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K| LG F=TF? (Haliday & Matthiessen, 2014:664-667)

o HH HIM0| OMH QITIH JIHZEM 28 - QXM EX3F
o O[]0 HE(MEHQI 22 A view from below)0| 0FH HZSEH HE(Taverniers, 2006)
H & &84 2t H((realizational relationship) A1 201 &41540] OFS [H
22X &5d(metaphorical realization) 0| 2 HHLE.
o SFLOIM Z0X= BA(R), IHE2 SA(R), 282 2AHF)0ILE HXAZ &3k

012X 2= 0|= 20| ‘cross-coupling'0l Its

rr

2401 2EFEOILL

1) we and this common homeland are spiritually and physically united, so we were deeply pained as we saw ...,
2) spiritually and physically oneness we all share with this common homeland explains

the depth of the pain we all carried in our hearts as we saw...



H| EHAHGF=T1? (Haliday & Matthiessen, 2014:664-667)
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Fig. 1 Metaphorical realization of the ideational domain of discourse semantics (Devrim, 2013, p. 36)
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[HO I H| M 2 Haliday & Matthiessen, 2014:698-702)

1) surely it is required that money shouldn't go on being invested.

2) surley commonsesnse dictates there should be a limit to the money invested.
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<Kazemian, Behnam, Ghafoori(2013), Ideational Grammatical Metaphor in Scientific Texts>

a. Researchers in the College of Agricultural Sciences are making progress in pinning down
the cause or causes of colony collapse disorder. a mysterious ailment that threatens the
beekeeping industry and the crops and native plants that rely on honey bees for pollination.
(GM)

b. Researchers in the College of Agricultural Sciences are progressing to pin down what has
caused a colony to be collapsed and disordered. it 1s a mysterious ailing that threatens the
mdustry to keep bees and the crops and native plants that rely on honey bees to get

pellinated. (Congruent)
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- nominalization of processes(Halliday and Martin, 1993) : S4 2R (metaphors of transitivity)
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<Derewianka(2003), Grammatical metaphor in the transition to adolescence>
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Halliday 2] & aliday, 1993)

= learning language/learning through language/learning about language
- “learning through language” - 245 H &210] L1,
JHE, Ok, 255, ZE0AC 20 AIBS EE6=

"2 A4 (developmental continuity)' 1+ A X X8 (structural continuity) @l &
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« O EH 2010 HIAE= S [V H24=2IF? - Bernstein®| 'knowledge structures' JHE =2

02 SFI—OI 5_! ﬂl.: LCT - Bemstein1!t Halliday= 1960 [HEEH g3 S ZieH

=HHE —_
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- 20002 HEE Bernstein®| ‘horizontal/hierarchical knowledge structure’ JWEH EHE = SFL H#&E EdE
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Briefly, a hierarchical knowledge structure’ looks like the following:

In contrast, horizontal knowledge structures consist of a series of specialised languages
with specialised modes of interrogation and critenia for the construction and circulation
of texts. Thus, any onc of the specialised disciplines within the form of a horizontal
knowledge structure found within the humanities and social sciences can be visually

portrayed as:

S IDIFL ...

Bernstein(1999)
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Concepts central to phase of exchange from:

Period
Phase b
_— code theory systemic functional linguistics

1 1960s, coding orientation lil‘lgui:ﬂit variation, semantic

1980s variation

I 1990s—  pedagogic discourse genre-based literacy

[ carly knowledge structure field

2000s-

I\Y mid LCT: Specialization dimension individuation / affiliation, field,

2000s appraisal, and many others...

V 2010s—  LCT: Semantics dimension mode, field, appraisal,
grammatical metaphor,
technicality, individuation /
affiliation, literacy. iconography,
and many others. ..

VI 2018 LCT: Autonomy dimension

https://legitimationcodetheory.com
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LCT Ql0I=

O|0] 2% (semantic structures)

= 0|0| Z2(Semantic gravity) 1}t 2l0] Z T (Semantic density)(Maton & Doran, 2017:49)
- Semantic gravity(2l0| S&); O|0(Jt M=t HAL = HE(SG+/SG

-)
- Semantic density(Cl0| 2 5): oJ0]9) &= T (LHE ol0(Q 2o0H=2 [ AL =JH(SD+/SD-

)
Ol) gold: HHHOZ= MO HHR(|= =% vs 2t 20HHME 3T Y, AT, X 14
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O|0] 2% (semantic structures)

semantic gravity

SG-
- rhizomatic codes(2l&& ZE)(SG-, SD+)
MO et =EH N0 SSAQ ARAZ 1M ‘ | |
rarefied rhizomatic
- prosaic codes(22H FE)(SG+, SD-)
c MM OE gt O|=M(| ] H==0ot AEHAZ 1M
; I semantic SD- SD+’
- rarefied codes(g/8tet T=)(SG-, SD-) density
MO =Z E 2=F el =Y X0 ABAZS JHIOZ AMF
- worldly codes(Z2&% TE)(SG+, SD+) orosaic worldis
C AHEOE [t OI|E 2=0t= et O|=X AEHA
SG+

FIGURE 1.7 The semantic plane (Maton 2016a: 16)
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Fig.1 The relationshe between semantic gravity and semantic
density (Maton, 2011)
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A demonstration of
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mixing it into a glass of
water until it disappears
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FIGURE 1.8 Three illustrative semantic profiles (Maton 2014b: 143)

semantic
ranges

A

LAL LY nno-uunu—nuu’

IB



02 all; I NS

03 LCT 20I=

LCT Ql0I=

o|0| IFHsemantic wave)

« EA WM unpack?t repack0| OIZ2HX= ZHA2 M

rot

FJL?

4.2.1. A semantic wave in a Biology classroom

In this example from a Year 11 Biology classroom, the topic of discussion is biological lines of defence, focusing here on
the ‘cilia”

Teacher

Student
Student
Teacher

Okay [student’s name ] what are the ‘cilia’. What was it? No? [Student’s name | do you know what cilia 5?7 No? Someone must know what
they are. ..

Hairs

The little hairs?

The little hairs. And basically, they beat in an upward motion from inside your body out through to your nose. [Teacher is waving arms
upwards]. So, they beat up and they take the pathogens away with them. And, guys, | don’t know if I've ever told you this, but when you
smoke cigarettes, the tar actually causes your cilia to, because it's so heavy, to drop, and so your cilia don't work properly after that
because they're too heavy, they've dropped, so they cant beat the pathogens out of your body! So that's one reason that smoking's bad as
well. Okay! Alnght, write this down under description!
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<2022 ZH|st20{eXIChs| LHE X}E F: wording tools(Maton & Doran(2017))>

ESD Type Subtype Sub-subtype -
+ -properties 8
A conglomerate ]
-elements (]
technical | , .
-properties H
compact |
-elements 3]
m
specialist 4]
consolidated 4
generalist ]
everyday 2
nuanced 5]
v comimon -
- plain |~
1
1- 32X vs M. SFLO| Z(field)nt 2HE.
2- S0 vs EHL0: lipopolysaccharide(XI 2 CHeF) vs saccharide(E /)
- S vs Lih A (SAIE 2ont= 0H) S MEE QI3 vs AHHE AHHCE AISE AIESE 213Y
3- MEMH) vs 22 (5F): 22t vs 2, MMZEEE (Phagocytosis) vs AM X (phagocyte)
- H2 Y0l A vs YAt HHo|A: 22t
- 0|25t S| ALl vs HEHTE EHO{AF|CEvs HO}
4 - th{ 1o 3 R0f|l= fXlet / EFeh / XS =02 |0 BTt FOH.
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<2022 ZH|st20{eXIChs| LHE X}E F: wording tools(Maton & Doran(2017))>
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