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ARSTRACT

lo reeeot years there have been a number of attempts by applied linguists tu establish what
has beco called English text-types. Biber and Pinegan (1986), for example. provide a list uf 9
text-types based un the frequency of sume lexical items. phrases. and seotences. [bey use sume
advanced statistieal methods, namely factor and cluster analyses tu reaeh their eonelusiuns. The
purpose of this study is tu shaw that Biber and Finegan’s entena are related mainlv tu what has
beco called the ideatiunal (field) and, tu a lesser exteot. tbe interpersonal (tenor) meanings ia a
text. ¡he c,.nsideration of a th i rd kind of meanings i o a tcxt. j.c. textual meanings (mude) has
been neglected by them. A detailed analysis uf une feature belooging tu he textual mcanings.
namely thcmatic dcvelopment. o five different text-types given by Biber and Finegan, is thcn
píesented tu show how ditíenení clustening of dic saíne text-types may resuil. Thc argumeor ot
the paper is that Biber and Finegan deal with surface phenarnena. i.e. vucabulary and a fcw
gramínatical strtíctures as characteristies of Lnglish texl.-tvpes. What is also needed, however is
a consí deratiun of the underlying texttsal processes ¡bat cunl.ributc tu ¡he meaning(s) of a text. It
is coocluded that tu-date the mast complete and satisfying wav tu cstablish English text-types it

provided by ihe concept of register and register analysis.

1. INTRODUCTION

Wilh [he ever-increasing pupularity uf discourse analysis and texí-linguis-
ties in recení ycars, a number uf finguisís have tried lo establisb what has
been referred tu generally as funetiunal varieties and more precisely as regis-
ters (Halliday, 1994), genres (Swales, 1990) and texl-types (Biber and Fine-
gan, 1986) in [he English language. AII ihese linguisís have been influenced
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by a formal (strueiural), funetiunal or a cumbinalion of formal aud funcíionaf
appruaches tu ihe analysis uf discuurse, Based un such a distinetiun, Schiffrin
(1994) distínguishes betwecn six differeni appruaches [o the analysis uf dis-
euurse, namely specch ací iheory, iníeraetiunal sociolinguisties, ihe ethnu-
graphy of communicaliun, pragmaties, cunversational analysis, and varialiun
analysis.

Crucial tu [he establishment uf any funclional variety is ihe definilion uf
text and ihe criteria thai have been used tu delimit une funetiunal vaniety
from anuther. Sume text-linguisís (Swales, 1990; Bhatia, 1993; Biber, 1995)
do nol specifically define «texí/a text» but their entena fon text analysis imply
thaI they are fullowing a furmal/síructural approaeh, namcly, thaI a texí is a
unu fargen ihan a sentence (clause) — jo fact it is a combination of a number
uf sentences (clauses) ur a number uf elemenís (al struciure, each made uf
une ur more senlences (clauses). In such cases ihe entena for distinguishing
beíween íwu texis are the presence and¡or absence of elements uf strucíure
or lypcs uf senlences, clauses, wurds, and even morphemes such as -ed~ -ing
-en in the íwo lexís. Whcíher texís are analysed in terms of sume elemenís of
siructure un a number uf sentenees (clauses) that can [ben be broken duwn
mío smaffer units — a top-down analysis — or in terms of smallcr uniis such as
morphemes and wurds that can be pul togelher tu build the larger unu uf texí
— a buttum-up analysis — we are still dealing wiib a furmal/struetural íheury
and appruach tu text analysis. As recení examples of Ihis kind of appruaeh
we can cite Cryslal (1991), Biber and Finegan (1986), and Biber (1988) for
Ihe mure formal appruach and Van Dijk (1986) and Swales (1990) fur Ihe
mure siruetural appruaeh.

The rest of Ihis paper will deal with units of analysis in register profiling
(sectiun u), clause as the unit of analysis (section iii), thematic prognession as
a eriteriun (sectiun iv), and a discussion of Biben and Fincgan’s cfusters in Ihe
liglil uf [he findings fon Ihematie urganisation uf five of [heir registens (sectiun
y). The cunclusiuns uf the study will [hen be presented in section vi.

2. LINGUISTIC FEATURES AS UNITS OF ANALYSIS

Cryslal (op. cii.: 224) in his “stylistic prufiling” advises that une shuuld
select “features” which have “the greatesí variety identifying capability”. Fon
example [he -eth verb ending is “a majur characieristic of religiuus English”.
He propuses three evaluative entena fon each feature Ihus selected, i.e. (1)
frcquency of uccurrence, (2) overalí distinctivcness, and (3) level of precisiun
for dcfining and ideniifying Ihe fealure. In relation [o [he aboye example, des-
pite its low frequency of uceurrence, -eth has a vcry high distineiivcness and it
can be prccisely described and identified. Each criteniun is given “arbitrary
values fur calculaiing [he siylistic disíinctiveness of a vanieiy ur sample”. A
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crucial questiun that Crystal asks is “Where do [he lisis of features come
frum?” In his case diey come frum “a mixture of published dcscniptions and
relevant anafytical experience”. In fact, [he stylistic prufiling uf twu funcliunal
varieties presented by him are based un a number of features first iniroduced
in Crystal and Davy (1969).

Cumparing a sample of legal Engfish with news repuriing in ihe prcss,
wriiten discuurse fur both, the foflowing featune caleguries are selecied. Each
category is ihen sub-divided for [he actual number uf features used. The ca-
teguries andan example (af a feature, in brackets, in each are as folluws:

For legal writing: graphetics (unbruken format), graphology (wurds in capi-
tals), grammar (very long sentences), scmantics (lexical repetition). For news-
paper writing: graphctics (range uf iype sizes), graphufogy (comma omission),
grammar (shurt paragraphs), semanlies (unusual wurd furmation). The ca-
íegury grammar in cach of [he varieties has ihe largesí number of features.

Afler assigning a value for eaeh uf the thrce entena of frequency, distine-
iiveness, and precision, the total value fur cach feature is calculated and ihe
resufis are presented in hislographic prufiles. Thc visual displays fur [he legal
sample and [he news repon are given in Figure 1.

Biber and Finegan (1986) provide an initial typolugy of English text
types based un a multi-feaiure/ multi-dimensiunal approach (MF/MD). An
impurtaní distinetiun made by them is beiwccn “genre caleguries” and “texí
types”. The former “... are used tu characterise texís un ihe basis uf external
entena”, Ihe laiter are defined in terms uf “linguistie characleristies uf texí
ihemselves” (op. eit: 20). 41 linguistic features are selected fon dic purpose uf
analysis: “... we include aif linguistie features thai have been identified in pre-
vtuus research un funclional markcrs of differenl stylcs, mudes, un registers”
(op. eit.: 26). Biber and Finegan (ibid) use a much larger sample uf 545 texis
coming frum 16 spuken and written genres, namefy spokcn (face-tu-face con-
versatiun, interviews, planned speeches, and su furth) and writtcn (prcss, aca-
demic prose, professiunal letters, and so forth).

lnitially [bey carry out a factor analysis of aif thc featunes in [he samples.
They síate thaI “A factor analysis identifies finguistie features thai co-uccur
with a high frequency in texts” whieh is “... an indicatiun of a cummon com-
munícative funetion shared by [hese fealures” (p. 27). In iheir analysis both
[he presence and absence uf a feature(s) are significaní and hence [he factors
have positive or negative foadings. Based un three observed significant fac-
turs, three dimensions are established for distinguishing the texí types,
namely “Interactive versus Edited Texí”, “Absírací versus Situaled Coniení”,
and “Repurted versus Immediate Styf e” (Pp. 31-33). Genres are then plutíed,
un [he basis uf [he factor seures, within [he iwu pufes uf each dimension. Fur
example, face-lo-face cunversatiun is al [he pule of Inieraclive and press is at
ihe pule uf Ediled Texí wiih prufessiunal fetlers sumewhere in [he middle.
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Figure 1. I-ti;tographie prutite uf ;tytistie features: legal artá newspaper stvle (Crvstal. 1991
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Afier ihe factor analysis, Biber and Finegan (ibid) carry out a cluster ana-
fysis t. tu gruup lexís un [he basis of [heir use of linguistie features”. Such an
analysis wuuld rcsult in English “texí types”, which according [o íhem are
gnuupings uf texts thaI are in fact similar in [heir finguistie form, regardless of
external entena” (p. 33). Thus 9 clusters with mi “interpretive label” are es-
tablished (Pp. 38-39). Each clusíer includes the genres and the percentages of
texís which falí in [he cluster. Fur exampfe, cluster une labelled “lmmediate
Interaclion’ with a total of 44 texís includes ihe genres of face-tu-face con-
versatiun (5 1%), tclcphone cunversation (65%), interview (4%), and bruad-
cast (5%). The cumpusitiun of [he cluslens by genres is displaycd in [he Ap-
pendix.

3. CLAUSE AS THE UNIT OF ANALYSIS

Accurding [u Halliday (1982: 209) “Text is ihe process uf meaning; and
a [ext is [he producí uf that prueess.” The musí importaní issue for a texí fin-
guist, [ben, is (1) given [he product, how do we go about “breaking” it into
i[s cunstitulive uni[s, ur (2) in “making”, i.c. creating lexí, what meaning pro-
cesses do we go lhruugh. These [wo questiuns are inseparable like Ihe twu
sides uf a sheet uf paper. The Sysiemic Funcliunal Grammar uf Micliací
I-Ialliday (1994) provides Ihe tuols fon answcring [he aboye questiuns.
Beluw, we will deal with huw, according tu SFG’s guidelines, texis can be
broken mío [heir cunstitutive parts. This implies [bat wc have tu have a unil
of analysis.

Unlike [he linguists referred [o aboye, [he SFG’s unit is Ihe clause, which
mediales between gramman and discourse and, like many other linguistic
primes, has “psychulogical realiiy”. Halliday (ibid) convincingly argues and
shuws that a clause and a lext are similar in many different ways, namely both
have síruclure, cuherence, functiuíi, devefupment, and characier. 1-le con-
eludes [bat “It is no accident ihat it is pussible tu illusírale so many uf [he re-
lations in a text by nefenence tu relations in a clause.” and “A efause is a kind
of me[aphor for a texí - and a text fon a clause”. Suppur[ for [he sentence
(clause) as Ihe unu of analysis also comes frum Sinclair (1993) whu síates
that “The sentence is regarded as ihe likcliesi unit tu carry [he status uf «tex[
uf [he momento”.

Accepting a elause as [he unit of analysis fon negister profiling has certain
cunsequences, i.c. all [he meaning-making prucesses in a clause, and subse-
quently in a texí, have lo be cunsidered. Halliday’s dictum thaI “texí is [he
proccss of meaning” musí guide our methodulogy fur making or breaking
texts. The meaning making pnocesses cumprise Ihe upenatiuns uf [hree meta-
functiuns in any language, namely [he ideational, Ihe iníerpersonal, and Ihe
textual (Halliday. 1994).
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A main criíieism uf majur atiempis fon register prufiling, such as ihe une
by Biber and Finegan, is thaI unly ihe operations uf [he first twu melafune-
tions are cunsidered. The third metafuncliun dues nul have any rule. This
may be paríially due tu Ibe case with which linguistie features cxcmplifying
[he ideatiunal and/or inierpensunal metafunctiuns are seleeted. A reí iable de-
seription uf English Grammar, for instance that of Quirk eta! (1985), wuuld
provide Ibe lexí linguisí with aif ihe fealures needed fon Ibis purpuse. Huw-
ever, descnipiiuns of pruecsses fur textual meanings are less well develuped
and henee mure cumbersome tu use, which lead tu thc observation by Schif-
frin (1994:viii) thaI discuurse analysis, namely investigation uf Ihe pattcrns
beyund Ihe sentence (clause), “... still remains a vasí and sumewhat vague
sub-field of linguislies”.

4. THEMATIC ORGANISATION AS A CRITERION

One uf the systems in [he iextual metafunetion of language, as defined by
Halliday (1994), is the Theme¡Rheme upiiuns made fur each individual
clause in spuken and written language. Each clause cunvcys a mcssage thaI
has twu parís, i.e. what comes first ur ihe Theme, and what comes lasí or the
Rheme. The Theme usually cuntains given infurmation and dic Rheme new
infurmaliun. It should, huwcver, be puinted out thaI the sysiem of Theme/
Rheme is different from ihe systcm of Given/New in the Hallidayan ap-
pruach. Halliday (1994:38) distinguishes belween Thcme/Rheme and Tupid
Cumment (Given/New) by saying Ibal “...ihe label «tupico usually refers lo
only une particular kind uf Tbeme ... and it tends tu be used as a cover term
for twu concepís thaI are functiunally distinct, une being that uf Theme and
the uther bcing that of given”. Halliday (op. cit: 61) continues thaI “The
ehuice uf elause Themes plays a fundamental part in the way discourse is or-
ganised; it is Ibis in fact, whicb constitutes what is uften known as the
«meihud uf develupment» uf Ihe text.”

The “methud uf develupment” was introduced by Fries (1983), whu
argues that it deals with Ihe lexico-semanlie content uf Themes (op. cii:
119). “Themaiic conlent currelates with the methud of development of a
lext (and [he nature uf ihe texí).” Mure recently, Fries (1992a:l) has
shuwn that “Themalie cun[ent currelates wilh differeni genres” and thaI
“Themaiie eonient currelales witb differeni generie structures wiihin a
text”. Other relevaní research has also identified thc [hematie develup-
ment uf clauses in sevenal oiher registers of English (Fries, 1992b, Gha-
dcssy, 1995).
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5. RECONSIDERINÓ BIBER AND FINEGAN’S CLUSTERS

The typolugy of English ícxt-iypes by Biber and Finegan is based un “ ... a
cluster analysis, whieh groups together Iexts thai are maximally similar in
iheir linguistie charactenisties irrespective uf thcir genre cfassificatiuns”
(Biber and Finegan 1986: 20). In ihe pruductiun uf any texí choices are made
eunstantLy in different systems and al variuus levels. The units ehusen by
Biber and Finegan fon [heir iypology are almust alí below Ihe sentence/elause
level. cg. choices between tense and aspecí, bctween prunuuns, adverbs, and
adjcetives, betwccn subordination, nominal isatiun and passivisatiun, bctween
questions, infinilives and prepusitiunal phrases. As such Biber and Finegan’s
typology does nol say anything abuut [he underlying prucesses invulved in
ihe creation uf any iext-type ur register.

An analugy may be useful al ibis poiní. Suppose you were given [he iask of
classifying 20 different residential propendes. You may classity thcm by analys-
ing Ihe materials out of which Ihe houses un apartments are made and subse-
quently classify them into a number of clusters based un [he perceniage of con-
crete, bnicks, un woud in each constructiun. Buí ihere are other ways of
classifying [he residential properlies, by Ihe number of ruums, by 11w design of
[he síruclure, by [he proximity [o [he downiuwn area, and su forth. lo sum, Biber
and Finegan’s analysis gives us ihe answcrs tu Ihe question of what is in Ihe texí,
namely Ihe texís’ ingredienis — [he matenials in Ihe building analogy — and nol lo
[he processes of meaning creation — [he how, Ihe why, [he where, and so furth, in
[he building analugy. In Halliday’s terminology, Biber and Finegan’s analysis is
nul about “Ihe process of mcaning”, it is aboui “[he product of thaI process”.

In order lo shuw huw a different cluslering may resulí if entena ulher
[han ihose given by Biber and Finegan (ibid.) are cunsidered, five uf lhe rcg-
isters in iheir study were analysed tu establish [he similarities and differences
between Ibe grammatieal and fexico-semanlie prupenlies of selected clause
Thcmes. The registers included Academie Pi-ose, Biography, Editonials, Offi-
cial Ducumcnts, and Romances. Table 1 summarises Biber and Finegan’s
findings (Pp. 38-39) un [hese ncgisters. Numbers in buId show ihe highesi
pereentage uf [he texi-types in each genre.

Sume concfusiuns based un Ihe aboye data are as folluws:

1. Academie Pruse (41%) and Official Ducuments (50%) have a lot in
commun and are guod examples of ihe genre Formal Expositiun.

2. Biugraphy (39%) is a guod example uf Ihe genre Informal Informa-
tiunal Narrative.

3. Editonials (78%) are very guod examples of [he genre Informal Ex-
pusition. Also Academie Pruse (20%), Biugrapliy (22%) and Official Ducu-
menís (30%) huye sume features in common in ihe same genre.
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TABLE 1

Percentage uf each registen included in Biber and Finegan’s 9 genres.

Registers Academie Pro Biography Editorjals Official l)ocu. Romance
Genres

lmmediate O
Interaction

Formal 41
Expositiort

O (1 0

12 2

Iriformal-inter 0
acílonal Text

1 0 tI O

Present 4
Reportage

4 15 0 0

Injármal Infrr 5
mational Narr

39 4 0 0

Infórmal 20
Fixposition

22 78 30 0

Interactional tI
Narranve

t) O <.1

Formal Expo- 30
sítion + Narro.

18 0 20 0

Imaginarive 0
Narrative

4 0 0 97

4. Academie Prose (30%) is a guod example uf Ihe genre Formal Expo-
sitiun and Narralion. Also, [here is sume similarity between Biugraphy (180/o)

and Official Documents (20%) in [he same genre.
5. The besí example of Ihe genre Imaginative Narrative (97%) is Ro-

mance.

Samples of Ihe folluwing uve regisíers, cullected independently uf Biber
and Finegan’s materials. were Ihen analvsed for thematic organisation. Statis-
lies un number uf elauses were as fulluws:

136
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TABLE 2

Tota] number uf analysed clauses fur each register

Texts Academie Prose Biography Edilorials Olficial documents Romance

395 ¡71 241 206 273

Halliday’s guidelines (1994) for Theme selecliun werc foflowed widi
sume mudifications based un Fries (1992a,b) and Ghadessy (1995). These
include twu major caleguries of pruperties given bcluw, namely grammatical
and lexico-semantie, whicb approxbnaie what Berry (1996) has referred loas
“ThemeF: a grammatical means of priuritising [he meanings uf discourse
ThemeMs” and “ThemeM: a priority set of meanings reflecting Ihe writer’s
maín cuncern fur a particular clause”, respeclively. Numbers in buid show
Ihe highest% uf Reme type presení in each register.

TABLE 3

Grammatical pruperties uf Ihe sefectedThemcs
(% out uf total clauses fui- register)

Academie Pro. Biography Editonials Official D. Romance

Simple Theta-te

Mit/tiple Theme

lÉxtual The,ne

Interpen The,ne

Unmarked Idea. [heme

Markcd Ir/e¿~L Thenae

35.2

5.3

80

20

24 41.5 30.1 34.8

1.8 3.3 7.7 5.1

63.7

36.3

81 7t).4

19 29.6

70

30

<lause as [heme

lállipted Theme

Predú.v.¿ted [heme

[he muatic equalive

Gi-ammarical metaphor

4.7 6.6 2.9 4.8

6.5 3.3 3.9 6.3

3

2

o
o
9

o
O

o
o

5.8 ¡7.5

.5

o
16.5

o
o
1.8

Examples uf [he aboye Theme types are as fulluws. Tbc wbole Theme in
each case is undenlined; buid is used tu shuw the pan under fucos. AH exam-
pies come frum 11w data.

No o/Causes

59.5

4t).5

74.5

25.5

56.5

43.5

62.2

37.8

61.2

38.8
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Simple Tbcme: Fi-ce trade is not merely a fashiunable concepL
Multiple Theme: Then he tried Fotentially these corpora enable
Textual Theme: Rut ihe time fur prevanication is over,
Interpersonal Theme: Potentially ¡bese corpora enable
Unmarked Ideational Theme: The existente of English-language corpora

has
Marked Ideational Theme: f)uring ¡he late 1 9312g and 1 940s Kennedy
Clause as Therne: If ¡he Government is serious about tack/ing airpollution,

ít
Ellipted Themc: Marcogaye a little leap of dclight, ¡ben — ran uff into
Predicated Theme: It is our hope that as
Thematic Equative: What ¡he Governrnent wants is (made up exampíe)
Gnammatical Mctaphor: Investigation of such questionsdid nut

TABLE 4

Lexico-semantic prupenties of Ihe selected Themcs
(% uut uf total clauses for register)

Academie Pro. Biugnaphy Editorials Official D. Romance

Speaker/hearer 5.3 0 0 0 2.1
Majar Text Par 10.9 43.9 18.6 10.7 47.5
Objec~ Pci-fian of S 9.9 4.1 17.8 1.9 12
Abstrac¡Cbncep¡ 54.5 16.9 37.3 56.3 17.8
Pi-ocess 4 2.3 3.7 7.3 3.5
lime 2.3 21 10.8 4.8 4.6
Lacation 4.6 1.1 1.2 4.8 1.7
Manner 4 3.5 2.9 9.7 5
C~ause 1.3 2.3 1.6 0 3.2
Ciondition 3.3 4.6 5.8 4.3 3.5

Examples of [he aboye Theme types are as fulluws:

Speaker/hearer: Nextwe discussed sume issues .... You’ve got togo back lo
Milan

Majur Texí Participaní: The younges¡ of the nine chi/di-en, Edward was
Object, Pontion of Seene: Paris has an impuntaní international role tu play
Absírací Cuncepí: Dip/omacy is generally mure effective [han publicity
Prucess: [o provide students with ata education .... which is
Time: In /946 Kennedy was elected as a
Location: In the Senate Kennedy established a reputatiun fur
Manner: Ironical/y, by weakening Carter, Kennedy helped elecí
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Cause: ... and (2) because tbe classes must be decisiuns are required
Conditiun: Ifthe Covernment is serious about ¡ack/ing airpo/lu¡ion, it is

Based un the aboye íwu tables, a clusier analysis was then carried uut tu
determine [he similarities and diffcrenees betwccn ihe five registers. TaNes 5
and 6 present ihe resulis.

TABLE 5

Clusíers uf five registers based un ihe grammatical features of Ihe Themes

Cluster 1: Academie Prose, Editorials
Cluster 2: Officiaf Documenís, Romance
Cluster 3: Biography

TABLE 6

Clusiers of five regisiers based un ihe lexico-semanlie features of ihe Themes

Cluster 1: Biography, Romance
Cluster 2: Editonials, Official Documents
Cluster 3: Academie Prose

6. DISCUSSION

A cluster analysis based un [he presení rescarch pruvides differenl
answers fur Ihe five aboye rcgisters. Thus, in terms uf [he grammatical
properties of Themes, Academie Prose and Edilorials make une clusler, ¡e.
they are similar in íerms of Ihe 11 grammatical fealures of Ihe sefected
Themes. This finding is nuwhene shuwn in Biber and Finegan’s results,
namely Table 1. Luuking at the columns fur Academie Prose and Editorials
in TaÑe 1, 41% uf [he AP texís are included in [he genre Formal Exposition
whercas 78% of [he Editurials is in Informal Expusition which, incidenlally,
includes 20% uf Ihe AP texts also. Qificial Documenís and Romance make
[he sccond clusíer in íerms of grammatical features uf ihe Thcmes in Table 5.
Again Biber and Fincgan’s findings are totally differení if we look al [he cuí-
umns fon Offieial Ducumenís and Romance in Table 1. Official Documenís
are Ihe best example of ihe genre Formal Exposilion. On [he other hand, Ro-
mances are [he besí example uf Ihe genre Imaginative Narrative. Biugraphy is
un its own; althuugh Ihe presení findings indicate that it is nearer ihe second
chisten [han [he first
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In terms uf [he lexico-semantie properties uf [he selected Themes, Bio-
gnaphy and Romance make une cluster, a finding thaI is al odds with Biber
and Finegao’s finding if we luok atibe columns fur Biognaphy and Romance
in Table 1. Biography is Ihe best example uf Ihe genre Informal Informational
Narrative while Romance is included iii ihe genre Imaginative Narrative. £di-
tunials and Official Documenis make Ihe second cluster for lexico-semantie
featunes in Table 6. Wc can say Ihat [here is sume simifariíy between Ihis
finding and Biber and Finegan’s results if wc look at [he respeclive columns
in Table 1. Althuugh 78% of [he Edilurials are included in [he genre Informal
Expusilion, 30% of Ihe Official Ducumenís are also included in [his genre.
I-Iuwever, Official Ducuments are Ihe best example of [he genre Formal Ex-
positiun. In clusíer three, Academie Pruse síands un its own in terms of Ihe
lexico-semantie features uf selected Themcs.

7. CONCLUSIONS

The nutiun (af Thcme as “prioritising” certain kinds uf meaning (Benny,
1996) is crucial in any investigation uf English rcgisters, genres, and text
types. We have seen, fur exampfe in Table 4, that in ficlion animate Themes
as major text participanís are pnioritised. thaI in academic prose and official
documenís absírací Themes play a duminaní role. and that lime adverbiafs as
Themes are fnequent in biographies. Texis are nol simply collectiuns uf
words, phrases, and sentences, i.e. producís. They are prucesses of “crealing
and sharing of meaning beiween two participanís” (Sinclain, 1993). In his
musí recent buuk, Hiber (1995) rightly states that “Additiunal linguistie fea-
tunes cuuld also be included in futune analyses”. namely “information síruc-
tune, cuhesion, coherence, and rhetunical organisation”. Thematic unganisa-
tiun can also be included in this list as a feature. Huwever, [he crucial
question is whcther un not Ihe inetusion of such features wuuld alter [he clus-
ter eonfigurations already esíablished by Biber and Finegan (1986) and
Biben (1995).

The uther importaní question relates tu Ihe unil of analysis. “Additiunal
linguistie fealures”, tu mentioned by Biber (op. cit.), will have tu have sen-
tence/clause as [he unil uf analysis and not linguistie leatures below lhem. It
IS pussible tu identify “additional dimensiuns”, as Biber suggcsts. Howevcr,
[he inclusiun of [hese, as shuwn with the [hematie analysis, may upseí [he
conclusiuns based un [he ulber dimensions.

The cunclusion tu be drawn frum ah of [his is that Biber and Finegan
(1986) and Biber (1995) have shown usa reliable and down-to-earth way of
establishing English registers by [heir pioneering work using [he mulíi-fea-
ture/multi-dimensiunal appruach. Tbeir entena are nccessary but nut suffi-
cient. Also [he unu of analvsis in Ihein nesearch has tu be extended tu accum-
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mudate Ihe additiunal linguistic features ¡bat belung tu [he domain of dis-
cuurse. In Ihis way, wc can provide a more valid profile of Engfish registers
based nol only 00 Ihe ingredients uf ihe pruducts, i.e. texts, but also the pro-
cesses uf meaning thaI underfie them.
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NOTES

Ihis paper was presented at the Eighth Luro-lnternational Systemie Workshop at ¡he
Nottingham Trent University in July 1996.
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APPENDJX

Compusitiun uf the clusters by genres (‘*‘ marks cases where mure [han

50% uf a genre uccurs in a single cluster. The numbers in pareniheses give

Ihe perceniage uf texis from each genre uecurning in thai cluster).

ONE 44 texts lmmediate Interaction

29 Face-tu-Face Conversatiuns (Sí %) *

13 Telephone Conversa¡ions (65 %) *

1 lnterview (4%)

1 l3noadcast (5 %)
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33 Academie Prose (41 %)

1 5 Official Documents (50 0/,) *

9 Biography/Essay (12%)

4 Professional Letlers (40 (y0)

2 Popular Lore (5 %)

2 Hobbies (5 %)

1 Editorials (3 0/)

THREE 49 texts Informational-Interactional

20 Interviews (8 %) *

9 Face-tu-Face Conversalions (16%)

4 Tel ephone Conversations (20 %)

4 Spontaneuus Speech (44 %>

3 Prepared Speeeh (33 0/>)

3 Pnoíessional Letters (30 %)

3 Popular Lore (7 %)

1 Broadcast (5%)

1 Eiography/Essay (1%)

1 Hobbies (3%)

TWO 66 lexís Formal Exposition

EQUR 66 texts Present Reportage

1 8 Press (41 Y>)

16 Eruadcasts (84%) *

10 Hobbies (26 0/,)

9 Popular Lune (20 %)

4 Editorials (15 %)

3 Biognaphy/Essays (4 0/,)

3 Academie Prose (4 %)

1 Prepared Speech (II
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FIVE 51 texts Informal Infonnational Narrative

30 Biography/Essays (39%)

7 Popular Lure (16 0/>)

6 Press (14%)

4 Academie Prose (50/,)

2 General Fiction (7 %)

1 Editoriafs (40/,)

1 Prepared Speech (11

SIX 102 texts InformalExposition

22 Hobbies (58 Y) *

21 Editonials (78%) *

17 Biugraphy/Essays (22%)

16 Academie Prose (20 0/)

9 Qificial Documenís (30%)

9 Popular Lone (20%)

5 Press (11%)

3 Professional Letters (30 %)

SEVEN 30 tcxts Interadionnl Narrative

19 Face-tu-Face Cunvensations (33 %)

4 Spontaneous Speeeh (44 %)

3 Telephune Cunversations (15 %)

2 Intenviews (9 %)

2 General Fiction (7 ‘Y>)

144



24 Academie Prose (30 %)

14 Biography/Essays (18 0/,)

12 Press (27%)

1 2 Popular Lone (27 %)

6 Official Documenís (20 <Yo)

3 Hobbies (8 0/)
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EIGHT 72 texts Formal Exposition w¡th Narra

1 PrepanedSpeech (11 0/,)

NINE 65 texts Imaginative Narrative

28 Romance Fiction (97 %) *

24 General Fiction (83 %) *

3 Biugraphy/Essays (4 %)

3 Press (7 %)

3 Prepared Speech (33 %)

2 Popular Lure (5 %)

1 Spontaneous Speech (11 <Yo)

¡ Broadcast (5 ‘Y>)




