Chapter |

Basic notions

1. Here are six language samples that

X . appear to be alike in some
ways and different in others:! .
[1] SLOW
CHILDREN
AT PLAY

[2] The King was in the counting house, counting all his money;
The Queen was in the parlo

; ur, eating bread and honey;
The Maid was in the garden, hanging out the clothes;

Along came a blackbird and pecked off her nose.

[3] Twenty-year-old Willie B. is a dichard TV addict. He hates
news and talk shows, but he loves football and gets so
excited over food commercials that he sometimes charges at
the set, waving a fist. Says a friend: “He’s like a little child.”

Willie B. is a 450-1b gorilla at the Atlanta Zoo. In December a
Tennessee TV dealer heard about Willie B.’s lonely life as
the zoo’s only gorilla and gave him a TV set.

[4] A great black and yellow V-2 rocket 46 feet long stood in a

g
New Mexico desert. Empty it weighed five tons. For fuel it
carried eight tons of alcohol and liquid oxygen.

Everything was ready. Scientists and generals withdrew to
some distance and crouched behind earth mounds. Two red
flares rose as a signal to fire the rocket.

With a great roar and burst of flame the giant rocket rose
slowly and then faster and faster. Behind it trailed sixty feet
of yellow flame. Soon the flame looked like a yellow star. In

a few seconds it was too high to be seen, but radar tracked it
as it sped upward to 3,000 mph.
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: after it was fired, the pilot of a watching )
A f:: :?ru::m::sn atas of 2,400 mph and plunge into e:r'tlﬁ
forty miles from the starting point.

‘ ingly): Ho-ho!
(5] merraLume: (gloatingly) TS0 )

: Tra-la
Pl:;irtgc;r;l(tsﬁz)r;grand not quite so sure of hin?se([): Ho-ho!
;‘lcus‘r (more carelessly still): Tiddlc-,um-tum', tiddle-um-tup,
HEFFALUMP (beginning to say ‘Ho-ho and tuming it awkwardly iy,
a cough): H'r'm! What’s all Fhl?? ,
PIGLET (surprised): Hallo! This is a trap ['ve made, and 'y,
waiting for the Heffalump to fall into it. |
HEFFALUMP (greatly disappointed): Oh! (After a long silence): Ay
you sure?

ET: Yes. :
EreaLUMP: Oh! (nervously): | - I thought it was a trap 'd made

to catch piglets.
PIGLET (surprised): Oh. nQ!
HepraLUMP: Oh! (apologetically):

then.
pIGLET: I’'m afraid so. (politely): I'm sorry. (He goes on humming.)

uerraLUMp: Well — well — I — well. I suppose I’d better be
getting back? .

PIGLET: (looking up carelessly): Must you? Well, if you see
Christopher Robin anywhere, you might tell him I want
him.

HEFFALUMP (eager to please): Certainly! Certainly! (He hurries
off).

[6] GHOSTS
* Those houses haunt in which we leave

Something undone. It is not those
Great words or silences of love

I — I must have got it ‘wrong,

That spread their echoes through a place
And fill the locked-up unbreathed gloom.
Ghosts do not haunt with any face

That we have known; they only come
With arrogance to thrast at us
Our own omissions in a room.

The words we would not speak they use
The deeds we dared not act they ﬁaznt, ’
Our nervous silences they bruise;

It is our helplessness they choose
And our refusals that they haunt.
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5. These are all instances of English TEXTs being used in
piscoursk. The different ways these texts can be used indicates
that they belong to different TEXT TYPES: [1] road sign, [2]
nursery rhyme, [3] news ar UC}% [4] science textbook, [s]
conversation between two participants taking turns, and [6]

m. It seems reasonable to require that a science of texts
should be able to describe or explain both the shared features
and the distinctions among these texts or text types. We ought
to find out what standards texts must fulfil, how they might
be produced or received, what people are using them for in 2
given setting of occurrence, and so forth. The words and
sentences on the page are reliable clues, but they cannot be the
total picture. The more pressing question is how the texts
FUNCTION in HUMAN INTERACTION.

3. A TEXT will be defined as a COMMUNICATIVE OCCURRENCE
which meets seven standards of TEXTUALITY. If any of these
standards is not considered to have been satisfied, the text will
not be communicative. Hence, non-communicative texts are
treated as non-texts (cf. I1.8). We shall outline the seven
standards informally in this chapter and then devote individual
chapters to them later on.

4. The first standard will be called COHESION and concerns
the ways in which the components of the SURFACE TEXT, 1.e.
the actual words we hear or see,? are mutually connected within a
sequence. The surface components depend upon each other
according to grammatical forms and conventions, such that
cohesion rests upon GRAMMATICAL DEPENDENCIES. As linguists
have often pointed out, surface sequences of English cannot be
radically rearranged without causing disturbances. We would
not, for instance, get very far by converting sample [1] into
this order:

[1]a Children play slow at

and requesting the traffic authorities to use it on road signs.

The series is so disjointed that drivers could hardly tell what

goes with what. Obviously, the grammatical dependencies in
the surface text are major signals for sorting out meanings and
uses. All of the functions which can be used to signal relations
among surface elements are included under our notion of
COHESION, 3

5. Notice that our original sample
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[1] SLOW
CHILDREN
AT PLAY

« » . * dep

' divided up into various ¢ ‘ meone
miggz cl:);ccivably co‘;strue it as a notice abom;t sil(;):: zh;];](;.en
v "4 g0 that unflattering concius ould be

who are ‘at play’, _uangs hysical fitness, B

i 's intelligence or piy itness. But
dl?wn :cbﬁ‘lzzlthgrcl:gr:t\lwsould be to divide the text into ‘slow’
: (c:iqlc?lild en Zt lay’, and suppose that drivers shoulc! reduce
an r o eg dm’gcﬁng the playing children. A science of
Bpect Toas 11Es like this one are possible

1 AMBIGUI
:f:ttshzhs?ﬁgc::x%;ltna?:)“l,mw people preclude or resolve most

: : ‘ rface 1s, as we see, not
iguiti thout difficulty. The su ‘ ’
ambiguities W1 must be INTERACTION between

decisive by itself; there :
cohesion arzld the other standards of textuality to make com-

munication efficient /cf. IIL.4). |
6. The second standard will be called COHERENCE and con-
cerns the ways in which the components of the TEXTUAL
WORLD, i.e. the configuration of CONCEPTS and RELATIONs
which underlie the surface text, are mutually accessible and
relevant.5 A CONCEPT is definable as a configuration of
knowledge (cognitive content) which can be recovered or
activated with more or less unity and consistency in the mind
(cf. V.4ff.). RELATIONS are the LINKS betweep concepts which
appear together in a textual world: each link would bear a
designation of the concept it connects to. For example, in
‘children at play’, ‘children’ is an object concept and ‘play’ an
action concept, and the relation “agent-of” obtains, because
the children are the agents of the action (cf. V.26(b)). Some-
Fimes, though not always, the relations are not made EXpLICIT
in the text, that is, they are not AcTivaTED directly by expres-
sions of the surface (cf. V.4). People will supply as many
relations as are needed to make sense out of the text as it stands.
In the road sign [1], ‘slow’ makes better sense as the “quantity
of motion” which a text receiver should assume than as an
attribute” of the children themselves.

7, Co}lercncc can be illustrated particularly well by a group
of relations subsumed under CAUSALITY.® These relations

concern the ways in which one situation or event affects the
conditions for some other one, In a sample such as:

endencies. Someon,
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7] Jack fell down and broke his crown. \
\

¢ of ‘falling down’ is the CAUSE of the event of ‘break-
ing’, since 1t created the necessary conditions for the latter. A

weaker type of causality applies to this sample:
[8] The Queen of Hearts, she made some tarts, all on a summer

day.
The Knave of Hearts, he stole those tarts, and took them quite

the even

away.

Here, the Queen’s action created the su[ﬁcient, but not necessary

conditions for the Knave’s action (made it possible, but not
obligatory); this relation can be termed ENABLEMENT.

8 These conceptual relations do not cover all kinds of

causality. In a sample such as:

[9] Jack shall have but a penny a day
Because he can’t work any faster

the low pay 1s not actually caused or enabled by the slow
working, but is nonetheless reasonable and predictable out-
come. The term REASON can be used for the relation where an
Jction follows as a rational response to SOmMe previous event. In

contrast, Jack’s ‘breaking his crown’ was independently neces-
sary (we could not ask: ‘{¥/hat made him feel like doing that?”)

(cf. Wilks 1977b: 235t.).

9. Cause, enablement, and reason cannot capture the rela-

tion at stake here:

[10] Old Mother Hubbard went to the cup
dog a bone.
Mother Hubbard’s first action does enable the second, but
there is an important difference between samples [8] and [10]:
the agent’s PLAN 1S involved in [10], while the Queen did notdo
her baking for the sake of allowing a theft. The term PURPOSE
can be used for an event or situation which is planned to
become possible via a previous event ot situation.

10. Another way of looking at events of situations is their
arrangement in TIME. Cause, enablement, and reason have
forward directionality, that is, the earlier event or situation
causes, enables, or provides the reason for the later one.
Purpose has backward directionality, that is, the later event Or
situation is the purpose for the carlier onc. Time relations can

board to get her poor
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ding on the organization of the py,.

be very intricate, depen Where sample [10] g0eg

ticular events or situations mentioned.
on to say:
[11] When she got there, the cupboard was bare.

of the world tells us that the ‘getting there

action was later than that of ‘going to the cupboard’ (being th,
terminal boundary of the latter), but happened at the sam
time as the situation of the ‘cupboard being bare’. The relatioy,
of TEMPORAL PROXIMITY can be specified in many ways
according to the boundaries of events.’ |

11. We reserve the discussion of other coherence relationg
for section V.25ff. We would only point out here that we have
already moved somewhat beyond the text as it is actually made
manifest in sound or print. Coherence 1s clearly not a mere
feature of texts, but rather the outcome of cognitive processes
among text users. The simple juxtaposition of events and

 situations in a text will activate operations which recover or

create coherence relations. We can notice that effect in this
sample:

[2] The King was in the counting house, counting all his money;

The Queen was in the parlour, eating bread and honey;
The Maid was in the garden, hanging out the c]othes;y’

In t.:he’e)‘(plicit. text, there is a set of ACTIONS (‘counting’
eating’, ‘hanging out’); the only relations presented are the
?OCAJIION , the AGENT, and the AFFECTED ENTITY of each action
t::r:tuaf f;rff- rms, cf. V.26ff.). Yet simply by virtue of the
theactions lguratll:)n, a text receiver is likely to assume that
that the 1o ::sa :in each case the PURPOSE of being at that location;
near the royal onie, are TROXIMATE to cach other, probably in or
TIME. Oneymipi:tlcc’ alllul even that the actions are proximaten
intended to @ gnal :’;’le g0 on to assume that the actions are
ing avari cli% s t;AmUTES of the agents (e.g. the King
dustrious). The a’d ¢ (%ueen, gluttonous, the Maid in-
textual world togeth g of one's own knowledge to bring 2

o Capd sogether i caled IrERENCING (cf. V. 32fF).
texts as hummiecﬁ ready illustrates the nature of a science of
but rath vities. A text does not make sense by itself,

1t rather by the interaction of TexT Y

with people’s sTORED TEXT-PRESENTED KNOWLEDGE
KNOWLEDGE OF THE WORLD (cf. Petdft
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197 DX 3440, I llows et ngiss s oo
plore even such a basic
matter as the sense® of a text. We also see that theories and
methods will have to be PROBABILISTIC rather than DB;ISA: )
ISTIC, that is, they will state what is usually the case rather tl:::
always. Different users might set up slightly different senses;
yet there will be a common core of probable operations and
content consistently found among most users, so that the
notion “‘sense of a text” is not unduly unstable (c’f. V.1).

Ig. Cphesion and coherence are text-centred notions
designating operations directed at the text materials. In addi-:
tion, we shall require user-centred notions which are brought
to bear on the activity of textual communication at large, both
by producers and by receivers. The third standard of textuality
could then be called INTENTIONALITY, concerning the text
producer’s attitude that the set of occurrences should consti-
tute a cohesive and coherent text instrumental in fulfilling the
producer’s intentions, €.g. tO distribute knowledge or to attain
a GOAL specified in a PLAN.® To some degree, cohesion and
coherence could themselves be regarded as operational goals
without whose attainment other discourse goals may be
blocked. However, text users normally exercise TOLERANCE
towards products whose conditions of occurrence make it
hard to uphold cohesion and coherence altogether (cf. VI1.2ff.),
notably in casual conversation. A hybrid structure such as this

(documented in Coulthard 1977: 72):
[12] Well where do — which part of town do you live?

did not disturb communication because 1t still served the
superior goal of finding out someone’s address, although the
subordinate goal of maintaining cohesion did not fully suc-
ceed. But if a text producer intended to defy cohesion and
coherence, communication would be slowed down for
negotiation (cf. IX.1 5ff.) and could break down altogether.
14. The fourth standard of textuality would be ACCEPT-
ABILITY, concerning the text receiver's attitude that the set of

occurrences should constitute a cohesive and coherent text
having some use or relevance for the receiver, e.g. to acquire

knowledge or provide co-operationina lan. 10 This attitude 1s
o ¢ 4 social or cultural

responsive to such factors as text type, .
setting, and the desirability of goals. Here also, we could view
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~ : by the te

the maintenance of cohesion and coherence Xt

recciver as a goal of its oW such that .mgc.rll.;l WOl be

m:j:plied or disturbances tolmlted g mﬁ’gy 'mu:“ 2{’::3}:15\:
2 i II S

of INFERENCING mcnnoncdcn:) :n g their own contribe,

receivers support %otgcrcnc
t the sense of the text. o
orz.t(;f aics:nptability 1 restricted, commpmaahon can be
diverted. It 1s accordingly taken as 3 signal of non-co.
. iver raises qucstions about accePtabﬂity

operation if a text recct queston .
when the text producer’s intentionality 15 obviously in effect
1

(Dickens 1947: 774):’
N is here.”
11] “What we require, Sif, is a probe of this here
[13 «probate, my dear sir, probate, said Pel%‘.
wWell, sir,” replied Mr. Weller sharply, probe and probe it
h e; if you don’t understand what [

is very much the sam :
I daresay I can find them as does.’

mean, sif,
hope, Mr. Weller,” said Pell meekly.

“No offence, |
16. Text producers often speculate on the receivers’ attitude
hat require important con-

of acceptability and present texts t
iributions in order to make sensec. The Bell Telephone Com-

pany warns people:
[14] Call us before you dig. You may not be able to afterwards.

People are left to infer that digging without asking mi

to cutting off a ground cable andghence to losing tr?ltegil:ig o

g;;deq in order to call; or even, to sustaining bodily inju aﬁﬁ
dﬁzg incapacitated. It is intriguing that [14] is more eﬁ'ethive
han a version would be that made everything mo lici
(in the sense of 1.6), such as: § more expret

[14]a Call us before '
you dig. There might be
cable. If you break the cable, you wcg)n’t hava:pmizriﬂ?j

and you may get :
e u}; g a severe electric shock. Then you won’t be

Apparcntly, text receivers a ‘
;};:g’rg;‘:tt;t;m on their owr;: :f?gfsyﬁpti?; :?:i mnted?;
more infommﬁv‘;cs th(acnf VIIL.28, 42; VIII.20). Sample [Ii] is
tutes the next s sample [14)a - a factor which '
17 The it ssorof textualiy. et
and concerns ditmdard of textuality is called mFo
- ne extent to which the occurtmoeswg'vg;

8
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resented text arc cxPC‘;Ted vs. unexpected or kno
ﬁnknown/ccrtam." In sample [14], the assertion th:tw‘ly::;
will not ‘be able to call is much more unexpected than it is in
[14)a. The processing of highly informative occurrences is
more demanding than othf.:rwmc, but correspondingly more
interesting as wal. Caution must be exercised lest the
receivers’ processing become overloaded to the point of

endangering communication.

18. Every text 1s at least somewhat informative: no matter
how predictable form and content may be, there will always
be a few variable occurrences that cannot be entirely foreseen.
Particularly low informativity is likely to be disturbing,
causing boredom or even rejection of the text. The opening
stretch of a science textbook runs like this:*?

[15] The seais water

The fact asserted here is so well known to everyone that there
seems to be no point in saying it here. The stretch of text is
clearly cohesive and coherent, and undoubtedly intended to be
acceptable as such. Butitis nonetheless a marginal text because
:t is so uninformative. Not until we look at the continuation

does the text’s status seem more sound:
[15]a The sea is water only in the sense that water is the dominant

substance present. Actually, it is a solution of gases and
salts in addition to vast numbers of living organisms . . .

The assertion of the obvious fact in [15] functions as a starting
point for asserting something more informative. The surface
cue ‘actually’ signals that the well-known “substance-of '
relation (cf. V.26(l)) 1s not strictly accurate. The ensuing cor-
rection of 2 common view is less expected, so that the informa-
tivity of the whole passage is upgraded (cf. VIL.16).

19. The sixth standard of textuality can be designated
SITUATIONALITY and concerns the factors which make a text
RELEVANT to 2 SITUATION of occurrence.'* We saw in I.§ that

one might treat the road sign
[1] SLOW
CHILDREN
AT PLAY

in different ways, but that the most probable intended use was
obvious. The ease with which people can decide such an issue
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yCTION TO
” INTROD
. where the text ig
situation = . :
ce of thclc (1], the sign 1S placed in 4
= ¢ namely motorists,

rtain class of ¢ . n. It is far m
' be asked for 2 partict ar actol duce -
are likely to S ow' is 2 request to I¢ speed
me that * e children's mental or

reasonable to asst _
] that the text is not

\ t

than an announcemey
rather edestrians €ant . d 1d
their speeds WOUC nhot

: sion P
physlcal capactics. Juse
relevant for themselves b r, the sense and use of the text

- on. :
are decided via the sxtuaﬂaﬂ,ccts the means Of cohesion. On the

h as:

one hand, a text version suc |
oceed slowly, because children are play-

[I]b Mo:zns:rsl stl;l(;ulgcll);lty and mlght run out intq the street,
Vghicles can stop more readily if they ar¢ moving slowly.
doubt about sense, use, and

would remove every possible :
1 the other hand, 1t would not

group of intended receivers. O : d
be appropriate t0 situation where rece1vers have only limited

dme and attention (O devote to signs among the other
occurrences of moving craffic. That consideration forces the

text producer toward a maximum of economy; situationality
works s strongly that the minimal version [1] 1s more appro-
priate than the clearer [1]b (cf. 1.23).

»1. The seventh standard of textuality 1s to be called INTER-
TEXTUALITY and concerns the factors which make the utiliza
tion of one text dependent upon knowledge of one or ‘
previously encountered texts.'> A driver who has seenr:-lg:g

sign [1] is likel -
i £ s.! ely to see another sign further down the road,

[16] RESUME SPEED

One cannot *
ot ‘resume’ so '
mething unless one was doing it at an

earlier time and :
stake here e tg::ﬂn stopped it for some reason. The ‘speed’ at
y be the one maintained. until [[ﬁewas

encountered and a r e. Clearl
. Clearly, the sense and

ducti
relevance of N ke
of[16] depend upon knowing about [1] and '
g situation, Sesaos

the content to the evolvin

thc , M , 1IN a ]

patt:r‘:loshg;'o?hof TEXT TYPES gasen:l:lsgsmon’ responsible for
- characteristics (Cf IX Ifr)of“{tct,ﬁs with typical
-1it.). Within a particular
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1

, reliance on intertextuality mg
' ' , Y be more
prominent. In types like parodies, critical reviews rcgfl tlalm
or reports, the text producer must consult the P‘ic;r : ttals,
tinually, and text receivers will usually need some fa;:‘,:_CQn-
with the latter. An advertisement appeared in magazinc; larity
years ago showing a petulant young man saying to somsome
outside the picture: : eone
[17] Aslongas you're up, get me a Grant’s,

A professor working on a research project cut the text
e sheed i gy, dpescon e
as:

[17]a As long as you're up, get me a Grant.

In the original setting, [ 17] was a request to be given a beverage
of a particular brand. In the new setting, [17]a seems to be
pointless: research grants are awarded only after extensive
preparation and certainly can’t be gotten while casually walk-
ing across a room. The discrepancy is resolvable via one’s
knowledge of the originally presented text and its intention
while the unexpectedness of the new version renders it
informative and interesting (cf. I.17). This interest effect off-
sets the lack of immediate situational relevance and the non-
serious intention of the new text presenter.

23. We have now glanced at all seven standards of textuality:
cohesion (I.4—5), coherence (I.6-12), intentionality (L.13),
acceptability (I.14-16), informativity (I.17-18), situationality
(I.19-20), and intertextuality (I.21-2). These standards func-
tion as CONSTITUTIVE PRINCIPLES (after Searle 1969: 33f.) of
textual communication: they define and create the form of
behaviour identifiable as textual communicating, and if they
are defied, that form of behaviour will break down. There
must also exist REGULATIVE PRINCIPLES (again following Searle)
that control textual communication rather than define it. We
envision at least three regulative principles. The EFFICIENCY ofa
text depends on its use in communicating with a minimum
expenditure of effort by the participants. The EFFECTIVENESS of
a text depends on its leaving a strong impression and creating
favourable conditions for attaining a goal. The APPROPRIATE-
NEss of a text is the agreement between its setting and the ways

in which the standards of textuality are upheld.®
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24. It will be our task in this book to pursue both
con:titutivc and the regulative prlnClplf—'S ?f tf-‘}l(tual com,.
munication. We shall present some toplcsthoosc Y groupeq
under each of the seven standards in turn. At the same time v,
shall be concerned with illustrating how tl.'lc1 consfgxmnqn ang
use of texts are controlled by the principles of efficiency
effectiveness, and appropriateness. Not sm.rgnsll)ngly’ N
discussion will lead us into some domains out.s& ¢ the confine,
of usual linguistics, simply because of the different concepp,
we raise. In particular, we shall be obliged to rely on cop,_
siderable research in other disciplines, notgbly COGNITIVg
SCIENCE, a new field at the crossroads of llnglnstlcs,.ps.y_
chology, and computer science (cf. X.3 and, on arnﬁq.al
intelligence, X.26fF.). The standards of textuality alone entaj]
as we have seen, factors of cognition, planmng, and soig|
environment merely to distinguish what constitutes a text,
Still, it is perhaps not unduly optimistic to hope that the broad
outlines we shall undertake to sketch are gradually being fille
in by the concerted interaction of researchers sharing a com-
mitment to the study of language use as a crucial humap
activity.

Notes

I Samples [1] and [2] are public domain. Sample [3] is taken from TIME
magazine, 22 Jan. 1979. Sample [4] is a selection from Booklet D of
McCall & Crabbs (1961); after being used in diverse studies (seenote 10t0
Chapter V), it formed the basis for a specifically text-linguistic inquiry
(see Beaugrande 19804, 1980, 19815). Simmons and Chester (1979) was
In turn mnspired by the latter’s studies. Sample [5] is taken from A. A.
Milne’s {-Iouse at Pooh Comer (1928: 44f.) Sample [6] is from Elisabeth
Jcmmgzopom 1967 (1967: 55). These samples are all treated in the course

of the book: [1]in I.4—6 and 10~21: [2] > ares T
in 11126, 1V.7-10, 24, 20 v oo (21 L1T; [3]in VIL.21-8 and 423

: 29, V.29-39, .25-39; [$] in VI.29~31; and

[6]in VIL.29-42. 9-39, and IX.25-39; [5] in VI.29-3
2 The “surface” is not of course the raw material of sounds or printed marks
it already presupposes that language expressions are presented and
identified. How identification is actually done is of course a valid
lSses:golifi gl; lz’ol\clogiural approach, even though we cannot treat it hc;‘
€ eisser (1960); Sperli e  Crowder

& Morton (1969); Wooﬁlsggf)al perling (1960); Neisser (1967)

- - . and Walker
] %‘3-) (1978). " l. (1976); Rumelhart (19774); and g
I Neterm “CO esim-pw“m ' h‘s
Hasan (cf. Halliday 1 current by Halliday and later by

964; Hasan 1968; Halliday & Hasan 1976). Comp3*®



