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The chapter ends with a brief discussion of recent work in developing
contextualization networks with a specific focus on the contextual parameter of
Field.

2 The Use of the Term “Context”

In the early writings of Halliday, there are two main uses of the term
“context”. It is used in preference to the term “semantics”, and when used in
the phrase “context of situation” it is used to refer to the extra linguistic level

of context.

The term “context” was used in preference to the term “semantics”

in some of Halliday’s early writings, such as in the article “Categories of
the Theory of Grammar” (1961), and also in the “Linguistic Sciences and
Language Teaching” (1964). Context was described as an interlevel between
linguistic form and situation or extra-textual features (Halliday 1961: 243).

Figure 1 outlines the “levels of language” showing the use of the term “context”.

Phonetics :

Linguistics
SUBSTANCE |<—— | FORM <«—— | SITUATION
phonic —1—phonolo 8Y~ context —(extra-textual
substance ~~ {grammar}/ features)

lexis

graphic
substance orthographyA

Figure 1 Levels of Language (from Halliday 1961:243, see also Halliday et al.
1964:18)

In this eatly work Halliday explains that the term “context” is preferred

to semantics “as ‘semantics’ is too closely tied to one particular method of .
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9 Representing Context of Situation

In Systemic Functional Linguistic literature we have a theoretically
principled basis for analyzing the relationship between language and context
and of register and context of situation. Within the theoretical description
provided by Halliday we have so far a great deal of discussion and countless
applications to a variety of situations of the contextual constructs of Field,
Tenor, and Mode.

An attention to developing a detailed objective description of the elements
of context of situation however, is lacking, so much so that a description of
the parameters of context description remains in nascent form, not differing
considerably from that first presented pre-SFL by Firth in 1957. Therefore,
it would seem that a development of the internal features of the contextual

parameters is a pressing theoretical need. Hasan has recently pointed out that:

since a register’s structure potential is the realization of its contextual
configuration, it seems important to be able to provide a theorized
framework for the description of the prime mover in the shaping of the

discourse (Hasan 2009: 181).

However, I would agree with Hasan that the construct of context of
situation as it now stands—Field, Mode, and Tenor is too vague and suffers
from “the absence of ‘checkable’ criteria” with analyses relying instead on

“common sense”. She contends that

it is as if, other than the context’s tripartite division, its description has
no underlying regularities, and no reasoned framework to work with:
the assumption seems to have been that being acculturated persons the
linguists would know what they were talking about, just as one might
assume that native speakers “know” the grammar of the clauses they are
producing and comprehending. So faced with a text already there, the SF
linguists have largely been doing what any ordinary speaker of language



its different parts; rather, we look at the whole thing simultaneously from
a number of different angles, each perspective contributing towards the

total interpretation (Halliday 1985: 23).

The permeability of the contextual components of Field, Tenor and Mode

is neatly described in a comment by Hasan:

The configuration that results from the choices of symbolic mode, social
process, and social relation is not a simple combination: its meaning
is not additive, not just the sum of the meanings of the three; rather,
contextual configaration is like a chemical solution, where each factor
affects the meaning of the others (Hasan 1995: 231 emphasis in the

original).

For practical reasons, however, we must force a division in order to
account for the systematic peculiarities of features at any strata before we can
adequately explain their permeability, and this must also be done in describing
the level of context and the systems of features within the contextual
parameters of field, tenor and mode.

Developing system networks for context is a way of representing those
options relevant to situations of language use. The enormity of such an
enterprise cannot be overstated. But in developing these context networks,
or as Hasan has recently called them, “contextualization networks™ (Hasan
2009), we have the principles of the linguistic theory to guide us. We are
not attempting to describe or account for “infinity”. We are attempting to
account for the motivational relevancies of language in use, and a consistent
observance of the principle of “relevancy” is a necessary condition from which
to proceed in this endeavor. For information about the conventions used in
presenting system networks readers should consult the section on “notational
conventions” in Halliday and Martin (1981) Readings in Systemic Linguistics,
pages 10-12.
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Figure 7 shows an idealized version of what a context system network
would look like from the primary level of the contextual parameters Field,

Tenor and Mode.

/ Field

Tenor I
Context of Situation< —_

Mode {
_—_—.’

\

Figure 7 ldealized Representation of the Primary Systems in Context of Situation

Due to limitations on space, the next section does not refer to all of the
contextual parameters, but focuses on the parameter of Field. Specifically, it

outlines some of the primary options in the currently available field networks.

11 Field Networks

At present there are three main networks for Field, two of which have been
developed by Hasan (Hasan 1999, 2009) and one developed by Butt (Butt 2004).
Martin (1992) has also proposed some field networks but these are essentially
taxonomies of activity sequences in specific fields and are not general enough for
comparison here. We look at Hasan 1999 and Butt 2004 before taking a look at
Hasan 2009 which differs considerably from the other two.

11.1 Hasan 1999: Field Network

The primary systems of Hasan’s 1999 field network are presented in

Figure 8.
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HEGKERESE, RETRRE. FEE, KRMILTFESERNL, BHT
BEHOE, {HACFRRIME R RTCHEBE.

3.3 f§M&

5 BR800 2 Halliday (1978: 33) FriifiEiEEZIS EEMAXAH
“RRPE UEIVERE” (degree of emotional charge),

MBS EWAERE, BB KRB ABURAIHERBERH, R
ROERERER. TLBMERERE, HRVEBREAHRAR. IR
&%k, KRERE.

it T S, ER T RE ARG AIRER, A
BRI B A BRR R . Sl kAR ER—A A TRERB A>T
EXAANEERE, KEWEGTRERSBREREAC.

BERINME BRI RRB G, %545 5 CRfx A
HIE R,

S AR, BERELSRENAWIEEDEIRERER
Mok, HbAIAE S SARLIRI AFHE 2 uﬁ%ﬁm%ﬁiz%ﬂux%m
A. B2 A IR ZFRIA R BN & TR,

HRAERRE M AILLEL ESHE T BERESGI.

FEEHE, WHESFTLLGEL T RMEL. FRANEE. TEHX
N, TEHERRE. HENEKEHAEBARRER.

FEiEGHE, AILMERBNY, ENEESTR.

FECHTE, R&R (attitudinal words), ZEEFIHLIER FEME
BHR.

FERTIEHE, MR AR R R 2 B AR

ERFEEASE, FEEEEMZIEE T SHERORIE KX
BT,

XS, HCERAEREEENTER.
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Martin BFIH R FEH A TELEFES . BEEBBME LB BE
B, f (Martin 1993a) INABEEREREARER, A28 THHSFW
IR, EEIREECAT MR, RFERTHARLEEHE
FUBRA. HTEXHEE, B¥EELAIRMNEXR/MI, Wi, #
HEEDEAER (elaboration), ¥R B/, FHFNRIREKH,
£ A/NOFIAI T HEEE R b, BHEEE RARGER UG 2 E
Btk EREY, ANIRRER/ M), AHEHA,

Wignell & A (1993) AR TH#HEEBBHES 2P A0 E MR
AR, AABSEREERTEZERA=MASL: —2AEERIFICEL
RskMEBLEHRT, o athBeRE2GEBNA—Hao iy, —2
Borg sy kit 2R HRHTHDY, FHAER L, ZEBREEMR
BZRMRBZRBELEMR ., ] (Wignell er al. 1993) AT LR
2ORENTEHMLANTE., FHELEFGL, RET SEGBHEFL
FHIREHY. BANRRFIEENESRE. Bk, WrIAHsekE
BRIEMEAMEZAXR, EHEEES, WERHEARRNCERA PR
—RA/UR M, ZRELKREARNL, Wignell % AR, HEEF
BEhREBEHHEFEESMLEN, ERLS. FRANMEX =ME
B, e XRIER, BEANEBERERIANEXRATE, Gl
RXRAWEERBFELER X ATBMATFIRL, MEBERESFTNRE
&M 2% AN B R AR

Eggins % N (1993) AR T HEHB BB TRAMEBZ B LN
N HTFIENESERHE. MBEAMELS, TEFEAMNESFRE
Bk, LHREAWE, HEERERBERRRMEBRERLE, A48(E
B, Martin (1993a) WAHHEERAREARKEER, FEFHABEX
08, ROERARE, EHRts, HRERPHLIELTEEGEIR
AEBmE. HERRENHMEZEETEREIRRHANBXR, 2HEMHIE
B .

300, Martin EFFRP AR X EFEERW AL EANIER. i
(Martin 2007a) $§Hi, FEHROIFES, SEMDEH LG, BiE
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ERREAITS LIIERER, REER/INY LI FE S (B B IE
B, WREMAEAL, EREE. WFERLEERD, Martin BTSEER
B, JLREHIERE UL RS BB SR AR I AL h SR LT 15 R R B,
AW BRI B M LS S ERE R R, Fik, Martinikl b 5iE
W% RUAEIER . ERAEAE.

Martin fE% £ SRFHE . HEARHEMA RIS R KB B R, B
RTRSEIRBSBPMIAGEHINE., 2 (Martin 1990) BRI
B HESRAE DR BOEEM, b3 EREREE RO SRR
BE TP MBI MIANRT, CARAIE RIS S b AR AR AR,
Martin (2007a) BIAHHZM BARIEHESELBEFNEN TA, £F
XREESERS, fb (Martin 1990, 1993a) BAEHFBAENNRTIESE
FERHLEIEMMTE, Martin (1990) i, BB ARSI RIZME
BFRIEIEFHANHEREE, IAREHH N — A EERH RN EEY
Hisy%, SEEIREEROURRE, b (Martin 1993b) W3RN SCERHEEE
AA#ER R, MRS IEEEARS.

(ER SR DIIRTZC T, Martin (1993b) A vh2Mr Bexd % iRtk
FENTBEES RIS NS SR AEE, i, o (Martin
1990) INHERRILERRIERSHEGOTRARE, RALETRIERE
BRTIHER MR R, THRAMREILES HARIER TENERLE
#, FEEERBBEERAREEIIEE, R EEissR
B0, Martin (1993b) kb, A7 U BN ISR R LIS
BRAWHIRAE R 25, H ISR S RIS R e 4
B, FEEENEROKRERY, BEXLBEERIEENREARE
1B, MAHRIEE R EEIEE,

Martin f1 Wignell ZERF 5L BRBIHE H, 2SI mBR B E Y S5
RO X S A B R R OE, BvE 5 A AR
AR, BT EETARETAELE B RkER. Hik, %
ERREBERHSB R OFEREL, PERIBBIEETREN
WA, EEHARICIEVIANCH%2] B, Martin (2007a) AARE
LHERH: BARFICELE %S, $URCEENeEmEs.
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(1992: 523) HLXALKRTEMEFR AL (Status),

BRI E ( REMEE WSS, SARILEEELEE LIRS,
XREAAEREMULENSHL, BRT ARIEETIH. MRIIHTK
BRLX=Z0HREE, BARVIEEM, CERBERY FELATRERSRR
ERR, 19994 (T MHEMY HIE RITHZXEIB0% (Rf51I 2001: 161),
B m L RIFRE “HRELR”, BT HNELEMHE.

AT HRELREWEMEK, REEH (BRBESESE) NIZH
AHFREFR AR, BRIVEL—/NIHNHELEY, BEDLARNRE
BrEix IR A ERZ AR, BRAREENIESEAORSAREEAS
RHVELF,

—RETE . BT, RESFNIEEASRILEARXL, RT3
REHIEDES, RFHATRETMAEEE, FHARYSRTIERL
gk, MAEITAREERS, KEOFTLAIESEERAE T, REH
IIENHR SEEMESEBINRE, BEAARAEFESHXED
MR EE R R B I B S RAT. IR R RBX A
—BiE, “ARAEFTANZHERRES, XEESRENLREN
WERN, ATHEHE, TRESEERTR T EMNNERLE, &
#£=ABS. BAS, EBD, PDC%%---.-. T (KEE AR HR) 28/10/2002 C54
HE), BEARZEAR IR RS A L4, MEIEEWRERBXRIR,

B ERE-ABIS, RBEHEAERE—F . AR Ed, &
MEINELEEXRFEREBRAEHBR &, BOINL, EXFHIE
RAEES, REN—FRBEEL, B—HRATHEMMNIEE (Potential
Employee), SR ZMHEIERTH . FI98 A 00E 1 SO I E AT
BRAE, SEhr LREHERNMEE BREEL, X, FEEXHRIES
WERBAE 2 TS0, X FRIEFDHEH AT TIRSI (Discrimination) PAiEF
PIEZERIVER (RESC 2001: 292), S5XXERhH BN ESIEY
(Addressee Specification) RYZhRE (Gumperz 1982: 77) &R {ELZ AL,

Gregory & Carroll (1978: 61) A& iEE B4 —HEE: (Inclusive-
exclusive) KUt & ThEE, HAARICEHEXAMBGATEE (Tenors
mark the boundaries of relationships, of group formations), F{THIERHNI



EBEEHR, REHETNRERILPF2ATHE A, MRAHHE
BREH L ANESRILOIRE, (LRZEERERL BRI S,

4 jfig: IAEBSIERIPERRR

MEA LRSI R UEY, BNERER HRKAEIERERN
HEREIE— e AR, XTHMEREERAENIERER, mEK
FEFIE B R, BRI BN, MAEENEE AL TR
HIER, R RH PR R, RS H IR LR K
%, ANXHEATLIEHEREHEPHISESNIEBERX, BHE#R
B~ HBRAEERRIER., Li (1994: 29) FEHITEHEENRIEAERD
PRGN, BEESHN (monolingual norms) 7EELEIE
RREE, R EMIEPR S MR, XERMPIELER
RAEMAR, RAEH TR ENGEHEOR I, B &H
BT R A EFEERIR AN, RRnEARRAREES L.

AR, BARMTUAEZIFELDESEHIANARSESENER
AR, BanfTReMS LA B B A SOt iR B i A X — N B eIz A
WE? ARFHME—T LEAIL RS, RILETRES A LATRISER
Hift 4R B ER RAE A K AR RIRTERE 25, ST HErIEDE L
B RIERARAHER? At 2EEFRIEDREHIALEER T
EWNHFE? A TR LRABERE - HREENER, RITHES RS
THEEIE & FHIERE I £ E R RNIERRRIARETERS T, UL
W HBRBEIAR T RHIA R 2. :

4.1 BUR. PR vs. BEE

BRI — T EHEREE.: ARERE, B ENIEMHHER L
LR THRFE, BEAFE? NESHAERE, EmE A3
—RHGERE SR EARWIEE, LRl LA AN ZRERN, &
HR GRS BRSO, BT AR R — DR X
. LRk A5 5 5 HE E LR R AN, BRIE & 5 LA P
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EBARAIBEAIR H genre —1i], AfTHIE BAEBRNH A BRIZIR
. REFRTEE, EELZEREMLE G2 PESTER. FH
BB =R 2B R, RALCR, BRI BCRBIALA 3C
#WEE& (Dubrow 1982; Fowler 1982; Hauptmeier 1987), 2 F B+
ZEMITW, FHXFERBR o EBETE—-RIEHALEMZ L.
ERGBEERREIENNR. XANEESY . XARHNREEFEX
ERIRFEXTCEERBETHIS R, J/hE, ek, KRB FIRESCER
e, BEFRHERR, BERARNBSEHEARRZFHFRS
e,

REMBERER? ARZEENLAEAFRRIANRNER, X£2E
A RBAIRBEAR, REMRBOAR, B TFHEHHEA. MEA.
o BRI R BT B IBHER AR, &R A RIE BRI TIEAHE
E., BRHEATNS, REMNEY. HE, X%, #&. M\, OE,
B SIESFARAEXIERARMLITHETT (Stainton 1996: 5),



k. RBRBRMNBME, BFKZETLABINRRTARIMT . BA
BAEBRLSTANER, AR UGEREETAEY. ERAS
HRHSTAPER, BUESTANTR, BEHARHRRE IR
froARRIRRIER . EERNRIIER T HRMIALS, BFERTEMIA
ferpamifl, BEETTRMIAE. Fowler (1982) B2, AHFAHR
EAMEE R AR AN ABNER (matrix), EALTIRES BRI
BRI, RE8AYTERER MBI,

3.2 bR NWBE

JTMEY “HlE” (institution) BR—AHEHEEBEAMNZANEE
e 5irAEl, aERLSEIRNEN, BE—MEEPEFHEEN
BERLARST, Mg ArEEE, AEAEINEEE—EXfLEH
. ARIRA, PTG, Jameson (1981:106) Ah, HEBMAE
R PR —F G E, FRRIEES —ENRARE ZEMHEAH
2y, HIHEERAMERERE—FEARSC L. Todorov (1990:18)
wigd, “EEABRURENEREFE, EMNARAIRERME "B
RyHbIE£%’ (horizons of expectation), AfEZFIRMEE BIEAEIR (mode of
writing)”, Swales (2004: 66) A A SFNSILHIER VHINTH
MEFAL: —. XFEVLLBERIMMEAZRABIEHRERE., RRFRK.
RIBEXEERIHIE—HE, BEA LR FTLARR ST BRI R =&, A
AR —RFIE AP EZHINLHILL R 5 Z AR ER S, #8h
FR, BAEM, BEHEmESL, AEREFXEEDREENR
7, 2XLEGk, F4 B RBRDEFGEHRS. . FEEIA%H
BRI ARHFRMNFAAMERS IEEBEPIACE RN TR —EH
EENESRAFERNAATC. AMIZESN—MIEIE/BSt X ##53)
HHIP—FIEIEEBALE, N—F ST AER T Db ST 4
HEZE, SFhAAmEkRMWEAN AN, i, X¥EEFREWRS
LR RmEE, ERREYEE . WA, LATRHERRER—(12
HRELFE . EARNEIEHK , KEEZITEEAFRIEEAEMEL
y:h
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ABEHSAEBRNEELE, RARTAN—FMIESR, —MHlE.
BATH “KEAACE" ERRARIAS, W LYRk LG RN
A Esr%, HENGRMTIRERBY, X%, BRESTE. HE
20408041 “HBRiBE)” KIS, BT BN IETE o T IETIREL,
HET “ESPER” 1 “BRHEIR” WARIERE#., HRESEEHE
b, AR SERBEARL, GBRIBIE SR DEIASR IR
T, XERFFE S A X — DATRERIRER BETRILA
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Bl “ESHEfANAL, BEEMEFLN, BAREHNIER (A
ik, Wit. #HiEE) FRRMEXT. BTE. Wt BigHEAFE
HIiE2, HMLEATLAE, Hallidayix BERAVIERHREEE T E
T genre INE, SHymes (1972) #9 “Rug, iK™ KEAHRE. "TELE
HAb—2154, Halliday 3818 T genre ) “BEEEM", 5iEY. IEEME
AgYIAH (Martin 1992: 501), 4ih[F & Gregory & Carroll (1978: 44-45)
“FiES ARk AR genre” AUHRYE, Hasan (1977: 229) #E##& GSP
(BERLEREY) BARIRL, genre RIERAIZA (type of discourse),
FETHRIEREM R (Halliday & Hasan 1985: 62), MR T “BHE
HESMHIL RS REL" WL, TV ERS TESERREECCY
FRIESA X, EmlPERRE T ERRTIED (2/3.3.1),

Martin (1992: 505) % genre 3 X F1F #: 5 Hasan LA H, b
[ % Halliday 55 F genre 5iE%;. IEEMEXNYARRNFEL. B
2 genre 5iX =G RE BB AN SH BIRFZTMEX. A “ExL
—FEABRISULR ARREE R DR, F—-cRE By, FBHm
147 (Martin 1984 : 25), 1992 FE b Xk — P45, genre & “—AVilsd
BRI, AHE. H—E B SR |

Eggins (1994: 27) 3% F genre {9 3 5 Martin -k HHE, BL
‘BRIEESINESE. FERMEZIRE, bRl
% genre TEN SR, “ERMIOXLS, F2OMOEKINIHLSTT
A, BREH L/ OHATIN genre”,

HTFXMAEAARE X, YAEEARNES., £CEMBER
W, BERA ARET, AEREE (WP 1994, 5Bk 1995) iRy
B, H B WEURE, MEENASSIEN PO ZERE
AR, DA LPOALiE S RER T Martin, R4 genre 5K TR R, Hifi
ZENAEESFEPRTRELEN BFX,

Blan, FEFREIXILH, FEBEXFIEER. BOWBEER. &FE
REJLAKIEZR (Egeins 1994), MBI KIBRNBETFERETFT
B, MCFERTHS AR, RB. FREFIEE, T/MEX 5
AW, RE/DE. BLVNRETFIESE, BHEIERX AV,
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tedn, “BUHEBERIFR” 5 “MTAIRRKIFR", WENIESEH
FHy, #RERFE., Martini\ B TIERXAR (REEHENTHE
%), AIFHERER TRAIEAR, FENR “LLRemgR™ EAhF
BHRER, BmMSFREN “BTARMIER (Martin 1992),

BTN, B, ERMIEEIIERERTEE TR, BE
M ER A 2R, LPATLAIES TR TRERNIESE, w R
IR, TERRE T TRATHILERRAGN T BRGNS (LE3),

B EANEE

v '

WA EE B BRITE
BHIEE ——m» li
T RER TR
E3

Martin (1985) $&iH, iE3ES ERELABARIEEEL
MEXGSH L. WEXGHRIEXRSWMER. AIRIANSH (Eggins
1994), FlMartin (1985: 251) MYiERYL, “BRMAZIBHI—FGS, ¥
RGXA T, —A CARBISCHRR AT 52 BERE RIS 705X A S R e
MHEE . ERNE AN DR T RIERBERIA BT SCERE 1
ook, RAKERA, REWE-ANPE, EEstaeiRmE 2MEm
B, ton, LHTNTE “FERAEEKHIE L, REERT—4F, S L
SERELXRBAEN AR HRIEE,

R MEREWAEWR G . BARFZIEER (Eggins 1994), &l
FHRABRERNARBRBKES R (E, B, 4. W), HEeXRaes
RHIZEREN PR LI GE BIEH A8, ERBTXANEH,
IIREE S FRX BRI a—FTi#, BRI ANLAARBIT RS .
Bilgn, “ARAE" MIPERELEMAIFIEA “Preannouncement » enquiry *
gossiping”, T “MMENRE" HMERLEHREHD “IRE KM ~ ENEE
N IMENGRAE ~ B B B Ak ~ SRR .

A, ESERRER T EMERNEXLWNEN P EXE
BIRCEER (ANASEESW) g, flam, “WMENRE" 5 “n
FgRE" ZWATERAERORILC, BEEEURAIZTLME. 82,
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ZEBRHER T, ERERERIETEMAFERIESERBETLEM
HHERER. BIMNYE2HEL22KERFRARDGEES FRXVUFALRK
FITREFEERESU LETAEXHKRRE, B5IRT E&FEIRK
MR, BAERE, X TEINGRIHASNAED THE - FBEREETEX
fLRIR &, WHIERBIRWE HERRSCAo T, EIRIR, BERD
B HE R EERLRERE L.
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