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Chapter1 Introduction

The linguistic research into academic discourse (AD) is located in dif-
ferent theoretical frameworks and has different goals. However, there are
two important common arguments. The first is that scientific knowledge is
socially constructed in text, involving the negotiation of conflicting knowl-
edge claims with language playing a central role in this process. The sec-
ond is that a social relationship is assumed between the writer and reader
where the reader is actively involved in the process of negotiating the
writer’s knowledge claims. In order to fulfill the competing demands of
persuasion and objectivity, complex linguistic maneuvering is required,
drawing on interpersonal resources. Writers’ managing the dual demands
of persuasion and objectivity in research articles (RAs) is what we shall

investigate in this work.

1.1 Background to the Study

Halliday (1964) holds that language is best regarded as a form of ac-
tivity of human beings in societies. He (1985, 1994) believes that lan-
guage is used to perform certain functions which are termed as metafunc-
tions, i. e. ideational function, interpersonal function and textual func-
tion, Interpersonal function is concerned with the interaction between the
addresser and addressee in the discourse situation and the addresser’s atti-
tude towards what he speaks or writes about. It enables us to participate
in communicative acts with other people, to take on roles and to express
and understand feelings, attitude and judgements. More and more re-
searchers focus on the study of interpersonal function.
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Recent work in Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) has extended
the study of interpersonal meaning beyond the clause to the level of dis-
course. At the level of discourse semantics, some of the most important
developments within SFL have to do with the interpersonal meaning of lan-
guage. Hasan and her colleagues (Hasan, 1996) have developed a finely
tuned set of semantic networks designed for the study of adult-child inter-
action in home and school. Eggins and Slade (1997) present a rich model
of speech function, especially designed for analyzing initiating moves and
responses in casual conversation. Another major development in interper-
sonal discourse semantics has been the emergence of Martin’s (1992a,
2000) Appraisal theory. Appraisal complements negotiation from the per-
spective of resources for evaluation, including systems of attitude, engage-
ment, and graduation. Work on this dimension of intersubjective meaning
in SFL has.refocused attention on prosodic realization in various registers,
such as history (Coffin, 1997), narrative and literary criticism (Rothery
&. Stenglin, 1997, 2000), news stories (White, 1997), casual conversa-
tion (Eggins & Slade, 1997), and popular science (Fuller, 1998).

In the case of AD, it may seem surprising to claim that interpersonal
meaning is an essential component because such kinds of discourse are typ-
ically considered to be objective and impersonal—characterized by lexico-
grammatical features such as nominalization and passive voice. According
to this traditional view, AD is often seen primarily as a vehicle for trans-
mitting information in an objective and impersonal way which privileges its
ideational function. By contrast, recent research on the interactional de-
vices in AD (e. g. Myers, 1989; Hyland, 1998c, 1999, 2000; Salager-
Meyer, 1998; Ivanic, 1998) suggests that academic writing does not only
convey an ideational content through the use of impersonal language, but
that it gains credibility from writers’ engaging with readers and displaying
commitment to their ideas. Writers need to persuade a frequently skeptical
readership of the validity of the information that they present. Readers
must be drawn in, influenced and persuaded by a text that sees the world
in similar ways to writers, employing accepted resources for the purpose of
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Chapter 1 Introduction

sharing meanings in that context. AD, therefore, contains not only propo-
sitional contents, but also devices having textual and interpersonal func-
tions,

The object of analysis in this study is RAs, a genre that remains a rel-
atively neglected field in discourse analysis from the interpersonal perspec-
tive, This study is based on the assumption that AD is like any other kind
of discourse, interactive, and it involves writers trying to influence their
readers by persuading them of the correctness of their claims. This not on-
ly means that AD carries the writer's point of view, but also means that
arguments have to be expressed in ways that are acceptable, meaningful to
peers in the academic community. This interactive perspective of AD forms
the urge and basis of this study to investigate the interpersonal meanings in
RAs. Our assumption is that such interactive purposes may be revealed by
the analysis of specific lexico-grammatical choices such as epistemic modal-
ity, attitudinal words, and their discourse functions. It is necessary to ex-
plore in what contexts, by what linguistic resources writers impart their
value judgements or attribute their propositions. To be specific, the pri-
mary concern of the study is to explore how interpersonal meanings in RAs

are constructed and presented to readers in the academic community.

1.2 A Brief Survey of Interpersonal Meaning

1.2.1 Interpersonal Meaning in SFL

Hallidayan linguistics inherits “functionalism” from the Prague school
and the London school. Halliday (1985, 1994) maintains that when people
use language, they nearly always work toward conveying not one but three
kinds of meaning. That is, they try to express their experience to each
other, to shape their expression into a cohesive and coherent text, and to
interact with their audience. Halliday calls these kinds of meanings or
metafunctions of language the ideational, the textual, and the interper-
sonal. People fulfill a metafunction by choosing lexical and grammatical el-
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