolc tic oixiog
Tapd ThY Ydhacoay
Sy hot Tohhol cuviydnoay  TpOC AvTOV

adTOV xardfiodou elc mholov gufdvta

ndg 6 6yhog elothxel énl TOV alylohov

SAYER VERBAL RECIPIENT VERBIAGE CIRCUMST.
PROCESS

[Jesus] gNdnoev aToilc TOMA v napofohois

AEYWV
ol padnrai glroy aLTH npocehdovieg
6 anmoxpideic elnev avTolc

What can be said about the activity and object focus of this text on the basis
of this information? It can be said that the focal activity of the text is teaching
and that the participants are in rather clear roles with regard to that activity.
The material processes in these clauses involve no goals or beneficiaries, but only
actors. Those actors are Jesus and the crowds. What Jesus does is to sit (two
processes convey this information, one realized by a finite verbal clause and the
other by an infinitival clause), and what the crowds do is to gather round him
and to stand. These actions lead up to Jesus speaking to the crowds. As in the
beginning of the Sermon on the Mount (5:1), these actions indicate a didactic
situation in which Jesus teaches from a position of authority and the people
listen (Newman||1983} [Luz (1990, 297; Harrington| (1991, 194). The remaining
verbal processes in the narrative frame are of a different character. Jesus and
the disciples are now the participants, and the nature of the verbal processes is
an exchange. The disciples ask and Jesus answers. The narrative frame itself,
then, takes on the character of a narrative in which Jesus is being portrayed

9The entire experiential analysis can be found in Appendix A on p. The lexical and
grammatical glosses of the texts presented in tables throughout this chapter, as well as free
translations, can also be found in the appendices.
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as an authoritative teacher to the crowds and a source of information to his
disciples. Yet the narrative does not develop. It simply provides background
for what Jesus has to say to two groups of people: the crowds who gather to
hear authoritative teaching and the disciples.

A similar action and object focus is present in the Markan parallel. Table[3.2]
shows that the didactic activity is made explicit by the repetition of the mate-
rial process of teaching as well as the (redundant) reference to teaching as the
circumstance of the first verbal process, i.e., the one which projects the para-
ble. Mark has not only used structures that appear to be generic of a teaching
situation, as Matthew has; he goes out of his way to emphasize the teaching
activity.

Table 3.2: Processes & Participants by Process Type in Mk 4:1-2,
9a, 10-11a, 13a (Narrative Frame)

ACTOR MATERIAL BENEFICIARY GOAL CIRCUMSTANCE
PROCESS
[Jesus] Ap&ato
dddoxey crowd TéAY
TapEd THV
ddhacoay
Oy hog
TAEIGTOC CLUVEYETOL TPOS AdTOV
adTOV xardioBon v tfi
Yahdoon
elc Tholov
gufdvTa
[Jesus] £d{8aoxey  adtolc TOMNNG v TopaBohalc
CARRIER RELATIONAL PROCESS ATTRIBUTE
ndc O
Oy hog floav neoc TNV Ydhacoay el tfic Yiig
SAYER VERBAL RECIPIENT VERBIAGE CIRCUMSTANCE
PRrOCESS
[Jesus] Eheyev avTolg v i} Subayf]
avTol
[Jesus] Eheyev crowds
ol megl
adtov oy
Toic 8chlexa  Hp®TLVY aDTOV Td¢
napaffordc  Ote €yéveto
ot LOVog
[Jesus] Eheyev avroic

[Jesus] Aével avroic
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Mark also uses a concentration of circumstantial elements in the narrative
frame as Matthew does. Mark, however, separates out one element of circum-
stance, which appears as the relational (attributive) process that places the
crowd on the shore as Jesus begins to teach.

The nature of the participants is also somewhat different in Mark than in
Matthew. Jesus is much more prominent, appearing as the Actor of the two
teaching processes that do not occur in Matthew’s text and as Sayer in more
verbal processes. In addition, the distinction between the disciples and the
crowd is not as clear, as it is in Matthew. It is not merely the disciples who
ask Jesus a question, but ol mepl adtov oUv tolc 8dexa ‘the ones around him
with the twelve.” This fuzziness is amplified by the nature of the question;
they did not ask why Jesus spoke to the crowds in parables, as the disciples
did in Matthew. Instead, Mark simply tells us, using Verbiage rather than
projected direct discourse, that they “asked him the parables.” The distinction
between the crowds and the disciples is not clear, either in the reference to the
participants in Mark’s text, or in their understanding of the parables.

Luke’s telling of this story is all the way around much briefer than Matthew’s
and Mark’s. In the narrative frame, it is clear that Luke has distilled the essence
of what is in the other two gospels to its bare minimum. Table shows that
there are only four clauses in Luke’s narrative frame, and that they are all
verbal process clauses. Luke prefaces the parable itself with only one clause,
albeit one with embedded clauses in it. These verbal process clauses contain
within themselves the circumstantial elements that provide the setting for the
discourse, a function carried by the material process clauses in Matthew and
Mark. This reduction also means that the crowd plays a smaller role, never
serving as the Actor of a material process, appearing only as the beneficiary
of the verbal processes of which Jesus is the Sayer. As in Matthew, it is the
disciples who ask the question of Jesus. They are clearly distinguished from the
crowd, even though their question resembles the one in Mark.

Table 3.3: Processes (Verbal) in Luke 8:4, 8c, 9a, 10a (Narrative

Frame)
SAYER VERBAL RECIPIENT CIRCUMSTANCE
PROCESS
[Jesus] glmev crowds oUVLOVTOC GYAOU TOANOD Xol

TGV x0T TOAY ETUTOPEL-
OUEVWY TEOG AUTOV
010 opofohiic

[Jesus] EQAOVEL crowds ot My oV

of patnral avrov EMNEOTWY  AVTOV

6 [Jesus] elnev [disciples]
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3.2.2 Activity and Object Focus of the Parable

Two things stand out at a glance in Table First is that the parable is
made up entirely of material process clauses in Matthew’s telling of it until
the final exclamation by Jesus. As with the narrative frame, the process types
used have a bearing on the question of genre. We might hypothesize that a
typical generic structure of a narrative would consist largely of material process
types. The text is describing happenings. We noted above that Mark used a
relational process to convey circumstantial or setting information. We shall see
in the direct discourse which follows the parable that a preponderance of other
process types are used to accomplish tasks other than conveying a narrative.
For example, the interpretation of the parable repeats many material processes
as the narrative itself is repeated in order to interpret it. But there are a high
percentage of relational processes used there, not to clarify the setting of the
story, but to identify the processes and participants used in the story as a means
of explaining the meaning of the narrative.

Table 3.4: Processes & Participants by Process Type in Mt 13:3b—9

(Parable)
AcTOR MATERIAL ~ GOAL CIRCUMSTANCE
PROCESS

6 onelpwyv

tol onelpery  E&TAdev

i gneoev év 16 onelpety adToV
Tapd THV 600V

T TETEWVY XATEPAYEY avrd eENdovTa

dAda gneoev nl T& TeTEMOdY dTou
oOx glyev yfjv ToAAY v

[seeds] ECavETELNEY e0léwe
Oua To un Exewv Bddoc yijc

[sun] exavpatioln  [seeds] nilou dvartelhoavtoc

[sun] EEnpdvin [seeds] Bud o ) Exewv pilav

dia éneoev gml T ddvidoc

ol BocarvBon avéfnoov

[thorns] gnviov avrd

dra gneoey el THY YV TV xahny

[seeds] €didou HAUPTLOV

i [yielded] EXATOV

i [yielded] gZrixovta

d [yielded] TpLdxOVTOL

SENSER MENTAL PROCESS PHENOMENON

— ~
6 EYwv BT

The second observation that can be made readily about Table is the

AXOVETW

[the meaning of the parable]
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repeated occurrence of references to the seeds and what grows from the seeds
as participants in the material processes of the narrative (such references are in
italics in the table). Other participants include the sower who sows the seeds,
the birds, the sun, and thorns, all of which are actors of processes of which the
seeds are the goal; and fruit, which is “given” or produced in various proportions
by the last seeds mentioned in the parable. Seeds are either goal or actor (of
processes of falling, growing up, bearing fruit) in nearly every clause in the
parable. The field of discourse of this parable can be described as things that
happen to seeds after they are sown.

While the parable is referred to by Jesus as “the parable of the sower” (tnv
napooly Tol onelpavtoc) in Mt 13:18, the sower only appears as a participant
in the opening clause, and is referred to again only in the circumstantial element
of the next clause. Robert H. Gundry (1982 258) states that Matthew created a
parallel between Jesus and the sowerE and that the meaning of this reference is
as much to call the disciples to listen to the interpretation that comes from the
sower himself as it is a title for the parableH Only if one accepts Gundry’s view
in identifying the sower with Jesus and acknowledges that the whole narrative
of the gospel is about Jesus can one say that the parable is “about” the sower.
Nor can it be said that the parable focuses on the four soil types (cf. [Davies
& Allison| 1991} 374-376), which are only referred to in circumstantial elements
related to the processes in the parable. The object focus of the parable is clearly
the seeds[]

This analysis demonstrates the importance of examining experiential mean-
ings at the clause rank and not simply examining the meanings of lexical items
in the text. The summary statement of the field of discourse given above —
things that happen to seeds after they are sown — clearly depends on the var-
ious lexical items used in the text. However, the object focus — the seeds —
turns out to be something that is referred to only by pronouns, whether demon-
strative, personal or relative, and implied subjects of both active and passive
verbs. Never does a lexical item refer to seeds present in the text. Furthermore,
it is not the specific lexical items in isolation, but as configured by the gram-
mar (largely at the clause rank), that communicate a field, that is, organized
knowledge. Charting occurrences of various lexical items is useful for studying
the cohesiveness of a text, but the grammatical relationships that hold between
them is necessary in order to understand how knowledge is organized in the
text.

In the parable in Matthew, there are several taxonomies related to one an-
other through the object focus of the text (i.e., the seeds) that together summa-
rize what is known in the narrative world of the text about seeds that are sown.

10E.g., both Jesus and the sower “go out” (Jesus in v. 1, the sower in v. 3). We are to
infer, according to Gundry, that Jesus was doing what he attributes to the sower in the
interpretation when he went out, namely spreading the word.

11One must wonder in what sense “The Parable of the Sower” is a title at all (Harrington|
1991, 196). It is not a title in the sense of being the opening word or words of a text, since
the sower is the last element of the opening clause of the parable and is in a different case
than in v. 18. On the extent to which the parable is “about” the sower, see below.

1280 also Guelich (1998l 196-197) with regard to the parable in Mark.
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For example, a taxonomy of normal stages of a plant’s development from a seed
is implicit in the text: it falls (nintel) to the ground; it springs up (E€avotéliet)
from the ground; it develops a root (Hilav); it grows up (dvofBaivel); it bears fruit
(B{dwowv xapndv). There is also a taxonomy of places where the seed can fall
that will have a bearing on the success of the development: it can fall on a path
(686v); rocky ground (metpmdn); upon thorns (éni téc axdvdac); or in good soil
(xoa\v yfv), which is plentiful (roA\v yfiv) and has depth (Bddoc yfic). Any
but the good soil leaves it vulnerable to things that will prevent its full develop-
ment: on a path the birds eat it (netewd xatagdyer adt6); on rocky ground the
sun scorches it (flog xowpatiler adt6) so that it withers (Enpaiveton); if it falls
upon thorns, they choke it (od dxdvdou mviyouowy adtd). Without being referred
to lexically, the seeds are nevertheless the focal object with reference to which
the various objects and activities represented in the text are mentioned.

The experiential meanings in Mark (Table are similar to those in Mat-
thew, with some minor, but intriguing differences. The parable in Mark is
immediately preceded by a behavioral process (the command to listen) that
parallels the mental process (the warning to hear what has been said) that
concludes the parable in all three synoptic accounts. The parable then begins
with an existential clause (using éyéveto, an apparent Semitism of which Mark
is fond). These differences have little, if any effect on the field of discourse of
the parable as a whole. Their effect is more on the mode of the text, which will
be discussed in Chapter 5.

Table 3.5: Processes & Participants by Process Type in Mk 4:3-8,
9b (Parable)

BEHAVER BEHAVIORAL PROCESS

crowd Axolete

EXISTENT

EXISTENTIAL PROCESS

CIRCUMSTANCE

[following events]

EYEVETO

év 16 omelpety

AcTOR MATERIAL ~ GOAL CIRCUMSTANCE
PROCESS
6 onelpwv eZfddey omelpot
0 gneoev Tapd THY 68OV
T METEWVY fhdev
[the birds] XATEPUYEY avté
drlo gneoev Eml TO TETEEOEC IOV
elyev yfjv oAy
[seed] gZavételhey ebdlc
OLd To un Eyewv Badoc Yijc
[sun] exaupatiodn  [seed/ OTE AvETELReY O Thog
[sun] EZnpdvin [seed] B to i) Eyewv Hilav
dAdo greoev elc Tac axdviog
ol ocorvdon avefnooay
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[thorns] ouvétvilay  avtd

[seed] oUx Edwxev  xopTOV

dAda gneoev elc ™V YHiv TV xaARy

[seeds] €d{dou XAUPTOV GvoaPaivovTo xol
adEavoueva

&y Epepev TpLdxovTa

&y [yielded] e&fnovia

&y [yielded] Exatov

SENSER MENTAL PROCESS PHENOMENON

0¢ Exel OToL AoVEY  GXOVETW [the meaning of the
parable]

Perhaps the most significant difference in the experiential meanings of the
parable in Mark compared to Matthew, however, is the use of the singular in
referring to “seed” rather than “seeds.” It seems that the fate of one particular
seed is described in each of three environments prior to describing the plural
seeds that have fallen on good soil. When it comes to these, again one seed
each (Ev) produces the various yields. This difference changes the nature of
the participants, and therefore the object focus of the text, from seeds that are
sown and fall in various places to each of several specific seeds that suffer various
fates.

Luke also uses singular references for the seeds (see Table . His telling of
the parable is much briefer than Matthew’s or Mark’s, leaving out any explicit
reference to the sun and reducing the report of the yield to a single seed that
yielded a hundred-fold. The “depth” of the field of discourse is thus reduced.
Since there are fewer participants and processes, the taxonomies evident in the
text are simpler than those in Matthew.

Table 3.6: Processes & Participants by Process Type in Lk 8:5-8b,
8d (Parable)

AcToRr MATERIAL ~ GOAL CIRCUMSTANCE
PROCESS

6 omelpwv g&iihdev 100 onelpon TOV oNdEOV
adTol

0 gneoev &V ¢ omelpey alTOV
Topd THY 606V

[someone] xatenothidn  [seed/

T TETEWV

1ol olpavol  xotégayev  avrd

Etegoy UTENECEV éml TV TETEAV

[sun?] eZnpdvin [seed] QuUEV
O o Ui Exewy ixudda

Etegoy gneoev &V €O TEY InoviEy

ol Socorviou anénvilov avtd ouppuEoaL
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Eregoy gneoev elc ™y Yijv v ayadrv
[seed] ¢noinoev XOPTOV EXAUTOV-
Tanhaciova QuEV
SENSER MENTAL PHENOMENON
PROCESS

0 EYnv BT
GxoVELY BXOVETR [the meaning of the parable]

3.2.3 Activity and Object Focus of the Parable Rationale

This section begins a marked difference between Matthew and the parallel ac-
counts. This difference is seen immediately in the size of Matthew’s text — 35
clauseﬂ to Mark’s eight and Luke’s five. In Luke’s case, one of these clauses is
the question asked by the disciples. This question is a relational Clausﬁ seeking
an explanation of the nature of the parable itself, i.e., it seeks an answer of the
form, “the parable is z,” where z is a meaning or explanation attributed to the
parable. This fact explains in large measure why this “rationale” section in Luke
is so brief: it appears to be gratuitous information that is completely unneces-
sary in order to answer the question that seeks information about the parable.
The question in Mark, which is indirect discourse in the narrative frame, is un-
clear, but is perhaps best understood in the sense in which Luke has it, since
the interpretation of the parable, rather than this excursus (i.e., the rationale),
seems to be the real answer to the question. As in Luke, Matthew’s text also
includes the question asked of him. In Matthew’s case, however, rather than
a relational question about the nature of the parable, the question is a verbal
process clausdEI asking why he is speaking in parables; i.e., it seeks an answer
of the form, “I speak in parables because x,” where x is the reason that is the
circumstance of the verbal process. In Matthew, this large section is in direct
answer to the question that Jesus is askedE and the interpretation that follows

I3Even if we were to accept the view of Davies and Allison (1991} 394) that 13:14-15 are a
very early post-Matthean interpolation, we are still left with 22 clauses in Matthew’s version.
The most persuasive of their arguments is that only here is a formula quotation placed on
Jesus’ lips, and it differs in other significant ways from other formula quotations in Matthew.
Also in their favor is that these verses agree almost exactly with Acts 28:26-27, although the
influence could have gone either way. In any case, my concern is with the text as it stands;
“Matthew” in this study is shorthand for the producer of the text as it stands. Nevertheless
it should be noted that these two verses do not substantially change the overall makeup of
the text since the quotation is highly repetitious of the material and mental process clauses
that are otherwise present.

14See the only relational process clause in Table

15See the verbal processes in Table

16Contra Hagner (1993): “An initial problem concerning the structure of the discourse —
the apparent digression in the passage on the purpose of the parables (13:10-17) — is explained
as something the evangelist decided to accept from his source.” As Sellin noted (see chapter
two), the purposes of a text are not necessarily those of the source from which it is derived. If
we accept that Matthew has used Mark as a source, we must recognize that he has expanded
the source considerably at this point. My argument here is that whereas the text in Mark is
a digression, the expansion of it in Matthew is precisely because the purpose of the text in
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is superfluous to the question, though not to the point of Jesus’ answer, as we

shall see.

Table 3.7: Processes & Participants by Process Type in Mt 13:10b,
11b-17 (Rationale)

ACTOR MATERIAL GoAL BENEFICIARY
PROCESS
[God] dédotan YVEVL T8 LUo THELN
tfic Pootheloc TGV
0VPAVESV iy
[God] 00 3édotan éxebvolg
[God] dotoeTon T
[God] Gpdoeton O Eyel &’ adtod
[God] GvamAneotiton 7 npognrela Hoolou
7 AMyouoa avTolC
[God] enoyOvin 7 xapdio ol haod
T00UTOoU
the crowds|  éxdupuvoay Tolg 6@ iaiuolg
ATV
the crowds] émotpédwoty [to God?]
[God] ldooyan avtolg
CARRIER RELATIONAL ATTRIBUTE
PROCESS
boTiC €yel [knowledge of the mysteries]
[God] neplooeudioeton  [knowledge of the mysteries]
foloprls oux Eyel [knowledge of the mysteries]
Y@y of
Spdatuol [are] poxdiplot
td dra Yu@y  [are] [blessed]
SENSER MENTAL PHENOMENON CIRCUMSTANCE
PROCESS
the crowds] oU BAénouaiy [mysteries of kingdom| pBAémovteg
the crowds|  oUx dxolouoty [mysteries of kingdom]  dxolovteg
the crowds] 00Be cuvioucty [mysteries of kingdom]
the crowds] dxoloete [mysteries of kingdom]  dxofj
the crowds] o0 uf ouvijte [mysteries of kingdom]
the crowds] PBAédete [mysteries of kingdom| BAémovteg
the crowds] o0 un e [mysteries of kingdom]
the crowds] #xoucay [mysteries of kingdom] toic Golv
Bapéwe
the crowds] Bwotv [mysteries of kingdom]  toic 6¢@Vahuoic
the crowds] dxolvowotv [mysteries of kingdom|] toic oty

Matthew is such that vv. 10-17 are not a digression but the main point.
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the crowds] ocuvgow [mysteries of kingdom]  tfj xopdia
[disciples] Brénovoty [mysteries of kingdom]
[disciples] dxovouoty [mysteries of kingdom]
ToAAOL
pivololiryyeeil
xol Bixanor  Emedlunooy

(5etv & BAémete
[many
prophets &
righteous] ouX ELdaV [mysteries of kingdom]
[prophets &
righteous] axoboan & dxoveTE
[prophets &
righteous] 00X fixovooy [mysteries of kingdom]
tueic (disc.)  dmoloate v nopofolny tol onelpavtog
SAYER VERBAL RECIPIENT VBGE CIRCUMSTANCE

PROCESS
[Jesus] Aol A TOolC dudx i

év mopofohaic
[Jesus] NoAGd aUTolc B Tolito
v mopofohalc

[Jesus] Ayw Uiy

Table 3.8: Processes & Participants by Process Type in Mk 4:11b—
12 (Rationale)

ACTOR MATERIAL BENEFICIARY  GOAL
PROCESS

[God] dédotan OV 70 pvotiolov Thic

Paoleiac tot Jeot

outsiders] uhnote émoTeédwory  [God?]

[God] Gpedii avTole

CARRIER  RELATIONAL ATTRIBUTE CIRCUMSTANCE
PROCESS

gxelvolg

Tolc €€ yiveTon T& VIO év mapaBohaic

SENSER MENTAL PHENOMENON CIRCUMSTANCE
PRrOCESS

outsiders| Prénwoty [the mystery] — PArénoviec

outsiders] u1 WBwotv [the mystery]

outsiders]  dxobwotv [the mystery]  dxovovteg
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outsiders] u1 cuwgoy [the mystery]

Table 3.9: Processes & Participants by Process Type in Lk 8:9b,
10b (Rationale)

CARRIER RELATIONAL ATTRIBUTE
PROCESS
abtn ) mopoforn gin Tic
ACTOR MATERIAL BENEFICIARY  GOAL CIRCUM.
PROCESS
[God] dédoTon Uiy Yvévar T
Qo Tl
tfic Baothelog
00U Yeod
[God] [giving] Tolg Aonoic [the mysteries] &v mapaBohaic
SENSER MENTAL PHENOMENON  CIRCUM.
PROCESS

the rest] uf BAénwowy  [the mysteries] BAénovtec
the rest] uf ouwiow  [the mysteries] dxovovteg

In all three accounts, Jesus’ speech prior to the interpretation of the parable
consists of material and mental process clausesm Both of these are multiplied
in Matthew, but the focus is on the mental processes. These are processes of see-
ing, hearing, knowing, and understanding — all processes of perception. Most
of these mental process clauses do not have explicit Senser and Phenomenon
participants; the “activity” seems to be more in focus than the “objects.” How-
ever, the identity of the participants is not difficult to discern from the context.
Most of the text is focussed on those to whom the parables are spoken, i.e., the
crowd, and on that which is given to the disciples but not to those to whom the
parables are spoken, i.e., the mysteries of the kingdom. The addressees of this
speech, i.e., the disciples, like the crowd, appear as Sensers, as do ‘many prophets
and righteous ones.” While the latter are made explicit in the clauses in which
they appear as participants, the mysteries of the kingdom as Phenomenon must
be inferred from the material process clauses that occur early in the discourse
(v. 11): Opiv déBotan yv@von té puothpia tiic Bacthelog t@v obpovdy, éxelvols
0t oV 0édotar ‘to you has been given to know the mysteries of the kingdom of
the heavens, but to those it has not been given.” Those to whom Jesus speaks
parables and the disciples to whom he is speaking in this section are referenced
here as Beneficiaries of the material process of giving. The Goal of the process

17See Tables and The crowd, to whom the parable is spoken, is identified in
the tables with underlining, the disciples with italic script, and Jesus with boldface, as in the
narrative frame tables above.
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is another process, a mental one: to know the mysteries of the kingdom of the
heavens. We can infer from this that the Phenomena of the mental processes
later in the discourse are also the mysteries of the kingdom.

God is a major participant in this section of text, especially as Actor to the
material processes. Explicit reference is avoided by use of the “divine passive”
(Harrington|[1991}, 195). For example, in v. 11, cited above, God is the Actor of
the giving process, the Goal of which is to know the mysteries of the kingdom
and of which the disciples are the Beneficiary. God is Actor of seven of the nine
material process clauses in this text part — God gives, takes, fulfills the words
of the prophets, hardens hearts, and heals. Those to whom the parables are
addressed are the Actors of the remaining material processes.

The action focus of this section of discourse, then, is on various forms of
perception and on happenings that enable or disable that perception. The
object focus of the section is God, the mysteries of the kingdom of the heavens,
those to whom the parable was spoken, the disciples, and many prophets and
righteous ones. God alone is Actor of material processes that result in people
perceiving the mysteries of the kingdom. Those who perceive them do not act
to enable their perception. But those who do not perceive do act to prevent
their own perception. Those who perceive are not only enabled by God, but are
also hearers of Jesus’ word — the many prophets and righteous ones did not
disable themselves from perceiving, but lacked the opportunity to hear Jesus.
The field of discourse, then, can be described as those who hear Jesus either
perceiving the mysteries of the kingdom as enabled by actions of God or failing
to perceive the mysteries as disabled by their own actions.

I have so far ignored the relational process clauses, five of which occur in this
section of Matthew’s text and none in the parallels. These clauses, all attributive
processes, may help signal the genre of the text. The information conveyed
through these attributive structures could have been included in circumstantial
elements of other clauses, as, for example, the information in Mark’s attributive
clause in the narrative frame about the crowds standing on the shore is contained
in a circumstantial element in Matthew. Information that might be setting or
background to a narrative is elevated to relational clauses when the (generic)
purpose of the text is to explain rather than to tell a sequence of happenings. In
this text, the attributive clauses give information about important participants
in the material and mental process clauses, namely the mysteries of the kingdom,
God who gives them, and those to whom they are given or not given.

3.2.4 Activity and Object Focus of the Parable Interpre-
tation

If relational process clauses show something about the generic structure of the
discourse on the reason for speaking in parables in Matthew, they are focal in
the interpretation of the parable in all three synoptic texts. They account for
seven of 16 clauses in Matthew (see Tableon page eight of 22 clauses in

Mark (see Table on page[97), and seven of 15 clauses in Luke (see Table
on page . The relational process clauses in the text to this point have been
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attributive clauses, conveying information about participants of other process
types. In the interpretation of the parable there are a series of identifying as
well as attributing relational process ClausesE The material process clauses in
the interpretation run parallel to those of the parable that is being interpreted.
But the relational processes, and especially the identifying ones, help to mark
this part of the discourse as an explanatory text, as the interpretation that it
is.

Table 3.10: Processes & Participants by Process Type in Mt 13:18-
23 (Parable Interpretation)

AcCTOR MATERIAL GOAL CIRCUMSTANCE
PROCESS
0 ToVNEOC goyeton TAVTOS GX0UOVTOC
TOV Abyov

tfic Paothelag
%ol Uf) CUVIEVTOC

[the evil one] dpmdle 10 Eonapuévov
ev Tf} xopedia
a0l
[“thorns”] oxovdahileton  [hearer?
the word?] yevopévne Yiidewc

1} Suwyuol S tov
AoYov evduc

N péptuva ol alédvog

xoll ) amdTn

o0 TholTou ouunviyel TOV AOYOV
oc AUPTOPOPEL
[word on “good soil”]  motel
o) [yields] Exatov
o) [yields] e€nrovta
o) [yields] TEL8XOVTA
TOKEN RELATIONAL  VALUE
PROCESS
o\To¢ goT O ToEd THV 680V oTupElg
0 €ml TG METPWON
omapelc, oUTtodg EoTWV 6 TOV MOYOV dxo0my %ol evUg

HETA Yopedic houfBdvev adTtov
0 elc Tac dxdvdoc
onogelg, obTog goTy 0 TOV AOYOV dxolwy
0 €M THY XAy Yijv

181dentifying relational process clauses are characterized by having Token/Value partici-
pants whereas attributive relational process clauses are characterized by Carrier/Attribute

participants; see section (Relational Processes) beginning on page and Figure
(System of Process Types) on page
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onapeic, oUTdC ECTV 6 TOV AOYOV dx00wY %ol GUVLE(C

CARRIER RELATIONAL  ATTRIBUTE CIRCUMSTANCE
PROCESS

[word on rocky soil] oUx Eyel oilav &V EQUTH

[word on rocky soil] EoTWY TPOORAUPOC

[word among thorns]  yiveton Bxapnog

Matthew gives structure to the whole interpretation with the identifying
process clauses. After the opening interpretation of the seed falling upon the
path, the first of Matthew’s identifying process clauses appears: oUto6¢ €éotv 6
Topd THY 600V onopelc ‘this is what was sown beside the path.” The Token in this
identifying process, oUté¢ ‘this,” has an anaphoric whole text reference, that is,
it does not refer simply to a participant earlier in the text, but to the whole text
that immediately precedes it, and thus to the process/participant configurations
that are represented there. The Value in the identifying process, 0 mapda thv 680V
omapelc ‘what was sown beside the path,’ refers back to the original telling of
the parable, and in this way the identification is made between the interpretive
retelling and the event of the seed being sown on the side of the road in the
parable. The remaining identifying process clauses follow this pattern in making
whole text reference links between the parable and the interpretation. But they
reverse the direction of the identification by first repeating a phrase that recalls
events from the parable, that is, processes and participants (6 €nl t& TeTEMON
orapelc ‘that which is sown on rocky [ground]’ (v. 20); 6 elc tdc dxdvdoc onapeic
‘the one [that was] sown in the thorns’ (v. 22); 6 éni thv oA Yfiv onapeic ‘the
one [that was] sown on the good soil’ (v. 23)) and then identifying those events
with the interpretation that follows. In each of these last three cases, the events
in the parable are identified with those who hear the word (6 tov Aéyov dx00wv)
under various circumstances and with varying results.

The attributive process clauses draw attention to information that describes
the circumstances in which the material processes in the parable occur . In the
case of the first attributive process in Table [3.10] the attribution of possession
(oVx Exel pllav év €outd ‘it has no root in itself’) refers directly back to a
circumstantial element in the parable (8o to un €yew pilav ‘because it had no
root’). To this is added a second attribution — not only does the seed sown on
rocky soil not take root; it is temporary. A similar attribution of fruitlessness
is made in the interpretation of the seed sown among the thorns. In all of these
attribution clauses, the Carrier participant is implicit and the referent of the
Carrier must be determined from the surrounding clauses. In each case, the
Carrier corresponds to the seeds from the parable. The precise interpretation
of seeds, however, is not straightforward. In Mark’s text, as we shall see, the
seeds are interpreted sometimes as the word and sometimes as the hearers of
the word. In Matthew, the two are not always easy to distinguish from one
another.

After always referring to the seeds in the plural in the parable, in the in-
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terpretation Matthew, unlike Mark, consistently refers to both the word and
the hearer of the word in the singular. The first two of the three attributive
relational process clauses immediately follow the identifying process clause in
which the events surrounding the sowing of seeds on rocky soil is identified with
someone who hears the word and immediately receives it with joy. The attribu-
tive clauses then provide further information. The three relational clauses read:
6 0¢ Eml Ta METENOOY onopelc, oUTOC EGTV 6 TOV AOYOV GxoLwV ol ebdle uetd
Yoedic AofBdvewy avtdy, obx Eyel B¢ pilav év Eautd dhAG mpdoxoupds oty ‘But
that which is sown on rocky ground, this is the one who hears the word and
immediately receives it with joy, but he/it has no root in himself/itself but is
temporary.” It is usually assumed that the implied subjects of the verbs &yel
‘has’ and €otw ‘is’ refer to 6 tov Aéyov dxobwv ‘the one who hears the word.’
However, since all participants are realized by singular forms in these clauses,
it is grammatically possible that the implied subjects refer to tov Adyov ‘the
word.” If this is indeed the case, it is the word, as the seed, that does not have
root in itself but is temporary. This reading is not possible in Mark, where the
hearers and the attributive possessive process are both realized by plural forms,
whereas the word is realized by a singular form. But in Matthew, this reading
is possible. It seems plausible in light of the preceding verse (13:19), in which
the evil one snatches what is sown (the word) from the heart of one who heard
but did not understand, and the following verse (13:22), in which the cares of
the age and the deceit of wealth choke the word and it (the word) becomes
unfruitful. If the word can be snatched out of one’s heart, choked and made
unfruitful, perhaps it can also be rootless and temporary.

The third attributive process clause is subject to the same interpretation.
The interpretation of the sowing on good soil (13:23) reads as follows: o 8¢ ent
THY %oy YTy omapeic, ohTéC oty 6 TOV AdYOV dxodwy Xal cuvielc, O¢ B1) xopTo-
(opel ol oLl O pev Exatdy, 6 8¢ E&¥novta, 6 d¢ Tpdxovta ‘Now the one that was
sown on the good soil, this is the one who hears the word and understands it,
who/which indeed is fruitful and produces, some a hundred-fold, some sixty-fold
and some thirty-fold.” Once again, the usual reading takes oc ‘which’ to refer to
6 TOV Aoyov dxolwyv xal cuviele ‘the one who hears the word and understands it,’
but it could refer to tov Aéyov ‘the word’ instead. It makes good sense to say
that the word that was heard and understood indeed bears fruit and produces
various yields. Once again this interpretation is not an option in Mark, where
the plural forms clearly identify those who hear with those who bear fruit. But
it is a possible reading in Matthew.

If we are to read Matthew as consistently associating the word with the
seed, then one material process clause must also be reckoned with. Each of the
environments — the side of the path, the rocky soil, the thorns and the good
soil — are interpreted by material process clauses that describe what happens
to the seeds once sown. The birds that eat the seed sown on the side of the
path in the parable are referred to in the interpretation as the evil one, who
snatches away what is sown in the hearts of some of those who hear the word.
The thorns that choke the sprouting seed in the parable are referred to in the
interpretation as the cares of the age and the deceit of wealth that choke the
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word that is heard before it bears fruit. If we are to read Matthew as consistently
interpreting the seed as the word, then the word also bears fruit and produces
various yields. When it comes to the rocky soil, we have already seen that there
are two attributive process clauses that interpret it, and both are ambiguous,
although the usual understanding of them follows the only possible reading in
Mark. Following those relational clauses, there is also a material process clause
that interprets the rocky soil: yevouévne 8¢ VAldewe 7 duwypol Bid tov Adéyov
e0Ouc oxaviarileton ‘And when affliction or persecution comes because of the
word, he/it is instantly tripped up.” It is not clear what the subject/Goal of
the passive verb oxavdoiileton ‘is tripped up,’ is. It is not the evil one or the
cares of the age. The Goal is usually understood to be the one who hears and
receives the word with joy. But once again, the singular form grammatically
allows for the word to be the Goal of the offense, that which is presented with
a barrier when afflictions and persecutions come on account of that word.

It is not entirely clear what this reading would mean. Yet it presents us
with an interesting question. Since Matthew presented the seeds always in
the plural in his version of the parable, why did he now put the seed, the
word and the hearers all in the singular in the interpretation? There seems
to be an ambiguity in which the possibility exists of clearing up the kind of
inconsistency that Mark has in sometimes clearly identifying the seed with the
word and sometimes clearly identifying it with the hearers. Did Matthew seek
to elevate the word in his version of the interpretation at the expense of the
hearers? Assuming that Matthew used Mark as a source, not only did he at
least blur the inconsistency of the seed’s identity, but he also eliminated two
material process clauses in which the hearers are Actor. The relative clauses
in Mk 4:16 (ot dtav dxovowoty tov Adyov eudic petd yopdc AauPdvouoty adtév
‘the ones that, when they hear the word, immediately receive it with joy’) and
Mk 4:20 (oftvec dxovouoty tov Adyov xai napadéyovian ‘who hear the word and
receive it’) are reduced to the substantive participles in Matthew’s second and
fourth identifying process clauses. Both clauses present the hearers as Actor
of a process of receiving the word they have heard. Has Matthew consistently
reduced the role of the hearers in his interpretation in favor of the word that
they hear?

As in the parable, Matthew’s interpretation of the parable is not about the
sower. It is at least arguable that his interpretation is not about the hearers
of the word either. Perhaps it is better to say that the word and the hearers
of the word are the major participants in the processes presented to us in the
interpretation, and that Matthew has given prominence to the word. The seed
was the focal participant in the parable, with the birds and thorns and fruit
appearing also. In the interpretation, the word that is heard is dominant, both
in the relational and material processes. The word that is heard is the Carrier
of all three attributing processes. The word is the Goal of at least two of the
material processes in which the word is acted upon by the evil one and the
cares of the world, and possibly of the third process in which affliction and
persecution cause stumbling. The Actor of material processes of bearing fruit
and being productive is best understood as the word. Although the hearers of
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the word appear as Value of the last three identifying processes, it is nevertheless
hearers of the word in each case; the word is the Phenomenon of an embedded
mental process in each case. This text is in a significant sense about the word.
The field of the discourse of the parable interpretation may be described as the
results of proclaiming the word, or what happens to the word when various
people hear it.

As a cultural activity (i.e., on the level of genre) we might hypothesize that
this text follows the pattern of an allegorical interpretation. References are made
back to the parable, including a one-to-one identification between participants
in the parable and in this text. These identifications are made both by overt
identifying process clauses and by material process clauses in which interpretive
substitutes are made for participants in similar material process clauses from
the parable.

There are subtle but significant differences between Matthew and the parallel
accounts regarding experiential meanings at the clause rank and the field of
discourse that they realize. In Mark, for example, five identifying process clauses
are used, but their structure is quite different than in Matthew (see Table.
In each case the Token is realized grammatically by a demonstrative pronoun
standing by itself and referring cataphorically. If these demonstrative pronouns
were in the singular, we would perhaps read them as whole text references to
the interpretation to follow. But since they are in the plural, their reference is
unclear. By itself, the clause: oltol 8¢ eiow ol mopd thv 080V ‘these are the ones
beside the path’ seems to be referring to the seeds that are sown, since what
is on the side of the path in the parable is seed. But in the parable the seed
sown is in the singular. Furthermore, the very next clause seems to equate the
(singular) seed from the parable with the word in saying that onelpeton 6 Aoyoc
‘the word is sown.” The only referent to the plural demonstrative in the context
is the implied subject of the verb dxolowowv ‘they may hear,” i.e., those who
hear. This information is clear in Matthew, but somewhat puzzling in Mark.
The situation is equally confusing in each of the identifying processes except the
fourth one, in which the Value is ol tov Adyov dxoloavteg, an explicit reference
to those who hear the word, a reference that is repeated three times in Matthew.
The overall focus in Mark is less clear, but seems to be more on the hearers than
on the word that is heard.

Table 3.11: Processes & Participants by Process Type in Mk 4:13b—
20 (Parable Interpretation)

SENSER MENTAL PHENOMENON CIRCUM.
PRrROCESS

[disciples & others]  oUx ofdote TNV ooy Tl TNV

[disciples & others]  yvdoeode ndoog Toc TopoBordc  mEe

oltveg axoLouoLy TOV Abyov

ACTOR MATERIAL GOAL CIRCUM.
PRrROCESS

6 onelpwyv onelpel TOV AoYOV
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6 Marovdic EoyeTon Stay
3x0LoWalY
ebue
[Satan] olpeL OV AbYOV TOV EOTop-
uévov eig avtolg
ol hofdvoucty a0 ToV Stay
dxoLoWaY
TOV AOYOV
ebiue
METS Yopdic
oxovdahilovtar [“rocky soil” hearers] elta
YEVOUEVNC
YAenc 7
Slyuol B
TOV AGYOoV
eudie
ol uépluvon Tol
alédvoc xol 1 dmdTy
Tol mAolTtou %ol ol
nepl T hound Emdu-
ulon elomopeuduevor  cuunviyouoty  TOV AdYOV
[“good soil” hearers] mopadéyovton
[“good soil” hearers] xopnogopoloty
v [yields] TpLdxovTa
v [yields] €Zfixovta
Ev [yields] Exotdy
TOKEN RELATIONAL VALUE
PROCESS
oUtol elow ol mapd THv 080V éTou omelpeTol
6 AoYOC
obtol elow ol €Tl Td TETPWON OTELPOUEVOL
dahot eiolv ol €lg Ta¢ axdviag onelpduevol
ovTtol clow ol TOov Abyov dxolcavTeS
éxelvol elow ol éml TV YTiv TV %ok
OTPEVTES
CARRIER RELATIONAL  ATTRIBUTE CIRCUM.
PROCESS
[“rocky soil”] oUx Eyoucty pilov &v EauTolg
[“rocky soil”] elowv piclelepiicitetelt
[“in thorns”| yiveTon xapmoc
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Table 3.12: Processes & Participants by Process Type in Lk 8:11—
15 (Parable Interpretation)

TOKEN RELATIONAL  VALUE
PROCESS
abtn goTwv 1 mopaBoAT
6 omoPOC goTly 6 Aoyog To¥ Yeol
ol mopd TNV 686V elow ol GxoVoaVTES
ol éml tfic métpoc [are] ol 8tay axoVoWoLY UETY Yopdic
BEyovTaL TOV AOYOoV
70 elc Toc dndvdac
necdy, outol elow ol dx00VCVTEC
T0 €v Tij x0Af] Y], obtol  elow oltivec &v xapdio xohfj xal &y
CARRIER RELATIONAL  ATTRIBUTE
PROCESS
obToL oOx &youaoty pilav
AcTOR MATERIAL GoOAL CIRCUMSTANCE
PROCESS
6 didPBolog EoyeTon elta
[the devil] ofpeL OV Abyov &mo Thc xopdiog
VTGV
[word?] un cwdGoty [hearers] Mo TeE0OAVTES
[hearers] deploTovtan [word] €V %@ TELpAoPOD
OO UEPLUVESY Xol
TAOUTOU Xal
ndovev tod Blou  cupnviyovta [hearers] TOPEUOUEVOL
[hearers] 00 TeheaopolotY
[hearers] XATEYOUOLY KOl
AAPTLOPOPODGLY [word] dxo0oavTeEC TOV
Aoyov
€v UTopovi]
SENSER MENTAL PHENOMENON  CIRCUMSTANCE
PROCESS
ol ToTEVOVOLY [word] TPOC XAUPOV

3.3 Summary and Conclusions

The nature of the textual divisions based on logical meanings resulted in an
examination of experiential meanings of the narrative frame, the parable, the
parable rationale and the parable interpretation. Because of these divisions in
the text, the previous section included an analysis of the field of discourse for
each of the three utterances by the character Jesus within the context of the
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narrative world of the gospel. Before turning to conclusions about the field of
discourse of the text as a whole, let us review what the analysis of this chapter
has shown us about the field of discourse of the utterances of Jesus within the
instantial situation provided by the narrative.

In his first utterance in this text — the parable — Jesus is engaged in telling
a story about seeds that are sown. The terms in which Jesus tells the story are
not highly technical or specialized. A taxonomy of things that happen to seeds
when they are sown can be extracted from the text. We have no way of know-
ing whether this taxonomy reflects a description that speaker and hearer would
recognize as being realistic or whether it would contrast with their expectations,
thus drawing attention to odd, funny or even absurd descriptions of the com-
monplace. The taxonomy of stages of development of a seed is straightforward.
It falls to the ground, springs up, develops roots, grows up and bears fruit,
unless, of course, something interrupts this development. How far along these
stages seed gets is dependent on the type of ground on which it falls in the first
stage. The choices in the text include a path, rocky ground, thorns and good
soil. The latter is characterized as plentiful and having depth. Development
can be arrested by birds eating the seed before it springs up, the sun scorching
it so it withers before it grows up, and thorns choking it before it bears fruit.

Jesus’ second utterance — the explanation — is a response to a question
by the disciples (and others, in Mark). This utterance takes the form of an
exposition rather than a story. A taxonomy of perception can be derived from
the text; words of seeing, hearing, understanding and perceiving are all used to
describe the perception, or lack of perception, of the mysteries of God’s reign.
The utterance as a whole is about the role of the major participants, God and
the receivers of the message, in perception of these mysteries. Those to whom
the mysteries of God’s reign are conveyed either perceive them, truly grasp the
mysteries because of God’s enabling actions, or they fail to perceive on account
of their own disabling actions. This exposition is delivered to ones who are
blessed because they are among those who have grasped the mysteries.

Jesus’ third utterance — the interpretation — is an exposition in which
the story of the first utterance is repeated in order to identify the participants
and events of that story. The seed is identified as the word, and a taxonomy
is developed for reception of the word that parallels the taxonomy of what
happens to sown seed in the story. The word proclaimed comes to different
kinds of hearts. When it is heard by one who does not perceive or understand
it, the evil one snatches it away out of that one’s heart. Others receive the
word with joy, but their reception is only temporary and then the word is gone.
Others receive the word only to have it choked out by affliction or persecution —
the cares of this world — so that the word is unfruitful in them. Then there are
those who hear the word and understand, and the word bears fruit in them.

While the field of discourse can be profitably analyzed for each of these
utterances of Jesus, the utterances together contribute to the field of the larger
text. The utterances together with their co-text can be analyzed for field, telling
us something about the context of the gospel itself, specifically what is being
talked about in that context and how knowledge is structured in that context.
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In the same way the individual utterances contribute to the field of discourse of
Mt 13:1-23 as a whole, Mt 13:1-23 in turn contributes to the field of discourse
of the whole gospel. The field of discourse of Mt 13:1-23 can be described as
an explanation of why the word proclaimed by Jesus is sometimes understood
and accepted and sometimes notB Jesus is presented in an authoritative role
in relationship both to the disciples and to the crowds. But he does not relate
to these two groups in the same way. Jesus sat by the lake and taught the
people, as he sat on the mountain and taught in the Sermon on the Mount, but
he answered a question in private to explain what he was doing and why to the
disciples. This is different from Mark in which the contrast between the disciples
and others is not as clear. It is the disciples and others with them in Mark who
ask Jesus about the parable and the disciples clearly do not understand any
more than the crowds do; they must ask Jesus the meaning of the parable and
receive an interpretation. There is a mystery about Jesus in Mark that is as
difficult for the disciples to penetrate as for the crowds. In Matthew, as in Luke,
there is a clear differentiation between the disciples and the crowds. Jesus does
not simply reveal to the disciples what they did not understand; he offers an
explanation why people have responded to him as they have.

The “explanation” that Jesus gives in response to the disciples’ question
continues to distinguish between two groups of people, those who understand
the mysteries of God’s kingdom and those who do not. The “explanation” is
not irrelevant to the parable as it is interpreted in Matthew. The parable is
about what happens to seed after it is sown in various environments. Some
environments are resistant to the seed or too harsh for it to grow. There are
a variety of things in a resistant environment that will prevent the seed from
having the necessary time to thrive. In the same way, there is a variety of
people who are exposed to the mysteries of the kingdom, but ultimately only two
results: some perceive the mysteries and some fail to do so. The “explanation”
does not address the factors in the hostile environment that limit the time
that the mysteries of the kingdom have to take root and grow. But it does
address the nature of the resistance with which the mysteries are met as well
as the conditions under which perception and understanding are possible. The
mysteries are of God’s kingdom and if anyone understands them, it is because
God revealed them. God’s enabling is a necessary condition to understanding,
but not a sufficient one. Many fail to understand, not because they have not
heard, but because of their own resistance.

The interpretation of the parable continues the contrast between those who
understand and those who don’t with special focus on the word, that is, the
message that is given. The parable is interpreted in terms of the seed as the
word of God that has been spoken to people whose hearts comprise a variety
of environments for that word. But the word is not productive in every heart.
Just as there are environments hostile to seed, so there are hearts that are
unreceptive to God’s word. And just as there are creatures and forces of nature

1930 also Daniel J. Harrington (1991, 199): “What especially concerned Matthew was Jesus’
reason for speaking in parables and the contrasting reactions to his parables.”
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that will devour or otherwise prevent a seed from taking root and growing if it
has not started to do so quickly, so there are spiritual beings and forces that
will remove the opportunity for the word of God to be productive in a human
heart if that heart provides a hostile environment. Kingsbury (1969, 51, 63)
correctly saw that the context of Mt 13:1-23 includes a distinction between
unbelieving Jews and the followers of Jesus. But he did not distinguish clearly
between the activity of Jesus within the narrative of Matthew and Matthew’s
own activity in the text. He read the first part of the parable chapter (13:1-35)
as having predominantly an apologetic function aimed at the unbelieving Jews.
He also read the explanation and interpretation of the parable (vv. 10-23) as
though they were addressed to the disciples of Matthew’s day, not just to Jesus’
disciples within the narrative. A secondary function of the interpretation in
particular is the paraenetic function of urging sympathetic hearers to make sure
that they hear the word aright and both know and do the will of God. This
paraenetic function resembles the implied warning that du Plessis (1987, 53)
saw “between the lines” of the text. A warning can be derived from this text,
but we are perhaps safer to say with du Plessis that it is implied by the text
rather than to say that warning is a function of the text in its own context, as
the text of Mark is more likely to be. As for the dominant function of the text,
du Plessis differs from Kingsbury in reading the text as a promise that even the
lack of understanding is in accordance with God’s plan and that the success of
the word is assured in the end. On the basis of the field analysis alone, it is
perhaps more precise simply to say that the text functions in its own context
to explain why the word that Jesus proclaimed was fruitful in the lives of some
people and not in others.

Whether this explanation functioned as an apologetic toward unbelieving
Jews or as a promise for believers in a hostile environment the field analysis of
this portion of text does not tell us. A field analysis of the entire gospel would
tell us more about what Matthew was talking about and with regard to what.
We can also expect to learn more about the function of the text with respect to
addresser and addressee from an examination of the contextual variable tenor,
an analysis of which I will take up in the next chapter.



Chapter 4

Interpersonal Meanings and
Tenor of Discourse

The context in which a text is produced includes more than “what is going on
with regard to what.” It includes participants. A text may or may not explicitly
identify the participants. However, something of the relationship between the
participants is embedded in the text. This part of the context having to do with
social relationships is the tenor of discourse. In the first chapter we defined
tenor of discourse as the negotiation of social relationships among participants
in social action (who are taking part in the exchange) and the interacting roles of
those involved in the exchange of which the text is part. Tenor can be analyzed
in terms of status, contact and affect (Poynton 1985)E] Status relevant to tenor
is the degree to which the participants in an exchange are equal or unequal in
relation to one another. Contact between the participants is also measured on
a cline between the extremes of frequent and occasional contact. Affect can
be measured on two independent clines: high to low and positive to negative.
Affect differs from status and contact in that it may be neutral, and thus not
marked as either positive or negative (Martin|[1992 526, Figure 7.13). Status,
contact and affect are each realized by interpersonal meanings in a text. In
general, tenor can be identified as more formal — higher status or higher degree
of status differential, lower degree of contact and/or lower degree of affect — or
less formal — lower status or lower degree of status differential, higher degree
of contact and/or higher degree of affect.

IThe specific definitions and descriptions of status, contact and affect used here are from
Linda Gerot (1995} 66).
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4.1 Interpersonal Meanings: Limitations on the
Analysis of Written Texts

There are certain limitations in analyzing the tenor of an ancient text such
as Matthew. It was noted in chapter one that information structure tends to
be realized by patterns of tonic prominence. In the same way, interpersonal
meanings that directly realize aspects of tenor (i.e., status, contact and affect)
are themselves realized in part by intonation patterns, or “tone of voice.” As we
have already noted, we do not have access to these intonation patterns. We are
limited in the kinds of interpersonal meanings of which we can take account.
A further limitation is the relative nature of tenor. We have just noted that
status, contact and affect are measured on clines. These aspects of tenor are
relative to the particular participants and the particular situation. For example,
the status of participants is higher or lower in relation to one another, not in
relation to a fixed standard. Furthermore, just as intonation carries prosodically
over multiple grammatical constituents, so tenor is not realized by any particu-
lar constituent but across whole texts. As J. R. Martin (1992} 528) puts it, “For
the most part it is a pattern of interpersonal choices across a text which is mean-
ingful, not the individual choices themselves. Indeed, the notion of reciprocity
implies that a number of choices have to be examined from the perspective of
different participants for tenor to be realised at all.” When analyzing an an-
cient written text, not only do we not have access to intonation, but we do not
have access to responses and give-and-take as we do in conversational analysis.
For example, “equal status among interlocutors is realised by them taking up
the same kinds of choices whereas unequal status is realised by them taking
up different ones” (Martin||1992, 527). While we can compare the interper-
sonal meanings across the text produced by interlocutors within the narrative
of Matthew, Matthew’s Gospel does not include the responses of interlocutors.
Nevertheless, profitable analysis of tenor in our texts can be done. Suzanne
Eggins (1994)) applied her analysis of tenor to written as well as oral conver-
sational texts, with a focus on interpersonal meanings at the clause level. She
noted that imperative clauses functioned in a written text that was dominated
by declarative clauses to signal that the declaratives were not just information
but “advice,” i.e., goods and services. Thus the presence of the imperatives
served as an indicator of the expert status of the writer. In the same text, el-
lipsis created a rhetorical interactive context, reducing the distance created by
the status differential (Eggins||[1994, 314). A text with a low level of modality
indicates that the writer was not getting people to do things, but was rather
offering information and/or goods and services (Eggins||1994, 315), also indi-
cating a low degree of status and/or contact. Use of verbal modality rather
than modal adjuncts indicates that the arguability of propositions centers on
the degree of modality (Egging|1994, 316), and thus also a high degree of status
and/or contact. Furthermore, the higher the proportion of Adjuncts in a text,
the higher the proportion of meanings made in the text are made as “non-core,
non-arguable information” (Eggins|1994] 315). This has to do with strategies of
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creating and protecting authority. It may be that the information was presented
as non-arguable because it came from personal experience or that “the writer
is making it more difficult for readers to dispute his claims” (Eggins|[1994] 315).
Conclusions such as these from written texts hold out promise that fruitful anal-
ysis of tenor in Matthew would be possible within the limitations that we have
with ancient written texts. Our starting point is the recognition of interpersonal
meanings realized in the grammar of clauses that tend to signal differences of
status, degrees of contact and affect.

4.2 Status, Contact and Affect: Grammatical
Realizations

Although his analysis of tenor focuses on conversation, in which the speech of
participants can be compared, J. R. Martin offers a helpful list of grammat-
ical signals of varying degrees of status, contact and affect. He distinguishes
between dominance and deference as the extremes of the cline in exploring the
realization of unequal status (Martin|1992] 528-529). A participant of dominant
status tends not to use ellipsis, whereas a participant of deferential status tends
to use ellipsis in answering to the dominant participant, thus not setting the
agenda or terms of argumentation. Similarly, dominance is marked by polarity
asserted versus the matched (agreeing) polarity of deference. From a position of
dominance modalization tends to be high, but low from a deferential position.
The dominant party tends to use modulation of obligation, the deferential party
modulation of inclination. Another dominant characteristic is manifest expres-
sion of attitude, whereas concurring attitude is a characteristic of deference.
Likewise, the dominant party presents comments whereas the deferential party
invites comments. Use of familiar vocatives is dominant and use of respectful
vocatives is deferential. Use of first person is characteristic of dominant, use of
second person characteristic of deferential. The dominant initiates, challenges
and controls turn-taking. The deferential responds, tracks and respects turn-
taking. Eggins (1994, 193) expressed the idea of status as a question of who
gets to do the talking both in terms of how often and for how long each time.
Status is also reflected in the interpersonal functions at the level of the clause:
what do speakers do when they get to talk? Do they give or demand? Typi-
cally, teachers demand information, students give it. Salespersons offer goods
and services, clients demand them. Eggins (1994, 194) notes that modalization
shows deference to a person of higher status as well as showing politeness in
equal status situations or low contact situations.

The cline on which contact is measured ranges from involved to uninvolved.
Patterns of involved contact vary by social activity — family, work and recre-
ation — and by whether the contact is regular or occasional. Uninvolved contact
includes phatic contact with neighbors and shopkeepers and one-time contact
with strangers (Martin|1992} 530). Involved (informal) versus uninvolved (more
formal) contact is realized in the grammar by use of minor versus major clauses,
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Mood ellipsisEI versus no ellipsis, Mood contraction versus no contraction, use of
vocative versus no vocative, range of names versus single name, and nick-name
versus full name. In the discourse semantics involved versus uninvolved contact
is characterized by dialogue versus monologue, homophoric versus endophoric
reference, and implicit versus explicit conjunction. Modalization can also sig-
nal interactants’ recognition of infrequent contact between them as a politeness
indicator rather than the speaker’s judgments about probability (Eggins|[1994,
195).

Affect, unlike status and contact, is not always manifest in a text. It is more
likely in equal status situations or at the discretion of the dominant party and
in involved contact situations (Martin|1992, 533). Affect is realized in the gram-
mar by iteration of exclamatives, comment adjuncts, minor expressive clauses,
intensification repetition, prosodic nominal groups, diminuatives, mental affec-
tion and manner degree. In discourse semantics, attitude is realized by lack of
negotiation and challenging (Martin| (1992, 535). Affect distinctions are made
between satisfaction, security and fulfillment (positive) and discord, insecurity
and frustration (negative). At the same time, affect can be distinguished as
self-oriented or other-oriented and as predisposition or surge of affect.

In this chapter we will examine the grammatical devices that realize inter-
personal meanings in our texts, focusing on meanings realized at the clause
level. We will begin by examining the interpersonal meanings in the narrative
frame and then in the direct discourse material — first the parable, then the
rationale, then the interpretation — in the same way we examined experiential
meanings in the previous chapter. We will draw conclusions about tenor both
in the constructed context within the narrative involving Jesus, the disciples
and the crowd as participants and the tenor of discourse that exists between
Matthew and those to whom he was writing, seen primarily in the narrative
frame. Unless we assume that Matthew was providing complete transcriptions
of actual oral exchanges between Jesus, the disciples and the crowds, we must
take into account the limited nature of the direct discourse material. We cannot
expect it to provide the full range of interpersonal meanings as in a naturally
occurring exchange, but a denser and more artificial set of meanings controlled
by the narrator for his purposes. Nevertheless, the interpersonal meanings in
the direct discourse material are a significant part of the overall meaning of
the text. The tenor of the discourse between Jesus and other participants in
the gospel is very much a part of the meaning of the overall narration. We
will examine the implications of this for the tenor of the text as a whole in the
conclusion to this chapter.

The interpersonal elements that realize tenor at the clause rank in the gospel
texts will be displayed throughout this chapter in tables that are derived from
interpersonal analyses of Matthew 13:1-23 and parallels, which are shown in

2By Mood is meant the elements of the clause that realize choices from the Mood system,
namely the Subject and finite Predicate. These elements are frequently not repeated when
a person of equal or lesser status in an exchange is responding and the Subject and finite
Predicate are given in the utterance to which the person is responding.



Status, Contact and Affect 107

the appendicesEI Only the structural elements that are directly relevant to the
analysis of tenor will be displayed in the tables of interpersonal elements. Re-
gardless of the order these elements actually occur in the texts, they will be
displayed Adjuncts first, then Predicate, Subject and finally Complements. Ad-
juncts on the whole are not relevant to the analysis of interpersonal meanings
at the clause rankﬁ Interpersonal Adjuncts, however, have direct relevance and
will be displayed, when they occur, in the first column of the tables. Interper-
sonal meanings are structured in clauses primarily in Predicates and Subjects.
The Subject, as defined in chapter one, is the structural element in which is
vested the success or failure of the assertion of a proposition. Complements are
a part of the argument or assertion being made that could have been Subject
but are not. The appendices from which these interpersonal elements are de-
rived also provide lexical and grammatical glosses as well as free translations of
each clause.

4.2.1 Status, Contact and Affect in the Narrative Frame

On the whole, the “tone” or tenor of the narrative frame, in which the exchange
between Jesus, the crowd and the disciples takes place, is rather formal and
lacking in interesting interpersonal features. We note first from Table that
there are no interpersonal Adjuncts, such as vocatives or indications of polar-
ity, in Matthew’s narrative frame, nor are there any in Mark’s or Luke’s (see
Table [4.2) and Table[4.3). Such a lack can be accounted for by distance between
writer and reader, by higher status on the part of the writer, such as authority,
or both. There is also a lack of affect, i.e., affect is not indicated.

Table 4.1: Interpersonal Elements in Mt 13:1-3, 10, 11 (Narrative

Frame)
PREDICATH’| SUBJECT COMPLEMENT
éxdimto 0 ‘Inootic
cuviydnoav  &yAot Tohhol
elotixel ndic O Gyhog
Endnoey [hef] adTolc  TOMAY
gimoy ol pordnTol 0TE
glnev 6 dnoxpwelc  abTolC

3 Appendix A, beginning on p. Appendix B, beginning on p. and Appendix C,
beginning on p.

4The amount of information contained in Adjuncts is relevant to tenor indirectly insofar
as information contained in Adjuncts is information that might have been put “at risk” in
propositions or proposals but was not. The significance of this distribution of information will
be discussed below.

5All Predicates in tables throughout this chapter are statements except where noted.

6Subjects implied by the verb morphology appear in brackets. Information in Predicate or
Complements that has been ellipsed will also appear in brackets.
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Table 4.2: Interpersonal Elements in Mk 4:1-2, 9, 10-11, 13 (Nar-
rative Frame)

PREDICATE SUBJECT COMPLEMENT(S)
fioZoto duddoxewv  [he]

oLUVEYETOL Oy hog mheloTog

floov g 6 Oyhog

£didooxev [he] adtole  TOANG
Eheyev [he] adtole

Eheyev [he]

RedTwY ol nepl aUTOV oLV Tolc dwdexo  adtov  TdonapaBordc
[[EYéveTo [dummy subject) HOTY UOVOC ]]E|
Eheyev [he] aToic

Aével [he] adTole

Table 4.3: Interpersonal Elements in Lk 8:4, 8, 9-10 (Narrative

Frame)
PREDICATE SUBJECT COMPLEMENT
elnev [he]
EQOVEL [he]
EMNEAOTWY ol podntol adtou  adTOV
elnev o)

The Predicates are also lacking in interesting interpersonal features. All of
the clauses in the narrative frames realize the exchange role of statement. There
are no questions or imperatives. There are only straightforward assertions, of-
ferings of information. There is no modality — no negation or denial, no implicit
commands through modulation, and no softening of assertions through modal-
ization, whether for reasons of uncertainty or of politeness. Again, these kinds
of interpersonal meanings expressed through the Predicate are consistent with
a formal tone. The exclusive use of statements indicates a giving of information
in an authoritative way. The information is asserted in a manner in which it is
expected to be readily accepted as authoritative and not to be negotiated.

The Subjects in the narrative frame also indicate a formal tenor. There
are not any first or second person Subjects to indicate close interaction on a
personal level. The Subjects are limited to the participants in the exchange
to which the narrative frame gives context, namely Jesus, the crowd and the
disciples. The only potential Subject aside from these three participants is a
reference to the many things (toA\&) that Jesus is about to say to the crowd as
reported in the narrative. Mark’s narrative frame gives more prominence to the

"Double brackets surround embedded (non-ranking) clauses, the analyses of which follow
the clauses in which they are embedded in the appendices.
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crowd as Subject, i.e., makes more assertions the success or failure of which are
vested in the crowd. In Luke’s abbreviated narrative frame (only four major
clauses), the crowd is not Subject at all. Assertions are only made concerning
Jesus and the disciples.

Subjects, about which propositions are asserted, are also limited by placing
information in Adjunctsﬂ Table shows the numbers of circumstantial and
conjunctive Adjuncts, which account for all of the Adjuncts, in the narrative
frames. Information in circumstantial Adjuncts is information that is potentially
conveyed through propositions. Table shows that a total of six infinitival
and participial phrases are used as Adjuncts (circumstantial Adjuncts) in only
six ranking clauses in the narrative frame of Matthew. These non-finite clauses
communicate information without putting it “at risk.” In other words, it is
not the case that this information is asserted without expectation that it will
be disputed, as it might have been using non-modalized propositions; rather, it
is not asserted in a proposition that can be argued at all, but is “protected”
information not open to dispute. This further enhances the authority with which
the information of the narrative is conveyed. There is some contrast between
Mark and the other gospels on this point. While the narrative is put forward
by straightforward statements, much more of it is “put at risk” and much less
conveyed through non-finite clauses in Mark. The effect of this is a less formal
tone, less distance between writer and reader. Although the writer still projects
a status of authority in delivering the narrative, perhaps the degree of dominant
status is less than in Matthew and Luke. As we will see in the next chapter,
the high proportion of circumstantial Adjuncts per ranking clause in Matthew
and Luke also contributes to a higher density of information, a characteristic
of a more “written” mode, also associated with a more formal tenor. The
high proportion of Adjuncts in Mark, on the other hand, is accounted for by a
high proportion of Conjunctive Adjuncts that do not increase the information
density, but are associated with higher contact, less formal situations, and thus
also with a more “oral” mode.

Table 4.4: Types of Adjuncts in the Narrative Frame

Type of Adjunct Matthew Mark Luke
Circumstantial 9 8 3
Conjunctive 5 9 3
total Adjuncts 14 17 6
total ranking clauses 6 9 4

8 Adjuncts other than those that directly express interpersonal meanings (Mood, Polarity,
Comment, etc.) do not appear in Tables displaying interpersonal structural elements of clauses
in this chapter. See Appendices A, B and C for full analysis of Adjuncts.
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Table 4.5: Types of Non-major Clauses in Adjuncts in the Narra-
tive Frame

Type of Clause in an Adjunct Matthew Mark Luke

infinitival phrase 2 1 0
participial phrase 4 0 2
embedded finite clause 0 1 1
total ranking clauses 6 9 4

4.2.2 Status, Contact and Affect in the Parable

As we have seen, the narrative frame is a rather small part of the text before
us. Most of the text consists of direct discourse material. We saw in the pre-
vious chapter that the experiential meanings in the narrative frame indicate
a teaching activity. This conclusion about the context of situation within the
narrative is strengthened by the interpersonal meanings realized within the dis-
course material, but it is also modified. The teaching activity is understood as
one in an expert role offering expert advice to non-experts (i.e., offering goods
and services, not just information) rather than as one demanding information
of another and then critiquing the information offered in return. Jesus’ higher
status as “expert” is realized in part by the fact that he “controls the floor” in
the exchange that takes place in this text. He initiates the exchange and does
not ask for information. Instead, he offers information, but the demands he
makes on his hearers indicate that the information is in fact advice offered for
their potential benefit.

The structural elements that realize interpersonal meanings at the clause
rank in the parable in Matthew, Mark and Luke are displayed in Table
Table [£.7] and Table [L.§] respectively. These tables show structural elements
for all finite clauses whether they are ranking clauses or embedded, in order to
show all Subjects, Predicates and Interpersonal Adjunctsﬂ From these Tables it
becomes immediately obvious that there are more interpersonal elements in the
parable than in the narrative framework in which it is set, although there are
still not a large number of such elements. As in the narrative frame, most clauses
are statements (the declarative ranking clauses in Table . The Subjects put
at risk in these statements are predominantly seeds, but also the sower who
sows them, birds that devour them and thorns that choke them. The critical
difference is the third person imperative dxouvétw ‘one must hear!” with which
the parable ends in all three gospels. The fact that this imperative is third
person rather than second person indicates a greater distance and formality of
the parable than it would have if the hearers were addressed directly rather than
via the third person description 0 €ywv @ta ‘the one having ears’ (6 €ywv &ta
dxovewv ‘the one having ears to hear’ in Luke and é¢ €yet &ta dxolewv ‘whoever
has ears to hear’ in Mark). Nevertheless, the force of the imperative at the
end of the parable after all of the statements making up the parable turns the

9See note
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information into “advice” (Eggins||1994, 314), at the very least, and possibly

also warning.

Table 4.6: Interpersonal Elements in Mt 13:3-9 (Parable)

Adjunct Predicate Subject Complement
{dovu g&ihdev 6 omelpwy
gneoev a
XUTEPAYEY TO METEVS  aOTd
gneoev Bkt
[6rou o0x  €lyev [it] YTV TOMNAAY]]
EZavéTelhey [it]
exaupotioin [it]
eEnpdviin [it]
gneoev Bkt
avépnoay ol deorvdon
Envigov [they] a0t
gneoev 8kt
€didou [it] XApTOV
[was giving]m ) EXATOV
[was giving] ) e€npovta
[was giving] 0 TELéX0VTA

o

L : e
dxouétw (command) o Exwv Gto

Table 4.7: Interpersonal Elements in Mk 4:3-8 (Parable)

Adjunct Predicate Subject Complement
dxovete (command) [you all]
dolL g€iihdev 0 onelpwyv
éyévet [dummy subject)
gneoev O
HINVAY T METEWA
HAUTEPAYEV [they] aoth
gneoev &iho
[[6mov olx  €elyev [it] Yiv ToAAY]]
gZavéTethey [it]
exaupotioin it]
Il GvETEL\EY o g 1]
eZnpdvin [it]
gneoev diho
avépnoay ol deorvdon
ocuvénwiEayv anTod
00X Edwxev [it] XAPTOV
gneoev 8ot

10Information that has been ellipsed from an elliptical clause appears in brackets.
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€didou [it] XOUPTOV
Epepev gv TpLdxovToL
[was bearing] v e&fxovia
[was bearing] v ExaToV

Gxouétew (command)  O¢ Eyel Btor dxovE

Table 4.8: Interpersonal Elements in Lk 8:5-8 (Parable)

Predicate Subject Complement
g&iihdeyv 6 omelpwv Tob onelpat
OV ondpov avTol
gneoev 0
xatenotiin [it]
HOTEQAYEY T netewva tol odpavol  adtd
XUTETECEY gtepov
€Enpdvin [it]
gneoev gtepov
amémvigoy ol deorvidon a0t
gneoey gtepov
gnolnoev [it] XUPTOV ExOTOVTATAAGIOVYL

dxouétw (command) O Exwv Gto dxoveY

This advice/warning tone of the parable is strengthened by the use of idoU
‘look!” at the beginning of the parable in Matthew and Mark, but not in Luke.
Although I have analyzed its function as an interpersonal Adjunct, i5ov is second
person imperative in form and carries this force whether understood as an in-
terpersonal Adjunct or as an imperative (Geulich|[1998] 192). Mark additionally
has a prior second person imperative, dxolete ‘hear!” to open the parable. This
does not have only the effect of enclosing the parable in a framework calling for
attentive hearing (Geulich|{1998, 195), which is also accomplished in Matthew
and Luke without the opening imperative. Additionally, it raises the affect and
contact level of the text by opening the parable not only with a command, but
with a second person

Subject indicating that Jesus is demanding something directly from his hear-
ers. The advice/warning tone of the parable is thus least subtle in Mark and
most subtle in Luke. This lower level of affect and contact together with the
lack of elliptical statements in Luke (see Table indicate a more formal tenor
in Luke than in Matthew or Mark.

HThere is a “Semitic idiom behind xai éyéveto with finite verb following temporal clause
to express a past event” (Geulich||1998, 188). The idiom is a type of grammatical metaphor
in which a circumstantial element describing the setting for the following text is realized as
a separate clause with a dummy subject. The clause has been analyzed here literally rather
than metaphorically.
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Mood class Matthew Mark Luke
full declarative 12 16 10
elliptical declarative 3 2 0
imperative 1 2 1
total ranking clauses 16 20 11

The Adjuncts in ranking clauses in the parable, shown in Table are
again revealing of the information that is conveyed in the parable but not made
subject to argument by being expressed in propositions. There are a large
number of circumstantial Adjuncts in the parable, indicating information that
provides setting for the narrative of the parable but is not open to dispute.
The circumstantials are in the highest proportion to the total number of rank-
ing clauses in Luke, contributing to a higher lexical density, which is consistent
with the generally more formal tone of Luke’s parable. Luke keeps the parable
from sounding completely written and formal through a high proportion of Con-
junctive Adjuncts as well. While the proportion of Conjunctive Adjuncts are
not as high in Matthew and Mark, the existence of negation, a Continuity Ad-
junct and the lower number of total Adjuncts (indicating lower lexical density)
together indicate a less formal tenor.

Table 4.10: Types of Adjuncts in the Parable of the Sower

Type of Adjunct Matthew Mark Luke

Circumstantial 10 11 9
Polarity 1 1 0
Conjunctive 15 17 10
Continuity 1 1 0
total Adjuncts 27 30 19
total ranking clauses 16 21 11

Table [I.11] supports the conclusions reached on the basis of interpersonal
elements that Luke is the most formal and Mark the least formal in the telling of
the parable. A high proportion of infinitive and participial phrases as Adjuncts
(one for every two ranking clauses) in Luke’s version of the parable indicates a
larger amount of information in each proposition. Less of the total information
contained in Luke’s parable is open to dispute than in Matthew (slightly less
than one non-finite phrase for every three ranking clauses) and even less than
in Mark (slightly more than one infinitival or participial phrase for every four
ranking clauses). Once again the degree of contact and/or the higher status
differential between participants in the context of situation is greatest in Luke’s
text and least in Mark’s by comparison.
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Table 4.11: Types of Non-major Clauses in Adjuncts in the Parable
of the Sower

Type of Clause in an Adjunct Matthew Mark Luke

infinitival phrase 3 4 2
participial phrase 2 2 3
embedded finite clause 1 2 0
total ranking clauses 16 20 11

4.2.3 Status, Contact and Affect in the Parable Rationale

The pattern of interpersonal meanings shifts somewhat in Matthew with the
disciples’ question to Jesus following the parable. The exchange is no longer
between Jesus and the crowds, but between Jesus and his disciples. One aspect
of tenor that does not change in this shift is that the status between Jesus and
those with whom he is interacting is clearly unequal. We can note immediately
the obvious interpersonal markers of status differential between the interactants
in this part of Matthew’s text. Most obvious is the sheer volume of direct
discourse attributed to Jesus. This part of our text is an exchange between
the disciples and Jesus in which their utterance totals one ranking clause and
his totals 33 ranking clauses; to say that Jesus “controls the floor” in this
conversation is an understatement. In addition, the meanings expressed in the
discourse of both the disciples and Jesus show Jesus to have a higher status than
the disciples, although the degree of contact is also high, reducing the overall
level of formality of the text. We note first that the disciples’ only speech is
in the form of a question (the first line of Table [£.12)), which Jesus answers at
length. They use second person forms referring to him and he uses first person
forms referring to himself, as well as second person forms referring to them.
In this exchange, they are oriented toward him and their speech functions to
demand information from him. In contrast, he is not oriented to them to the
same extent, but is self-referential in his speech, and his speech functions to
offer information. Apart from the control of the exchange Jesus exercises by
holding the floor, then, the interpersonal meanings realized by speech function
and person also establish status differential in favor of Jesus.

Table 4.12: Interpersonal Elements in Mt 13:11-17 (Rationale)

Adj Predicate Subject Compl.
Al Tl Aokelc (question) [you] aUTole
[Xa)\&]lé 1] [adToic)
dédotou (answer) yvBvor T puo thpta Tiic
Baouhelog TV oLpavisy Duiv
oU dédotan (answer) [it] exelvolc

121n this case an entire ranking clause has been ellipsed. See the discussion of ellipsis in this
text below.
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ExEL boTic [it]
dodioeTou [it] T
TeptooeudfioeTon [it]
oUx EyeL boTic [it]
dpdnoeTon xol O Eyel an’ avtol
I e he] 5]
hohé (answer) 1 aToic
o0 BAénouoty [they]
oUx dxoVouoty [they]
oLdE ouviouotv [they]
avamhneobTo 7 tpogntela Hoolou
N AMéyouoa avTolC
dxovoete [you all]
o0 un ouvfite (modalized)  [you all]
BAédete [you all]
oL un ©nte (modalized) [you all]
emayOvin 7 xopedia ToD ool TolToU
fixouoay [they]
Exdppuoay [they] oL O@plah-
polg ATV
phnote  WBwow (modalized) [they]
[Whmote]  dxovowowv (mod.) [they]
[Whmote]  ouvdow (mod.) [they]
[whnote]  Emotpédwoty (mod.) [they]
[Whrote]  idoopor (mod.) 1 a0TOUC
[are] OGSy ol ogdaiuol poxdplot
Brémovaov [they]
[are] o BTor DUESY [LodipLot]
dxobouoty [they]
Guiy My [ OV
gnedOunoay idely Tohhol Tpo@ijton xol dixowor & BAénete
Il Bhénete [you all] al]
olx eldav [they]
[EnedOpnoay] idetv [roAhol pogfito
%ol dixanol] & dwovete
Il GxoVETE [you all] al]
oux fixouooay [they]

The presence of first and second person forms in the direct discourse indicates
degree of contact as well as status differential. Jesus’ initial answer to their
question contains a second person reference and he refers to them with second

person references several times in his reply to them, especially toward the end
of the rationale when he pronounces them blessed. The fact that he does make
statements about them using second person forms (especially since the nature
of their question was not about themselves) softens the status gap that exists
between them and indicates a degree of contact higher than is indicated in Jesus’
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speech to the crowd in the parablelEI

The situation is somewhat different in Mark (see Table apart from
the fact that Jesus’ answer is considerably shorter than in Matthew. We have
already seen in the previous chapter that the experiential meanings in the nar-
rative frame do not as clearly distinguish between Jesus’ disciples and the rest
of the crowd as is done in Matthew. Furthermore, a conversation as such is
not recorded, and the question put to Jesus (by “those around him with the
twelve”) as indicated in the narrative frame is not clear. What is clear is that
they asked about the parable. What Jesus says in Mk 4:11-12, then, does not
seem to be to the point of what is asked, but the interpretation following does
seem to be to the point. Jesus does immediately address those around him in
the second person and distinguishes them from “those on the outside” to whom
the mysteries of God’s kingdom will not come through this interpretation of
the parable. On the whole the tenor of the situation is not very different in
Mark than in Matthew. The major difference is that the addressees to whom
Jesus relates in Mark seem to be a subset of those addressed by the parable
rather than entirely distinct from them as in Matthew. As a result, the change
or difference in tone from the parable to the rationale is less in Mark than in
Matthew.

Table 4.13: Interpersonal Elements in Mk 4:11-12 (Rationale)

Adjunct Predicate Subject Complement
dEdoTan 0 QU THELOY
tfic Baothelog
00 Veol Dty
yiveton T TV TOL éxelvolc Toic €Ew
Brénwoty (modalized)
un WBwow (mod.) [they]
dxovwoty (mod.) [they]
un ocuvidsoy (mod.) [they]
urmote
(possibility) émotpédwory (mod.)  [they]
epedy] (mod.) [it] awTole

The distinction between the parable and the rationale section is strongest in
Luke in terms of the relationship between the participants and their speech
roles (see Table . Like Matthew, and unlike Mark, Luke clearly distin-
guishes the disciples from those to whom the parable was addressed. Luke also
makes clear the nature of the question asked by the disciples. However, like
Mark, and unlike Matthew, the rationale for speaking in parables does not an-
swer the question and is even briefer in Luke than in Mark. Thus Jesus comes
more quickly to the point of the question in Luke, which is the interpretation

13“There is a clear line between the disciples of Jesus and the others” (Harrington|[1991}
195). This line is indicated by the interpersonal meanings in the text.
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of the parable. The speech functions of Jesus’ immediate response, prior to
turning to the interpretation, heightens the difference in tone between the for-
mal language of the parable addressed to the crowd and the informal language
addressed to the disciples. Because it is clear that the question concerns the
parable (not the reason for speaking in parables), the immediate reply is not an
answer supporting the questioner but a disclaimer confronting the questioner.
Confronting responses indicate a lower degree of formality — either more equal
status between participants, higher degree of contact or higher degree of affect.
In light of the unequal status indicated by the overall direct discourse text (as
in the other gospels, the disciples demand and Jesus offers information, and
Jesus controls the floor) it is likely that this disclaimer indicates a high degree
of affect and/or a degree of contact between Jesus and the disciples that is not
evident between Jesus and the crowd.

Table 4.14: Interpersonal Elements in Lk 8:10 (Rationale)

pol Predicate Subject Complement
€l (question, modalized) abtn 7 nopaBoli Tic
d¢doton (disclaimer) yv@vor t& puotipla tiic
Baothelag Tob Yeol Ouiv
[has been given] [this] Tolc holnoic
un  Brénwow (modalized) [they]
un  ovwiow (modalized) [they]

The Subjects at risk in the propositions asserted by Jesus in Matthew refer
predominantly to those to whom Jesus spoke the parable (see Table |4.12)). The
initial propositions in Jesus’ answer assert that the Subject yvévou t& puotipla
tfic Baothelog T@v ovpavisy ‘to know the mysteries of the kingdom of the heavens’
is given to the disciples but not to those to whom the parable was spoken,
setting up a contrast between those who possess knowledge of the mysteries
of the kingdom and those who do not. Most of the propositions that follow
make assertions concerning those who are not given and thus do not possess
it, including second person references in the citation from Isaiah, which also
refer, indirectly, to those to whom Jesus addressed the parable. While Jesus
speaks directly to and about his disciples, then, most of what he says is given
to making assertions about those to whom the parable was spoken. This also
indicates Jesus’ control of the content of the conversation and thus also of his
status relative to the disciples. The major difference between Matthew and the
other accounts on this point is that Matthew’s text greatly expands the number
of propositions with Subjects referring to the addressees of the parable and these
propositions are directly relevant to answering the question asked of Jesus by
the disciples.

A further indication of a less formal status is ellipsis present in the text (see
Table . In the beginning of Jesus’ response to the disciples’ question, an
entire ranking clause has been ellipsed. In a very formal context (especially in
a written mode), the question, “Why are you speaking to them in parables?”
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might be answered: “I am speaking to them in parables because....” In nor-
mal, usually informal, conversation, the answer begins, as it does here, with
“Because. ...” The Modal Adjunct urnote ‘lest’ is ellipsed after the first of five
clauses with modalized verbs. The other ellipses are toward the end of Jesus’
reply when he is talking about the disciples in the second person once again:
v. 16 ol [uaxdplol] t& St Opdsv ‘and [blessed are] your ears,” and v. 17 xoi
[EnedOpnoav] dxoboa & dxovete ‘and [they long] to hear what you hear.” Each
instance of ellipsis, with the exception of the string of subjunctive verbs negated
by ufrote, is also in proximity to second person forms (as is the single instance
of ellipsis in Luke). In fact, the highest concentration of interpersonal meanings
in the text is in vv. 16-17. The makarism is addressed to the hearers with second
person referenchI and includes an ellipsed clause. It is immediately followed
by the clause dunv ydp Ayw Oulv ‘For truly I say to you.” This clause includes
both a first person and a second person reference and a Mood Adjunct of inten-
sification (Gunv ‘truly’) as well. This clause projects clauses, including another
ellipsed one, which favorably compare those addressed with many prophets and
righteous ones who preceded themE These verses contribute greatly to the
lower degree of formality of the text as a whole.

Table 4.15: Mood in the Rationale for the Parables (ranking clauses
only, not including initiating question)

Mood class Matthew Mark Luke
full declarative 30 8 3
elliptical declarative ﬂ 0 1
total ranking clauses 33 8 4

Another major indication of the shift in interpersonal meanings from the
parable to the rationale is modality. Table [4.16] shows a high proportion of
modalization and negation in all three gospels. The modalized verbs (sub-
junctive mood forms in the finite verbs in this text) realize varying degrees
of certainty about the possibility of what is asserted. The proportion of to-
tal modalization (verbal and in Adjuncts, shown in Table is considerably
higher in Mark and Luke than in Matthew because Matthew has considerably
more propositions in addition to what appears in the others, most of which are
not modalized. A large number of these additional propositions (compared to
Mark) are marked for polarity, i.e., they assert what is not rather than what
is. It is noteworthy that all of the modalized verbs are also marked for po-

14 “Matthew’s Ou@v is emphatic” (Davies & Allison|[1991) 395).

15Verse 16 contains a description of “the blessedness of those who have been granted the
privilege of knowing the mysteries of God’s kingdom” (Harrington|1991| 196).

16This figure does not include the four clauses dominated by ufrote ‘lest’ in v. 15 that
do not themselves repeat the negative mood adjunct, nor does it include major clauses with
implied participants, e.g. implicit subjects.
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larityE indicating that impossibility rather than possibility is being asserted.
The modalized negatives carry a change in tone from a non-modalized negative.
The tone especially comes through in the use of o0 un in v. 14 (00 ur cuvijte
‘you shall by no means perceive’ and o0 p1) (dnte ‘you shall by no means see’).
It contrasts with a simple negated indicative (e.g., o0 cuvicoucty ‘you will not
perceive’), realizing a high degree of affect. Use of such Modal Adjuncts as o0
un, uAmote and dunyv heightens the affect of the whole text greatly.

Table 4.16: Modality and Polarity in the Rationale for the Parables
(expressed through Predicator constituents)

Type Matthew Mark Luke
modalization 7 6 2
negation 9 2 2
total ranking clauses 33 8 4

Table 4.17: Expressions of Modality in the Rationale for the Para-

bles
Matthew Mark Luke
modalization (verbal) 7 6 2
Mood Adjunct: probability 1 1 0
Mood Adjunct: intensification 1 0 0
total expressions of modality 9 7 2
total ranking clauses 33 8 4

The amount of information distributed in Adjuncts, shown in Table [£:18] is
of similar proportions to the information in the parable. The Mood and Po-
larity Adjuncts, discussed above, are present here, in contrast to the parable.
Aside from this, the major difference in the distribution of information in Ad-
juncts from the parable is the lower proportion of circumstantial Adjuncts in the
rationale compared to the parable. As noted above, the higher proportion cor-
responds to setting and background information in narrative which is intended
to be information that is simply given and not subject to challenge. There is
less of such information in the rationale, indicating that a higher proportion
of information is asserted in propositions and therefore “at risk,” or subject to
argumentation. The contrast is even more evident in regard to information in
non-finite clauses. In 33 ranking clauses in Matthew’s version of the rationale
for the parables, only two participial phrases appear as Adjuncts, as shown in

Table £.191

17This includes considering the negating effect of uritote ‘lest’ in v. 15 over the string of five
subjunctive verbs from {dwow ‘they should see’ to idoopar ‘I should heal.’



120 Interpersonal Meanings and Tenor

Table 4.18: Types of Adjuncts in the Rationale for the Parables

Type of Adjunct Matthew Mark Luke
Circumstantial 13 3 3
Mood 2 1 0
Polarity 9 2 2
Conjunctive 29 6 3
total Adjuncts 53 12 8
total ranking clauses 33 8 4

Table 4.19: Participial Phrases as Adjuncts in the Rationale for
the Parables

Matthew Mark Luke
participial phrase 2 2 3
total ranking clauses 33 8 4

4.2.4 Status, Contact and Affect in the Parable Interpre-
tation

Having answered the question asked by the disciples in Matthew, Jesus turns to
explaining the parable itself. As we noted in the previous chapter, the interpre-
tation seems gratuitous in Matthew, arising more from the logic of his answer
to the disciples’ question than as an answer to the question itself. They asked
why Jesus was speaking to the people in parables. His answer distinguished
between those to whom it was given to know the mysteries of the kingdom and
those to whom it was not given. Since the disciples who asked and to whom the
answer was directed were identified as those to whom it was given, the inter-
pretation itself, addressed also to the disciples, illustrates that knowledge and
understanding is indeed given to themE As it turns out, the interpretation
also illustrates the distinction between those who are given to understand — in
them the word bears fruit — and those who are not given to understand — in
them the word does not bear fruit, for a variety of reasons.

The nature of interpersonal meanings realizing tenor in the interpretation
resembles the parable more than it does the rationale. The tone is less intense
than in the rationale, but still somewhat less formal than in the parable itself.
This can be accounted for by the fact that the interpretation is addressed to the
disciples, whereas the parable was addressed to the crowd. The interpretation
as a whole puts at risk Subjects that correspond to those of the parable itself,
namely the word, which is what is sown, and various “enemies” of the word

18 “The initial Hueic, ‘you,’ [in v. 18] is emphatic and reinforces the privilege of the disciples
alone to know ‘the mysteries of the kingdom’” (Hagner|1993, 379).
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that keep it from bearing fruit. The disciples are only Subject in the opening
imperative (see Table , in which the second person reference to them is not
put at risk in an assertion but in a proposal, the success or failure of which rests
with the acceptance or rejection of the proposed behavior. We will return to the
significance of the imperative below. From the Subjects alone we note a return
to a higher degree of formality in which assertions are being made about third
person Subjects with a lower incidence of first and second person references.

Table 4.20: Interpersonal Elements in Mt 13:18-23 (Interpretation)

Adj Predicate Subject Complement
dxovoate
(offer) Upeic ™V TapaBolv tod onelpavtog
goyeTon 0 ToVNEOC
dpmdlel [he] 10 éomopuévov év Tfj xapdia
avTtol
ECTV oUTHC 6 ToEd THY 68OV oToRE(S
goT 0 €Ml T& TETPWO
omapelg, 00To¢ O TOV AOYOV 00wy xol evdig
META Yopdic Aoufdvemy autdy
oux  Eyel [it] pilov
EOTIV [it] TPOOHAUPOS
oxovdahileton  [it]
goty 0 €l toc axdvdoc
omapelc, 00To¢ 6 TOV AOYOV dxo0wY
cupmviyel N wépuva Tob aiés-
vog %ol 1 dmdTn
10U TAoUTOU TOV AOYOV
yiveTou [it] Bxapmoc
goty 0 Eml THY XOANV

yfjv onopeic, 00téc & TOV AdyoVv dxoLwY %ol GUVIELG
O  XUPTOPOPEL o¢

ToLel [it]

[makes] ) ExaTOV
[makes] o} €Zfixovta
[makes] ) TELdxovToL

The use of first and second person references in Mark’s version of the inter-
pretation is similar to that in Matthew (see Table [4.21). The Subjects at risk
in the interpretation correspond to the Subjects at risk in the parable, and a
connection is made directly to “those around him with the Twelve” by second
person forms only at the outset of the interpretation. In Mark there are two
such clauses at the beginning, and a question is asked of the disciples instead of
a command as in Matthew. We will take up the significance of the speech roles
below.



122 Interpersonal Meanings and Tenor
Table 4.21: Interpersonal Elements in Mk 4:13-20 (Interpretation)
Adj Predicate Subject Complement
oux oldare [you all] TNV ooy Tad TNy
nee yvooeode (quest.)  [you] Téoos TaC TopaUBONdC
omelpel 6 onelpwy oV Adyov
eiow oltoL ol mapd THY 08OV 61OV
onelpeTton 6 Aoyog
Il omnelpetan 6 Noyog 1]
EoyeTon 0 Yotavac
[[6tav  dxolowow (mod.)  [they] 1]
odpel [he] OV Abyov 1OV EoTop-
pévov eig avtolg
ciowv oUtol ol €ml Td TMETPWON
OTIELPOUEVOL
hofévouoty ol a0 ToV
[[6tav  dxolowow (mod.)  [they] Tov Aéyov |]
00X gyouoty [they] ooy
elow [they] Tpboxapol
oxavdoAilova [they]
cloly d\hot ol elc tac dndvioc
OTELPOUEVOL:
elow oUtol ol TOV AGYOV
axoboaVTES
cupnviyouoly ol u€pyvor tol odds-
vog %ol 1) amdTn
00 ThoUTou Xol ai
nepl T Aowd Emidu-
uiow elomopeudpevar  TOV AéYOV
yivetow [it] Bxapnog
eiow éxelvol ol éml Ty Yfjv TV
UMV OTOEEVTES
dxoVouoLy OlTLVEC TOV AGYOV
TopoadéyovToL [they]
AAPTOPOPOUGLY [they]
[bears] Ev TELdxovToL
[bears] v gZrnova
[bears] v EXATOV

The more formal tone of the text in Luke continues in the interpretation. There
are no first or second person forms, no direct references to speaker or addressees
in Luke’s version of the interpretation (see Table . As in the other gospels,
the Subjects at risk correspond to those of the parable that is interpreted.
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Table 4.22: Interpersonal Elements in Lk 8:11-15 (Interpretation)

pol  Predicate Subject Complement
goTwv abtn 1) mopoBoln
goTlv 0 ondEog 6 Aoyoc Tol Yeol
elow ol mopd THY 686V ol dx0VoAVTEC
EpyeTon 6 didPBolog
ofpet [he] OV AoYOV
un owddoly
(modalized) [they]
[are] ol €l Tiic Tétpuc ol 8tay dxolowotY PETY Yopdc
Béyovton TOV Adyov
oux  Eyouoty oltoL pillav
o tedOUCLY ol
plotavTon [they]
elow 70 elc Toc dndviac
necoy, oUtol ol dx00VCAVTEC
ouunviyovToL [they] UTO YEPLUVEY %ol TAOUTOU %ol
ndoviv tob Blovu
o0 Telec@opolow  [they]
elow 0 év tff %o f] v,
oUTol oltiveg €v xapdla xahfj xol

Sy o
XATEYOLOLY Xl
xaprogopololy  [they]

With the imperative in v. 18, the text of Matthew appears to return to
interpersonal meanings consistent with the expert/teaching role that Jesus has
in relation to the crowd in the parable. My analysis suggests, however, that
the imperative is not a demand for goods and services (i.e., a demand that
the disciples hear what follows), but an offer of information metaphorically
expressed as a command. Expressing the offer with an imperative instead of
with future tense in this case realizes a higher degree of speaker’s status and
degree of contact between Jesus and the discipleSE The whole interpretation
offers information, namely line by line interpretation of the parable. It is not
as clear in the interpretation as in the parable that advice (goods and services)
is being offered. The offering of information is just that — information. Status
is also indicated in that Jesus offers but does not request information of the
disciples.

Note the speech roles in Table [1.23] where it appears that the situation is

9Tn English, an offer is congruently expressed as a modalized question (e.g., “Would you
like some cake?”) and is more often made by someone of inferior status to someone of higher
status. In a situation in which the party of equal or higher status is making an offer to someone
with whom there is a high degree of contact, the offer is also expressed by an imperative (e.g.,
“Have some cake!”).
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different in Mark. In Mark Jesus begins the interpretation with a question in-
stead of a command. However, the literal question in this case is perhaps best
understood as a grammatical metaphor. The question does not demand infor-
mation so much as it chastises the addresseesm The question (xol Té¢ ndooc
tac mapoPordc yvaoeole; ‘and how will you know all the parables?’) follow-
ing the negative assertion (oVx olBate tHv mapaBoriv tadtny ‘you do not know
this parable’) might be more congruently expressed as a modalized inferential
statement (negated possibility — “Therefore you cannot know any of the para-
bles,” — or negated probability — “Therefore, you likely will not know any of
the parables.”). The “question” is actually an assertion of a lack of understand-
ing of parables on the part of the disciples. The expression of this assertion
metaphorically as a question gives it the tone of chastisement. A true question
from Jesus would indicate a closing of the status gap between him and his ad-
dressees. This chastisement does decrease the degree of formality, but in the
direction of higher affect and/or higher degree of contact rather than more equal
status. Perhaps in this rhetorical question Mark comes closest of the gospels to
making Jesus the expert more truly Jesus the teacher.

Table 4.23: Mood in the Interpretation of the Parable (ranking
clauses only)

Mood class Matthew Mark Luke
full declarative 13 18 15
elliptical declarative 3 3 0
full interrogative 0 1 0
imperative 1 0 0
total ranking clauses 17 22 15

Luke’s version of the interpretation is also less formal than his version of the
parable notwithstanding the lack of elliptical declaratives (see Table and
the lack of the second person Subjects that Matthew has in the opening imper-
ative and Mark has in the opening rhetorical question. Verbal modalization and
negation, though sparse, is nevertheless present, in contrast to the parable, and
indicates a higher degree of contact. In addition to the modalization indicated
in Table Luke also has a modalized verb in a non-ranking (embedded)
clause, and Mark has two such embedded modalized clauses. The modality and
polarity softens the formality of unequal status between master and disciple
with higher contact than exists between teacher and crowds in the parable, al-
though not to the same degree as when combined with the more “oral” features
of ellipsis and second person Subjects as in Mark.

20The demand that the disciples listen realized by the imperative in Matthew is “softer”
than the “question” posed in Mark. “Matthew has toned down the passage; it is no longer so
harsh on the disciples” (Davies & Allison|[1991} 399).
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Table 4.24: Modality and Polarity in the Interpretation (expressed
through Predicator constituents)

Type Matthew Mark Luke
modalization (verbal) 0 0 1
negation 1 2 3
total ranking clauses 17 22 15

Adjuncts (Table also reflect the similarity between the parable and the
interpretation with regard to interpersonal meanings. Circumstantial Adjuncts
reflect the narrative structure of the text being interpreted, often giving the
“setting” of the allegorically interpreted events. For example, the Adjunct ye-
vopévng YAlpews 1) duwyuod did tov Aéyov ‘when affliction or persecution comes
because of the word’ provides the setting in time for the event oxavdohileton
‘it is tripped up’ (Mt 13:21). This maintains the narrative structure of what is
being interpreted: fiiov dvateilavtoc ‘when the sun came up’ (setting in time)
exavpatiolr ‘it was burned up’ (narrative event) (Mt 13:6). The lower number
of circumstantial Adjuncts in ranking clauses of Matthew is due to the fact that
many of the elements of setting are interpreted in embedded clauses within the
ranking relational clauses. We should also note that in addition to the Mood
and Polarity Adjuncts that have already been mentioned in relation to modal-
ity, the Comment Adjunct in Matthew also realizes an interpersonal meaning.
The particle 84 (Mt 13:23) expresses the attitude of the speaker inserted into
the assertion: it (the word heard and understood) indeed bears fruitﬂ

Table 4.25: Types of Adjuncts in the Interpretation of the Parable

Type of Adjunct Matthew Mark Luke
Circumstantial 4 10 10
Mood 0 llﬂ 0
Comment 1 0 0
Polarity 1 2 3
Conjunctive 13 15 11
total Adjuncts 18 27 24
total ranking clauses 17 22 15

Although the circumstantial elements, which describe settings for processes,
are about the same in the interpretation as in the parable, fewer of those circum-

21Cf. Davies & Allison, who understand the referent of the Subject to be the one who hears
and understands rather than the word that is heard and understood: “Matthew has inserted
8%. ... The usage is classical: ‘he is just the man who’” (Davies & Allison|/1991| 402).

22The Mood Adjunct in a ranking clause in this text part is at the same time a circumstantial
Adjunct. II&c ‘how’ is both an interrogative word (and thus a Mood Adjunct) and an adverb
of manner (and thus a circumstantial Adjunct). For this reason the Adjunct total is 27 and
not 28. Note in Table that there are two additional Mood Adjuncts that are at the same
time circumstantial Adjuncts corresponding to the two modalized verbs in embedded clauses.
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stantial elements are expressed in non-finite clauses (compare Table with
Table . No infinitival phrases are used in the interpretation and about the
same number of participial phrases. Overall, less information is included with-
out being put at risk in the form of propositions. This is consistent with the
somewhat less formal tenor of the interpretation compared to the parable that
is indicated by other interpersonal meanings.

Table 4.26: Types of Non-major Clauses as Adjuncts in the Parable
Interpretation

Type of Clause in an Adjunct Matthew Mark Luke

participial phrase 3 1 3
embedded finite clause 0 2 1
total ranking clauses 17 22 15

4.3 Summary and Conclusions

The analysis of tenor in this chapter has followed divisions of the text according
to logical meanings established in the previous chapter. In so doing, it has fol-
lowed a pattern of interpersonal meanings as well. We began with the narrative
frame, which provides the context within which the exchange internal to the
narrative takes place. Next, we examined the actual discourse, beginning with
what Jesus addressed to the crowds and proceeding to the exchange between
Jesus and his disciples.

The narrative frame is quite formal in its tenor. The relationship between
writer and reader is characterized by the distance between one authorized to
tell a story and a potentially broad audience for the story — high status differ-
ential, low degree of contact and low affect. The information is asserted about
third person subjects in declarative clauses and the information density reflects
the authoritative conveying of information which is expected to be accepted as
authoritative and is not subject to challenge. This is not all there is to be said
about the relationship between the author and readers, however. We will con-
sider below how the tenor of the discourse within the narrative relates to the
tenor of the instantial situation in which the gospel was produced.

The parable itself can be characterized as teaching, but not the sort of in-
teractive teaching in which the nature of the exchange is for the teacher to
demand information and the students to give it in response. Rather it is a sort
of teaching in which expert advice (goods and services, not simply information)
is offered. The text is a narrative very much like the narrative frame itself,
but the predominantly third person declarative clauses are supplemented by
the closing imperative, resulting in the advice-giving tenor. Thus the goods and
services offered in the form of the parable comes to the hearers from a position
of higher status. This formal tenor is tempered somewhat in Mark by the use
of second person imperative forms. The overall effect is more demanding of the
hearers, realizing a higher degree of contact and/or affect. By way of contrast,
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Luke’s shorter version of the parable realizes the lowest degree of contact, and
generally most formal tenor.

The rationale for the parables comes in response to a question by the dis-
ciples. Beginning with the question, then, there is a shift from the crowd to
the disciples as participant in the exchange with Jesus. There is still a status
differential, with Jesus holding the higher status. The distinction between the
crowd and the disciples is not as strong in Mark, where perhaps the disciples
are a subset of the crowd to which the parable was addressed. Although there is
a difference in tenor between the parable and the rationale in all three gospels,
the difference is less pronounced in Mark, but more pronounced in Luke. In
Matthew the disciples use second person forms and Jesus uses both first and
second person forms — they are talking about each other as well as to each other.
This indicates a higher degree of contact, closer interaction than in the parable.
Jesus’ higher status is indicated in part by the fact that he controls the floor in
the exchange, even giving information that was not demanded. Matthew also
indicates a higher degree of affect by the use of modality. Although Luke does
not have vocatives or second person address, the initial disclaimer in response
to the disciples’ question indicates a closer degree of contact than is present in
the parable.

The tenor of the interpretation of the parable is more formal than the ratio-
nale that precedes it, but less formal than the parable. A degree of authority,
and therefore of higher status of the speaker, is evident in the narrative nature
that the interpretation of the parable retains and in the fact that the interpre-
tation is offered as expert information. The information is offered gratuitously
in Matthew, more like the parable itself than like the rationale, which was in
answer to a question. The interpretation illustrates the answer to the disciples’
question in that it is given to the disciples to understand, but is not given to
the others. The tenor of the interpretation is less formal than the parable be-
cause of the difference in audience. The information is conveyed without the
slight negative affect (warning) conveyed by the final imperative attached to the
parable. However, whereas the subtle negative affect in the parable heightens
the status differential, the imperative expressing an offer of information and
the second person references in the interpretation indicate a higher degree of
contact and perhaps less status differential, but in any case less formal tenor in
the interpretation than in the parable.

In conclusion, the tenor of the discourse within the narrative can be summed
up as a master/disciple/audience interaction in Matthew. Du Plessis concluded
that the pragmatical force of the discourse was to create a relationship between
Jesus and the disciples in which he was dominant and they were dependent on
him (du Plessis|[1987), 53). We have seen in this chapter that the interpersonal
meanings in the text realize a status differential in which Jesus holds an author-
itative position in relationship to both the crowd and the disciples. However,
the degree of contact between Jesus and the disciples is much closer than it is
between Jesus and the crowd and a degree of affect is present in Jesus’ inter-
action with the disciples that is not present in his interaction with the crowd.
The disciples are those who are not only dependent on Jesus for authoritative
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information, but are in a position to request information from him with the
expectation that he will indeed give them what he has to offer. The crowd
is an audience that is not in a high-contact relation to the master so as to
ask questions and receive explanations. The relationships between Jesus and
the two groups (the disciples and the crowds) as reflected in the interpersonal
meanings of the text are also reflective of the experiential meanings of the text.
The degree of contact is reflected in the fact that the disciples ask Jesus for an
explanation of why he is speaking in parables to the crowd rather than asking
for an explanation of the parable. In Mark and Luke the disciples are in the
same position as everyone else both in regard to their lack of understanding of
the parable and in their need to ask in order to receive an explanation. The
greater degree of contact between Jesus and the disciples in both Mark and
Luke might be accounted for by the fact that they asked the question, whereas
the question in Matthew and the extensive answer to it indicates a degree of
contact that already existed between master and disciples that does not hold
between the master and the assembled audience.

Matthew’s interpersonal meanings within the narrative frame, as we have
seen, indicate the tenor of a storyteller who has some authority to relate this
particular story to an audience, in the same way, perhaps, that a preacher is
authorized to proclaim the word to a congregation. The word that Matthew pro-
claims to his congregation takes the form of a story about Jesus and those with
whom he interacted. An analysis of tenor cannot resolve the issue whether or
not the disciples are “transparent” in Matthew, standing in for Matthew’s own
community (Luz{1995). Nor does Matthew address words of Jesus (or any other
character in his story) directly to the reader, i.e., “Jesus says to you. .. .”E We
must determine the nature of the relationship that held between the evangelist
and those for whom he wrote, as it is realized through interpersonal meanings,
primarily from the narrative frame.

However, the tenor apparent in the narrative frame leaves us with the con-
clusion that the discourse of Jesus within the narrative is conveyed to the reader
with the same degree of authority as the rest of the story, and therefore repre-
sents who Jesus is according to the evangelist. The tenor of Jesus’ own discourse
presents him as an authoritative master in relation to all, but having close con-
tact with those who are his disciples. If those to whom Matthew told the story
are to accept the ending to his story, that Jesus was raised from the dead and
told his disciples that he was with them always, then the tenor of Jesus’ dis-
course leaves them either in relation to a living Jesus as the crowds were or as the
disciples to the Master. In other words, the tenor of Jesus’ discourse defines his
relationship to those to whom Matthew is writing. It is not so much a matter of
the disciples being transparent. Rather, Jesus’ relates to all his disciples in the
same way, whether they are the ones about whom Matthew is telling his story
or the ones to whom Matthew is telling it. Daniel J. Harrington (1991} 201)
wrote that, “the ‘insider’ status of the Matthean community is strengthened by
the sayings about Jesus’ use of parables (13:10-17).” What we can say on the

23Matthew does not address the reader directly with second person forms at all.
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basis of the tenor of the discourse is that the insider status of the disciples is
strengthened by what Jesus says. To the extent that Matthew’s readers (pre-
sumably what Harrington means by the “Matthean community”) identify with
the disciples, or identify themselves as Jesus’ disciples, Harrington’s statement
holds true. The tenor of the discourse within the narrative becomes a part of
the experiential meanings of the whole narrative.
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Chapter 5

Textual Meanings and
Mode of Discourse

Mode of discourse is related to field and tenor of discourse very much as textual
meanings are related to experiential and interpersonal meanings. That is to
say, mode enables field and tenor as textual meanings enable experiental and
interpersonal meanings. We saw in chapter three how the kind of social activity
in which language is playing some part (i.e., field of discourse) is realized in the
text through experiential meanings. We saw in chapter four how the negotiation
of social relationships among participants in the social activity in which language
is playing some part (i.e., tenor of discourse) is realized in the text through
interpersonal meanings. Mode relates to both of these (Martin/[1992, 509-510).
As we defined it in the first chapter, mode is the part played by language in
realizing social activity. In relation to field, mode is the role played by language
on a continuum from accompanying to constituting the social activityE] An
example of language accompanying a social activity is bidding, talking about
whose turn it is, etc. while playing cards. An example of language constituting
a social activity is writing a work of fiction. A newspaper report about an event
or a commentary during a sporting event would fall somewhere in the middle of
this continuum. In relation to tenor, mode is the degree of interaction between
participants in the use of language on a continuum from a high degree of aural
and visual contact and immediate feedback to no aural and visual contact and
no immediate feedback (Eggins||1994, 54)E] For example, a casual conversation
has a high degree of aural and visual contact and immediate feedback between

IMartin (1992, 516) identifies the dimension of mode oriented toward field as the ac-
tion/reflection dimension. Eggins (1994} 54) labels this dimension, which is represented by a
cline from action to reflection, as experiential distance. Linda Gerot (1995, 74) refers to it as
role, identifying the extremes of the cline as ancillary vs. constitutive role.

2Martin (1992} 510) identifies the dimension of mode oriented toward tenor as the mono-
logue/dialogue dimension. Eggins (1994} 53) labels it as spatial/interpersonal distance. Linda
Gerot (1995), 74) distinguishes between channel (phonic vs. graphic) and medium (spoken vs.
written) in describing the dimension of mode related to degree of interaction.

131
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participants, whereas writing a dissertation has a very low degree of aural and
visual contact between writer and reader, and the feedback is not immediate.

“If we combine these two dimensions of mode [i.e., role and interaction],
we can characterize the basic contrast between spoken and written situations
of language use” (Eggins|(1994, 55). As we noted in chapter one, spoken vs.
written mode is not a simple binary contrast, but extremes on a cline. Some
language that is used in a graphic channel (i.e., literally written language) is
closer to the spoken end of the mode cline, e.g., informal letters or email notes.
Some language that is used in a phonic channel (i.e., literally spoken language)
is closer to the written end of the mode cline, e.g., formal or academic addresses.
The New Testament texts with which we are concerned in this study come to us
through a graphic channel, i.e., they are “written” texts. We do not have any
spoken discourse in a phonic channel in Koine Greek with which to contrast
them. We are therefore not concerned with channel (phonic vs. graphic) in
this chapter as a contrastive category. We are, however, concerned with the
degree of interaction between the participants as well as with the role language
is playing in social activity as these may be realized in the New Testament texts.
In combining these two dimensions, we will refer to a situation of language use
as spoken mode where the role that language plays is an accompanying one and
the degree of interaction is high, and a situation as written mode where the role
that language plays is constituting of a social activity and the social interaction
is low. In this chapter we will see how mode along both dimensions — role
and interaction — is realized through textual meanings. Our focus will be on
the analysis of Theme and thematic development and what they tell us about
whether our texts have a more spoken or more written character.

5.1 Interaction and Role: Theme and Thematic
Development

Just as experiential meanings predict field and interpersonal meanings predict
tenor, so textual meanings predict mode because they realize mode. In order
to understand the part language is playing in the context of situation of Mt
13:1-23 and parallels (i.e., the mode), we must analyze the textual meanings
in the texts. As with experiential and interpersonal meanings in the preced-
ing chapters, the analysis of textual meanings in this chapter will focus on the
clause rank. In other words, the analysis of textual meanings in this chapter will
focus on Theme. In analyzing Theme, however, it will be necessary to examine
extended text above the clause rank, not simply isolated clauses, both to the ex-
tent that dependent clauses can be Theme of a clause complex (an independent
clause and all of its dependent clauses)ﬂ and to the extent that the significance
of choices of Themes in individual clauses are better understood in the context
of thematic development of the whole text. The ways in which Theme at the

31L.e., a dependent clause preceding the independent clause upon which it is dependent can
act as Theme for the complex of clauses as a message unit, as described in chapter one.
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clause rank and thematic development throughout a text realize mode can be
viewed from the standpoint of the interpersonal interaction dimension of mode
or from the standpoint of the role dimension of mode (Martin|[1992] 434-448).
Choices of Theme in clauses and clause complexes throughout a text, however,
frequently realize both dimensions of mode simultaneously.

Mode is realized in part by what gets to be Theme, or, more specifically,
whether there are interpersonal and textual Themes (Eggins||1994, 300). While
every major (non-ellipsed) clause has a topical Theme (i.e., an experiential el-
ement of the clause that is Theme), not every clause has an interpersonal or a
textual

Theme (i.e., interpersonal or textual elements of the clause the precede the
topical Theme). More frequent use of interpersonal Themes indicates a higher
degree of interaction, and thus a more spoken mode. In a situation characterized
by a higher degree of interpersonal interaction, more message units are likely to
take interpersonal meanings as the point of departure. Thematization of modal-
ity (modulation, expressing degree of obligation, or modalization, expressing de-
gree of probability or possibility) invites interaction. Likewise, textual Themes
occur more frequently in texts with a more spoken character. Textual adjuncts
as Theme indicating hypotaxis (dependent relationships between clauses) are
especially common in spoken discourse. When textual adjuncts occur as Theme
in written text, they are more likely to indicate paratactic logical relations be-
tween clauses (i.e., relations between clauses that are not dependent upon one
another) than hypotactic relations.

The choice between paratactic and hypotactic textual Themes frequently
indicates a choice between greater lexical complexity and greater grammatical
complexity, as we saw in the Section [1.3.2] in the first chapter. This choice
realizes both the interaction and role dimensions of mode. A higher degree of
interaction demands greater ease of processibility. Information organized in lin-
ear strings of hypotactically related messages that are lexically more sparse is
more grammatically complex but easier to follow in a situation of close spatial
contact and immediate feedback than the same information given in a lexically
dense but grammatically simple messageﬁ That is, brief, lexically sparse mes-
sages strung together are relatively easy to process as one hears them, and the
relationships between them indicated by textual Themes give instructions as to
how to relate each message to the accumulation of information that has pre-
ceded it. An equivalent amount of information from such a string of messages
packed into a single message unit is more difficult to process, but a reader has
the luxury of dwelling on such a message unit. However, lexically dense but
grammatically simple messages (i.e., a large amount of information in a single
message unit) make possible the choice of particular kinds of topical Themes
(namely, lexically dense ones) that realize a constituting role of language use.
Thus mode is not realized only by choices regarding interpersonal and textual
Themes, but by the nature of topical Themes, in particular, how lexically dense

4For example, the sentence to which this footnote is attached is a simple relational clause
with considerable embedded information, thus a high degree of lexical complexity.
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topical Themes are.

Mode is thus realized by what gets to be a topical Theme. When language is
used to constitute a social activity, there is not an immediate context in which
there are concrete persons and objects and events to which the text can refer in
an immediate way. The context for experiential meanings must be included in
the text. This is true whether the language is being used to create a work of fic-
tion or an exposition. A narrative with a more written character will have more
Themes that are circumstantial elements, which may be nominalized processes
(including, but not limited to participial and infinitival phrases) or prepositional
phrases that contribute higher lexical density to a clause without increasing its
grammatical complexity. Such circumstantial elements often depict setting in
time or place, providing the point of departure for an event or series of events
that take place in that setting and thus also contributing to the method of de-
velopment of the narrative. A narrative of more spoken character will tend to
develop through thematic references to its characters. Written exposition also
tends to use topical Themes which are elements realized either by nominalized
processes, abstract nominals, or circumstantial elements. Such lexically dense
elements of a clause allow the development of the text to be in terms of whole
processes and abstract and/or complex concepts. Dependent clauses as Theme
demonstrate abstraction and a level of planning typical of written language,
but, unlike nominalization, with hypotaxis and lexical density more typical of
spoken discourse (Eggins|[1994, 301). The use of dependent clauses as Themes,
then, is a strategy for using language in a graphic channel without “sounding
too written,” helping to realize a mode somewhere in the middle of the cline
between spoken and written.

There is a similarity between role on the one hand and interaction and
channel (graphic vs. phonic) on the other with regard to what kinds of things
get to be referred to by topical Themes. For example, exophoric references
(referring to participants in the extra-textual situational context) as Theme are
more likely in a phonic channel in which the participants in the exchange have
a high degree of interaction and are in the presence of the referent. Endophoric
references (referring to participants internal to the text) as Theme are more
likely in a graphic channel in which participants in the exchange are separated
by spatial distance (Eggins|[1994, 301). Likewise, a situation in which language
is playing an accompanying role is more likely to use as Themes references to
concrete persons or objects in a shared context, whereas a constituting role
for language is more likely to use as point of departure for messages abstract
references or circumstantial elements that depend less on the world external to
the text than on the world constituted by the text.

Mode — specifically the interaction dimension of mode — is also realized
through the grammatical category of person assigned to topical Themes that
are participants (Martin {1992, 447-448). More frequent use of first and sec-
ond person referents as Themes indicates a higher degree of interaction, a more
spoken mode, whereas more frequent use of third person referents as Theme
indicates a lower degree of interaction. First and second person Themes used
consistently as the method of developing the text indicate an effort by those us-
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ing the language to actively engage those with whom they are interacting. This
strategy is not limited to texts in which language is used in an accompanying
role. Martin gives the example of a form letter sent out by a political figure
trying to actively engage his constituents with first and second person Themes
while informing them of particular issues before the government.

In addition to what gets to be Theme, mode is realized by thematic progres-
sion or the lack thereof (Eggins|[1994, 302-305). Reiteration of Themes chosen
from a limited pool and sudden shifts in Theme characterize spoken discourse.
Just as the use of dependent clauses as Themes demonstrates a level of planning
not easily achieved in an oral situation, as noted above, so a clear or complex
pattern of thematic development demonstrates a level of planning and often of
editing. Zig-zag patterns and multiple Theme patterns, as described in Sec-
tion [I.3.2] in chapter one, are characteristic of planning and editing of written
texts. Such patterning is often evident in coherent written texts in hierarchical
structures. The topical Themes in each stage of a sequence may be predicted by
hyper-Themes (‘topic sentences’ of paragraphs), which may in turn be predicted
by macro-Themes (‘introductory paragraphs’ of texts) (Martin||1992, 437).

Because thematic development, and not just Theme at the level of the mes-
sage unit, plays an important role in realizing mode, the structure of this chapter
will vary from those of preceding chapters. The analysis of the direct discourse
material — the parable, the rationale and the interpretation — will be pre-
sented first. The narrative frame material will then be presented together with
a discussion of the pattern of Themes over the narrative of the whole passage
under consideration, not just of the narrative frame by itself. As in preceding
chapters, the text will be displayed in tables according to the analysis contained
in the appendices. The tables display the Theme and Rheme of each ranking
clause in the portion of text presented. In all the displays of Theme through-
out the chapter, textual Themes are marked with italics, interpersonal Themes
with sans serif and topical Themes with boldfaceﬂ In addition, participants
which are marked topical Themes are underlined and circumstances which are
marked topical Themes are wavy-underlined. Participants that are “displaced”
marked Themes (i.e., participants or circumstances that occur after the initial
element but before the verb and thus would have been marked topical Theme
had another element not been thematized) are double underlined.

5.1.1 Interaction and Role in the Parable

Since the narrative explicitly states that Jesus spoke the parable to the crowds,
it is reasonable to expect that some degree of interaction will be evident in the
text. Interaction is in fact realized in the interpersonal Theme 50U ‘behold’ in v.
3b (see Table, but there are no other interpersonal Themes in the parableﬁ

5In some cases, a single word or phrase will realize more than one kind of Theme; e.g., the
relative pronoun & in Table is marked both bold and italic as both textual and topical
Theme.

6In a comment on Mt 3:16, Donald Hagner (1993) notes that Matthew frequently uses
the word 8ol as a device to capture the reader’s attention, but the word evdéwc (or evdic)
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Of the 17 message units that comprise the parable, seven have participants as
topical Theme (vv. 5a, 7a, 8a, 8¢, 8d, 8e and 9a), but none are second person,
making direct contact with the addressees[] Eleven of the 17 message units have
textual Themes (vv. 4a, 4b, 5b, 5¢, 6b, 7b, 7¢, 8b, 8c, 8d and 8e). While this is
a large number, it is not extraordinary by comparison with other Greek textsﬁ
Furthermore, only four of the 11 textual Themes are hypotactic (vv. 5b, 8c, 8d
and 8e). While these interpersonal and textual Themes do realize a degree of
interaction and characterize the text as spoken, it is not a high degreeﬂ

Table 5.1: Theme in the Parable (Mt 13:3-9)

Rheme

0 onelpwv t00 onelpewy.

& yev éneoey mopd THY 606V,
xaTéayev a0Td.

Vs. text. interpers. topic. Theme
3b IS0l EEFiADev
da  xaigy t6 oneipely a0TOY.

4b  xai ENYOYTA T4 TETEWVY

5a  &Aha 0t Emeoey Eml T& METEWON

5b  Smov oOx elyev yijv oAy,

5c  xal eVVEwg g€avETelhey BLdL TO Ut Exety
pddoc yiic:

Ga  MAtov bt dvateidavros  Exaupatioln

6b  xaiS1d TO N Exeiy pilay  EEnpdvin.

Ta  GAAA 0t €neoey éml TaC dxdviac,

b xai &vERnoayv ol Bxarvidou

Tc  xal EnviEay AU T4

8a  &AAa ot €necoev Enl TV YHv TV XAy

8b  xai €3idov XOETOV,

8& & UEV EXATOV,

8d & ot e€rpovta,

8e O 0¢ TpLdnovTa.

92 O Exwv BT 0X0VETE.

In addition to the lack of second person references in Themes, there are
no exophoric references in Themes at all between the opening interpersonal
Theme and the closing subject of the third person imperative, which is an
apparent reference to some of the hearers. The remaining participant references

‘immediately,” which Matthew often ignores in the Markan source, can also function in this
way. Robert Guelich (1998 note on the translation of Mark 1:9) also notes that £090c is
sometimes not strictly temporal, but “a stylistic function merely to focus one’s attention.” It
is possible, therefore, to view gudéwc in v. 5c as an interpersonal Theme as well as topical.

7As noted in the previous chapter, the third person imperative verb dxouétw ‘he must
hear!” could have been second person and the subject 0 €ywv &ta ‘the one having ears’ could
also have been second person, but they are not.

8E.g., the parable in Mark, as displayed in Table has 19 textual Themes in 21 message
units. Philemon 10-14, displayed in Table [[5] has 6 textual Themes in 8 message units, all
of them realizing hypotactic relations.

9Cf. Philemon 10-14, displayed in Table with 6 textual Themes in 8 message units,
all of them realizing hypotactic relations, a first person finite verb as topical Theme and two
second person references as parts of topical Themes.
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as Themes (vv. ba, Ta, 8a, 8c, 8d, 8e) as well as the Subjects of the four finite
verb Themes (vv. 3b, 7b, 7c and 8b) are all endophoric references, indicative of a
constituting role played by the language of the parable. While the third-person,
endophoric references as Theme indicate a more written mode (lower degree
of interaction and more of a constituting role), the references are nevertheless
references to very concrete beings and objects (the sower, seed, birds, thorns),
a characteristic of a more spoken mode that lends itself to easier processibility.
A further characteristic of the parable indicating that it is not at either
extreme of the spoken to written cline is the use of circumstances as Themes.
Six circumstantial elements as Theme (vv. 4a, 4b, 5b, 5c, 6a and 6b) in 17
message units indicates a more written mode. It is notable, however, that there
are 1o finite clauses as Theme but two one-word adverbial circumstances (vv. 5b
and 5¢), two participial phrases (vv. 4a and 6a) and two infinitival phrases, none
of which dramatically increase the lexical density of the text. The participles
and infinitives do reduce the number of message units by reducing the processes
that they realize to elements of setting rather than realizing them as separate
events in independent clauses. They demonstrate a degree of planning without
greatly increasing the difficulty of processing on the part of the hearer.
Planning and editing is also evident in the method of development of the
parable. The basic method of development for the whole parable is a multiple
Theme pattern. Verse 3b provides a macro-Theme for the parable (TdoU eZfik0ev
0 omelpwv ol onelpewv. ‘Look, a sower went out to sow.”). The Rheme of v. 3b
(6 onelpwv T0 onelpewy ‘the-NOM one sowing the-GEN to-sow) is then repeated
as the Theme of v. 4a (&v 18 onelpey adtov ‘in the-DAT to-sow him-ACC’). This
macro-Theme then predicts four Themes: & ‘some’ (displaced Theme of v. 4a),
&\ o ‘others’ (v. ba), ko ‘others’ (v. 7a), and &\ ‘others’ (v. 8a). Each of
these is Theme of a clause that in turn functions as a hyper-Theme for what
follows it, yielding a clear outline structure of the whole parable (macro-Theme
double-underlined, hyper-Themes underlined, Themes in boldface):

I. ‘1800 EEAANDeY O onelpwy ol onelpely.
xal €v T&H oneipey aLTOV

A. & peév Enecoev mopd TV 686V,

. xal EAFOVTA TA TETELVA XATEPAYEV AUTY.

2 5

B. &AAa 8¢ Eneoev Eml Td TETPWON

1. dmov olx elyev Yijv TOAAYY,

2. xal eVVEwg e€avétethey Bid TO P Exewv Bddog yiic.
3. AAlov 8¢ avateilavTog exavpatiodn

4. ol B TO N Exewv pilav eEnpdvin.

C. &AM\ d¢ éncoev €nl T dxdviac,

1. xal dvéERBnoay oi dxovio xal Enviéav adTd.
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D. &AAa 8¢ Eneoev Enml TNV YijV TNV X0ANV

1. xai €5idou xopmoy,
a. O YEV EXATOV,
b. 6 b e&rxovta,
c. O d¢ tpudxovTaL.

II. 6 Exwv dTa IHOVETW.

Each hyper-Theme is of the form & p¢v/d\ha 8¢ Enecev z, where z is filled in
by a prepositional phrase realizing a circumstance of location. In each case, the
Rheme of the hyper-Theme (necev napd tyv 6d6v ‘fell beside the path,” éncoev
¢l t& metpddr ‘fell upon the rocky place,” €necev éml td¢ dxdvioc ‘fell upon
the thorns,” €éncoev éml ™y Yfjv thv xakfv ‘fell upon the good earth’) provides
the setting and impetus for the events that follow. The internal development
of these events is only evident following the second hyper-Theme, in which
the seeds were sown upon the rocky place. Following the fourth hyper-Theme
(others sown on good soil), the structure of the whole parable is mimicked in
the multiple-Theme pattern of 6 pév, 6 8¢, 6 8¢, describing the yields of various
seeds that fell on good soil and therefore bore fruit.

As the Themes themselves show characteristics of both spoken and writ-
ten language, so does the pattern of Themes that contributes to the method
of development. The repetition is characteristic of spoken language, especially
language with a higher degree of interaction, since it is easier to follow a text
with repetition in an interactive situation. The careful structure, however, is
characteristic of written language, especially when the language plays a consti-
tutive role and a structure with depth must be created using linear text.

The choice of Themes in Mark’s version of the parable is significantly dif-
ferent from Matthew with respect to the choices of textual and topical Themes
(compare Table [ = Table |5.1] above] with Table [5.3). There are some rela-
tively insignificant differences between Matthew and Mark as well, such as the
occurrence of two interpersonal Themes to begin the parable in Mark, including
the initial second-person imperative dxolete ‘hear!” that is lacking in Matthew.
This points perhaps to a slightly higher degree in interactivity in Mark’s para-
ble. Much more significant, however, are the differences in choices of textual
and topical Themes. Between the second person imperative with which the
parable begins and the third person imperative clause with which the parable is
concluded, only the first clause of the parable proper (v. 3b) is without a textual
Theme. Eighteen consecutive clauses (out of 21 in the utterance) have textual
Themes and 16 of them are the paratactic conjunction xai ‘and.” This extraor-
dinary number of textual Themes indicates a more spoken mode of discourse
even though most realize paratactic relations rather than hypotactic ones. In
this case, the paratactic relations are not an indication of higher lexical density
since the same basic information that is conveyed in Matthew’s version of the
parable is distributed across a larger number of clauses (21 vs. 17 in Matthew).



Interaction and Role

139

Table 5.2: Theme in the Parable (Mt 13:3-9)

Vs. text. interpers. topic. Theme Rheme

3b IS0y €EFiAOev 6 onelpwv T00 onelpetv.

da  xai€v_T& omneipely aDTOY  J uev ENEoEV Topd TNHY 600V,

4b  xal ENY SOV TR T& METEWVD xatépayev oOTd.

5a  &AAa Ot éneoev Enl Td TETEWO

5b  dmov oUx glyev Yijv ToAAy,

5¢ xal gVVEWS gCavétethey Bid TO un Eyewv Bddog
Yficr

6a Moy b¢ dvateidavros  Exauvpatioln

6b  xal di& To w Exey by  Enpdvi,

Ta  &AAo ot Eneoev éni tac dxdvdoac,

7 xal &vERmoayv ol Bxarvdon

Tc  xal Emviayv awTd.

8a  &AAa 0¢ éncoev Enl TV YTV TV xaANY

8b  xai €5{dov XOPTOV,

8& & UEV EXOTOV,

8d o d¢ €€hnovta,

8 O 0¢ TpLdxovTaL.

9a 06 Exwv BT AHOVETW.

Table 5.3: Theme in the Parable (Mk 4:3-9)

Vs. text. interp. top. Theme Rheme

3a  'Akovete.

3b 8ol EETjADeV o omnelpwv onelpa.

da  xal EyéveTo €v 16 onelpety

4b o uev énecev mapd TNV 606V,

dc  xal ANYev T8 TETEWVY

4d  xal xaTEQAyeV a0To.

ba  xal &AAo gneoey €nl 1O MeTEEdeg

5b  Gmov oUx €lyev yTjv TOAAY,

5¢c  xal €LYV g€avételhey BLd To un Eyewv Bddoc
Yfic

6a  xai 8ze gvetethey O Hhtog  Exaupatioin

6b  xai Biax 1O N Exery pilay  Enpdvin.

Ta  xal &ANO gneoey eic tac dxdvdoac,

b xal &vERmoayv ol dcorvdon

7c  xal cLUVETVIEQY auTo,

7d  xal xopmoOV 00X EBWXEV.

8a  xal dAAx gneoev eic TV YV TV xahAv

8b  xai €diBou xopemov avofatvovta 1ol

adEavopEvaL
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8c  xal Egepev Ev TpLdovTa
8d  xai [was bearing] v e&fxovta
8e  xal [was bearing] &v Exatov.
9a "Og¢ Exel ®Ta AxoULELWY AxoVET.

The second significant difference between Mark’s parable and Matthew’s
helps to explain the larger number of clauses: Two non-finite clauses as circum-
stantial topical Themes in Matthew’s parable (vv. 4a and 4b) are independent
clauses in Mark’s parable (vv. 4a and 4c). The overall effect of this differ-
ence is that where Mark has four message units (vv. 4a—d), three of them with
unmarked Themes (finite verb initial), Matthew has only two message units
(vv. 4a—b), both with circumstances as marked topical Themes. In all, these
minor variations add up to only four of 17 unmarked Themes (finite-verb ini-
tial clauses) in Matthew compared to 11 of 21 in Mark. Matthew’s version is
somewhat more compact than Mark’s, but it has a larger number of complex,
less concrete topical Themes, indicating perhaps a higher degree of editing and
planning characteristic of a more written mode.

The overall difference of thematic development of the parable between Mat-
thew and Mark is not significant. The basic development in Mark is the mul-
tiple Theme pattern of 6 ‘some’ (v. 4b), &\ho ‘another’ (v. 5a), d&\ho ‘another’
(v. 7a), &\\a ‘others’ (v. 8a) predicted by the macro-Theme idoU &&fjddev o
onelpwyv omelpon. xol Eyeveto €v 16 onelpewv ‘Look, the sower came to sow and
this happened in the sowing’ (vv. 3b—4a). This pattern of thematic develop-
ment, however, is not strengthened by the pattern of textual Themes as it is in
Matthew. The repetition of xal throughout the narrative flattens the effect of
the development, in contrast to Matthew’s use of & uév ‘some’, Al 8¢ ‘others’,
8o Bt ‘others’, dAha 8¢ ‘others’ that helps to set off the hyper-Themes within
the narrative.

Luke’s version of the parable is much more compact than Matthew’s or
Mark’s, containing about half the number of message units (11) as Mark’s (21).
Luke has dispensed entirely with the opening clauses that realize interaction
between Jesus and his audience with interpersonal Themes (see Table. The
compacting is achieved by careful editing and planning characteristic of written
mode. Of 11 clauses, four have circumstances as topical Theme (an infinitive
clause and three participles). In addition, five of 11 clauses have participants as
Theme, three of which carry the same structure of thematic development as in
the other tellings — macro-Theme "E&fjAdev o onelpwyv 100 onelpar 1oV ondpov
avtol. xol év 1@ onelpely adtov ‘The sower went out to sow his seed and in his
sowing...’ (vv. ba-b) predicts the topical Themes & ‘some’ (displaced Theme
in v. 5b), &tepov ‘other’ (v. 6a), Etepov ‘other’ (v. 7a), &tepov ‘other’ (v. 8a).
Like Mark, Luke uses xal ‘and’ as textual Theme in every clause between the
first and last of the parable. The low lexical density of Luke’s sparse telling and
the pattern of textual Themes counter-balances the high proportion of marked
Themes and multiple-Theme pattern in preserving some of the character of
spoken mode in the parable.
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Table 5.4: Theme in the Parable (Lk 8:5-8)

Vs. text. interpers. topic. Theme Rheme
b5a  "EZfjAdev 0 omnelpwv 10l onelpar OV oTéEOV
a0 ToD.

5b  xal €v _T® oneigely adTOV O Uev EMEcEY ToRd THY 00OV
5¢  xal xatemaTHON,
5d  xaitd metewva ToD obpavol  xoutépayev adto.

6a  xai Etepov XOTENESEY EML TNV TETPAY,

6b  xai QUEY_ eEnpdvin Bi1d TO P Exely bxuddo.

Ta  xal €tepov gneoev &v péow TV Axaviy,

T xal cvp@ueioal ai dxavOar  anénviéav avTo.

8a  xal €tepov gneoev eic ™V Yiiv ™y dyodny

8b  xai QuEY_ €nolnoev xapmov
exatovtaniaciova.

8¢ O Exwv &Ta dxolbewy GxovéTw.

In summary, the mode of the parable in all three gospels is characterized by a
constituting role, the written-ness of which is softened in favor of a more spoken
character by a relatively high degree of interaction. The constituting role is
realized in the predominance of third person participant references in topical
Theme position, by use of complex circumstantial elements as Theme, and by
the planned character of marked Themes and of a clear and intentional method
of development. The higher degree of interaction is realized by low lexical
density even in circumstances as Theme, by references to concrete objects and
people as the marked participant Themes, by patterns of textual Themes and
by the use of interpersonal Themes to begin the parable in Matthew and Mark.
Of the three accounts of the parable, Luke is most written in character and
Mark is most spoken. But all three are in the middle of the cline.

5.1.2 Interaction and Role in the Parable Rationale

The rather one-sided conversation that ensues following the parable in Matthew
demonstrates a shift in mode both in its interaction dimension and its role
dimension. The degree of interaction is significantly increased, for example,
by the use of interpersonal Themes. Eleven of 34 message units in the direct
discourse of the rationale section have interpersonal Themes (see Table .
The first of these is the interrogative word i in the Theme of the question (S
i ‘on account of what?’) that the disciples asked, inviting Jesus’ response (v.
10b). In Jesus’ response, both modalization (vv. 12a, 12d, 12e and 17a) and
polarity (vv. 13d, 14c, 14e, 15d, 17c and 17e) are thematized. Two instances of
modalization express strong attitude or emotion — xal ‘even’ (v. 12e) and dunv
‘truly’ (v. 17a) — and three instances of polarity are emphatic, accompanying
subjunctive verbs and expressing strong attitude or emotion — o0 un cuvfjte
‘you shall by no means perceive’ (v. 14c), o0 u1, idnte ‘you shall by no means see’
(v. 14e) and prnote WBwowv ‘lest you should see’ (v. 15d). This high proportion of
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interpersonal Themes, some of them very strong interpersonal elements, invites
a response of some kind from whoever hears or reads the text.

Table 5.5: Theme in the Rationale (Mt 13:10-17)

Vs.  text. interpers. topic. Theme Rheme
10b  Auwx i év_mapaBohalc hokelc adtolg;
11b  “Ou Lpiv B€doToL YVESvoL T puo el Tiic
Baoihelag @V 0bpavisy,
1lc é&xeivolg 0¢ oV OgdoTal.
12a popkedtomdorTig yap Eye,
12b SoU¥7HoceTot 0T
12¢  xal nepiocevIfoeTol
12d  éowig 0¢ oUx Eyel,
12¢ kol 6 Exet apioetan am’ odtol.
13a B tobzTo év_napaBoholc adTolc AUAG,
13b  Jn BAémoveg oUL BAénoucty
13c  xai &xobovieg 00X dx00ousLY
13d o062 cuviouvouv,
l4a  xai &vamineobtol adtolg 1) tpognrela Hoolou
N AMéyouoa,

14b  "Axof axoVoeTe
1l4c  xai od pny cvviite,
14d  xai BAémovieg BAédete
14e  xai 0¥ pn tdnte.
15a  &mayVvOn yop 1) xoapdia ToD Aaod TolTou,
15b  xai Toic ®oly Bapéwe Hxouooy
15¢  xai Tobg 6@Valpolg adTBY  Exdupuoay,
15d  unimore Idwoy Tolg 6@ Hahuolc
15e  xai Toig woiv ax0Vvowaly
15f  xai T xopdia oUVEOLY
15g  xai EmicTRpEédPwoy
15h  xai idocopou anTolC.
16a  Ou&v ot [are] poxdpror ol 6glaiuol
16b  du PAemovowy.
16¢c  xai [blessed [are] t& Gdtor LUV
16d Jn dxobouvouv.
17a  quiv yop Aéy VN
17b  6n moAAol mpopTiTol

xol dixatot gnedOunoay delv a PAénete
17c  xai ok €idaLv,
17d  xai [roANoi mpo@Hitat

xai dixatol [EmedOunoav] dxoboou & dxolete
17e  xal o0k Axovoav.

The pattern of textual Themes does not change from the parable to the
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rationale. As in the parable, about two thirds of the message units (23 of
34) have textual Themes and about two thirds of the textual Themes (16 of
23) are occurrences of the conjunction xof ‘and,” indicating paratactic relations
between clauses. As in the parable, the relatively high proportion of clauses with
paratactic relations is not accompanied by a high lexical density as might be the
case in a more written mode. The generous use of the conjunction xai ‘and’ does
not indicate the degree of grammatical complexity that is often characteristic
of spoken language. Nevertheless, it does indicate language that is closer to the
spoken end of the continuum than a text with paratactic relations that are not
indicated by textual adjuncts.

The low degree of lexical density in the rationale section is evident in scan-
ning the topical Themes in Table In the 34 message units, 15 topical
Themes are finite verbs. Another 12 topical Themes are participant references
(indicated by underline in Table , 9 of which contain only one lexical item
(i.e., one word, not including “function words” such as definite articles) and
none more than three lexical items. Of the five circumstances as topical Theme
(indicated by double angle brackets in Table , three are participles standing
alone and two are two-word prepositional phrases. The remaining two clauses
have ellipsed topical Themes (vv. 16¢ and 17d). Regardless of whether they
are circumstances, participant references or finite verbs, the topical Themes
throughout this section are lexically sparse.

What gets to be topical Theme also indicates mode apart from what it shows
about lexical density. The high proportion of unmarked Themes (15 of 34 topical
Themes are finite verbs) is characteristic of spoken mode. In addition, the im-
plicit subjects of most of those verbs are concrete persons, such as the disciples,
the crowds, and Jesus himself. Explicit participant references as topical Themes
are also predominantly references to concrete persons, namely the disciples (vv.
11b, 16a and perhaps 12a), the crowds to whom Jesus spoke the parables (vv.
11c, perhaps 12d, and their ears, eyes and hearts in 15b, 15¢, 15e and 15f) and
all the prophets and righteous ones (v. 17b). These references are not only to
concrete persons, but are additionally predominantly exophoric references. Two
references implicit in the morphology of finite verbs as Themes are first person
references (vv. 15h and 17a), two are second person references (vv. 14c and 14e)
and two participant references as Themes are second person references (vv. 11b
and 16a). Concrete references are characteristic of spoken mode, especially ex-
ophoric references to persons in the immediate environment and first and second
person references to the participants in the exchange. In particular, exophoric
references are characteristic of an accompanying role of language and first and
second person references are characteristic of high interaction language.

The rationale section does not show a clear method of development through-
out. It is characterized by local development of Themes predicted by the pre-
ceding Rheme, by repetition of Themes locally, and by shifts in Theme, but no
overall pattern of thematic development. An example of local development is
in the initial response to the question of v. 10b. The final word of the question
Rheme, adtoic ‘to them,” is picked up in contrastive Themes in the first two
clauses of the answer — Upiv ‘to you-PL’ (v. 11b) and éxeivoic ‘to those’ (v.
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11c). The contrast is repeated in a less concrete way with the Themes doTic
[Exel] ‘whoever [has]” in v. 12a and doTic [3¢ olx Eyel] ‘[but] whoever [does not
have]” in v. 12d. The &otic clause in v. 12a is followed by two clauses with finite
verb Themes (SodAoeton in v. 12b and nepiooeudfoeton in v. 12¢) whose implied
Subjects refer to the unstated object of the verb €yel in the Rheme of v. 12a.
The 6otic clause in v. 12d is followed by a clause the explicit Subject of which
is Theme and refers to the unstated object of the verb &yet in the Rheme of
v. 12d. The resulting local thematic development pattern is displayed below.
The display shows only the items of Theme and Rheme from Table that
contribute to the thematic development.

Theme Rheme
10b / avTOolC
11b Uiy (B¢doTou)
contmst<
11c <éxsivotg [5¢ 00 dédoTou)
12a boTic [Exe] implied object
12b do¥roeton implied subject
contrast/repeated
12¢ neptocevdioeton implied subject
12d boTiC [6¢ oux Eyel] implied object
12e xol O Eyel

The next cluster of clauses with local thematic development are in v. 13.
The Theme of v. 13a is & tolito ‘on account of this,” referring to the whole
of vv. 11 and 12. The elements of the Rheme in the question of v. 10b are
repeated in the Rheme of v. 13a (&v nopaBoloic adtoic haké ‘in parables to them
I speak’). The Themes of the remaining three clauses in v. 13 are repetitious
processes of perception with morphological ties to the “them” to whom the
parables are spoken (Biénovtec (13b), dxolovtec (13c), and ocuviouvow (13d)).
The Theme in v. 14 shifts to dvarinpottar ‘is fulfilled” as the prophecy of Isaiah
is introduced, in which a repetition of lexical items related to perception as
Themes occurs similar to v. 13 (éxofj (14b), cuvfjte (14c), Brénovtec (14d), and
®nte (14e)). A shift occurs again in the middle of the quotation from Isaiah in
v. 15 with the Theme érnoyOvin ‘was made thick.” This shift is followed by a
string of repetitious Themes once again, most of which this time are organs of
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perception rather than processes (toic wolv (15b), Tolc dpdahuoie adtév (15¢),
WBwow (15d, the sole process as Theme in the string), toic Golv (15¢), and f
xapdia (15f)). The same pattern of frequent shifts in Theme and repetitions of
Themes related to perception (BAénovowy (16b), dxodovowy (16d), €ldav (17¢),
and fixoucav (17¢)) extends to the end of the rationale section.

Although the rationale section in Mark is much smaller than in Matthew
(eight clauses compared to 34), the pattern of Theme is not significantly dif-
ferent. In eight clauses, there are two interpersonal Themes and six textual
Themes (see Table [5.6). Two of the textual Themes indicate hypotactic re-
lations between clauses (vv. 12a and 12e) and the other four are occurrences
of the conjunction xaf ‘and.” Four topical Themes are finite verbs (unmarked
Themes), two are participants, and two are circumstances, but only one topical
Theme (v. 11c) has as many as two lexical items. One participant reference as
Theme is a second person form (Uplv ‘to you PL’ (11b)).

Table 5.6: Theme in the Rationale (Mk 4:11-12)

Vs.  text. interp. topic. Theme Rheme

11b  "Ypiv 10 yuoTrplov dédotan Tiic Pacthelog
o0 Veol-

1lc é&xeivolc o8¢ Toic EEw év_mopoafoholc T8 mdvTa YiveTo,

12a  va BAETOVTES Brénwory

12b  xai pn Bwouv,

12¢  xal &xobovieg dxobwoty

12d  xai ph cuvid oLy,
12e¢  urimote EmicTeEd woLY
12f  xal cuped avTolC.

As in Mark, the rationale for speaking in parables in Luke can scarcely be called
a “section” as it can in Matthew. There is no thematic connection between the
question in v. 9b and the rationale in v. 10 (see Table . The rationale is
limited to four clauses, none of which have finite verbs as Theme. The first
two have contrastive participant references as Themes, one of which is a sec-
ond person form. The last two clauses have textual Themes (one paratactic,
one hypotactic) and isolated, unmodified participles (circumstances) as topical
Themes.

Table 5.7: Theme in the Rationale (Lk 8:9-10)

Vs.  text. interp. top. Theme Rheme

9b  wig abtn €in N TopoBoln.
10a  "Ypiv 0€doTan yvevar t& puo thpta tiic Baotielog
Tob Yeob,

10b Toig 8t Aowroic [it is given] &v TopaBoloic,
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10c  va BAETOVTES un Brénwoty
10d  xai &xobovzeg U1 CLVLEBOLW.

Since patterns of Themes realize mode, it is difficult to draw significant conclu-
sions from such short text portions as the rationale sections of Mark and Luke.
The rationale section of Matthew, however, has been very profitably analyzed
for mode. This text has many characteristics of a spoken text, both in the de-
gree of interactivity and in playing an accompanying role. The high proportions
of interpersonal Themes and of first and second person references in topical
Themes are characteristic of a high degree of interaction. In addition, the text
contains mostly lexically simple Themes, and a high proportion of finite verbs
as topical Themes (i.e., unmarked Themes). Topical Themes are lexically sim-
ple both in the sense of lexical density and in the sense of referring to concrete
persons and objects. A high proportion of references in topical Themes that are
not only concrete, but refer exophorically to persons and objects in the imme-
diate environment are characteristic of an accompanying role of the language of
the text as well as a higher degree of interaction. Both the pattern of textual
Themes, especially the large number of occurrences of xaf, and the thematic
development, or lack of it, also give the text the character of a more spoken
mode, with frequent shifts in Theme and repetition of Themes throughout.

5.1.3 Interaction and Role in the Parable Interpretation

The pattern of Themes changes toward a less spoken mode in the parable inter-
pretation. This is apparent first in the near absence of interpersonal Themes;
the only one is the ordinary polarity adjunct, o0x ‘not’ in v. 21a (see Table.
The proportion of textual Themes also drops slightly to nine of 17 message units.
Although five of these textual Themes realize hypotactic relationships, three are
the relative pronouns occurring at the very end of the parable interpretation (vv.
23d-f), repeating the relative pronouns at the end of the parable itself. The four
textual Themes indicating paratactic relations in the interpretation (all of them
the conjunction xof ‘and’) is slightly more than half the seven used in the para-
ble. Furthermore, the only reference in a topical Theme (either implied subject
of a finite verb or participant reference as Theme) that is either first or second
person or exophoric is the pronoun Ouelg ‘you-PL-NOM’ in the transitional first
clause (v. 18a) in which the disciples are offered the interpretation immediately
before it is given.

Table 5.8: Theme in the Interpretation (Mt 13:18-23)

Vs.  text. interp. top. Theme Rheme
18a "Yueig obv dxovoate TNV Topofornv Tol
onelpavToc.

192 moavtoc dxobLovIiog TOV
AOyYoy TH aoLAeio

0

xal CUYLIEVTO Epyeton & movNEOC
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19b  xal dpmalet T0 Eomapuévov €v Tfj xoedia adtol,
19¢ oU=toéc €oTv O mopd THY 080V omapelc.
20a 6 0t Eml TA mMETE®ON
onapeic, oDToC €oTv 6 TOV AOYov dxolwy xol e0dlg
HETA Yopdic Aaufdvemy auTtdy,
2la  olk Exetl ot pllav &v EouTd
21b  dMa mpbdoxalpdg goTw,
2lc yevopevns o¢
IAidewes 7| Srwywod
d1a TOV AOyoyv cudUc oxavdai{leTou.
22a 6 0¢ eic Tag dxdvIag
onopeic, o0Todg ECTWV O TOV AOYOV dxolwLY,
22b  xai M) pépipuva tod aidvog

ouunviyel TOV Aéyov
yiveTou.

xal M andtn tol mAovToUL
”

22¢  xai &xopmog

23a O 8¢ Emi TNV xAANV YTV
onopeic, o0Todg E€oTV 6 TOV AOYOV dxX00wY %ol
ouviele,

23b  6¢ 01 xopToQOopEL

23c  xal TOLET

23d o HEV EXATOV,

23e O ot e€rxovta,

23f o 0¢ TptdmovTa.

The change in the nature of the topical Themes that is immediately appar-
ent in scanning Table [5.8is the lexical density. The amount of information in
the Rhemes of the interpretation does not appear diminished compared to the
parable in a visual comparison of Table to Table yet the amount of
information in the Themes is clearly greater. There are only two circumstan-
tial elements thematized in the interpretation (vv. 19a and 21c), but they are
both genitive absolute constructions, one having five lexical items (not counting
“function words”) and the other having four lexical items. Of the 12 partic-
ipants as Theme, three contain embedded participial clauses, two having four
lexical items each (vv. 20a and 22a) and the other having five lexical items (v.
23a). An additional lexically dense participant reference as topical Theme is
the compound nominal group 7 uéewuva ot aiGvog xal ) dndtn tol mAolTou
‘the care of the age and the deceit of wealth’ (v. 22b), which has four lexical
items. What is visually apparent in the tables is borne out in an actual count
of lexical items. The lexical density of the parable is 3.5 (60 lexical items in
17 ranking clauses) compared to 4.7 in the interpretation (80 lexical items in
17 ranking clauses)m Not only lexical density of the interpretation as a whole,
but especially lexically dense Themes indicate a more written mode.

The reason so many Themes are lexically dense is that whole processes,

10Cf. the rationale in Matthew, with a lexical density of 2.5 (84 lexical items in 34 ranking
clauses).
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rather than concrete persons and objects, are chosen as Themes in the inter-
pretation. In the case of the substantive participles in vv. 20a, 22a and 23a,
it is not merely the seeds from the parable that are being referred to, but the
entire event of the sowing of particular seed in a particular environment, com-
plete with process and circumstance. The two genitive absolute clauses in vv.
19a and 21c are also thematized events, including processes, participants and
circumstances. Unlike the substantive participles, the genitive absolute con-
structions depict events in the world of the hearers that interpret events in the
parable allegorically rather than merely repeating them. The compound nomi-
nal group in v. 22b also depicts events that interpret the parable allegorically.
The abstract nouns pépiuva ‘care’ and dndtr ‘deceit’ are nominalized processes of
worrying/being concerned and deceiving, accompanied by genitive case nominal
groups that indicate participants of those processes

These lexically dense topical Themes play an important role in the thematic
development of the interpretation text. In the case of the substantive participles
(vv. 20a, 22a and 23a), there is a progression that parallels the structure of
the parable being interpreted. Rather than simply orienting these messages
to the various seeds that are sown, Matthew’s interpretation orients these key
messages in the structure of the interpretation to the whole event of certain seed
being sown in a particular environment. For example: the second section of the
parable begins with the hyper-Theme 8)ha 8¢ €neoev €nl ta teTpwdn ‘but other
[seed] fell on the rocky [place]” (v. 5a). This message is oriented to the Theme
8o, its point of departure. In contrast, the second section of the interpretation
begins with a message in which the entire event of other seed falling on the rocky
place is made Theme to orient a message which interprets that event: 6 d¢ énl t&
TETPWON oTapelc, 0UTdg EGTV O TOV AdyoV dxodwy xal e dUC peTd yopdic Aaufdvwy
avwtov ‘but that which is sown on rocky ground, this is the one who hears the
word and immediately receives it with joy’ (v. 20a).

The thematic development is not as straightforward in the interpretation as
in the parable, however. Following the offer to the disciples to hear the parable in
v. 18a, Matthew’s interpretation does not begin as might be expected: It does
not begin with an interpretation of what is sown as in Mark (6 onelpwv TOV
Aoyov onelpel ‘the sower sows the word’ (Mk 4:14)) or a more direct statement
of interpretation of the seed as in Luke (6 ondpoc éotiv & Adyoc 10U deob ‘the
seed is the word of God’ (Lk 8:11)). Nor does Matthew’s interpretation begin
with the identification of the first event to be interpreted after the pattern
demonstrated above from v. 20a. If the pattern followed in the remainder of
the interpretation had been used, the parable would have begun: 6 moapd v
680V onapelc, oltde Eotv 6 TOV Adyov Tijc Pactielac dxolwy xal un cuvielc ‘that
which is sown beside the path, this is the one who hears the word and does
not understand.’” Instead, the choice is made to thematize the interpretation of
the event rather than the event being interpreted: mavtog dxolvovtog Tov Adyov

' The genitive nominal group 1o aiévoc ‘age/world’ is either an objective genitive describ-
ing the Goal of the worrying or a subjective genitive describing the Actor who worries (i.e.,
the focus is on the things this age is concerned about). The subjective genitive toU tholtou
‘wealth’ is the Actor of the deceiving.
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Tfic Baothelog xol un cuviévtog, Epyetan 6 movneog ‘all who hear the word of the
Kingdom and do not understand it, the evil one comes’ (v. 19a). In so doing,
thematic continuity with the preceding rationale section is maintained. The
lexical items dxovew ‘to hear’ and cuviévon ‘to understand’ are repeated from
the rationale (dxovewv in vv. 13c, 14b, 15b, 15e, 16d, 17d and 17e, then in 18a
to begin the interpretation; cuviévon in vv. 13d, 14c and 15f), with the notion of
hearing but not understanding repeated twice in that section (vv. 13c—d and vv.
14b—c). The phrase tov Adyov tiic Baotheloc ‘the word of the Kingdom’ brings
to mind t& puothpla Tiic Baotielog @V obpaviy ‘the mysteries of the Kingdom
of the heavens,” knowledge of which Jesus said was given to the disciples but
not to those who hear but do not understand (v. 11b).

The interpretation of the parable thus begins in an unusual way, but one
which maintains thematic continuity with the preceding discourse. The identi-
fication of the event interpreted by this opening genitive absolute is not given
until after the event is interpreted. When the pattern of identifying an event
from the parable as the Theme for its interpretation is established, the result is
a chiastic structure formed by the Themes of the two opening sections (Themes
are in boldface; parable elements being interpreted are wavy-underlined; geni-
tive absolute constructions as Theme are in italics):

A mavrog drovovrog Tov Adyov
Tijc faoidelac xai u1 ovvigvrog, Epyeton O TOVNEOC

B xal dpralel 10 Eomopuévoy €V Tfj xopdig atTod:
C 00105 €oTV O ToEd TNV 000V oTapE(S.
(¢4 0 8E Eml TA TETEPWOM  EoTv O TOV AGYOV dxolwY xal evUC
onopeis, 00Tog HETA Yopdic AauBdvev adtdy:
B’ oLx Exel ot pllav év Eoutd
AAN& mpOOoxALPOC gowy,

A" yevougvnyg 68 FAiyews
Stwypo® Sd Tov Adyov eV oxavdaileTo.

The elements of the parable identified in this section as in need of interpretation
constitute the topical Themes at the center of the chiasm (C and C’). B and B’
are thematically unmarked messages (finite verb as Theme) having to do with
the fate of the central participants, as they are interpreted. B’ is a negative
statement to which is added a positive statement of contrast that unbalances
the chiasm. The chiasm is enclosed by the genitive absolute constructions as
Themes (A and A’).

The chiastic structure, however, does not represent the flow of information.
The whole message of C (Theme and Rheme together) is parallel in information
to the Theme of C’ alone. These two elements, placed together in the discourse,
represent the first two events of the parable that are being interpreted. The
interpretation of the first proceeds from the Theme of A through the Rheme of
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B before the element that has been interpreted is named in C. The interpretation
of the second event follows the naming of that event in the Theme of C’, but
not in reverse order of how the interpretation of the first event is presented.
The initial allegorical identification of the parable event is presented in the
Rheme of €', parallel to the Theme of A in its interpretive function. The
interpretation then proceeds to consequences of the event in B’ (including both
contrastive messages) and C’, which are parallel in interpretive function to the
consequences presented in the Rheme of A and all of B (both Theme and Rheme)
in the interpretation of the first event.

In terms of interpretive information, then, the chiasm should be represented
as follows:

Al mavrog dxovovros tov Adyoy tijc Paotrelag xai un ocvngvrog,
A2 Epyeta O ToVNEOC

2

A o < s . _— PSR
3 xoal dprdlet T0 Eonapuévoy év Tf] xopdia adtob:

B 00Tog 0TV O ToPd THY 6BOV OToRE(S.
B’ O B¢ Enl T mETEWON onapeic, oLTAC

Al Eotwv 6 TOV MOYOV dx00mv %ol e00UC uetd yopdic AauBdvev adtdv:
A2 oOx &yeu 3¢ pilay év Eautd &ANL TpdoxapdC ETw,

A3 yevousvng b8 Aiyews § Swypod bia Tov Adyoy eLle
oxavdahiletar.

The progression of the Themes in the text begins with something of a zig-zag
pattern in the first section of the interpretation, but the pattern breaks down
in the three remaining sections. The dominant pattern in the interpretation as
a whole is the parallel thematic presentation of parable events that are being
interpreted. The following display of the interpretation text from Matthew
shows the patterns with arrows (and lack of patterns where arrows are absent)
in the progression of Themes. Themes are in boldface, the macro-Theme double-
underlined, and hyper-Themes underlined.
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xol dpndlet 1O Eonapuévoy €v Tij xapdia avtol:

00To¢ EoTv 6 mapd TV O8OV omapelc.

I. TavIog dxoVovIiog TOV Adyov tfic Baciheiog
<xa‘n wh ovvidvios, g & momehe
N

3

06 0t Eml TA meTEWdn onapeic, 00TOHS EoTV 6 TOV AdYOV
axoLeV xol eVYUE YT yopdic AaufBdvwy adTov:

2 S e g g

oVx Exet d¢ pilav v EauTd

AAANA TpOOoXALPOS ECTLY,

//

/
Yevowévng 8 FAidews N Stwyrod did Tov Adyov eiiie
oxavdan{leTou.

III.(

06 0t eig Tag dxdaviag onapeic, 00Tdg oty O TOV AdYOV
xo0wV

: ’ ~

xal N wépiwva tol aidvog xal ) &ndtn Tod TAobToUL
CUUTVIYEL TOV AOYOV,

xol &xaprog yivetol.

IV. 6 6¢ énl Ty xaAfyv vHv onapeic, 00Tdg otV 6 TOV AdYOV
axoVLwV %ol cuViele,

\

0¢ 01 xopPToQopEl

ol TOLET

<6 HEV Exatdy,
<6 de e€rxova,
o ot

TpLdxOoVTOL.

The macro-Theme, which ties the interpretation to the preceding discourse, ori-
ents the whole interpretation. “All those hearing the word of the Kingdom”
summarizes the allegorical assignment of identity to all seeds sown in the para-
ble. These are referred to in the hyper-Themes (underlined in the display above)
with the demonstrative pronoun olUtoc. This provides the basic structure of the
interpretation parallel to the overall structure of the parable. Within section I,
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there is a zig-zag progression, which is as much a progression of reference as of
Theme. The evil one (6 Tovnpdc) is referred to in the Rheme of the first message
in section I, and then is the referent of the implied Subject of the finite verb
in the Theme of the second message. The Rheme of that message contains a
reference to the one who hears but does not understand (adto¥ ‘his’ in tfj xapdia
a0tol ‘his heart’), and then oUtocg ‘this one,” referring to the same person, is
the Theme of the third message of the section. The pattern is thus a zig-zag
pattern of movement from reference in the Rheme of one message to reference
in the Theme of the next.

As noted above, the hyper-Theme of section I comes last in the section
and is immediately contrasted with the hyper-Theme that begins section II.
Within section II, the Rheme of the first message unit contains an interpretive
reference to the one who hears the word and immediately receives it with joy.
The ambiguity of the implied Subject referent in the second message was noted
in chapter three. Whether, however, the referent is the one who hears and
receives the word with joy or the word that is heard and received (tov Aoyov,
a0tdv), the reference of the finite verb morphology in the Theme of the second
message unit agrees with a reference in the Rheme of the previous message unit.
The same referent is also implied subject of the finite verbs in the other two
message units that follow in section II. The Themes, however, shift, first to
Tpbdoxalpog ‘temporary’ in the third message unit, then to the genitive absolute
construction (yevouévng 8¢ YA Pewe 1) Biwypol i tov Adyov ‘and when affliction
or persecution comes on account of the word’) in the fourth message unit.

The Themes shift similarly in section III. Following the hyper-Theme of the
section (0 elc téc dxdvdoc omapelc, oltoc ‘the one sown in the thorns, this one’),
the Theme shifts to 7} uépuva Tob aiésvog xal # dndtn Tol mholtou ‘the care of
the age and the deceit of wealth’ in the second message unit. The word (tov
A\ovov) referred to in the Rheme of the second message unit is then the implied
Subject of the third message unit, but the Theme shifts once again to dxaproc
‘fruitless.’

The progression of Themes in section IV is similar to section II. Following
the hyper-Theme (6 €nl thv xakfv yijv onapelc, obtog ‘the one sown on the good
earth, this one’), the Theme of the second message unit is the relative pronoun
oc, which refers either to the one who hears the word and understands, or to
the word which is heard and understood. In either case, the same referent is the
implied Subject of the third message unit. The section, and the interpretation,
ends with the string of neuter relative pronouns that are Themes of the final
three message units.

The pattern of thematic progression in Matthew’s interpretation does not in-
dicate written mode to the degree that the choice of Themes does. The seeming
inconsistency is resolved in recognizing the different dimensions of mode. The
lack of interpersonal Themes together with a lack of first and second person
forms and exophoric references in topical Themes indicates a less spoken mode
specifically along the dimension of interaction. Low interaction is indicated.
At the same time, high lexical density, endophoric references and abstract ref-
erences (especially references to entire events) are indicative of a more written
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mode specifically along the dimension of role. The language of the interpretation
plays a constituting role. The overall structure of thematic progression, in terms
of the four sections corresponding to the sections of the parable, is attributable
to the constituting role. The rearrangement of the opening of the interpreta-
tion to accommodate the thematic flow from the preceding discourse as well as
the shifts in Theme without obvious development, however, are characteristic
of language used in an oral channel, or written to “sound” that way.

Three differences in what is chosen to be Theme show the mode in Mark’s
interpretation of the parable to be somewhat less written than in Matthew’s.
First, although the proportion of interpersonal Themes is still low in Mark, there
are nevertheless three of them (vv. 13b, 13c and 17a in Table , compared
to one in Matthew. The additional interpersonal Themes come in Jesus’ tran-
sitional remarks to the disciples that introduce the interpretation. In addition
to the second person reference of the understood subject in v. 13b (referring
to the disciples, who are being addressed), there is also the polarity adjunct in
that clause, followed by the question, with the interrogative word né¢ ‘how?’
as Theme in v. 13c. Second, there are a significantly higher number of textual
Themes in Mark’s interpretation of the parable, especially a higher number of
the paratactic conjunction xai ‘and.” Both of these relatively minor differences
reflect a somewhat more spoken mode of discourse.

Table 5.8: Theme in the Interpretation (Mk 4:13-20)

Vs.  text. interp. topic. Theme Rheme

13b  Ouk oiBate THY TopaBolny Tad TNy,

13c  xal midg Tdoag TAC ToUEABOAAS YVHOEGUE;

14a o oneipwv TOV AOYOV oTElpEL.

15a obToL o€ ciow ol mapd TNV 680V

15b  émov omelpeTon 6 A6YOC,

15¢  xai 6TV Ax0VOWOLY, e00bg Epyeton 6 Batavic

15d  xai aiper TOV Aéyov TOV EoTapuévoy €ig
avTovC.

16a  xai obTol elowv ol €nl Td MeTPWAN OTEWOUEVOL,

16b ol OTaY x00owoty Tov Aoyov ey
UETA yopdic Aapfdvoucty avTév,

17a  xai o0k Exouvov pilav &v eautolg

17b  dAd npbdoxaipol elow,

17¢c  eta YEVOWUEY IAidewe
) SLwYWLoD dLd TOV

Aoyov g0 oxavdoiilovan.
18a  xal &AAo eiolv ol ei¢ tag dxdviag onepduevol:
18b  oUzol elowv ol Tov Aoyov dxodoavTeg,

192  xai ol wépival Toh

ai®voc xal | &ndtrn Toh

TAOVTOL ol ol TEPL TA

?

Aowtd Emiduwion
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elomopeLOUEYAL ouunviyouowy TOV Adyov
20a  xai Exegivol elow ol énl v yfiv TV xaAny
OTUPEVTEC,
20b  ofTweg axoVLouc TOV AOYOV

20c  xai TopadEyovTal
20d xai xapmogopoboly

20e [bears fruit] v tpdxovra
20f  xal [bears fruit] v e&fxovta
20g  xal [bears fruit] &V EXOTOV.

The third difference in choice of Theme between Matthew and Mark is more
significant. The lexical density of the topical Themes is considerably less in
Mark than in Matthew. The overall lexical density of the interpretation text
does not differ greatly between the two versions (4.0 [88 lexical items in 22
clauses] in Mark, 4.7 [80 lexical items in 17 clauses] in Matthew). The lexical
complexity, however, is more in the Rhemes of the clauses in Mark than in
the Themes compared to Matthew. The choice of topical Themes in Mark has
tended much more toward concrete Themes that refer to participants from the
parable to be interpreted (oUtol ‘these’ in vv. 15a, 16a and 18b; éxeivol ‘those’ in
20a), rather than whole events as in Matthew. In order to make it clear which
participants from the parable are being referred to, the information must be
presented, but it is presented in separate messages rather than as the point of
departure (Theme) of the message that interprets a particular participant. For
example, Mark’s interpretation of the seed sown among thorns begins with two
clauses, the first identifying the participant from the parable to be interpreted,
the second beginning the interpretation:

18a xal &AMot ciolv ol gic Tag dxdvdac onelpduevol:
18b oUzol glow ol TOV AOYoV dx0VoaVTES

Matthew’s interpretation at the same point identifies the participant in terms
of the event of seed sown among thorns within the Theme of the single ranking
clause that begins the interpretation of that event:

22a 6 8¢ eig Tag axdvidoc onapeic, 00DTOG EoTV 6 TOV AOYOV GXOUMY
Mark has the following three clauses interpreting the seed sown on good soil:

20a xal €xcivol elow ol €nl v yfiv THY XAy onopévteg,

20b oitivec xoVoLGLY TOV AOYOV

20c xol TapadEyovTat
Matthew has one clause carrying the same interpretive load:

PR 0

23a 6 8¢ Eml TNV xaANV YHv onapeic, 00DTOg EoTiv O TOV AdYOV
00wV xal cuvielc
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In several places in the interpretation, Matthew has one clause where Mark has
more than oneE accounting largely for the difference in overall lexical density
(i.e., Mark presents the information with more clauses, not fewer lexical items).

In addition to reducing the lexical density of the Themes considerably (and
the density of the whole text slightly), this choice of topical Themes also in-
creases the number of times that topical Themes are repeated throughout the
interpretation. Like Matthew, the interpretation in Mark is characterized by
frequent shifts in topical Theme. The primary thematic structure of the inter-
pretation is provided by the parable being interpreted, but that structure is not
as clear as in Matthew. Added to the smaller differences in interpersonal and
textual Themes, these characteristics demonstrate a higher degree of interaction
and less planning and editing than is evident in Matthew.

Luke’s considerably shorter and tighter text is not only shorter in terms of
number of clauses, but in terms of lexical items as well. Thus Luke’s smaller
interpretation does not differ significantly from Matthew’s in lexical density
(4.5 in Luke compared to 4.7 in Matthew). The strategy for organizing the
interpretation is similar to Matthew’s. The topical Themes show a greater
lexical density than Mark’s, and the structure is given by Themes corresponding
to the four parts of the parable that include not only reference to seed sown,
but to the environments in which they are sown as part of the Themes (vv. 12a,
13a, 14a and 15a in Table . Two of Luke’s 15 clauses have interpersonal
Themes, but both are polarity adjuncts () in v. 12d and o0 in v. 14c). There
is no direct address to the disciples by way of transition, nor any other first or
second person forms or exophoric references as Themes. In addition to these
characteristics of a more written mode, Luke also has four circumstances as
Theme in only 15 clauses. Luke exhibits the least interaction and the highest
degree of planning and editing of the three versions of the interpretation.

Table 5.9: Theme in the Interpretation (Lk 8:11-15)

Vs.  text. interpers. topic. Theme Rheme

1la "EocTw ot altn 1 napafolr

11b ‘O omdpog €oTiv 0 AoYyog Toh Yeol.

12a  oi 6t mapd THY 680V elow ol dxovoavteg,

12b  efra EpyeTon 0 dudBorog

12¢  xai aiper TOV A6YOV Amd THg xapdlag adTdy,

12d  Bva pn miocTEVOAVTES cwiGHoty.

13a ol 3¢ €ni tHig mETpag [are] ol étav dxovowoty petd
yopdic déyovton Tov Adyov,

13b  xai obTouL oilav olx Eyouoty,

13¢ ol TPOS XALEOV TG TEVOUCLY

13d  xai €v_xalpd melpaokod aploTovTa.

12In addition to the examples already given above, compare vv. 15b, ¢ and d in Mark
(Table [5.8)) with vs. 19a and b in Matthew (Table |5.8), and vv. 16a and b in Mark with v.
20a in Matthew.
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1l4a =10 8¢ eig Tag dxdvioag

necov, oLTOL glow ol dxoloavteg,
14b  xai OO peptuy@y kol

Blov mopevduevor ouunviyovton

ldc  xai ob tehecpopoboiv.
15a 1O 8¢ €v T7) xaAfj vTj, obTol ciow oltveg év xopdia xohi]

ol Gryord
15b  daxoboavieg TOV AOYOY XATEYOLOLY Xol XAUPTOPOEOUGLY
€v Umopovii.

5.1.4 Interaction and Role in the Narrative

Matthew 13:1-23 and its parallels are predominantly discourse material. The
narrative frame of this text is quite limited. What can be said about the mode
of the narrative of Matthew is quite limited based on this material alone. Some
limited observations, however, can be made based on the choice of Themes in the
narrative frame and especially on the narrative introduction to the discourse.
In addition, textual meanings in Matthew 13:1-23 as a whole, especially Theme
and its interaction with reference, are significant to the analysis of the whole
narrative, including the mode of the whole text.

In the limited number of clauses of the narrative frame (see Table7 sig-
nificant patterns in what is chosen as Theme emerge. There are, for example, no
interpersonal Themes in the narrative frame and no first or second person refer-
ences or other exophoric references in Themes (or in Rhemes, for that matter).
There is an absence of features that would indicate a high degree of interaction
within the text. Textual Themes are abundant, however, including a subordi-
nating conjunction indicating a hypotactic relationship and multiple uses of the
paratactic conjunction xal ‘and,” which engage the reader with the story more
than with its teller.

Table 5.10: Theme in the Narrative Frame of Matthew 13:1-23

Vs.  text. interp. topic. Theme Rheme

la  ’Ev i fuépa éxely eZediov 6 Inoobic Tiic oixlac
exdinto mopd Ty Ydhaocoav:

2a  xal cuvAYInoay TpOg adTOV dyhol moAlof,

2b  dore adTOV eic mholov EuBdvta xodijoda,

2c xal mdg 6 SxAog énl_Tov aiylahov eloThxel.

3a  xal EN&AMOEY a0Tolg TOAAG v TopoBolals AEywy,

10a Kai poocerV0vte ol yordntol elmoy adhTéy,

1la 6 de droxpricic glnev avtolc,

The nature of the topical Themes chosen is even more telling than the ab-
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sence of characteristics of interpersonal interaction in revealing the written char-
acter of the narrative. Circumstantial elements defining setting are prominent
in thematic positions and contribute much to the overall high degree of lexical
density of the text. Not only are circumstantial elements prominent as topical
Theme in vv. 1a and 10a, they are also displaced Themes in vv. 2b and 2¢, and
a participle realizing a circumstantial element is embedded in the participant
reference that is the topical Theme of v. 11a. In a more spoken mode (and
especially when the channel is actually oral), such circumstantial elements that
are necessary for the narrative are likely to become clauses (message units) by
themselves, reducing the lexical density and increasing the ease of processing of
the information. Apart from the circumstantial Themes, however, the topical
Themes are concrete more than abstract. Together with the pattern of textual
Themes, this increases the degree of interaction, not necessarily with the writer,
but with the narrative. In these few clauses of the narrative frame, then, the
constituting role of the language and a degree of interaction more written than
spoken is revealed.

The role of Theme in the method of development of the narrative cannot be
adequately seen apart from the discourse contained within the narrative. Ta-
ble displays the Theme analysis of the narrative frame with certain parts of
the discourse inserted in order to illustrate the role that the discourse material
plays in the development of the narrative itself. Thematic development within
the parable, the rationale and the interpretation has been discussed in the pre-
vious sections, especially as it is relevant to understanding the mode of that
discourse material relative to its context within the world of the narrative. In
Table[5.11] the development within the discourse material is ignored, particularly
within the parable and its interpretation. The focus is on the development of
the narrative insofar as it can be determined within the limited text of Matthew
13:1-23. Themes and Rhemes are separated into different columns, but distinc-
tions between interpersonal, textual and topical Themes are not marked, nor are
participant references, circumstantial elements or displaced Themes. Instead,
references to Jesus that are significant to the development of the text (whether
nominal references or verb morphology) are in bold, references to the crowd are
underlined and references to the disciples are in italics. Abstract participants
and phrases that contribute to the method of development are marked like this.

Table 5.11: Theme and Method of Development in Matthew 13:1—

23

Vs.  Theme Rheme

la  "Ev tfj fuépa éxelvy egehdov 6 ‘Inocobe tiig obxlag
exdinTo mopd thv Ydhacooy:

2a  xol ouvhydnoay Tpo¢ bTOV Gyhot moAhol,

2b  dote adTOV eic mAolov ufdvta xadfjodo,

2c xoll mdig O dyhog énl oV aiyloahov eloTrxeL.

3a ol ENdANMOEY aTolg TOAAG €V Tapofololc Aéywy,

3b  Toob é&fjAdev 6 onelpwv T0ob onelpety.
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4a-8e ...

9a 0 éywv Ot SxoVETe.

10a Kol tpooerddvteg ol padnral elnov 0T,

10b A i év mopoPohalc Aahele adToig;

1lla o 8¢ dnoxpidei glnev avrolg,

11b  "Ow duiv oedoTan Yvésvan T& puothpla tfic
Baothelog @V 0bpavEy,

1lc  éxelvowc 0t oV 0édoTau.

12 ...

13a 8w ToUto év mapaolaic avtolg AAAE,

13b 6t BAénovreg oU BAénoucty

13c | xol dxovovteg 0UX Ax0VLOUGLY

13d | o0de cuvioucty,

14a  xol Gvominpobto avtolg 1 tpogntela Hoolou 1
Aéyouoa,

14b | Axofj GxoVoETE

l4c | xal ob un ouvijte,

14d-15d ...

15e | xal Tolc ol AxoVoWOLY

15f | %ol tfj xopdla ouvEoy

15g-15h. ..

16a  tuay ot [are] poxdplot ol 6¢@Uahuol

16b 6t pAémovory

16¢c  xol [blessed] [are] T Gto duady

16d 6t dxovovor.

17a  duny yap Aéyw Yuiy

17b 61 moAlol mpoiiton %ol dixotot gnedOunoay idelv & fAénete

17c  xal oUx eldav,

17d %l [mohhol mpogijton xal Sixowot]  [Emetiuncav] dxoloo & dxolete

17e  xol o0x fixouoav.

18a  Yueic olv dxoloate TV Toapoforv tol
omelpavtoc.

19a | mavtog dxolvovtoc TOV Adyov

tfic Pacthelac xol un ouviévtog | €pyeton 6 TOVNEOQ
19b-23f ...

Reference is an important part of the development of the whole text. Within
the beginning narrative frame, Jesus is referred to explicitly (6 Inooic) in the
opening message (v. la) in which the circumstantial Theme separates off the
whole parable discourse from what preceded it. Jesus is again referred to in the
Rheme of the second message (a0todv ‘him,” v. 2a) even as the crowd is introduced
(8yrot mohhol ‘many crowds’). This Rheme provides the starting point for the
next two messages as first adtov ‘him,’ referring to Jesus, is Theme of v. 2b and
then ndic 6 6yhog ‘all the crowd’ is Theme of v. 2c. Jesus is then the referent
of the implied Subject of the verb in thematic position of v. 3a as his speaking
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becomes point of reference for a Rheme that sets the stage for the remainder of
the discourse.

The Rheme of v. 3a (boxed in Table[5.11]), abtoic Tohhd &v mapaBohoic héywy
‘to them many [things] in parables saying,” does more than introduce the para-
bles that follow, although it does do that too — it prepares the reader/hearer
to understand the discourse immediately following as a parable and, with the
plural forms moAAd év mopofohroic ‘many things in parables,” to expect more
parables. But it also becomes significant as the narrative develops by providing
a point of reference for the question that follows the first parable in v. 10b. The
Rheme of that question is repetitious of the one in v. 3a: év nopofohdic haAelc
auToic ‘in parables you speak to them.” The crowd, referred to by the pronoun
avtolc ‘them’ in the Rheme of v. 10b, and the disciples, referred to by the pro-
noun ovtoic ‘them’ in the Rheme of v. 11a, become the contrastive Themes of
the first two ranking clauses of Jesus’ answer (Uplv ‘to you-PL’ in v. 11b and
éxelvolc ‘to those’ in v. 11¢). This contrast carries forward throughout the ra-
tionale. In v. 13a, the content of the Rheme of v. 3a and 10b is again repeated
(&v mapofoldic abtoic Aok ‘in parables to them I speak’) followed by a series
of references to “those” (i.e., those to whom the parables are spoken) which
dominate the central part of the rationale (vv. 13-15; see especially the under-
lined references in the boxed text portions in Table [5.11). The disciples then
return by way of contrast in an especially marked Theme in v. 16a (the genitive
Opésv ‘your-PL’ separated from the nominal group it modifies). References to
the disciples remain prominent through v. 18a, in which Oueic ‘you,” referring to
the disciples, is an emphatic marked Theme. The Rheme of this clause, which is
the transition to the interpretation of the parable, contains a direct contrast to
the Rhemes of vv. 3a, 10b and 13a. In those Rhemes, the crowds are identified
as those to whom the parables are spoken, but throughout the rationale it is
clear that they do not really hear. In v. 18a, the disciples are identified as those
who actually hear the parable (dxolooute thv napoBolniy [tol oneipavroc] ‘you
hear the parable [of the sower]’). Through repetition and contrast, then, there
is a “rhematic development” throughout Matthew 13:1-23 that accompanies a
thematic development of referential contrast between the crowds, to whom the
parables are spoken, and the disciples, who hear the parable.

The contrast in this narrative helps to explain the unusual arrangement
of the first part of the parable interpretation, in which the genitive absolute
construction mavtog dxovovtog OV Aéyov Tiic Pacthelag ol un ocuviévtog ‘all
who hear the word of the Kingdom and do not understand it’ (v. 19a) is Theme
of the opening message unit, as noted in the previous section. Within the
central part of the rationale in which references to the crowd dominate, the
repetitions of the pairing of hearing (or not hearing) and not understanding are
surrounded by boxes in Table The sequence %ol dxoVoVTEC 0LX AXOVOLCLY
00d¢ cuviovowy ‘and hearing they do not hear nor perceive (vv. 13c—d) is followed
by the two similar sequences from the Isaiah quotation: dxofj dxolboete xol 00 um
ouvijte ‘by what is heard you shall hear and by no means perceive’ (vv. 14b—c)
and xal tolc @oiv dxolowoty xol tfj xapdiy cuvdow ‘and with [their] ears they
should hear and with their hearts they should perceive’ (vv. 15e—f, dominated
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by the negative yfrote ‘lest’ in v. 15d). The first of these sequences from the
Isaiah quotation seems to be the pattern for the genitive absolute construction
with which the parable interpretation begins. The perceiver is generalized from
“those” in v. 11c to “all” (rovtog) in v. 19a, but the contrast between people
who hear and do not perceive and the disciples who are really hearing is clear. It
is already clear that at the end of the parable discourse (v. 51) when Jesus asks
the disciples, Yuvfxate tabta mdvta; ‘Have you understood all these things?’
the answer must be, Nai ‘Yes.’

As has been the pattern throughout, the analysis of Theme in Mark’s nar-
rative frame shows a lower degree of written mode than Matthew’s text (see
Table . Like Matthew, Mark has no interpersonal Themes in the narra-
tive frame. Except for the dote clause (v. 1c), however, every clause in Mark’s
narrative frame begins with xaf. More significantly, topical Themes are not lex-
ically dense but are simple and predominantly unmarked finite verbs. In terms
of thematic development, the whole discourse is not set off by a circumstan-
tial Theme as Matthew’s discourse is. The opening clause gives the sense of a
continuation more than a major transition. Instead, a greater shift is indicated
following the parable with the circumstantial Theme in v. 10a. Otherwise, the
opening narrative frames of the two accounts develop similarly. The thematic
ties that begin in the narrative frame and are woven through the discourse ma-
terial in Matthew, however, are missing from Mark. To the extent that there
is a thematic tie that will continue throughout the parable discourse, it is the
beginning of Jesus’ response to the disciples’ actual question: Oox ofdate v
TapaBolNy TalTny, xol Te¢ Tdoug tde nopoBolds yvohoeolde; ‘You do not know
this parable, and how will you know all the parables?’ (vv. 13b—c). However,
this statement and question have no particular thematic ties to the opening
narrative frame, nor to the other discourse material, except to the degree that
the discourse material consists largely of a parable and its interpretation. The
narrative of Mark 4:1-20 as whole, then, shows evidence of being less organized
or planned, less carefully edited, less a written mode. This evidence could be
construed as favoring Markan priority.

Table 5.12: Theme in the Narrative Frame of Mark 4:1-20

Vs.  text. interp. topic. Theme Rheme

la  Kai mdAwy fip€ato Buddoxew mapd THY VdAacooy:

1b xal cLVAYETLL TEOC AdTOV Gy AoC TAEIo TOC,

le  dore abToOV eic mAolov eufdvta xadfjodon év Tfj
Yahdoon,

1d xal még 6 &xAog npo¢ Thy Ydhacoay éml Tfic YHic floav.

2a xal ESiBaoxEY adtole v mopaBololc TOAAG

2b  xal Eleyev aotolg év Tfj didoyfj adtob,

9a  xai ENeyvev,
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10a Kal 6t EYEVETO XATA

ova RedTwy adToV ol tepl adTOV GUV Tolg
BeddeXA TaC mopaBoAdC.
1la xal ENeyev avTolg,
13a  Kai Néver avTolg,

Luke’s narrative departs much more from Mark’s than Matthew’s does.
Luke’s compression of the narrative at this point is also an indication of a much
higher degree of written-ness than the parallels. Not only are there no inter-
personal Themes; neither are there any textual Themes in the narrative frame
(see Table . The opening topical Theme is very dense lexically and indi-
cates a transition of some kind, but the narrative setting is minimal and does
not introduce an entire discourse of parables as Matthew’s opening narrative
frame clearly does. There is not a large thematic load to be carried in Luke’s
text, since Luke’s parallel to the parable and its interpretation is simply that:
a parable and its interpretation. It is the most highly structured and clearly
edited, but not obviously edited for an overall narrative purpose as Matthew’s
text is. The only narrative purpose of editing that is apparent without looking
beyond the text of Luke 8:4-15 (i.e., to the co-text) is to present the telling of
a parable and its interpretation.

Table 5.13: Theme in the Narrative Frame of Luke 8:4-15

Vs.  text. interp. top. Theme Rheme
4da Zuyrovrog o OyAou

EMITOPEVOUEY WY TpOg abTOV  Elnev did mopofohiic:

8¢  tabta Aéywy EQPWVEL,
9a Ennpotov 0e aLTOV ol pardntal avTou
10a o o¢ einev,

5.2 Summary and Conclusions

In the same way that the register variables field and tenor are aspects of the
evangelist’s context that are realized in the semantic structure of the text, so
also is the mode of the evangelist’s text an aspect of context in text. At the same
time, the evangelist shapes the discourse within the text to realize the context
being created by the narrative. The context within the narrative includes the
role of language and the degree of interaction, i.e., mode. The mode of the
discourse within the text is somewhat artificial. It is artificial not only because
the discourse is abbreviated compared to what a real situation might be (e.g., a
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transcription of an actual situation in which a parable is told and interpreted). It
is also somewhat artificial because the discourse, including the choice of Themes,
is shaped by the evangelist’s own context, including the mode of the gospel as
a whole. In other words, the mode of the gospel text is realized in the way the
discourse material is structured, not just in the narrative parts.

The mode of the discourse itself in Matthew shifts from parable to rationale
to interpretation. There is a degree of interaction in the parable that reflects a
situation of face-to-face delivery of the parable to the crowds. But the dominant
characteristic of the parable’s mode is its constitutive roleH The dramatic
increase in interaction in the rationale reflects not only the change of the teaching
situation from a large crowd to the small group of disciples who followed Jesus.
It also reflects the change in the role of language to an accompanying role. Jesus
is interacting with his disciples about the activity of teaching that is going on in
the situational context. The level of interaction is higher in the interpretation
than in the parable as Jesus continues to interact with the disciples, but the
role of language shifts once again. It is not purely constitutive or accompanying,
but somewhere between as an interpretation of a constitutive use of language.
In this way, it shares something in common with a commentary on a sporting
event, or perhaps with an athlete’s explanation of, or reflection or commentary
on, her performance in an interview following the performance.

Although there are variations of degree of written-ness between the gospels
throughout the discourse material, the major difference between Matthew and
the others is the nature and role of the rationale section. This relates not only to
the context of the discourse within the narrative world of the gospel, but also to
the context of the gospel itself. The more spoken mode of the discourse material
in Mark is perhaps indicative of a less carefully edited text, or perhaps simply of
less literary skill. Mark’s concern seems to be more simply to present the parable
and its interpretation than to shape them for a broader narrative purpose; the
content of the parable and interpretation may lend itself to a Markan notion of
apocalyptic esoteric and messianic secret (Sellin/1983)), but the textual meanings
are not organized to communicate this notion in a coherent way in the same
way that Matthew’s text presses the contrast between the disciples and the
uncomprehending crowd. In contrast to Mark, Luke’s discourse material is
carefully edited and is more written in character than either Mark or Matthew.
Yet Luke’s concern, like Mark’s, seems to be more to present the parable and its
interpretation than to shape them for a broader purpose. The mode is such that
the parable and its interpretation are identifiable as spoken texts, but spoken

I3Whatever its original nature and whether or not it can be traced back to Jesus in its
present form, the parable of the sower in its canonical form is not an example of language
in an accompanying role; i.e., it does not reflect an “original” situation, as Jeremias (1972)
might say. It is more like a creative composition (Vial[1967), a bearer of reality (Crossan
1973), an aesthetic object that resists contextualization (Scott|{1989). In personal commu-
nication, Michael Gregory pointed out that parables should be expected to exhibit some of
the organizational and textual features of written language because of their nature as fre-
quently repeated stories. He identifies them as one kind of the frequently repeated spoken
monologues without written origin found in many oral cultures, and labels them as reciting
medium (Gregory||1967; |Gregory & Carroll|[1978]).
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texts that have been reduced to a minimalist written representation. Luke does
not shape this material into a major speech with programmatic significance.
Luke does not even include comparable material to Mark’s introduction to the
interpretation, which at least takes advantage of the opportunity to reiterate a
broader theme of the narrative concerning the lack of understanding on the part
of the disciples, even if the whole of Mark 4:1-20 is not shaped well to support
that purpose. The mode as reflected in the thematic structure of the discourse
material indicates that this particular text portion may be more significant
within Matthew’s larger gospel narrative than the parallel texts are in Mark
and Luke.

The mode of the discourse material within the narrative adds to what the
narrative frame itself tells us of the narrative world constructed by the evange-
list. This is especially true in the case of Matthew, in which the rationale and
interpretation are more clearly structured to advance broader narrative goals
than the parallel discourse material does in Mark and Luke. We have seen in
the final section of this chapter that particular choices of Theme and thematic
structuring are in service to a larger development than is evident from within
the discourse material itself. The narrative frame is structured to set forth a
contrast between what Jesus says to the crowd and what he says to the disciples.
This contrast is developed in the much expanded rationale in Matthew (com-
pared to Mark and Luke). The whole interpretation then becomes a contrast
to the parable in that Jesus spoke the parable to the crowd, but the disciples
really hear the interpretation. It is given to them to know the mysteries of
the kingdom. They hear and understand. The crowd, however, hears without
really hearing or understanding. The interpretation is then structured to take
as its starting point and orientation reference to all who hear the word of the
kingdom and do not understand, in direct contrast to those who are hearing the
interpretation. This thematic structuring is the realization of a written mode
in which the language is playing a constituting role of constructing a narrative,
including the embedded discourse, that develops particular notions about con-
trasts between those to whom the word is spoken and those who really hear and
understand it.
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Chapter 6

Conclusions: Context in the
Text of Matthew 13:1-23
and Parallels

In the quest to understand biblical texts in context, a variety of methods have
been used to determine, clarify or reconstruct context, including historical, the-
ological and cultural context. The importance of context for interpreting texts
raises the question of how text and context are related and whether some aspects
of context are embedded in the text itself. Occasionally texts communicate ex-
plicit information about events and how they relate to one another or about the
culture in which the text was produced. More often we are left to reconstruct,
based on partial evidence, both socio-historical contexts and sequences of events
that give plausible accounts of the context in which a text is produced. Intro-
ductions to New Testament commentaries are filled with such reconstructions,
which vary from one commentator to another and also vary in their degree of
plausibility. If some aspects of context are actually embedded in texts, whether
aspects of the instantial situation in which the texts are produced or the broader
cultural context, this would seem to be a very important starting point for un-
derstanding context and thus for interpreting the texts.

The contention of this study has been that certain limited aspects of context
are indeed embedded in texts and that systemic functional grammar (SFG)
provides a model for analyzing texts that makes clear those aspects of context.
SFG recognizes both context of culture and context of situation as linguistically
relevant. The focus of this study has been on the three linguistically relevant
variables of context of situation, namely field, tenor and mode. The usefulness of
SFG for analyzing context in text is not only the provision of these concepts for
analyzing context but in the relationships that the model makes explicit between
the contextual variables and semantic functions that realize them. Field is
realized by experiential meanings, tenor by interpersonal meanings, and mode
by textual meanings. These three kinds of meanings are in turn realized by
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grammatical structures that are mapped onto one another and realized either
graphically or phonically in linear text. By analyzing the structures that realize
process types in a text, we are able to get at experiential meanings that realize
the field of the text, or what is going on in relation to what in the context
of situation. By analyzing the structures that realize Mood, including Subject
and Predicator structures, we are able to get at those interpersonal meanings
that realize the tenor of the text, or the negotiation of social relationships and
the social roles of participants in social action in the context of situation. By
analyzing the structures that realize Theme and flow of information, we are able
to get at those textual meanings that realize the mode of the text, or the part
played by language in the social activity in the context of situation. The first
chapter of this study included a description of experiential, interpersonal and
textual meanings and how these meanings are realized at the clause rank in the
grammar of New Testament Greek. This description provided the basis for the
analysis of specific texts to see what contextual features were realized in the
semantic structures of those texts.

The textual focus of this study, i.e., the specific text examined in terms of its
field, tenor and mode, has been Matthew 13:1-23 and its parallels. The third
chapter contained a brief analysis of logical meanings of the text in order to
define the text parts for analysis of experiential meanings. Experiential mean-
ings were analyzed in detail in that chapter to show how they realize activity
and object focus, the categories used to define the field variable of context of
situation. Interpersonal meanings were analyzed in detail in the fourth chapter
as realizations of the tenor variable of context. Tenor was analyzed generally as
formal versus informal in terms of status, contact and affect. Textual meanings
were analyzed in detail in the fifth chapter as realizations of the mode variable
of context. Mode, which relates to field in terms of the role language plays in a
social activity and to tenor in terms of the interaction between those engaged in
the social activity, was characterized as spoken versus written. In this chapter,
the results of these analyses of the three contextual variables will be summarized
first in terms of the register of the discourse within the narrative context of the
text and then in terms of the register of the text in relation to the evangelist’s
context.

6.1 The Context of Situation within Mt 13:1-23
and Parallels

The contextual features of the discourse spoken by characters within the nar-
rative and revealed in the semantic structures of the text have been analyzed
throughout this study by segments of the discourse, namely the parable, the
rationale discourse and the interpretation of the parable. In this section, the
register (i.e., field, tenor and mode) of the parable, rationale and interpretation
will be summarized as well as the register of the discourse material as a whole.

The parable in Matthew is a story about what happens to seeds after they
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are sown. The story is not a highly technical or specialized account of sowing
or of seeds, though it does contain sufficient information from which one can
derive a taxonomy. Nevertheless, the taxonomy is not very deep and is on an
ordinary, commonsense level. The text does not give enough information to
determine whether the taxonomy that is presented was intended to be contrary
to expectation or straightforward. In either case, the tenor of the story is not one
of simply passing the time with friends or of simple entertainment. The degree
of contact between teller and addressees evident in the text is low. It has the
tenor of an authoritative teacher telling a story as expert advice, perhaps even
of warning, to a crowd with which the teacher is not in frequent contact. The
story is in a spoken mode, exhibiting a relatively high degree of interactivity,
but demonstrates features of a highly organized, perhaps often repeated story,
that itself constitutes a social activity apart from what else is going on in the
instantial situation in which it is told on one occasion. The differences in the
register of the parable in the parallels are relatively few. Mark differs especially
in the degree of formality and familiarity. The parable shows a higher degree of
contact between the interactants and of interactivity in the mode of the text in
Mark, reflecting that it is told as much to the disciples who routinely interact
with the teacher as to strangers in the crowd.

The rationale in Matthew, in response to a question, is an exposition about
those who hear Jesus’ proclamation of the kingdom and either perceive the
mysteries of the kingdom as they are enabled by the actions of God or fail to
perceive the mysteries as they are disabled by their own actions. The tenor of
this exposition retains the status differential of an authoritative teacher to those
being taught that was evident in the parable, but the degree of contact increases,
reflecting the shift in participants from the larger crowd to the smaller group
of disciples. The use of first and second person pronouns and verb morphology
textually establishes this part of the discourse as a face to face exchange in
which Jesus is addressing his disciples. The tenor, or the role relationships
between the speaker and addressees, is predicted by the interpersonal function
of the text as part of an exchange in which the text is offering information in
response to a request. The response asserts particular states of affairs in a clear,
straightforward way which indicates the role of an “authority” who controls the
floor and gives information to which the askers do not otherwise have access.

In all three gospels, the degree of interaction and intensity of affect rises from
the parable to the rationale in proportion to the lessening of the constituting
role played by the language; the rationale is more closely related to what else is
going on in the context than the parable was. The contrast in degree of contact
is even greater in Luke than in Matthew, indicating a greater contrast between
the general crowds and the circle of disciples in Luke, but the contrast is much
less in Mark in part because the degree of contact evident in the parable itself
was already higher in Mark than in the parallels, and perhaps also because the
disciples are not as clearly distinguished from the crowds (Mk 4:10). The lack of
distinction, however, also gives the disciples the same lack of understanding that
the crowds have until Jesus provided the interpretation for them. The rhetorical
mode of the rationale, as a result, is more polemical than explanatory. Unlike
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Matthew, the tenor of Mark’s rationale discourse is not shaped by a positive
response to a request for information, but is instead unsolicited information that
explains why Jesus is about to answer their question.

The interpretation of the parable is allegorical. In Matthew, the various
components of the story are interpreted so as to produce an exposition about
what happens to Jesus’ message when various people hear it, thus continuing
the exposition of the rationale section in answer to the specific question asked
in the instantial situation. By way of contrast, the interpretation in Mark is
itself the answer to the question, following a brief unsolicited comment by Jesus,
and the exposition given in the interpretation is about what happens to various
people when they hear the word, rather than what happens to the word when
it is heard, as it is in Matthew. Although the intensity of affect and degree of
contact remains at the same level as the rationale, the interpretation, like the
parable itself, exhibits a degree of formality, and thus an interactive distance
between the participants that is not characteristic of the rationale. Although
the tenor shows a high degree of contact, the mode is low interactivity between
participants. The interaction of the interpretation is with the parable itself and
the role language plays is constitutive of the interpretive activity. The authority
of the interpretation is communicated through the register of the text.

The register of the discourse as a whole, which is overwhelmingly dominated
by the words of Jesus, can be summarized as follows:

field enabling actions of God and self-disabling actions of some hearers that
account for not all receiving Jesus’ message with understanding and ac-
ceptance; low degree of specialization;

tenor master to an audience of close disciples who interact with him and a
broader audience of those who have not responded to the invitation to
discipleship and do not interact with him;

mode spoken discourse; mixture of recitation, highly interactive language fo-
cussed on the instantial situation, and an exposition of the recitative text.

The register is thus compatible with Kingsbury’s conclusions that the parable of
the sower and following discussion was a response by Jesus to escalating hostility
within the context of Matthew’s narrative (Kingsbury(1969). A message is being
proclaimed with a claim to authority from one who is master. The message is
identified as “the mysteries of the kingdom of the heavens.” Not everyone who
has heard has accepted the message or even understood its claims. The text is
implicitly a warning to those who have not accepted the message and is explicitly
an explanation of why they have not for those who have accepted it.

6.2 The Context of Situation of Mt 13:1-23 and
Parallels

The register of the discourse within the narrative is a part of the meaning of that
narrative and thus affects the register of the whole narrative. In the narrative
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frame itself, Jesus is portrayed as an authoritative teacher to the crowds and a
source of information to his disciples, a portrayal that is solidified by the register
of the discourse within the narrative as summarized in the previous section. The
register of the discourse is thus a part of the field of the narrative of which it
is a part. For example, the authoritative role of a teacher giving information
to which the askers do not otherwise have access, a role that is apparent in
the interpersonal meanings of the rationale discourse, characterizes not only the
relationship between Jesus and the disciples in the narrative, but also between
Matthew and the reader who are not engaged in face to face communication —
Matthew answers a question for the reader which the reader is not in a position
to ask directly, but in which the reader is nevertheless engaged. The field,
insofar as it can be predicted from the ideational meanings, is an activity of
explanation in which the speaker is accounting for differences in the ways two
groups of people respond to the parables. The field of discourse of Mt 13:1—
23 can be described as an explanation of why the word proclaimed by Jesus
is sometimes understood and accepted and sometimes notE| The analysis of
field as it is revealed in the experiential meanings of the text does not by itself
tell us about transparency of the disciples or of the crowds or the purpose for
giving the explanation about responses to Jesus. What it does reveal is an
activity within the context of situation that can be described as an explanation
in regard to Jesus’ activity of proclamation of the word and the responses to it.
The explanation that is given in Matthew clearly distinguishes Jesus’ teaching
of the crowds from the conversation with the disciples in which the purpose of
teaching in parables is revealed. This contrasts with both Mark and Luke, in
which the field is more specifically Jesus’ teaching of the disciples and crowds
together, with additional instruction given to the disciples as a smaller segment
of the crowd. This need for further teaching to explain the parable itself in
Mark points to a warning activity in the instantial situation of Mark’s gospel
that is at best only implicit in Matthew.

The tenor of Matthew 13:1-23 is shaped not only by the interpersonal mean-
ings of the narrative frame but by the discourse material as well. The tenor of
the narrative frame somewhat parallels the tenor of the discourse. There is a
high degree of status differential consistent with an assertion of authority about
the explanation being presented. There is no affect in the narrative frame.
The formal tone indicates a low degree of contact, indicating that the author-
itative explanation of response to Jesus’ proclamation is given to an audience
that goes beyond those well-known to the evangelist. The tenor is consistent
with a situation in which the audience is being invited to respond either like
the disciples in the narrative or like the crowd, but such an invitation is not
explicitly given in this part of the gospel. In contrast to Matthew, the tenor of
Luke’s text is more formal, conveying a lower degree of contact, an even greater
social distance between the evangelist and the intended audience. The tenor of
Mark, on the other hand, indicates the least formality and greatest possibility

IThis is essentially how Daniel Harrington (1991, 199) described what this pericope is
about.
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of more frequent contact between the evangelist and those for whom the gospel
is produced. Of the three accounts, Mark’s is most consistent with an invitation
to respond to Jesus, i.e., a situation to which the disciples and the crowd are
transparent. Luke’s account is least consistent with a situation to which this
particular portion of text would be seen as an invitation to respond.

The mode of Matthew 13:1-23 is “written” as that term has been defined
in this study. The role that language plays in the instantial situation is more
constituting of social activity than accompanying it. The variations in mode
between the parallel accounts is consistent with the variations in tenor. Luke’s
very compact account (compared to the parallels) tells us less about the role of
language, but is clearly less interactive and thus more “written” than Matthew’s
text. Mark’s text has a more spoken quality with even more features typical
of interactivity. While the language of the text is still used to constitute the
activity of telling a story, the story has a less programmatic or reflective nature
and instead has features of a story that is reported in a more accompanying
manner. The generally lower degree of formality in Mark and higher degree of
formality in Luke may also indicate relative social status of the evangelists.

In summary, the context of situation of Matthew’s text, insofar as it can be
predicted from the semantic functions in the text, is one in which Matthew is
addressing the reader in an authoritative role. Matthew conveys the narrative
about Jesus as one who has the authority to do so. The real authority, however,
belongs to Jesus; Matthew tells the story in such a way that Jesus also engages
the reader as he answers the question from his disciples in which he explains
why he addresses the people in parables, and why they fail to understand them.
Those who understand (who are also being addressed) do so by the enabling
actions of God and those who fail to understand fail because of their own self-
disabling actions. The register is consistent with that of a written sermon in
which the proclaimer addresses the reader with the intent that the reader hear
Jesus’ own explanation for responses to him and his word.

The analysis of the instantial situation of Matthew’s text presented in this
study is consistent with Kingsbury’s conclusions that the text has a dominant
apologetic function in a situation “characterized by the disappointing results of
the Christian mission to the Jews and the attendant debate between the Church
and Pharisaic Judaism over which of these two communities was the true people
of God” (Kingsbury|1969, 51). As Daniel J. Harrington (1991} 197) puts it, “The
major theme in Matthew’s presentation of Jesus’ parables is the mystery of the
rejection and acceptance of Jesus’ word of the kingdom. Thus he is confronting
what was surely a reality both during Jesus’ own public ministry and within
Matthew’s experience toward the end of the first century.” However, there is no
warrant within this part of Matthew’s gospel for Kingsbury’s conclusion that
this apology is aimed at the unbelieving Jews and that a secondary paraenetic
function is aimed at disciples of Jesus who are Matthew’s contemporaries. While
the parable itself has an implicit tone of warning to the crowds within the
narrative, and can thus be read in some sense as exhortation (Hagner||1993|
380-381; |Luz[|1990)), the results of this study favor a reading of the primary
function of the text within its instantial situation as explanatory (Davies &
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Allison|[1991} 402), an apology aimed at Jewish believers in Jesus as Romans
9-11 is an apology aimed at gentile believers. The goal of the apology is to offer
to those who have responded to him in faith an explanation for why, if Jesus
is what they confess him to be, so many people in Israel have failed to respond
positively to him.

The analysis presented here offers an explanation for why Kingsbury (1969,
63) read the interpretation of the parable as an excursus since the rationale
and not the interpretation provided an answer to the question posed to Jesus
in Matthew. This analysis also suggests, however, that the interpretation is not
an excursus with a predominantly paraenetic function, as Kingsbury suggested,
but is used by Matthew to expand upon the explanation given in the rationale
regarding negative responses to Jesus. The text only functions as exhortation
or warning for the reader of the text insofar as the text implies such exhortation
or warning to the reader (du Plessis||[1987)), but such implication does not seem
to apply to the implied reader indicated by the tenor of the text. Warning or
exhortation aimed at the reader is not explicit in the text and would seem to
apply only to those readers for whom it was not directly intended who have
happened upon Matthew’s gospel and have not yet made a decision either to
become a disciple of Jesus or to reject his word of the kingdom. The register
of Matthew’s text is more consistent with explanation to disciples than with
warning to those who have already rejected Jesus.

6.3 Meanings and Issues of Interpretation in Mt
13:1-23 and Parallels

This study has focussed on semantic structures as described by systemic func-
tional linguistics in order to get at the register variables realized by those struc-
tures. However, this approach to analyzing the meanings of a text also con-
tributes more directly to the interpretation of the text. It does so in part by
focussing attention on areas of meaning that are often neglected by interpreters,
such as textual meanings. The analysis of textual meanings in Matthew 13:1—
23 and parallels reveals meaningful choices regarding the way the texts are
structured that have a bearing on the understanding of the text as purposeful
behavior. There is, for example, a thematic progression throughout the whole
section that indicates that the section has a programmatic significance within
the gospel of Matthew that the parallel sections do not have in Mark or Luke,
as demonstrated in the analysis of theme in chapter five. This approach to the
analysis of meanings also contributes to interpretive issues that receive adequate
attention by providing explanations of various interpretive possibilities. By sys-
tematically examining ideational, experiential and textual meanings realized at
the various ranks of the grammar, we are able to provide linguistic explanations
for why the text has been read in various ways and sometimes also to provide
evidence in favor of one interpretation over another.

By examining experiential meanings at the clause rank, we were able to
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determine that the parable of the sower in Matthew is about the seeds, not the
sower or the soils, in spite of the fact that lexical items are never used to refer
to seeds directly in the text. The parable can be said to be about the sower
insofar as it is referred to as the “parable of the sower” in the mouth of Jesus
in Matthew 13:18. The soil types become candidates for what the parable is
about by virtue of their prominent role in the structure of the parable. However,
the sower is little more than a prop in the parable story and the soil types are
circumstances of location providing setting, but seeds are either Actor or Goal
of nearly every material process in the parable. A semantic taxonomy about
seeds and things that happen to them when they are sown can be constructed
from the parable. Furthermore, when the parable is interpreted, the attributive
process clauses are used to interpret the seeds, not the soils or the sower.

The exact interpretation of those seeds is also an interpretive issue that
benefits from the analysis of experiential meanings in this study. Is the seed in
each case in Matthew’s interpretation the word or the ones who hear it? There
is inconsistency in the intepretatation of the seed in Mark. The seed is explicitly
interpreted as the word in Mark 4:14, but in the case of seed sown on rocky soil,
among thorns and in good soil, the seed is referred to in the plural and equated
with the hearers of the word while the word continues to be referred to in the
singular. In Matthew, the inconsistency is replaced with ambiguity; the seed,
the word and the hearers of the word are all referred to in Matthew’s version
of the interpretation with singular forms. If Matthew used Mark as a source,
this ambiguity was created by Matthew and resolves the inconsistency of the
interpretation discourse in Mark. I argued in chapter three that this resolution
is in favor of the seed being consistently interpreted as the word that is heard
and not the hearers. The parable is thus interpreted in Matthew as being about
the word as heard by various people and its often unfruitful reception.

Another interpretive issue addressed in this study that also has relevance
to the synoptic problem and the question of the direction of dependence is the
role of the rationale and the interpretation in the narrative. In Matthew the
rationale represents the heart of what the whole passage is about and answers
the question posed to Jesus. In Mark and Luke, the rationale is considerably
shorter and is in each case a digression from the movement of the narrative,
which is from the telling of the parable to its interpretation. The interpretation,
then, does not answer the question posed to Jesus in Matthew, but expands on
the major point raised by Jesus’ answer in the rationale section. I have argued
above that the interpretation is not an excursus in Matthew even though it
is unnecessary in order to provide a complete answer to the question asked of
Jesus by the disciples. Nevertheless, Matthew’s inclusion of an interpretation
to the parable at all is perhaps easier to understand on the basis of the Markan
priority hypothesis.

The explanatory power of systemic functional description of a text is not lim-
ited to analysis of experiential meanings. The analysis of interpersonal mean-
ings also explains the warning tone of the parable that is apparent to some
commentators (e.g. [du Plessis| 1987} [Luz|[1990; Hagner|[1993). There is an im-
plicit warning in the third person imperative form that concludes the parable
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in all three synoptic accounts. The warning tone is slightly more pronounced
in Matthew than in Luke because the parable begins with the interpersonal
adjunct 5oL ‘behold’ in Matthew. The tone of warning is most pronounced in
Mark, in which the parable begins with a second person imperative in the first
clause and 8oL ‘behold’ in the second. Again assuming Markan priority, the
warning tone has been significantly reduced in Matthew and Luke.

Analysis of interpersonal meanings also helps to account for the clear line
that is drawn between the crowd and the disciples in Matthew (Harrington
1991)), but not in the parallel accounts. In addition to the fact that the narra-
tive frame communicates that the disciples alone asked the question to which
Jesus replied in Matthew, rather than the disciples and others with them, the
interpersonal meanings of the question itself and Jesus’ answer also indicate
a distinction between those to whom the parable was addressed and the dis-
ciples to whom the rationale discourse and interpretation are addressed. The
expanded rationale section in Matthew begins with the question addressed by
the disciples to Jesus. The demand for information using second person forms of
address to Jesus and Jesus’ use of second person forms referring to the disciples
in his response are among a number of grammatical devices realizing interper-
sonal meanings that explain the difference between how Jesus related to the
disciples in the rationale and how he related to the crowd in the parable. The
analysis of interpersonal meanings also explains the harsh, chastising tone of
the interpretation in Mark, which is softened in Matthew. The interpretation is
begun in Mark with a question that is a grammatical metaphor that chastises
the disciples by asserting metaphorically their lack of understanding of the para-
bles. Matthew’s account of the interpretation instead opens with an imperative
form that was analyzed in chapter four as a familiar offer of information.

One advantage of using a functional linguistic theory account for the range of
meanings that are simultaneously realized in language is that it provides a sys-
tematic way to bring to the interpreter’s attention and make explicit aspects of
meaning that are known implicitly by everyday users of the language but might
be overlooked by an interpreter at a distance or only intuitively grasped. In the
process of examining experiential, interpersonal and textual meanings in the
parable of the sower and following context in order to get at the register of the
text, a variety of interpretive issues have been addressed. Most of them are not
novel areas of meaning that have gone unnoticed. But in many cases evidence is
provided for interpretive hypotheses or criteria for deciding between competing
hypotheses. Experienced interpreters sometimes offer statements based on ex-
perience and scholarly intuition about how texts function, sometimes about the
overall point of a text. For example Davies and Allison (1991} 389) wrote, “In
their preoccupation with wondering how God can justly give knowledge to only
a select group, some commentators have failed to see that the emphasis of the
text lies not on privation but on God’s gift.” The current study has provided
evidence from the semantic structure of the text by which such a statement
can be evaluated. The emphasis of the text is indeed on the assertion that
God enables understanding of the mysteries of the kingdom, and that failure
to understand and respond can be explained by the disabling actions of human
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beings who do not choose to embrace God’s gracious gift present in Jesus. The
explanation of this state of affairs was the burden of this portion of Matthew’s
gospel.

6.4 Areas for Further Research

The primary goal of this study has been to explore how features of the context of
a particular text are embedded in a text and how analysis of the text can reveal
those contextual features. To accomplish this goal, I adopted a linguistic theory
that is particularly well-suited to analysis of various kinds of meanings and to
making explicit the relationships between meanings and contextual features.
The text chosen for analysis was from Matthew’s gospel with parallels in Mark
and Luke for purposes of comparison. To limit the scope of the project, I
focussed on features of the context of situation and gave only passing attention
to questions of context of culture and limited the analysis of meanings to the
clause rank. These choices suggest several areas in which the research of this
project could be fruitfully extended.

A comprehensive grammar of New Testament Greek using a functional model
such as SFG has yet to be done. The first chapter of this study contained the
outline of a partial grammar, limited by the goals of the present work to focus
on analysis of meanings realized at the grammatical rank of the clause. Work
could be fruitfully carried out at the level of the whole discourse — analysis
commonly referred to as text linguistics or discourse analysis — focussing on
cohesion in New Testament Greek. Work is also needed below the clause rank
at the rank of word groups and phrases and in the morphology. An example of
the latter is the experiential meanings related to aspect and time realized in the
verb morphology. Such study integrated into a comprehensive grammar would
contribute greatly to the study of the meanings of a text.

A comprehensive description of New Testament Greek using a semantically
based model such as SFG would also have implications for translation, especially
into languages such as English in which significant systemic functional grammars
have been produced. SFG is a model that facilitates the analysis of the full range
of meanings of a text, including ideational, experiential and textual, whether
those meanings are realized lexically, morphologically, at the rank of the word
group, phrase or clause, or above the clause. An analysis of the resources of both
New Testament Greek and a target language to make meanings would facilitate
a systematic approach both to translating texts and to evaluating translations.

A significant methodological limitation of the present study is its focus on a
part of a larger text. As we saw in chapter two, Gerhard Sellin (1983)) pointed
out that the context for a text part is the whole text of which it is a part and
the context for the whole text is external to the text. The kind of analysis that
the present study represents would be profitably carried out on a whole text,
showing the relationship of the whole text (e.g., the entire gospel of Matthew)
to context, rather than the limited analysis of one part of the text. Clearly the
length of texts such as the gospels would make such a study a major undertaking.
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Not only the length of the text, however, but the type/genre of the text
is significant. This approach not only to the analysis of meanings in a text
but especially of contextual features realized by those meanings would be very
profitably applied to texts in which the interaction is of a higher degree, such
as letters. In the absence of actual New Testament era Greek texts in which
the channel is phonic, letters provide possibly the highest degree of interaction
available to us and the highest concentration of interpersonal meanings. The
analysis of shorter texts, to make possible analysis of whole texts, which are
also letters (e.g., Philemon), especially letters about which we might have some
independent knowledge of context, would be very instructive to the development
of the analysis of contextual features that are embedded in the texts themselves.
In addition, such letters may also lend themselves to comparative analysis of
texts, which would facilitate the study of genre in the SFG sense — staged,
culturally recognized social behavior. By focussing on shorter texts with a wider
range of texts to which they can be compared and in which are represented a
wider range of interpersonal and textual meanings than are found in the gospel
texts, the application of a model such as SFG to the analysis of context in text
could be expected to yield very fruitful results.
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Appendix A

Clause Level Analysis of
Experiential, Interpersonal

and Textual Meanings in
Mt 13:1-23

The following is a clause-by-clause analysis of experiential, interpersonal and
textual meanings at the clause level in Mt 13:1-23. Each clause is divided
into its experiential meaning constituents with an English gloss for each con-
stituent immediately below it. On the first line below the English gloss are tags
identifying the experiential function of each constituent (Process, Participant
and Circumstance), on the second line tags identifying the interpersonal con-
stituents (Subject, Predicate, Complement and Adjunct), and on the third line
tags identifying the textual constituents (Theme and Rheme) (see key to tags
below). Clauses that are embedded in other clauses are also analyzed separately
immediately following the clause in which they are embedded. The displays of
embedded clauses are indented in relation to the other displays. The glosses and
tags for constituents that are situated within another constituent are placed in
brackets rather than given a box of their own in the display in order to maintain
the constituent order of the text for ease of reading. Postpositive conjunctions
are typical of these “infixed” constituents, although v. 1 contains an example
of an Actor occurring in the midst of a circumstantial participial phrase. Verbs
without an explicit subject, in which the participant of the process is inferred
from the verb morphology, are labeled with both a process type and the partic-
ipant label of the implicit subject, but the implicit subject of a verb is not so
labeled when an explicit subject is present in the clause.

177
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Key to Experiential Glosses

Processes Participants
Pr:material = material Actor, Goal, Range, Beneficiary
Pr:mental = mental Senser, Phenomenon
Pr:verbal = verbal Sayer, Receiver, Verbiage
Pr:behavioral = behavioral Behaver, Phenomenon
Pr:existential = existential Existent

Relational Processes & Participants
Pr:identifying = intensive Token, Value
Pr:attributive = intensive Carrier, Attribute
Pr:attributive:circ = circumstantial Attribute:circ = circumstance
Pr:attributive:poss = possessive Attribute:poss = possessed

Adjuncts

Adj:accomp = Circumstance: Accompaniment
Adj:comp = Circumstance:Manner:comparison
Adj:conj = Conjunction Adjunct

Adj:distance = Circumstance:Extent:distance (spatial)
Adj:duration = Circumstance:Extent:duration (temporal)
Adj:manner = Circumstance:Manner

Adj:matter = Circumstance:Matter

Adj:means = Circumstance:Manner:means

Adj:place = Circumstance:Location:place (spatial)
Adj:purpose = Circumstance:Cause:purpose
Adj:quality = Circumstance:Manner:quality
Adj:reason = Circumstance:Cause:reason

Adj:role = Circumstance:Role

Adj:time = Circumstance:Location:time (temporal)

Key to Interpersonal Glosses

Predicates Adjuncts

Pred:answ = answer Adj:circ = experiential circumstance
Pred:comm = command Adj:comment = interpersonal comment
Pred:poss = possibility Adj:conj = textual conjunction
Pred:prob = probability Adj:interr = interpersonal interrogative
Pred:ques = question Adj:pol = modal polarity

Pred:stat = statement Adj:poss = modal possibility

Adj:prob = modal probability
Compl = Complement  Adj:textual = textual (non-conjunction)

Key to Textual Glosses
int = interpersonal Theme
text = textual Theme

top = topical Theme
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13.1 "Ev tfj fuépa éxcivy
in the day that

ADJ: TIME

ADJ:CIRC

TOP THEME

Tapdt TV VdAaooay:
beside the sea
ADJ:PLACE
ADJ:CIRC

179
e€endov {0 Tnoolc} thic oixiac  Exddnto
coming-out Jesus of-the house he-sat
ADJ:TIME {ACTOR} PR:MATERIAL
ADJ:CIRC {SUBJECT } PRED:STAT
RHEME

That same day Jesus left the house and was sitting beside the sea. ..

gZeNmv 0 ‘Incotic ¢ oixioc
coming-out Jesus of-the house
PR:MATERIAL ACTOR ADJ:PLACE
PRED:STAT SUBJECT ADJ:CIRC

THEME RHEME

... Jesus, leaving the house. ..

13.2 xal  ouviyinoay
and were-gathered
ADJ:CONJ PR:MATERIAL
ADJ:CONJ PRED:STAT
TEXT TOP THEME

TpoOg adTOV  Oyhol oMo,
to him crowds many
ADJ:PLACE ACTOR
ADJ:CIRC SUBJECT
RHEME

... and large crowds were gathered around him. ..

dHote AnTOV

s0 he
ADJ:CONJ ACTOR
ADJ:coNJ COMPL
TEXT TOP THEME

eic mAolov ufdvta  xadfjodo,

in boat embarking to-sit
ADJ:TIME PR:MATERIAL
ADJ:CIRC PRED:STAT
RHEME

...so that he got into a boat and sat down. ..

AOTOV eic TAolov
he in boat

AcCTOR ADJ:PLAC
CowmPL ADJ:CIRC

TOP THEME RHEME

... he got into a boat. ..

ol T O dyhog
and all the crowd
ADJ:CONJ ACTOR
ADJ:CONJ SUBJECT
TEXT TOP THEME

euPdvTa
embarking

E PR:MATERIAL
PRED:STAT

€ml TOV aiylohov  eloThAXEL.

on the shore stood
ADJ:PLACE PR:MATERIAL
ADJ:CIRC PRED:STAT
RHEME

... while the whole crowd stood on the shore.
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13.3 xol gNdANoEY a0TOolC TOAM v mopofohaic
and he-spoke to-them many in parables
ADJ:CONJ PR:VERBAL/SAYER RECIPIENT VERBIAGE ADJ:MEANS
ADJ:CONJ PRED:STAT/SUBJ ComPL ComPL ADJ:CIRC
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

AEYQV,

saying

ADJ:MANNER

ADJ:CIRC

(RHEME)

He said many things to them in parables; he said,

ool g&ijhdev 6 omelpwv ToU oTElpeLy.

behold went-out the sower to sow
PR:MATERIAL ACTOR

ADJ:TEXTUAL PRED:STAT SUBJECT

TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

A sower went out to sow.

onelpety

to-sow

PR:MATERIAL

PRED:STAT

THEME

...tosow...
13.4 xol v 1 omnelpe adTOV & MEV gneoev
and in the to-sow him some on-the-one-hand fell
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:TIME ACTOR ADJ:CONJ PR:MATERIAL
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:CIRC SuUBJ ADJ:CONJ PRED:STAT
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

Tl THY 606V,
beside the path
ADJ:PLACE
ADJ:CIRC
(RHEME)

As he sowed, some seed fell beside the path,

onelpety aOTOV
to-sow him
PR:MATERIAL ACTOR
PRED:STAT SUBJECT
THEME RHEME

... he sowed. ..



Areas for Further Research 181

nol ENVOVTYL TO METEWVA  XOTEQAYEV AT
and coming the birds devoured it
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:TIME ACTOR PR:MATERIAL GOAL
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:CIRC SUBJECT PRED:STAT COMPL
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

“...and the birds came and devoured it.

ENYoVTa T TETEWV
coming the birds
PR:MATERIAL ACTOR
PRED:STAT SUBJECT
THEME RHEME

... the birds came. ..

13.5 & o¢ gneoev Eml T4 TETEWOON
others but fell upon the rocky
AcTOR ADJ:CONJ PR:MATERIAL ADJ:PLACE
SUBJECT ADJ:CONJ PRED:STAT ADJ:CIRC

TOP THEME RHEME
But other seed fell on the rocky place. ..

6mou oux elyev yHiv oAy,
where not 1t-had earth much
ADJ:PLACE PR:RELATIONAL/CARRIER ATTRIBUTE
ADJ:CIRC ADJ:POL PRED:STAT/SUBJECT ComPL

TEXT/TOP THEME RHEME

... where it didn’t have much soil.

ol e0dénc g€avéTelhey

and immediately  it-sprang-up
ADJ:CONJ ADJTIME  PR:MATERIAL/ACTOR
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:CIRC PRED:STAT/SUBJECT
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

01 To w1 Eyewv Badog yijg

on-account-of the not to-have depth of-earth
ADJ:REASON

ADJ:CIRC

(RHEME)

It sprang up quickly because the soil was shallow.

un Eyew Bddoc yic:
not to-have depth of-earth
PR:RELATIONAL ATTRIBUTE
ADJ:POL PRED:STAT CowmPL
THEME RHEME

... the soil was shallow.
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13.6 Hhiou {dt} dvatelhavtog  éxavyatiodn

sun {and} rising
{ADJ:CONJ} ADJ:TIME
{ADJ:CcONJ} ADJ:CIRC
TOP THEME

it-was-burned-up
PR:MATERIAL/GOAL
PRED:STAT/SUBJECT
RHEME

But the sun came up and it burned up. ..

nhlou dvorteihavtoc
sun 7181Ng

AcTOR PR:MATERIAL

SUBJECT PRED:STAT
THEME RHEME

... the sun came up...

%ol Bua To un Exew pilov e€npdvim,.

and on-account-of the not to-have root it-dried-up

ADJ:CONJ ADJ:REASON
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:CIRC

PR:MATERIAL/ACTOR
PRED:STAT/SUBJECT

TEXT TOP THEME RHEME
... and because it had no root it dried up.

un Eyew oo

not to-have root

PR:ATTRIBUTIVE ATTRIBUTE

ADJ:POL PRED:STAT CoMPL

THEME RHEME

... 1t had no root...
13.7 &\ o¢ gneoev gmi e axdvdac,
others but fell upon the thorns
ACTOR ADJ:CONJ PR:MATERIAL ADJ:PLACE
SUBJECT ADJ:CONJ PRED:STAT ADJ:CIRC
TOP THEME RHEME
Other seeds fell among the thorns,
ol avéPnoov ol Bcorvidou
and went-up the thorns
ADJ:CONJ PR:MATERIAL ACTOR
ADJ:CONJ PRED:STAT SUBJECT
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

... and the thorns came up...
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ol gnvilov
and choked
ADJ:CONJ PR:MATERIAL/ACTO

AVTA.
them
R GOAL

ADJ:CONJ PRED:STAT/SUBJECT COMPL

TEXT TOP THEME
... and choked them

RHEME

13.8 &\ha o gneoev EML THY YTV THY XoAfV
others but fell upon the earth the good
AcCTOR ADJ:CONJ PR:MATERIAL ADJ:PLACE

SUBJECT ADJ:CONJ PRED:STAT ADJ:CIRC

TOP THEME RHEME

Others, however, fell on good soil. .
%ol €d(dou

and it-was-giving
ADJ:CONJ PR:MATERIAL/ACTO

AAUPETOV,
fruit,
R GOAL

ADJ:CONJ PRED:STAT/SUBJECT COMPL

TEXT TOP THEME RHEME
... and produced fruit,

0 PEV exatoy,
some on-the-one-hand a-hundred
AcTOR ADJ:CONJ GOAL
SUBJECT ADJ:CONJ CoMPL
TEXT/TOP THEME RHEME

...some a hundred-fold,

o} ot e&nixova,
some but staty
AcCTOR ADJ:cONJ GOAL
SUBJECT ApJ:coNJ COMPL
TEXT/TOP THEME RHEME

... some sixty-fold,

o) 0¢ TELAXOVTOL.
some but thirty
AcCTOR ADJ:cONJ GOAL
SUBJECT ApJ:coNJ COMPL

TEXT/TOP THEME RHEME

... and some thirty-fold.
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13.9 6 Eywv dta dxouéTw.
the one-having ears must-hear!

SENSER PR:MENTAL
SUBJECT PRED:cOMM
TOP THEME RHEME

Whoever has ears must hear!

Exwv oo
having ears
PR:ATTRIBUTIVE VALUE
PRED:STAT CoMPL
THEME RHEME

Whoever has ears. ..

13.10 Kol mpooehddviec ol yodntol  elmoy o0TE,

and approaching the disciples said to-him
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:TIME SAYER PR:VERBAL RECEIVER
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:CIRC SUBJECT PRED:sTAT COMPL
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

The disciples came and said to him,

npocehdovtec ol poardntol

approaching the disciples
PR:MATERIAL ACTOR
PRED:STAT SUBJECT
THEME RHEME

The disciples came. ..

A Tl €v mopaBololc  Aoheic o0TolG;
on-account-of what? in parables you-speak to them
ADJ:PURPOSE ADJ:MEANS  PR:VERBAL/SAYER RECEIVER
ADJ:CIRC ADJ:MEANS  PRED:QUES/SUBJECT COMPL

TOP/INT THEME RHEME

“Why do you speak to them in parables?”

13.11 6 {de} dmoxpudeic elnev avTolc,
the-one {and} answering said to them
{ADJ:CONJ} SAYER PR:VERBAL RECEIVER
{ADJ:cONJ} SUBJECT PRED:STAT COMPL
TOP THEME RHEME

He answered them,
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dmoxpidelc
answering
PR:VERBAL
PRED:STAT
THEME

He answered. . .

‘Ot VMY dédoTon
because to-you has-been-given
ADJ:CONJ BENEFICIARY PR:MATERIAL
ApJ:coNJ COMPL PRED:ANSW
TEXT TOP THEME  RHEME

yvévor T oo thpta Tiic Bactieloc T@EY obpavEy,
to-know the mysteries of-the kingdom of-the heavens
GoaAL

SUBJECT

(RHEME)

“Because to you has been given to know the mysteries of the kingdom of
heaven...”

YVEvoL & puo et Tiic Bactielog TEY oLpavEsy,
to-know the mysteries of-the kingdom of-the heavens
PR:MENTAL PHENOMENON

PRrRED:sTAT COMPL

THEME RHEME

“...to know the mysteries of the kingdom of heaven...”

éxelvolg 0¢ ov 0édota.

those but not it-has-been-given
BENEFICIARY ADJ:CONJ PR:MATERIAL/GOAL
CoMPL ADJ:CONJ ADJ:POL PRED:ANSW/SUBJECT

TOP THEME RHEME

“...but to them it has not been given.”

13.12 6otic Yap Exel,

whoever for has

CARRIER ADJ:CONJ PR:RELATIONAL
SUBJECT ADJ:CONJ PRED:STAT

TOP/INT THEME RHEME

“For whoever has,”
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dovroeTon aOTE
it-shall-be-give to-him
PR:MATERIAL/GOAL BENEFICIARY
PRED:STAT/SUBJECT CowmPL

TOP THEME RHEME

“...1it shall be given to him...”

ol neplocevdoeTaL’

and it-shall-abound

ADJ:CONJ PR:ATTRIBUTIVE/CARRIER
ADJ:CONJ PRED:STAT/SUBJECT
TEXT TOP THEME

¢

60TIC
whoever
CARRIER
SUBJECT

‘... and will be more than enough;”

o¢ oUX ExeL,
but not has
ADJ:CONJ PR:ATTRIBUTIVE

ADJ:cCONJ ADJ:POL PRED:STAT

TOP/INT THEME RHEME

“but whoever does not have,”

ooy

%ol O EYEL

GeoeTon an’ adtol.

even what he-has shall-be-taken-up  from him

GoAL
SUBJECT
TOP THEME

PR:MATERIAL  ADJ:PLACE
PRED:STAT ADJ:CIRC
RHEME

“...even what he has will be taken away from him.”

Y

what
ATTRIBUTE
CoMPL

Exel

he-has

PR:ATTRIBUTIVE/ CARRIER
PRED:STAT/SUBJECT

TEXT/TOP THEME RHEME

“...what he has...”

13.13 d& tolto
on-account-of this
ADJ:PURPOSE
ADJ:CIRC

TOP THEME

év mapafolaic  adTolC AOAGS,

in parables to-them 1 speak

ADJ:MANNER RECIPIENT PR:VERBAL/SAYER
ADJ:CIRC CoMPL PRED:ANSW /SUBJECT
RHEME

“For this reason I speak to them in parables,”
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ot Brénovteg oo Brénouoty

because seeing not they-see

ADJ:CONJ ADIJ:TIME PR:MENTAL /SENSER
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:CIRC ADJ:POL PRED:STAT/SUBJECT
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

“... because seeing they do not see...”

ol dxoVovVTES oLX dx00oUoLY

and hearing not they-hear

ADJ:CONJ ADJ:TIME PR:MENTAL/SENSER
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:CIRC ADJ:POL PRED:STAT/SUBJECT
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

“...and hearing they do not hear...”

00dE cuviouoty,

and-not they-perceive
ADJ:CONJ PR:MENTAL/SENSER
ADJ:CONJ/POL PRED:STAT/SUBJECT
TEXT/INT TOP THEME

“...nor do they perceive,”

13.14 xol  Gvomhnpolton  atolg

and is-fulfilled to-them
ADJ:CONJ PR:MATERIAL ADJ:MATTER
ADJ:CONJ PRED:STAT ADJ:CIRC
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

7 npognteia Hoalou # Aéyouoa,
the prophecy of-Isaiah the-one saying
ACTOR

SUBJECT

(RHEME)

“...and in them the prophecy of Isaiah is fulfilled which says,”

‘Axofi AxoVCETE
by-what-is-heard you-shall-hear
ADJ:MEANS PR:MENTAL/SENSER
ADJ:CIRC PRED:STAT/SUBJECT

TOP/INT THEME RHEME

“‘By what is heard you will hear..."”

ol oL N ouVjTe,

and not not you-should-perceive
ADJ:CONJ PR:MENTAL/SENSER
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:POL PRED:STAT/SUBJECT
TEXT INT TOP THEME

“¢...and shall by no means perceive,’”
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%ol BArémovteg
and seeing

ADJ:CONJ ADJ:TIME
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:CIRC

Conclusions: Context in Text

Brédete

you-will-see
PR:MENTAL/SENSER
PRED:STAT/SUBJECT

TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

“¢. .. and seeing you will see...’”

ol oL un onte.

and not not you-should-see
ADJ:CONJ PR:MENTAL/SENSER
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:POL PRED:STAT/SUBJECT
TEXT INT TOP THEME

¢

13.15 émoryOvin yop

was-made-thick  for

‘... and you shall by no means see.””

1 xoedio Tol Aool TolTou,
the heart of-the people this

PR:MATERIAL ADJ:CONJ GOAL
PRED:STAT ADJ:CONJ SUBJECT
TOP TEXT THEME RHEME

“‘For this people’s heart has become dull,””

ol Tolc OOl
and with-the ears
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:MEANS
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:CIRC
TEXT TOP THEME

Bapéwg fixovoay

heavily they-hear
ADJ:QUALITY PR:MENTAL/SENSER
ADJ:CIRC PRED:STAT/SUBJECT
RHEME

“‘...and they hardly hear with their ears...’”

ol ToUC OQUUAIOUE aVTEBY  EXGUULoAY,
and the eyes of-them they-shut

ADJ:coNJ GOAL
ApJ:coNJ COMPL
TEXT TOP THEME

PR:MATERIAL/ACTOR
PRED:STAT/SUBJECT

“‘...and they have shut their eyes,””

unmoTe
lest

ADJ:MODAL:POSSIBILITY
TEXT/INT

RHEME
Bwotv Tolg 6¢pUaiuolg
they-should-see with-the eyes
PR:MENTAL/SENSER ADJ:MEANS
PRED:STAT:POSS/SUBJECT ADJ:CIRC
TOP THEME RHEME

“‘...lest they should see with their eyes..."”
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ol TOlC ol ax0VoWoLY

and with-the ears  they-should-hear

ADJ:CONJ ADJ:MEANS PR:MENTAL/SENSER
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:CIRC PRED:STAT:POSS/SUBJECT
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

“‘ .. and hear with their ears...’”

ol Tfj xopdla cuVEoLY

and with-the heart  they-should-perceive
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:MEANS PR:MENTAL/SENSER
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:CIRC PRED:STAT:POSS/SUBJECT
TEXT TOP THEME  RHEME

“‘...and they should perceive with their heart...’”

ol gmotpéPwoty

and they-should-turn

ADJ:CONJ PR:MATERIAL/ACTOR
ADJ:CONJ PRED:STAT:POSS/SUBJECT
TEXT TOP THEME

“‘...and they should turn...’”

ol idooyou adTole.
and I-should-heal them

ADJ:CONJ PR:MATERIAL/ACTOR GoAL
ADJ:CONJ PRED:STAT:POSS/SUBJECT COMPL
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

“‘...and I should heal them.””

13.16 budsv  ©¢ paxdplot ol 6¢Uaiuol
your but blessed the eyes
CARRIER. .. ADJ:CONJ ATTRIBUTE ... CARRIER
SUBJECT... ADJ:CONJ CoMPL ... SUBJECT
TOP TEXT THEME RHEME

“But blessed are your eyes...”

ot BArémovoiy

because they-see

ADJ:CONJ PR:MENTAL/SENSER
ADJ:CONJ PRED:STAT/SUBJECT
TEXT TOP THEME

“... because they see...”
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%ol o BT LUESV
and the ears of-you
ADJ:CONJ CARRIER
ADJ:CONJ SUBJECT

TEXT THEME RHEME

“...and your ears...”

1L dxoVLoUGCLY.

because they-hear

ADJ:CONJ PR:MENTAL/SENSER
ADJ:CONJ PRED:STAT/SUBJECT
TEXT TOP THEME

“... because they hear.”

13.17 dunv yap AYW VN

truly for I-say to-you
ADJ:CONJ PR:VERBAL/SAYER RECIPIENT

ADJ:INTENSIFICATION ADJ:CONJ PRED:STAT/SUBJECT COMPL

INT TOP THEME RHEME

“For truly I say to you...”

ot ToAol Tpo@ijton xol dixowol Emeduncay el & Brénete

that many prophets and just-ones have-desired to-see what you-see
ADJ:CONJ SENSER PR:MENTAL PHENOMENON
ADJ:CONJ SUBJECT PRED:STAT CoMPL

TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

“...that many prophets and righteous people have longed to see what you
see...”

& Bhémete
what you-see
PHENOMENON PR:MENTAL/SENSER
ComPL PRED:STAT/SUBJECT

TEXT/TOP THEME RHEME

“...what you see...”

ol oOx elday,

and not they-saw

ADJ:CONJ PR:MENTAL/SENSER
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:POL PRED:STAT/SUBJECT
TEXT INT TOP THEME

“...and have not seen it,”
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ol (rohhol mpopfiton ol dixouot)  (Emedlunoov) dxoloo
and to-hear
ADJ:CONJ PR:MENTAL
ADJ:CONJ PRED:STAT
TEXT (ToP) THEME RHEME
Q& dxoVETE
what you-hear
PHENOMENON
ComPL
(RHEME)
“...and to hear what you hear...”
o AxoVETE
what you-hear
PHENOMENON PR:MENTAL SENSER
CoMPL PRED:STAT SUBJECT
TEXT/TOP THEME RHEME
“...what you hear...”
ol o0x% fixouvoav.
and not they-heard
ADJ:CONJ PR:MENTAL/SENSER
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:POL PRED:STAT/SUBJECT
TEXT INT TOP THEME
“...and have not heard it.”
13.18 "Yuelc olv dxoloute TV TapaBoAny Tob omelpavtog.
you therefore hear! the parable of-the sower.
SENSER ADJ:CONJ PR:MENTAL PHENOMENON

SUBJECT ADJ:cONJ PRED:OFFER COMPL
TOP THEME RHEME

“You, therefore, hear the parable of the sower!”

13.19 mavtog dxobovtog Tov Adyov Tijc Bactielog xol Ui} cUVLEVTOC
all ones-hearing the word of-the kingdom and not perceiving
ADJ:MATTER

ADJ:CIRC

TOP THEME

goyeTan 0 ToVNEOC
comes the evil-one
PR:MATERIAL ACTOR
PRED:STAT SUBJECT
RHEME

“All who hear the word of the Kingdom and do not understand it, the
evil one comes. ..”

191
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TOVTOC dxolbovtoc  TOV Aoyov tfic Boaothelog
all hearing the word of-the kingdom
SENSER PR:MENTAL PHENOMENON
SUBJECT PRrRED:sTAT COMPL

TOP THEME RHEME

“Everyone who hears the word of the Kingdom...”

ol un CUVLEVTOC
and not perceiving
ADJ:CONJ PR:MENTAL
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:POL PRED:STAT
TEXT INT TOP THEME

“...and does not understand it...”

%ol dpmndalel 10 €omoppévov €v T xopedig avtod,
and snatches the (seed) sown in the heart of-him
ADJ:CONJ PR:MATERIAL/ACTOR GOAL

ADJ:CONJ PRED:STAT/SUBJECT COMPL

TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

“. .. and snatches what is sown in his heart.”

gonopuévov év Tfj xopdla adtol,
sown in the heart of-him
PR:MATERIAL ADJ:PLACE
PRED:STAT ADJ:CIRC

THEME RHEME

“...what is sown in his heart.”

00T6¢ EoTV O ToEd THY 60OV oTapE(S.
this is the beside the path sown
TOKEN PR:IDENTIFYING VALUE

SUBJECT PRED:STAT ComMPL

TOP THEME RHEME

“This is what was sown beside the path.”

Tapd THY 600V omapelc.

beside the path sown
ADIJ:PLACE PR:MATERIAL
ADJ:CIRC PRED:STAT
THEME RHEME

“what was sown beside the path.”
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13.20 6 {d¢} éml t& neTpdddn onopelc, oltdc EoTwv

the {but} upon the rocky (soil) sown, this is

{ADJ:CcONJ} TOKEN PR:IDENTIFYING
{ADJ:CONJ} SUBJECT PRED:STAT

TOP THEME RHEME

0 TOV AOYOV GxolUmVv ol ebdlg YeTd yopdic Aaufdvewy adtdy,
the-one the word hearing and immediately with joy receiving it
VALUE

CoMPL

(RHEME)

“But that which is sown on rocky ground, this is the one who hears the
word and immediately receives it with joy,”

éml T TETEAOIM oTapElg

upon the rocky (soil) sown
ADJ:PLACE PR:MATERIAL
ADJ:CIRC PRED:STAT
THEME RHEME

“...the (seed) sown on rocky ground...”

TOV AGYOV AxoVWV
the word hearing
PHENOMENON PR:MENTAL
ComMPL PRED:STAT
THEME RHEME

“...the one who hears the word...”

xall e00Ug META Yopdic hoBdvey adOTOV,
and immediately — with joy recetving it
ADJ:CONJ ADIJ:TIME ADJ:QUALITY PR:MATERIAL GOAL
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:CIRC ADJ:CIRC PRED:STAT ComMPL
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

“...and immediately receives it with joy,”

13.21 obx Eyel o¢ oilav

not it-has but root
PR:ATTRIBUTIVE/CARRIER ADJ:CONJ ATTRIBUTE

ADJ:POL PRED:STAT/SUBJECT Apj:cony CoMPL

INT TOP THEME RHEME

€V EQUTE

in itself

ADJ:PLACE

ADJ:CIRC

(RHEME)

“... but it has no root in itself”
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SN TPOoXAUEOS  ECTLY,

but temporary 18

ADJ:CONJ ATTRIBUTE PR:ATTRIBUTIVE/CARRIER
ADJ:coNJ COMPL PRED:STAT/SUBJECT
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

“...but is temporary;”

yevouévne {8¢} dnidewe 7 Suwyuol did tov Adyov el
coming {and} affliction or persecution on-account-of the word immediately
{ADJ:CONJ} ADJ:TIME ADJ:TIME
{ADJ:CONJ} ADJ:CIRC ADJ:CIRC
TOP THEME RHEME
oxavdonleTon.

it-is-made-to-stumble
PR:MATERIAL/GOAL
PRED:STAT/SUBJECT
(RHEME)

“and when affliction or persecution comes because of the word, it is in-
stantly tripped up.”

13.22 6 {de} eic ¢ dxdvdac onopelc, oUTéc EoTiy

the {and} in the thorns sown, this-one is

{ADpJ:cONJ} TOKEN PR:IDENTIFYING
{ADJ:CONJ} SUBJECT PRED:STAT

TOP THEME RHEME

6 TOV AOYOV axoVwYV,
the-one the word hearing
VALUE

CoMPL

(RHEME)

“Now the one that was sown in the thorns, this one is one who heard the
word,”

elc tac dxdvidoc omopeic

in the thorns sown
ADJ:PLACE PR:MATERIAL
ADJ:CIRC PRED:STAT
THEME RHEME

“...(seed that) was sown in the thorns...”
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TOV AGYOV oLV,

the word hearing
PHENOMENON PR:MENTAL
ComPL PRED:STAT
THEME RHEME

“...the one who heard the word,”

ol N wépiuva tol adddvog xal 1) andtn tol ThovTtou
and the care of-the age and the deceit of-the wealth
ADJ:CONJ ACTOR

ADJ:CONJ SUBJECT

TEXT TOP THEME
oupnviyel TOV AOYOV
chokes the word

PR:MATERIAL GOAL
PRED:STAT COMPL
RHEME

“...and the cares of the age and the deceit of wealth chokes the word...”
ol dnopmog yiveto.

and fruitless it-becomes

ADJ:CONJ ATTRIBUTE PR:ATTRIBUTIVE/CARRIER

Apj:cony COMPL PRED:STAT/SUBJECT
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

“...and it becomes barren.”

13.23 6 {de} enl v xakfv YHiv onapelc, oUtoéc Eoty

the {and} upon the good earth sown, this-one is

{ADJ:CONJ} TOKEN PR:IDENTIFYING
{ADJ:CONJ} SUBJECT PRED:STAT

TOP THEME RHEME

0 TOV MOYOV dxo0mY %ol GUVLELS,
the-one the word hearing and perceiving
VALUE

CoMPL

(RHEME)

“Now the one that was sown on the good soil is one who hears the word
and understands it,”

éml TV xoAfv yfiv omapelc
upon the good earth sown

ADJ:PLACE PR:MATERIAL
ADJ:CIRC PRED:STAT
THEME RHEME

“...the one sown on the good soil...”
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TOV Abyov dxoVwV xal cuvieic,
the word hearing and perceiving
PHENOMENON PR:MENTAL

ComPL PRED:STAT

THEME RHEME

“...one hearing the word and understanding it,”

o¢ on XUPTOPOPEL
which indeed bears-fruit
AcTOR PR:MATERIAL
SUBJECT ADJ:COMMENT PRED:STAT

TEXT/TOP THEME RHEME

“... which word indeed is fruitful...”

ol TOLEL

and makes

ADJ:CONJ PR:MATERIAL/ACTOR
ADJ:CONJ PRED:STAT/SUBJECT
TEXT TOP THEME

“...and produces...”

o

0 MEV exotoy,
some on-the-one-hand a-hundred
AcCTOR ADJ:CONJ GOAL
SUBJECT ADJ:CONJ ComMPL

TOP THEME RHEME

. ..some a hundred-fold. ..

o} o¢ e€nxovra,
some but sixty
ACTOR ADJ:coNJ GOAL

SUBJECT ApJ:coNnJ COMPL
TOP THEME RHEME

“...some sixty-fold...”

o) oe TeLdxovTaL.
some but thirty
ACTOR ApJ:coNJ GOAL

SUBJECT ApJ:coNny COMPL
TOP THEME RHEME

“...some thirty-fold.”



Appendix B

Clause Level Analysis of
Experiential, Interpersonal

and Textual Meanings in
Mk 4:1-20

The following is a clause-by-clause analysis of experiential, interpersonal and
textual meanings at the clause level in Mk 4:1-20. See the description at the
beginning of Appendix A for a key to reading the displays in this appendix.

4.1 Kot TéALY feato diddoxey  mopd THY Vdhacoay:
and again he-began to-teach  beside the sea
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:DURATION PR:MAT/ACTOR ADJ:PLACE
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:CIRC PRED:STAT/SUBJ ADJ:CIRC

TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

Again he began to teach by the lake.

ol OUVALYETA TPOC AUTOV  Oyhog TAEIoTOC,
and gathered to him crowd large
ADJ:CONJ PR:MATERIAL ADJ:PLACE ACTOR
ADJ:CONJ PRED:STAT ADJ:CIRC SUBJECT

TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

A large crowd gathered about him,

oTe aHTOV eic mholov gufdvta xadficdan  év Tfj Yardooy,
so-that him into boat embarking to-sit in the sea
ADJ:CONJ ACTOR ADJ:TIME PR:MATER. ADJ:PLACE
ADpJ:coNJ COMPL ADJ:CIRC PRED:STAT ADJ:CIRC
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

...s0 he got into a boat to sit on the lake.
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adTOv el mholov  éuPdvta

him into boat embarking
ACTOR ADJ:PLACE PR:MATERIAL
ComPL ADJ:CIRC  PRED:STAT

TOP THEME RHEME

... he, getting into a boat,. ..

ol ndc 6 Gyhog  TpoOg THY Ydhaooay Ent Tig yic floov.

and all the crowd by the sea upon the earth were
ADJ:cONJ CARRIER ATTRIBUTE:CIRC PR:ATTR:CIRC
ADJ:CONJ SUBJECT ADJ:CIRC PRED:STAT
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

The whole crowd was on the shore by the lake.

4.2 xol €0idaoxev AVTOUC v mopoololc TOANG

and he-was-teaching them in parables many [things]
ADJ:CONJ PR:MAT/ACTOR BENEFIC. ADJ:MEANS GOAL
ADJ:CONJ PRED:STAT/SUBJ COMPL  ADJ:CIRC CoMPL
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

And he was teaching them many things with parables.

%ol gheyev adTole év Tfj Sy fj adTol,
and he-was-saying to-them in the teaching of-him
ADJ:CONJ PR:VERBAL/SAYER  RECIPIENT ADJ:MEANS
ADJ:CONJ PRED:STAT/SUBJECT COMPL ADJ:CIRC

TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

In his teaching, he was saying to them,

4.3 Axoverte.

hear!
PR:BEHAVIOR/BEHAVER
PRED:COMM/SUBJECT
TOP/INT THEME

“Hear this!”
dob egfidey 0 omelpwyv omelpan.
behold went-out the sower to-sow

PR:MATERIAL ACTOR ADJ:PURPOSE
ADJ:TEXTUAL PRED:STAT SUBJECT ADIJ:CIRC
INT TOP THEME RHEME

“Look, the sower went out to sow.”
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onelpwv
sowing
PR:MATERIAL
PRED:STAT
THEME

“...[one] sowing...”

OTELPAL.

to-sow

PR:MATERIAL

PRED:STAT

THEME

“...to sow.”
4.4 xol EYEVETO
and it-happened
ADJ:CONJ PR:EXISTENTIAL/EXISTENT
ADJ:CONJ PRED:STAT/SUBJECT
TEXT TOP THEME

“It happened when he was sowing. ..”

onelpewy
to-sow
PR:MATERIAL
PRED:STAT
THEME

“ ..tosow...”

o

HEV gneoey

some on-the-one-hand fell

ACTOR ADJ:CONJ PR:MATERIAL
SUBJECT ADJ:CONJ PRED:STAT
TOP THEME RHEME

“...some fell beside the path,”

%ol IS T8 TETEWVA
and came the birds
ADJ:CONJ PR:MATERIAL ACTOR
ADJ:CONJ PRED:STAT SUBJECT
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

“ .. and the birds came...”

év 16 omelpew
in the to-sow
ADJ:TIME
ADJ:CIRC
RHEME

Tapd THY 606V,
beside-the-path
ADJ:PLACE
ADJ:CIRC
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%ol HUTEQAYEV a0To.
and they-devoured it
ADJ:CONJ PR:MATERIAL/ACTOR GOAL
ADJ:CONJ PRED:STAT/SUBJECT COMPL
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

“. .. and devoured it.”

4.5 nol g\\o éneoey

and another fell
ADJ:CONJ ACTOR PR:MATERIAL
ADJ:CONJ SUBJECT PRED:STAT
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

E€nl TO TETEGOEC 6oL oLX ElyeV YTV TOAAYY,
on the rocky-place where not it-has earth much
ADJ:PLACE

ADJ:CIRC

(RHEME)

“Another fell on a rocky place where it did not have much soil.”

6mou o0x% elyev yTiv TOAAAY,
where not it-has earth much
ADJ:CONJ PR:ATTRIB/CARRIER  ATTRIBUTE
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:POL PRED:STAT/SUBJECT  COMPLEMENT

TEXT/TOP THEME RHEME

... where it did not have much soil.”

ol S gEavéTelhey

and immediately  it-sprang-up
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:TIME  PR:MATERIAL/ACTOR
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:CIRC PRED:STAT/SUBJECT
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

BLd o un Exew Badog yiic

on-account-of the not to-have depth of-earth
ADJ:REASON

ADJ:CIRC

(RHEME)

“It sprang up quickly because the soil was shallow.”

un Exew Bddoc yiic:
not to-have depth of-earth

PR:ATTRIBUTIVE ATTRIBUTE
ADJ:POL PRED:STAT COMPLEMENT
INT TOP THEME RHEME

“...[the soil] was shallow.”
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4.6 ol
and
ADJ:CONJ
ADJ:CONJ
TEXT

Ote AVETELAEY O TALOg
when rose the sun
ADJ:TIME

ADJ:CIRC

TOP THEME

“When the sun came up, it burned up.”

ote Gvételhev o filog
when rose the sun
ADJ:CONJ PR:MATERIAL ACTOR
ADJ:CONJ PRED:STAT SUBJECT
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

“When the sun came up...”
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exauyatioln
it-was-burned-up
PR:MATERIAL/ACTOR
PRED:STAT/SUBJECT
RHEME

%ol BLa o un Exew pilov E&npdivi.

and on-account-of the not to-have root it-dried-up

ADJ:CONJ ADJ:REASON PR:MATERIAL/ACTOR
ADJ:CONJ ADIJ:CIRC PRED:STAT/SUBJECT
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

“Because it had no root, it dried up.”

un gyew oo
not to-have root
PR:ATTRIBUTIVE ATTRIBUTE

ADJ:POL PRED:STAT ComMPL

THEME RHEME

“...[it] had no root...”
4.7 %ol dAho gneoey elc tac axdvdac,
and another fell into the thorns
ADJ:CONJ ACTOR PR:MATERIAL ADJ:PLACE
ADJ:CONJ SUBJECT PRED:STAT ADJ:CIRC

TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

“Another see fell into the thorns.”

¢

avéBnoay ol Bxarvdon
went-up the thorns
ADJ:CONJ PR:MATERIAL ACTOR
ADJ:CONJ PRED:STAT SUBJECT
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

P
and

“The thorns came up...”
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xol oLVETVLE QLY auTo,
and choked 1t

ADJ:CONJ PR:MATERIAL/ACTOR GOAL
ADJ:CONJ PRED:STAT/SUBJECT COMPL
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

“ .. and choked it...”

%ol AOUPTIOV oUX Edwxnev.

and fruit not it-gave

ADJ:CONJ GOAL PR:MATERIAL/ACTOR
ApJj:coNJ COMPL ADJ:POL PRED:STAT/SUBJECT
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

“...s0 it produced no fruit.”

4.8 xol Bkt gneoev elc ™V Yijv ™V xoAnv
and others fell upon the earth the good
ADJ:CONJ ACTOR PR:MATERIAL ADJ:PLACE
ADJ:CONJ SUBJECT PRED:STAT ADJ:CIRC

TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

”

“Others fell on good soil. ..

%ol €8{dou xopmov  dvoBoivovta xol aEavoueva
and it-was-giving fruit rising and growing
ADJ:CONJ PR:MATERIAL/ACTOR GOAL ADJ:TIME

ADJ:CONJ PRED:STAT/SUBJECT COMPL ADJ:CIRC

TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

“...and produced fruit as it came up and grew.”

@

%ol Epepev v TELIXOVTOL
and it-was-bearing  one thirty
ADJ:CONJ PR:MATERIAL ACTOR GOAL
ADJ:CONJ PRED:STAT SuBJECT COMPL
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

“One yielded thirty-fold...”

xoll gv egnxovta
and one staty
ADJ:CONJ AcTtOorR  GOAL
ADJ:CONJ SuBJECT COMPL

TEXT THEME RHEME

“...one sixty-fold...”
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%ol gv EXATOV.
and one a-hundred
ADJ:CONJ AcTtOrR  GOAL
ADJ:CONJ SuBJECT COMPL

TEXT THEME RHEME

“ .. and one a hundred-fold.”

4.9 xol Elevey,

and he-was saying
ADJ:CONJ PR:VERBAL/SAYER
ADJ:CONJ PRED:STAT/SUBJECT
TEXT TOP THEME

Then he said,

a2 o, s .
Oc &yel Ota dxolety AXOVETW.
whoever has ears to-hear must-hear!

SENSER MENTAL
SUBJECT PRED:cOMM
TEXT/TOP THEME RHEME

“Whoever has ears to hear must hear!”

“O¢ gxel aStaL aoVEY
whoever has ears to-hear
CARRIER PR:ATTRIBUTIVE ATTRIBUTE
SUBJECT PRED:STAT ComPL

TEXT/TOP THEME RHEME

“Whoever has ears to hear...”

dxoVEY
to-hear
PR:MATERIAL
PRED:STAT
THEME

“ ..to hear...”

4.10 Kol 6te €yéveto xotd poévag, AROTLY

and when it-happened at-(the-time-when) alone

ADJ:CONJ ADJ:TIME PR:VERBAL
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:CIRC PRED:STAT
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME
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AVTOV ol mepl adTOV LY Tolg BOBEXA o Topoforde.
him the-ones around him with the twelve the parables
RECIPIENT SAYER VERBIAGE
ComPL SUBJECT ComPL
(RHEME)

And when they were alone, those around him with the twelve asked him
about the parables.

ote gyéveto XOTO LOVOG

when it-happened at-(the-time-when) alone
ADJ:CONJ PR:EXISTENTIAL EXISTENT

ADJ:CONJ PRED:STAT CoMPL

TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

... when they were alone. ..

4.11 ot &heyev avTolg,
and he-was-saying to-them
ADJ:CONJ PR:VERBAL/SAYER  RECIPIENT
ADJ:CONJ PRED:STAT/SUBJECT COMPL
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

He said to them,

Tutv O YuoThplov dEdoTa tfic Paothelag tol Yeol
to-you the mystery  is-given of-the kingdom of-the God
BENEFICIARY GOAL. .. PR:MATERIAL ... GOAL

ComMPL SUBJECT... PRED:STAT ... SUBJECT

TOP THEME RHEME

“To you has been given the mystery of the kingdom of God.”

éxelvolc {0t} toic €Ew v mopofohalc & mdvTaL
for-those {but} the-ones outside in parables the all-things
{ADJ:CONJ} ATTRIBUTE:POSS ADJ:MEANS CARRIER
{ApJ:cons} ComPL ADJ:CIRC SUBJECT
TOP THEME RHEME

viveTau,

it-1s

PR:ATTRIBUTIVE:POSS

PRED:STAT

(RHEME)

“But for those outside everything is in parables. ..
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4.12 va Brénovieg  PAénwoly

in-order-that seeing

they-may-see

ADJ:CONJ ADITIME  PR:MENTAL/SENSER
ADJ:CONJ  ADJ:CIRC PRED:STAT/SUBJECT
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

“...so that while they see, they may see...”

BAémovteg
seeing
PR:MENTAL
PRED:STAT
THEME

“...while they see...

%ol un

and not
ADJ:CONJ
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:POL
TEXT INT

“...yet not really see,”

%ol dxovovteg
and hearing

ADJ:CONJ ADJ:TIME
ADJ:CONJ ADIJ:CIRC

”

Bwotv,

see
PR:MENTAL/SENSER
PRED:STAT/SUBJECT
TOP THEME

axoVLLoty
they-may-hear
PR:MENTAL/SENSER
PRED:STAT/SUBJECT

TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

“...and while they hear, they may hear...”

noVOVTES
hearing
PR:MENTAL
PRED:STAT
THEME

“...while they hear..

xoll un

and not
ADJ:CONJ
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:POL
TEXT INT

”

GLVLROLY,

hear
PR:MENTAL/SENSER
PRED:STAT/SUBJECT
TOP THEME

“...yet not really understand,”

205



206 Conclusions: Context in Text

unmote gnio Teédwaoty

lest they-should-turn
PR:MATERIAL/ACTOR

ADJ:PROB PRED:STAT/SUBJECT

TEXT/INT TOP THEME

“...lest they should turn...”

ol Gped aTolc.

and it-should-be-forgiven them
ADJ:CONJ PR:MATERIAL/GOAL BENEFICIARY
ADJ:CONJ PRED:STAT/SUBJECT COMPL
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

“...and it should be forgiven them.”

4.13 Kot Aéyet adTole,

and he-says to-them
ADJ:CONJ PR:VERBAL/SAYER RECEIVER
ADJ:CONJ PRED:STAT/SUBJECT COMPLEMENT
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

And he said to them,

Oix oldate TV TapaBoiny Tl TNy,

not you-know the parable this
PR:MENTAL/SENSER PHENOMENON

ADJ:POL PRED:STAT/SUBJECT COMPL

INT TOP THEME RHEME

“You do not know this parable,”

xoll & Tdoog TaC TopoBords Yvwoeoie;

and how all the parables you-will-know
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:MEANS PHENOMENON PR:MENTAL/SNSR.
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:CIRC/INTERR COMPLEMENT PRED:QUES/SUBJ.
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

“...s0 how will you know all the parables?”

4.14 6 onelpwv TOV Moyov omelpel.

the sower the word sows
ACTOR GoOAL PR:MATERIAL
SUBJECT COMPL PRED:STAT

TOP THEME RHEME

“The sower sows the word.”
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onelpwy
sowing
PR:MATERIAL
PRED:STAT
THEME

“...[one] sowing...”

ol un GUVLESOLY,

and not hear

ADJ:CONJ PR:MENTAL/SENSER
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:POL PRED:STAT/SUBJECT
TEXT INT TOP THEME

“...yet not really understand,”

unnote Emo TEEPwotY

lest they-should-turn
PR:MATERIAL/ACTOR

ADJ:PROB PRED:STAT/SUBJECT

TEXT/INT TOP THEME

“...lest they should turn...”

ol Gped a0Tolg.

and it-should-be-forgiven them
ADJ:CONJ PR:MATERIAL/GOAL BENEFICIARY
ADJ:CONJ PRED:STAT/SUBJECT COMPL
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

“...and it should be forgiven them.”

4.13 Kot Aéyel avTole,

and he-says to-them
ADJ:CONJ PR:VERBAL/SAYER RECEIVER
ADJ:CONJ PRED:STAT/SUBJECT COMPLEMENT
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

And he said to them,

Oudx oldate TV mapaBohny TadTny,

not you-know the parable this
PR:MENTAL/SENSER PHENOMENON

ADJ:POL PRED:STAT/SUBJECT COMPL

INT TOP THEME RHEME

“You do not know this parable,”
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ol TS TAoUC T ToEUBONAC
and how all the parables
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:MEANS PHENOMENON
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:CIRC/INTERR COMPLEMENT
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

Yvooeole;

you-will-know
PR:MENTAL/SENSER
PRED:QUES/SUBJECT
(RHEME)

“...s0 how will you know all the parables?”

4.14 6 omnelpwv TOV Mdyov omelpel.

the sower the word sows
AcCTOR GOAL PR:MATERIAL
SUBJECT CoMPL PRED:STAT

TOP THEME RHEME

“The sower sows the word.”

onelpwy
sowing
PR:MATERIAL
PRED:STAT
THEME

“...[one] sowing...”

4.15 oltor.  &¢ elow ol mapd THY OBOV"
these but are the-ones beside the path
TOKEN ADJ:CONJ PR:IDENTIFYING VALUE

SUBJECT ADJ:CONJ PRED:STAT CoMPL

TOP THEME RHEME

“These are the ones beside the path...”

6mou onelpeTal 6 A\oyoc,
where is-sown the word
ADJ:CONJ/CIRC PR:MATERIAL GOAL
ADJ:CONJ/CIRC PRED:STAT SUBJECT
TEXT/TOP THEME RHEME

“... where the word is sown.”

%ol 6Tay axoVLowWoLy, eV dUg goyeTon

and whenever they-should-hear immediately comes
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:TIME ADJ:TIME PR:MATERIAL
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:CIRC ADJ:CIRC PRED:STAT

TEXT TOP THEME RHEME
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O 2aTovac
the Satan
AcTOR
SUBJECT
(RHEME)

“Whenever they hear, immediately Satan comes...”

étav IxoVoWoLY,
whenever they-should-hear
ADJ:CONJ PR:MENTAL/SENSER

ADJ:CONJ/MODAL PRED:STAT/SUBJECT
TEXT/INT THEME RHEME

“Whenever they hear,...”

ol olpet TOV AOYOV TOV ECTAPUEVOY €l aUTOoNC.
and takes-up the word the-one being-sown in them
ADJ:CONJ PR:MATERIAL/ACTOR GOAL

ADJ:CONJ PRED:STAT/SUBJECT COMPL

TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

“...and snatches the word that is sown in them.”

gonopuévov eic adTole.
being-sown in them
PR:MATERIAL ADJ:PLACE
PRED:STAT ADJ:CIRC
TOP THEME RHEME

“ ..is sown in them.”

4.16 ol oUtol clowv

and these are

ADJ:CONJ TOKEN PR:IDENTIFYING
ADJ:CONJ SUBJECT PRED:STAT
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

€ml T& METEWON OTELPOUEVOL,

the-ones upon the rocky-place being-sown
VALUE

COMPLEMENT

(RHEME)

“And these are the ones that are sown in a rocky place,”
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Eml T4 TETEAOON OTIELPOUEVOL,
upon the rocky-place being-sown
ADJ:PLACE PR:MATERIAL
ADJ:CIRC PRED:STAT
THEME RHEME

“...are sown in a rocky place,”

ol 6TV dx0VoWoY TOV AOYOV c0dUC
which whenever they-may-hear the word immediately
AcCTOR ADJ:TIME ADJ: TIME
SUBJECT ADJ:CIRC ADJ:CIRC

TEXT/TOP THEME RHEME

MeTd Yopdlc  Aowfdvoucty  adTdy,

with joy they-receive it

ADJ:ACCOMP PR:MATERIAL GOAL

ADJ:CIRC PRED:STAT CoMPL

(RHEME)

“...the ones that, when they hear the word, immediately receive it with

joy.”
6tay axo0oWoty TOV AOYOV
whenever they-may-hear the word
ADJ:CONJ PR:MENTAL/SENSER PHENOMENON
ADJ:CONJ/PROB PRED:STAT:PROB/SUBJECT COMPL
TEXT/INT TOP THEME RHEME
“...when they hear the word,...”

4.17 %ol oOx gyouoty pilav

and not they-have root

ADJ:CONJ PR:ATTRIBUTIVE/ CARRIER ATTRIBUTE

ADJ:CONJ ADJ:POL PRED:STAT/SUBJECT COMPLEMENT

TEXT INT TOP THEME RHEME

€V EQUTOIC

in themselves

ADJ:PLACE

ADJ:CIRC

(RHEME)

“They have no root...”

SOV npooxaipol  elow,

but temporary they-are

ADJ:CONJ ATTRIBUTE PR:ATTRIBUTIVE/CARRIER
Apj:cony COMPL PRED:STAT/SUBJECT
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

“...but are temporary.”



Areas for Further Research 211

elta yevouévng VAlewe 1) diwyuob Bid Tov Aoyov
then coming affliction or persecution on-account-of the word

ADJ:TIME ADJ:TIME
ADJ:CIRC ADJ:CIRC
TEXT TOP THEME

cuYUC oxavdorilovtat.
immediately they-are-made-to-stumble
ADJ:TIME PR:MATERIAL/GOAL
ADJ:CIRC PRED:STAT/SUBJECT
RHEME

“Then when affliction or persecution comes because of the word, they are
instantly tripped up.”

YEVOUEVNS YN Pewe A dwyuod O1a TOov Adyov

coming affliction or persecution on-account-of the word
PR:EXISTENTIAL EXISTENT ADJ:REASON
PRED:STAT CoMPL ADJ:CIRC

THEME RHEME

“...when affliction or persecution comes because of the word,...”

4.18 xal g\hot clolv ol elg tag axdviag onelpduevol:
and others are the-ones into the thorns being-sown
ADJ:coNJ CARRIER PR:ATTRIBUTIVE ATTRIBUTE

ADJ:CONJ SUBJECT PRED:STAT ComPL

TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

“Other [seeds| are sown among the thorns.”

elc toc dndvdac omepduevor
into the thorns  being-sown

ADJ:PLACE PR:MATERIAL
ADJ:CIRC PRED:STAT
THEME RHEME

“...are sown among the thorns.”

oUTol clow ol 1OV Abyov dxolcavTES,
these are the-ones the word hearing
TOKEN PR:IDENTIFYING VALUE

SUBJECT PRED:STAT CowmPL

TOP THEME RHEME

“These are people who hear the word,”
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TOV Abyov Ax0VCAVTES,
the-ones the word hearing
PHENOMENON PR:MENTAL
ComPL PRED:STAT
THEME RHEME

“...[ones] hearing the word,”

4.19 xol ol péptuvon tol aidsvog xal 1) dndtn tol tholtou xol
and the cares of-the age and the deceit of-the wealth and
ADJ:CONJ ACTOR/ADIJ:TIME

ADJ:CONJ SUBJECT/ADJ:CIRC

TEXT TOP THEME

ol mepl T& Aowd emidupion elomopeuduEVaL GUUTVIYOUGY  TOV AOYOV

the concerning the rest desires coming-in choke the word
PR:MATERIAL GOAL
PRED:STAT ComPL
RHEME

“...and the cares of the world, the deceit of wealth and desires for other
things comes in and chokes the word...”

ol pépruvan tol aidsvog xal 1y dmdtn tol mAoltou xol ol Tepl

the cares of-the age and the deceit of-the wealth and the concerning
ACTOR

SUBJECT

THEME

& Ao Emdupion  elomopeuduevol

the rest desires coming-in
PR:MATERIAL
PRED:STAT
RHEME
“...comes in...”
ol dnopmog yiveTou.
and fruitless it-becomes
ADJ:CONJ ATTRIBUTE PR:ATTRIBUTIVE/CARRIER
ApJj:coNJ COMPL PRED:STAT/SUBJECT
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

“ .. and it becomes barren.”

4.20 %ol gxcivol glow

and those are

ADJ:CcONJ TOKEN PR:IDENTIFYING
ADJ:CONJ SUBJECT PRED:STAT

TEXT TOP THEME RHEME
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ol el TV Yijv TNV %oV onapévteg,

the-ones upon the earth the good having-been-sown,
VALUE

CoMPL

(RHEME)

“There are those who were sown in good soil.”

gml TNV YTV TNV XOANV OTOREVTEC,
upon the earth the good having-been-sown,

ADJ:PLACE PR:MATERIAL
ADJ:CIRC PRED:STAT
THEME RHEME

“...were sown in good soil.”

oftivec axoboucwy  TOV Abyov
which hear the word
SENSER PR:MENTAL PHENOMENON
SUBJECT PRED:sTAT COMPL

TEXT/TOP THEME RHEME
“They hear the word...”

ol TapadE OVTaL

and they-receive

ADJ:CONJ PR:MATERIAL/ACTOR
ADJ:CONJ PRED:STAT/SUBJECT
TEXT TOP THEME

“...and receive it...”

xoll APTOPOPOUGLY

and they-bear-fruit
ADJ:CONJ PR:MATERIAL/ACTOR
ADJ:CONJ PRED:STAT/SUBJECT
TEXT TOP THEME

“...and bear fruit;”

v TELdxovTo
one thirty
Actor  GOAL
SuBJECT COMPL
RHEME

“...one thirty-fold,”
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xoll gv e€nxovTa
and one staty
ADJ:CONJ AcTtor  GOAL
ADJ:CONJ SuBJECT COMPL

TEXT THEME RHEME

“...one sixty-fold...”

%ol gv EXATOV.
and one a-hundred
ADJ:CONJ AcTtor  GOAL
ADJ:CONJ SuBJECT COMPL

TEXT THEME RHEME

“ .. and one a hundred-fold.”

Conclusions: Context in Text



Appendix C

Clause Level Analysis of
Experiential, Interpersonal

and Textual Meanings in Lk
8:4-15

The following is a clause-by-clause analysis of experiential, interpersonal and
textual meanings at the clause level in Lk 8:4-15. See the description at the
beginning of Appendix A for a key to reading the displays in this appendix.

8.4 Yuwidvtoc {8} dyhou ToANOT %ol TEHY xUTd TOAY ETUTOPEUOPEVWY
gathering {and} crowd much and the according-to city coming-to
{ADJ:CONJ} ADJ:TIME

{ADJ:CONJ} ADJ:CIRC

TOP THEME

TPOC AUTOV  €lmev oud mopafohfic

to him he-said through parable
PR:VERBAL/SAYER  ADJ:MEANS
PRED:STAT/SUBJECT ADJ:CIRC
RHEME

Now when a large crowd gathered and people were coming to him from
their respective cities, he said to them through a parable,
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Yuviovtog Oyhou ool xol TEV %xoTd TOAY ETUTOPEVOUEVWY TEOG AUTOV
gathering crowd much and the according-to city coming-to to him
Pr:MAT. ACTOR

PRED:ST. SUBJECT

THEME RHEME

Now when a large crowd gathered and people were coming to him from
their respective cities. . .

T TOALY EMTOPEVOUEVWVTIPOC AUTOV
according-to city coming-to to him
ApJ:compP PR:MATERIAL ADJ:PLACE
ADJ:CIRC PRED:STAT ADJ:CIRC
THEME RHEME

... [people] were coming to him from their respective cities. ..

8.5 "E&fjhdev 6 omelpwv tob onelpan TOV ondpov adtol.
went-out the sower of-the to-sow the seed of-him
PR:MATERIAL ACTOR

PRED:STAT SUBJECT

TOP THEME RHEME

“A sower went out to sow.”

onelpan TOV OT6pOV aUTOY
to-sow the seed of-him
PR:MATERIAL GOAL
PRED:STAT ComMPL

THEME RHEME

“...to sow his seed.”

xoll v ¢ omelpew adTOV O HEY

and in the to-sow him some on-the-one-hand
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:TIME ACTOR  ADJ:CONJ
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:CIRC SUBJECT ADJ:CONJ
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

gneoev TapEd THY 600V

fell along the path

PR:MATERIAL ADJ:PLACE
PRED:STAT ADJ:CIRC
(RHEME)

“While he was sowing, some [seed] fell along the path...”
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onelpety aOTOV
to-sow him
PR:MATERIAL ACTOR
PRED:STAT SUBJECT
THEME RHEME

“...he was sowing...”

ol xatenotion,

and was-trampled-on
ADJ:CONJ PR:MATERIAL/GOAL
ADJ:CONJ PRED:STAT/SUBJECT
TEXT TOP THEME

“...and was trampled upon,”

ol TO METEWVA ToU oUpavol xatépoyev a0To.
and the birds of-the heaven  devoured it
ADJ:CONJ ACTOR PR:MATERIAL GOAL
ADJ:CONJ SUBJECT PRED:STAT COMPL
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

“...and the birds from the sky devoured it.”

8.6 xol gtepov XUTENECEY gml TV méTpay,
and other fell-down upon the rock
ADJ:CONJ ACTOR PR:MATERIAL ADJ:PLACE
ADJ:CONJ SUBJECT PRED:STAT ADJ:CIRC
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

“Other [seed] fell down on rock.”

xoll QUEVY eEnpdvin

and growing-up it-withered

ADJ:CONJ ADJ:TIME PR:MATERIAL/ACTOR
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:CIRC PRED:STAT/SUBJECT
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

OLd TO un Exew ixuddo.

on-account-of the not to-have moisture
ADJ:REASON

ADJ:CIRC

(RHEME)

“When it sprouted, it withered because it had no moisture.”
(QUEV
growing-up
PR:MATERIAL

PRED:STAT
THEME

“[When it] sprouted...”
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un Eyew bepdda

not to-have moisture
PR:ATTRIBUTIVE ATTRIBUTE

ADJ:POL PRED:STAT ComPL

THEME RHEME

“...[it] had no moisture.”

8.7 xol gtepov gneoev &v Yéow eV dxavidsy,
and other fell in midst of-the thorns
ADJ:CONJ ACTOR PR:MATERIAL ADJ:PLACE
ADJ:CONJ SUBJECT PRED:STAT ADJ:CIRC

TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

“Yet other [seed] fell in the middle of the thorns,”

ol cuuPuEicoL al dxavdon dménviEay anTo.
and growing-up-together the thorns choked it
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:TIME AcCTOR PR:MATERIAL GOAL
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:CIRC SUBJECT PRED:STAT ComPL
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

“...and the thorns, growing up with the seed, choked it.”

GUUPUETTL [od Gvarvion]
growing-up-together [the thorns]
PR:MATERIAL [ACTOR]
PRED:STAT [SUBJECT]
THEME [RHEME]

“...the thorns, growing up [with the seed]...”

8.8 xol gtepov gneoev elc ™y yijv v dyadny
and other fell in the earth the good
ADJ:CONJ ACTOR PR:MATERIAL ADJ:PLACE

ADJ:CONJ SUBJECT PRED:STAT ADJ:CIRC

TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

“Yet other [seed] fell in the good soil.”

%ol QUEVY énolnoev
and growing-up it-made
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:TIME  PR:MATERIAL/ACTOR
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:CIRC PRED:STAT/SUBJECT
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

OPTOV EXATOVTATAAGIOVAL.
fruit a-hundred-fold

GoAL

CowmPL

(RHEME)

“When it grew up, it produced a hundred-fold yield.”
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QUEV
growing-up
PR:MATERIAL
PRED:STAT
THEME

“[When it] grew up...”

TaTo Aéywv Epudvet,

these-things saying he-was-calling-out
ADJ:TIME PR:VERBAL/SAYER
ADJ:CIRC PRED:STAT/SUBJECT
TOP THEME RHEME

When he said these things, he was calling out,

ot AEY WY
these-things saying
VERBIAGE PR:VERBAL
COMPL PRED:STAT
THEME RHEME

When he said these things,

‘O Eywv Gta xovey AxoVETe.
the-one having ears to-hear must-hear!
SENSER PR:MENTAL
SUBJECT PRED:cOMM
TOP THEME RHEME

“Whoever has ears to hear must hear!”

Exwv aSTaL aoVEY
having ears to-hear
PR:ATTRIBUTIVE ATTRIBUTE
PRED:STAT CoMPL
THEME RHEME

“[the one] having ears to hear...”

AxoVEY
to-hear
PR:MENTAL
PRED:STAT
THEME

“ ..to hear...”
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8.9 Ennpwtwv de aOTOV ol pointal adtou
asked and him the disciples of-him
PR:VERBAL ADJ:CONJ RECIPIENT SAYER
PRED:STAT ApJ:coNJ COMPL SUBJECT

TOP THEME RHEME
Then his disciples asked him,

Tic abtn ein 1) ToeoBoAn.
what this might-be the parable
ATTRIBUTE CARRIER. .. PR:ATTRIBUTIVE ... CARRIER
COMPL/INTERR SUBJECT... PRED:QUES ... SUBJECT

TOP/INT THEME RHEME
“What might this parable mean?”

8.10 6 o¢ glney,
he and said
SAYER ADJ:CONJ PR:VERBAL

SUBJECT ADJ:CONJ PRED:STAT
TOP THEME RHEME

And he said,

Tutv OédoTall

to-you has-been-given
BENEFICIARY PR:MATERIAL
CoMPL PRED:DISCL

TOP THEME RHEME

yvévar T oo thpta tfic Bactielog tol Yeol,
to-know the mysteries of-the kingdom of-the God
GOAL

SUBJECT

(RHEME)

“The mysteries of the kingdom of God have been given for you to know. ..”

YVEBvoL & puo thpla Tfic Bactielag tob Yeod
to-know the mysteries of-the kingdom of-the God
PR:MENTAL PHENOMENON

PrED:sTAT COMPL

THEME RHEME

“...to know the mysteries of the kingdom of God...”

tolc {8¢} hoinolc v TopaBohalc,
to-the {but} rest in parables
{ADJ:CONJ} BENEFICIARY ADJ:MEANS
{ApJ1:cons} CoMPL ADJ:CIRC
TOP THEME RHEME

“...but to the rest [they are given| in parables,”
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Tva Brémovteg N Brénwoty
in-order-thatseeing not they-should-see
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:TIME PR:MENTAL/SENSER
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:CIRC ADJ:POL PRED:STAT/SUBJECT
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

“...so that while they see, they may not see...”

BAémovteg
seeing
PR:MENTAL
PRED:STAT
THEME

“...[while they] see...”

ol dxoVoVTEC un CUVLBOLY.

and hearing not they-may-perceive
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:TIME PR:MENTAL/SENSER
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:CIRC  ADJ:POL PRED:STAT/SUBJECT
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

“...and while they hear, they may not perceive.”

dxoVovTES
hearing
PR:MENTAL
PRED:STAT
THEME

“...[while they] hear...”

8.11 "Ectw 0t abTn 7 TopaBoAyy
18 but this the parable
PR:IDENTIFYING ADJ:CONJ TOKEN VALUE
PRED:STAT ADJ:coNJ SuBJECT COMPL
TOP THEME RHEME

“But this is the parable:”

‘O ondepog goTlv 6 Aoyog tob Yeol.
the seed is the word of-the God
TOKEN PR:IDENTIFYING VALUE
SUBJECT PRED:STAT CoMPL

TOP THEME RHEME
“The seed is the word of God.”
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8.12 ol {d¢} mapd thv 6d6v  elow ol dxovoavTec,
the-ones {and} along the path are the-ones hearing
{ADJ:coNJ} TOKEN PR:IDENTIFYING VALUE
{ADJ:CONJ} SUBJECT PRED:STAT CoMPL

TOP THEME RHEME

“Now the ones along the path are those who hear,”

xoVoAVTEC
hearing
PR:MENTAL
PRED:STAT
THEME

“. ..[those who] hear...”

elta EoyeTon 0 ddBohoc
then comes the devil
ADJ:TIME PR:MATERIAL ACTOR
ADJ:CIRC PRED:STAT SUBJECT
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

“...then the devil comes...”

%ol el OV Aoyov  amo Tiic xapdlog adTdy,
and takes-up the word from the heart of-them
ADJ:CONJ PR:MATERIAL/ACTOR GOAL ADJ:PLACE

ADJ:CONJ PRED:STAT/SUBJECT COMPL ADJ:CIRC

TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

... and takes away the word from their heart,”

v un Mo TEVoAVTES OWIEOLY.

Lest believing they should be saved
ADJ:CONJ ADJTIME  PR:MATERIAL/GOAL
ADJ:CONJ/ADJ:POL ADJ:CIRC  PRED:STAT/SUBJECT
TEXT/INT TOP THEME RHEME

“...so that they should not be saved when they believe.”

Lo TEVCAVTEC
believing
PR:MENTAL
PRED:STAT
THEME

“...[when they] believe. ..
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8.13 ol {0t} &l tiic mérpuc
the-ones {but} upon the rock (are)

{ADJ:CcONJ} TOKEN PR:IDENTIFYING
{ADJ:CONJ} SUBJECT PRED:STAT
TOP THEME RHEME

ol 6tay dxoUowoty PETA Yopdic BEyovTaL TOV AGYOV,

which whenever they-should-hear with joy they-receive the word
VALUE

CoMPL

(RHEME)

“But the ones on the rock are those which, whenever they hear it, receive
the word with joy;”

ol 6tV AxoLoWaoly META YopBic
which whenever they-should-hear with joy
CARRIER ADJ:TIME ADJ:QUALITY
SUBJECT ADJ:CIRC ADJ:CIRC

TOP/TEXT THEME RHEME

Béyovtou TOV AOYOV,
they-receive the word
PR:ATTRIBUTIVE ATTRIBUTE:POSS
PRED:STAT CowmMPL

(RHEME)

“. .. which, whenever they hear it, receive the word with joy;”

otay ax0VoWoLV
whenever they-should-hear
ADJ:CONJ PR:MENTAL/SENSER

ADJ:CONJ/PROB PRED:STAT/SUBJECT
TOP/INT THEME RHEME

“...whenever they hear it...”

xoll olToL pillav  olx gyouaty,

and these root not they-have
ADJ:CONJ TOKEN VALUE PR:IDENTIFYING
ADJ:CONJ SUBJECT CoMPL ADJ:POL PRED:STAT
TEXT TOP THEME RHEME

“...these have no root,”

ol TPOC XoUPOV  TUOTEDOUGLY
which for time they-believe
SENSER ADJ:TIME  PR:MENTAL
SUBJECT ADJ:CIRC PRED:STAT

TEXT/TOP THEME RHEME

“... who believe for a time...”
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%ol &V xaupd melpacpot
and in time of-testing

ADJ:CONJ ADJ:TIME
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:CIRC
TEXT TOP THEME

Conclusions: Context in Text

aploTovTa.

they-desert
PR:MATERIAL/ACTOR
PRED:STAT/SUBJECT
RHEME

“...and fall away when trials come.”

8.14 o {d¢} eic tdc dndvdac necdy, oltol elowv
the-ones {but} in the thorns falling these are

{ADJ:cONJ} TOKEN
{ADJ:CONJ} SUBJECT
TOP THEME

ol dxoVoavIEC,
the-ones hearing
VALUE

CoMmPL
(RHEME)

PR:IDENTIFYING
PRED:STAT
RHEME

“But the ones that fell in the thorns, these are people who hear,”

noVoAVTEC
hearing
PR:MENTAL
PRED:STAT
THEME

“...[people who] hear...”

%ol Uno pepuvdsy xal mholtou xol HBoviy tol Blou Topeuduevol
and by cares and wealth and pleasures of-the life living

ADJ:CONJ ADJ:TIME
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:CIRC
TEXT TOP THEME

oupunviyovtou
they-are-choked
PR:MATERIAL/GOAL
PRED:STAT/SUBJECT
RHEME

“...and as they live by cares and wealth and pleasures of life, they are

choked. ..”
OO pepvasY xol Tholtou xal Ndoviy 1ol Blou mopeudpevol
by cares and wealth and pleasures of-the life living
ADJ:ACCOMP PR:MATERIAL
ADJ:CIRC PRED:STAT
THEME RHEME

“...[as they] live by cares and wealth and pleasures of life...”
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xoll oU TeENEGQOPOTUGLY.

and not they-produce-ripe-fruit

ADJ:CONJ PR:MATERIAL/ACTOR
ADJ:CONJ ADJ:POL PRED:STAT/SUBJECT
TEXT INT TOP THEME

“...and they do not produce ripe fruit.”

8.15 10 {d¢} &v tfj xofj ¥fi, oUtol eiow
the-one {but} in the good earth these are

{ADJ:cONJ} TOKEN PR:IDENTIFYING
{ADJ:CONJ} SUBJECT PRED:STAT
TOP THEME RHEME

oltiveg év xopdla xohfj xal dyodf
which in heart good and fertile
VALUE

CoMPL

(RHEME)

“But the one in the good soil, these are people with a good and fertile
heart...”

Ax00OAVTES TOV AOYOV XAUTEYOUGLY Xol XoPTOPopolcty

hearing the word they-hold-fast and bear-fruit
ADJ:TIME PR:MATERIAL/ACTOR
ADJ:CIRC PRED:STAT/SUBJECT
TOP THEME RHEME

év Umouovii.

in patient-endurance
ADJ:QUALITY

ADJ:CIRC
(RHEME)
“...who, when they hear the word, hold on to it and bear fruit in patient
endurance.”
AX0VCAVTES TOV AOYOV
hearing the word

PR:MENTAL PHENOMENON
PRED:STAT CoMPL
THEME RHEME

“...[when they] hear the word...”
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