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~h• majority of linguistic atudi•• that compare epoken and written 
language tenda to ex&llline ayntactic and lexical features or to inveatiqate 
contextual influence• on spoken and written language and the relationship 
bet...een the two modaa of language (see Akinnaao 1982, Chafe and Tannen 1987, 
Macaulay 1990). Thi• paper report• on a study that ia intareated in 
determining characteristics of .inforlll&tion distribution and development, 
rather than ayntactie properties, in spoken and written text• that ahara 
similar contextual factor&. Of particular interest in this analysis i• the 
portion of information in a sentence that repreaent• what the aentanca ia 
about, given ita context. Thia unit i• called topic information hare, and it 
ia to be distinguished from units of information that aupply information about 
the topic and are often referred to a1 comment in other literature (e.g. 
Hockett 1958). 1 

In this analysis, topic information ia the kind of information that tends 
to recur in consecutive sentence unit• in the paragraphs of written texts a1 
well aa the •paratones• of spoken texts (Brown 1977:86). If the topic 
information of a given sentence is not reiterated in a subsequent sentence, 
then the information unit functioning as the topic information in that 
following sentence signals a shift in topic focus (Faigley 1986). In one of 
the written texts, for example, Governor Reagllll was introduced aa new topic 
information in the text, signalling a shift from one viewpoint to another in a 
paragraph en the various viewpoints of individuals that participated in the 
debate on the decriminalization of marijuana in California in th• seventies. 

Although it tends to be introduced at the beginning of sentences (e.g. 
William 1989), topic information, as it i1 defined hare, can occur in other 
sentence positions as well. compare the topic information, which is 
underlined, in the following three sentences from one of the written textai 

2. OecriJplnalization in Haine . California. and Ohio 
was preceded by extensive legislative staff research. 

4. In Ohio and Maine, decriminalization was part of an 
overall criminal code revision, which •••• 

81. In only three states which eventually decriminalized 
marijuana was there partisan conflict. 

Why investigate topic information? What insights can b~ gained from such 
an analysis? 

(1) A• the unit that functions as the topic inforination in a sentence 
tends to recur as topic information in following sentences, the topic 
information units can be c0111parad in each text. A comparison of topic 
information unite may shed light on how topic information is developed in 
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different written and different spoken texta and bow this development is a 
reflection of the contextual influences of the texts' discourse topics and/or 
generic features, 

(2) As topic information represents what authors consider a suitable 
colllllOn ground about which aomethinq else can be said, the information that i• 
chosen aa topic information can provide clues about writer•' or speaker•' 
assumptions and expectations about their audiences• backqround knowladqe, 
Thus, an analysis of topic informAtion may provide insiqht• about a 
correlation between sentential information distribution and a text'• 
contextual features, such as ita discourse topic, purpose, and target 
audience. 

(3) Aa speakers are expected to speak fluently and continuously, without 
disruptive pauses and hesitation, the selection of topic information become• a 
crucial point in m&intaining information flow in speech (Ong 1982:40). Given 
this observation, an analysis of topic information may indicate how certain 
patterns of information distribution and development accOlllllOdata the pragmatic 
and cognitive constraints of the medium in which a text is produced or 
received. 

Given·these three considerations, an analysis of topic information in 
different written and spoken texts may prove to be a promiaing approach in 
identifying characteristics of information distribution and development that 
reflect diacourse-specif ic factors auch aa discourse topic, purpoae, and 
audience aa well •• medium-related constraints such as (l) the lack of 
inlllediate feedback from the audience in writing, (2) the evanescence of the 
spoken word in speech, and (J) limited time for thinking in speech (Gumperz et 
al. 1984, Ong 1982, Chafe and Danielewicz 1987). In order to be able to 
distinguish between discourse-related differences and medium-related 
differences between written and spoken texts, this analyaia uaea written and 
spoken text• that are controlled for contextual discourse factors (see 
Macaulay 1990), Categories of information from the works of Halliday (1967, 
1985), Chafe (1987), and Lovejoy and Lance (1991) are used to describe the 
various ways topic information is distributed and developed in the sentence 
units of these written and apoken texts, 

A. Corpus of Data 

In this analysia, two pairs of parallel written and spoken texts are 
examined that are expoaitory in nature. Each pair of written and spoken texts 
shares aimilar content, fulfills the same general communicative purpose, and 
is targeted at similar or the aama audiences. The first pair of texts deala 
with the decriminalization of m&rijuana in 13 u.s. atates1 they represent 
summaries of fact• and factors related to the decriminalization processes in 
these states7 and they are both addressed at professional audiences that ahare 
an interest in the aubject matter. The second pair of written and spoken texts 
deal• with the meaeurement of crime in the u.s; they provide explanations ot 
varioua methods of crime measurement and evaluation• of their usefulnese, and 
they are intended for student audiences that are enrolled in an introductory 
aocioloqy course. All four texta are produced or co-authored by the aame 
profeesor of eocioloqy. 
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B. Method 

In the two written texts, the basic ••ntenc• unit for the analy•i• is the 
T-unit as defined by Hunt (1964). A terinlnable sentence unit in the spoken 
texts is determined on the basi• of falling intonation, a pau••• and a sense 
of finality, not necasaarily syntactic boundaries (see Chafe and Danielewicz 
1987:95). 

The topic information in the sentences is analyzed with respect to two 
questions; 

(1) How does it function within the sentence? 
(2) How does it function within the discourse? 

In order to answer the first question, one must determine how th• topic 
information is treated in a sentence. Is it treated by th• writer or speaker 
aa given information or as new information? If treated aa given, topic 
information typically occurs at th• beginninq of intonation units as above in 
sentence (2) and (4). If treated as new, topic information is typically placed 
toward• the and of intonation unit• where it receivea unmarked inform.ational 
focu• (Halliday 1967, 1985). For an example, see sentence (81) above. In some 
cases, the entire topic information unit is treated aa given, yet individual 
lexical elements within the unit function as new because (l) they may 
introduce new ideas to the discourse and/or (2) they are m&rked with 
informational focua. 

In order to answer the second question, one must determine how the topic 
information relates to the rest of the text. Doea the topic information that 
is treated as a given in a sentence represent an active or a semi-active 
concept? (Chafe 1987131). If given topic information ha• been previously 
mentioned, then the information i• considered given\active. If topic 
information treated as given has not been mentioned before in the text, yet 
can be inferred from the context of the text, then the information functions 
as given\sem.i-active, 

Doea information that is treated as nev within topic information 
repreaent an inactive concept (Chafe 1987131), or i• it cohesively related to 
preceding information? (Halliday and Hasan 197614). If information functioning 
as nev has not been mentioned before and introduces a new concept to the 
discourse, then the information i• con1idered nev\inaceive. If information 
functioning as new within topic information ha1 been 111entioned before or is 
semantically related to praviou1 information, then the information i• marked 
aa nev\coheaive (Halliday 1985). If the entire topic information unit is 
treated as new, then the topic information simply functions a• new. 

Here are examples of the various functions of topic information in the 
texta1 

(1) Given\Active Topic Information (G-A) 

2. pecr!mlnallzatlon in Haine. California. and 
Qhl2 ///was preceded by extensive legislative 
etaff research. 

G-A 
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In Ohio and Maine Ill decriminalization was part of an overall 
criminal coda revision which diverted attention from the marijuana 
penalty chanqe11. 

(2) Given\Semi-Activa Topic Information (G-S) 

41. Later article• I// dealt with a statement by the 
director of the White Houaa special Action Office for Drug Abuae 
Prevention. 

42. Ht. /II advocated decriminalization of personal use of marijuana. 

a-s---------c-s 
43. But G9vernor Reagan /// warned against easing marijuana penalties 

in an address to the California Council on Criminal Justice. 

(3) New\Coheaive Elements within Topic Information (N-C) 

9. Now, apparently it's generally been assumed Ill 
that all people in the area ahould be included 
in these calculations. 

N-C G-s---------------c-s G-A 
10. Eyery man, woman. and child in the area /II 

should be included in this total population figure. 

(4) New\Inactive Elements within Topic Information (N-I) 

1. Earlier we discussed the arbitrary nature of what 
is termed •crime.• 

N-I G-A 
2. Th• definition of crime varies not only across 

countries but across states as well. 

(S) Topic Information Treated aa New (N) 

37. Keith Stroup pointed out /II that •there are 
N------------N 
FBI etoti•tica that show 420,700 persona were arrested on 
marijuana charges in 1973." 

The data on th• varioua functiona of topic information in the written and 
spoken texts are presented in Table 1 below. In the analysis of the data, the 
chi-aquare teat is used to determine the statistical probabilities for the 
differences in number to occur by chance. Because the four texts vary in 
lanqth, the total numbers of itema in each text are converted into numbers per 
100 sentence unite. These are the numbara to which the chi-square test ia 
applied. They appear in boldface type in the table. The written and spoken 
texts on the decriminalization of marijuana are abbreviated as W:DK and S1DH, 
and the written and spoken texts on the meaaurement of criJDe are abbreviated 
as WtMC and StMC. 
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c. Analysis 

Table 1 

The Function• of Topic Information in the 
Written and Spoken Texts 

W1DH S:DH W1MC S:MC 

C-A 69/72 49/51 94/H 98/79 

c-s 29/30 22/23 24/21 20/16 

N-C 22/23 B/ 8 43/38 47/38 

N-I 64/67 16/17 60/5' 27/22 

N 9/ ' 22/23 S/ ' 26/21 

TOTAL 96 95 112 124 

Siailaritie• between t:he Parallel Texta 

According to the tabla, moat unit• that function a• topic information 
consist of qiven\active information, i.e. previou•ly activated information. 
There is relatively little difference between the parallel written and •poken 
texts in the numbers of unit• that function aa given\active information 
(p < 0.100 and p < 0.750). There i• also little variation between the parallel 
taxta with respect to their uae of qiven\aemi-active topic information (p < 
0.500 and p < 0.500). Th••• finding• eupport the coamon definition of topic ae 
a atructure repraaenting given information (a,g Halliday 1967). Whether a text 
ia written or spoken, the topic information in each text tenda to coneiat of 
given information. The only difference in thia study is that in the written 
texts, given topic information tend• to be expanded with nev information, 
especially new information that has not been mentioned before (1ee below). 

The topic information that repreaenta given\aemi-active information tend• 
to refer to similar subject matters in the parallel spoken and written texts. 
Many of the qiven\aemi-active topic information in the written and spoken 
texta on decriminalization represent organization• and individual& who 
actively participated in the debates about the decriminalization of marijuana 
(e.g. Jerry Brown, Reagan, Chief of Police Davia, lav enforcement, 
Republican•, Communist•). 

The fact that these tarma are u•ed aa topic information, not aa part of 
comment information, au99a1t• that the writer and apeaker e:xpect1 hi1 audience 
to be familiar with these organizations and political figures: he treats them 
aa "point• of departure" rather than introducing them as new information in 
the comment (Halliday 1967:200). 

In the parallel written and •poken texts on crime maaaurement, man, 
woman/women, child/children, :l.nfants, mayor/mayora function as inferrable 
topic information in passages that further explain and illu1trate previously 
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given definitions of crime measurement or •how the flawa of these measurements 
by meana of concrete aituationa. Because of their common use in everyday 
communication, theae topica tend to be more accessible to student audience• 
than some of the topic information in the other pair of texts would be (e.q 
NORHL, the A.sselltbly, they aa a general reference to the lagialators in a 
particular atat•)• 

The parallel written and spoken texts show aimilar number• of 9iven\aami-
active topic information units, which reflect similarities in the kinda of 
information chosen aa topic information. But the texts also contain 
qiven\semi-activa topic information that ia not found in the ether parallel 
written or spoken text. Civen\semi-active topic information auch as I, you, 
and we occur only in the two spoken texts, enhancing the speaker' a 
•involvement• with his subject matter and his audience (Chafe and Danielewicz 
1987:105). 

aiven\sami-active topic information that is found only in th• written 
text on decriminalization refers to facta and factors that influenced the 
decriminalization procea•es in the various states (e.9. the press, the 
boundary between major and minor possession, the charges, a review, medical 
opinion). In addition to the terms of everyday uaaqe mentioned above, the 
written text en crime measurement also contains topic information that can be 
inferred from the qeneral context or wthe scenaricw of crime (Sanford and 
Garrod 1981:114): evidence, act, judges, courtroom, correctional in•titutions, 
otficiala. The •poken text on crime measurement also uses similar terms 
related to the context of crime, such as defender, witnesses, tacts ot the 
case, but they are not used as topic information. 

M•diua•Relatad Differences between the Parallel ~axts 

Th• two medium-related differences between the spoken and written texts 
of this study seem to be that (1) in the written texts, 9ivan topic 
information tends to be expanded with new information, eapecially new\inactive 
information, and (2) the spoken texts contain more units of topic information 
treated a• new information than their parallel written texts (p < 0.025 and p 
< 0.001). Both written texts uae considerably more elements cf new\inactiva 
information in their topic information than their parallel spoken texts (p < 
0.001 and p < 0.001), and the written text on decriminalization uses more 
element• of new\cohesive information to expand given topic information than 
its parallel spoken text (p < 0.010). 

By expanding given topic information with new information in the two 
written texta, the writer intrcducaa new information in the topic unit as well 
as the comment, which is the unmarked unit for new information. Thus, chunka 
of new information may appear at least twice in a written sentence unit in a 
fairly short interval. Since it takes time to select a new idea that is 
appropriate to the context cf what haa been said before, the topic information 
in the two apokan texts is leas likely to be expanded with new information 
than the topic information in the two written texts. 

What kinda of topic information are expanded with new information in the 
two written texta? 

In both written texta, the new information that is used to expand given 
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topic information introduce• new information about the aubj•cta that are of 
main interest in the texts: decriminal!zation bills, laws, penalties, aa well 
aa states and drug users in the written text on decriminalization1 crime or 
crimes (acts), measurement (denolllinators, numbers, J.ncr•••••• decreases), th• 
reporting oL crime, co111111unities and areas, or violators oL the law in the 
written text on crime 1118aaurement. 

In what ways ia new\inactive information integrated into the topic 
information in the two written texts? 

Cl) the head noun of a compound subject (e.q. the SEVERITY of exi•tin9 
penalties, a brief review of the legislative HISTORY of the 
decriminalization bill; the OCCORRENCI!: of a specific crime, 
ANOTHER CONSEQUENCE of proaperity) 

(2) the periphrastic phrase of a compound subject (e.g. Mayors of many 
American METROPOLITAN AREAS, the problem of MISSING INFORMATION), 

(3) the prenominal modifier of a subject (e.9. SUCCESSFUL 
decriminalization bills, the DEMOGRAPHIC, CULTURAL, AND POLITICAL 
characteristics of the•• states; A SEPARATE reporting of all 
arrests, Thia APPARENTLY CONTRADICTORY lll088aqe of both increases 
and decreases, EVEN th• REPEATED, RELATIVELY VIOLENT acts of 
middle- and upper-class youths), and 

(4) the poatnominal modifier of a subject (e.g. Th• effort to 
LIBERALIZE the 1tate'a marijuana law1 The evidence REQUIRED to 
PROVE the same type of crime) 

In the spoken text on decriminalization, new information is introduced 
with subjects that are similar to th• onee in the written text, but not as 
frequently as in the written text. The subjects that are expanded with new 
information are also states, decriminalization, and people involved in the 
debate (e.g. NONE of these atatas, The ROLB of these law •nforcamant people, 
people who SUPPORTED decriminalization, ONE of the OTHER thing• that is 
INTERESTING about this decriminalization business). Hcwev•r, the information 
functioning as new ha• often bean mentioned before rather than representing 
new\inactive information. If new\inactive information is integrated into the 
topic information, it i• uaually integrated aa a poatnominal modifier, not a 
prenominal modifier (e.g. people who SUPPORTED decriminalization, one of the 
ether things that la INTERESTING···>· 

In the apoken text on crime meaaurement, content similar to th• one in 
the written text is expreased in three different ways: 

(1) If new information 18 integrated into topic information, the new 
information ia marked with audible atrasa (e.9. the OCCUIUU!:HCB of 
a specific crime; ONE ARGUMENT, on the other hand, FOR uaing court 
records). The atresa on the new information may enable the 
listening audience to process the unit .of topic information piece 
by piece instead of having to process the whole unit. 

(2) Instead of inteqratinq the new information into the topic, the 
speaker expresses the new information as a c011111ent about the 

topic (e.g. •the increaaaa were down to 7\ per year• versus tha 
written veraion of •an 8 PERCENT increaee in crime in a qlyen year 
actually repraaenta a reduction ••• ·, or 

"In fact, aome police departments, because of these pressures, 
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don't report the truth about the magnitude of crime in their 
community ••• • versus the written version of •the problem with 
official police records is that the TEMPTAtION to ALTER figurea is 
very great"). 
Instead of beginning aantences with complex topic information, the 
speaker introduces th• topic information towards the and of 
intonation units where it receives phonological prominence 
through unmarked information focus (e.g. "it may not be a good 
idea I to TRX to Cl\LCYLATE CBIMl!i BATES at all" versus the written 
version of "The PROBLEM with these alternative denQminator1 it 
that they do not fit most Americans•concept of crime, ••• ). 

This strategy of treating topic information as new information by placing 
it towards the end of intonation and sentence units appears to be a more 
common strategy in th• spoken texts of this atudy. It accompliahes the 
dispensing of information into two separate intonation units 10 that one idea 
per unit can be presented to the listeners (Chafe 1987:31). Th• corresponding 
comment precede• the topic, often in an intonation unit of ita own, so that 
both the comment, may not be a good idea, and the topic, to try to c:alc:ulate 
cril11• rat1111, may receive phonoloqical prominence. The following examples from 
the two spoken texts illustrate the partitioning of topic and comment 
information into two successive units instead of integrating them into one: 

21. So it doesn't make any SENSE ••• / to INCLUDE the TPTAL PQPQI.ATION 
of AI.L HEN, WOMEN, and CHILPBEN in the COMMUNITY I in calculating 
say rates of armed robbery). 

An Alternative Information Distribution: 
The INCLUSION of the TOTAL POPQLATION of ALL HEN, WOKEN• and 
CHILPBEN in the community doesn't make any SENSE in c:alculatin9 
say rates of armed robbery. 

29, / it• a a SETTER IDEA / to USE the NYMBER of Pl\RXING PLACJ!iS / 

because, aa aome of you know, •••• 

An Alternative Information Distribution: 
Qaing the number of parking places i• a BETTER IDEA. 

13. • •• / it waa really an UPHILL BATTLE / to PASS DECRIMIHALIZATION 
~ I becauae 

An Alternative Information Distributions 
To PASS decriminalization laws was really an UPHILL BATTLE. 

54, In New York / it was also a LONG, DRAWN OUT PROCESS / to GET the 
LAW CHANGED. 

An Alternative Information Distributions 
In New York / getting the law changed was also a LONG, DRAWN OUT 
PROCESS. 

Th• above examples show that the topic information that is treated as new 
information tends to consist of phrases that are more complex than simple noun 
phrases. If used in an alternative information distribution, the topic would 
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have to be cOlllplemented by the comment in the same intonation unit. That is 
why treating complex topic information as new information would be better 
suited to speech, given the pragmatic constraints of speech that determine an 
optimal information load in a unit, i.e. one new idea per intonation unit 
(Chafe 1987:31). 

Discouraa-aelated Dif f erencea between ~ext• of th• Saa• Noda 

In addition to these two madlwn-related differences between the parallel 
texts, the tabl• also show• large variations in number between th• two spoken 
texts in their use of given\active topic information (p < 0.025) and their uaa 
of naw\cohasiva information in topic information (p < 0.001). The first 
difference may be a reflection of the dyadic form of the apoken text on 
decriminalization, a meaaaqe•cantered conversation, which fostera the use of 
semi-active topic information such as l• :£23.l• and l:ll. instead of previously 
mentioned topic information referring to conceptual subject matter, such aa 
crlme. The aecond difference reflects discourse-specific feature• of the 
spoken text on crime measurement, which it shares with it• parallel written 
text. 

The two spoken texts differ in the way their diacourae topic• are 
developed. The apoken text on crime measurement is characterized by a topic 
development that i• conveyed by the frequent recurrence of key words such as 
crlme, calculating, crime rates, police, and report. When given topic 
information ia expanded with new information in the written and spoken texta 
on crime measurement, the information is often related to the meaaurament and 
calculation• of crime (e.g. NO burglary, MOST countriee, MANY types of crime, 
ALL people, BVERY man, woman, and child1 ONE paraon, TWO murders, 100,000 
people, TOTAL population), or the information haa been mentioned before in 
connection with a different method of crime maaaurement (••9• 
35. The PROBLEM with these alternative denominators ia 
61. ONE PROBLEM with official police records ia ••• ). 

The pervaaivenaaa of crime measurement throughout these two parallel 
texts may explain the higher numbers of now\coheaive element• of information 
in the topic information of the written and epoken text on crime meaaurement. 
It should be mentioned, however, that the difference between the two written 
texta le statistically much smaller (p < 0.100) than the difference between 
the two epokan texts (p < 0.001). 

D. Conclusion 

Although the f indinga of thla study are limited to a relatively small 
sample and although they cannot be used to make prediction• about other 
written and spoken expository texts, the texts of this study provide 
sufficient data to suggest that a aimilar analysis of topic information could 
prove uaoful in determining mediwn-ralated and diacouraa-ralated dif ferancas 
between apokan •nd written texts. To strengthen the validity ot the medium-
relatad differences identified in thia study, more atudi•• are neceaaary that 
examine topic information in parallel written and apokan texts on dif farent 
subject• and of different genres •uch as narrative, description, exhortation, 
instruction. (see Macaulay, 1990). 

The results of this analysis confirm findings and obaervatlona from 
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previoua atudiea. For example, the tendency that new information is integrated 
into topic information in the written texts support• qualities such as 
"integrated" or •synoptic," which have been attributed to written language by 
Chafe (1982150) and Halliday (1987175). The fact that similar information is 
expressed in the comment in the spoken text and integrated into the topic in 
the written text supplies further evidence to Halliday'• (1987178) observation 
that in spoken texts information tends to be rendered as a process and in 
written texts as a product or an objectified process. 

However, unlike previous structural analyses, this analysis focuses on 
the description of topic information. It does not consider, for example, the 
information realized by nominalizations, attributives, or prepositional 
phrases that are used aa part of comment information. Unlike previous 
syntactic analyaea, this analysis is able to identify meaningful differences 
among the written and spoken text• in their use of attributives by determining 
their informational functions within the discourse (naw\inactive or 
new\cohesive) and their placement within the topic information unit 
(prenominal or postnominal). Thus, this analysis of topic information 
contributes new insights to the study of spoken and written language as well 
as supports previoualy made observation• and suggestions. 

NOTES 

1 Topic information in thi• analysis is to be differentiated from the 
sentence-initial syntactic category of topic. It is comparable to the concept 
of topic entity, a term used and discussed in Brown and Yule (1983:137-8). 

REFERENCES 

Akinnaao, F.N. 1982. On th• differences between spoken and written language. 
Language.and Speech 25. 97-125. 

Brown, G. 1977. Listeninq to spoken English. London: Longman. 
Brown, G. and Yule, G. 1983. Discourse analysis. Cambrid9e1 Cambridge 

University Preas. 
Chafe, W.L. 1982. Integration and involvement in speaking, writing, and oral 

literature. Exploring orality and literacy, ed. by D. Tannen. Norwood, 
N.J.1 Ablex • 
• 1987. Cognitive constraint• on information flow. Coherence and 

~~grounding in discourse, ed. by R. Tomlin. Philadelphiaa John Benjamins 
Publishing company. 

Chafe, W.L. and Danielewicz, J, 1987. Properties of spoken and written 
language. Comprehending oral and written language, ed. by R. Horowitz and 
s. J. Samuels. San Diego: Academic Press. 

Chafe, W.L. and Tannen, D. 1987. The relation between written and spoken 
language. Annual Review of Anthropology 16. 383-407. 

Faigley, L. 1986. The problem of topic in texts. The territory of language, 
ed. by o. KcQuade. Carbondales Southern Illinois Onivaraity Presa. 

Galliher, J.F. and Mccartney, J.L. 1977. criminology: Power, crime, and 
criminal law. Homewood, IL1 The Dorsey Press. 

Galliher, J.F. and Murphy, S.E. 1986. Tha proceaa of marijuana 



1994 MALC 

Tupic Information in Parallel Written and Spoken Texts 271 

decriminalization in the United States, 1973-78. Common Sense for America 
1 NORHL, 13-14, 21-25. 

Gumperz, J.J., Kaltman, ff., and O'Connor, M.c. 1984. Cohesion in spoken and 
written discourses Ethnic style and transition to literacy. Coherence in 
spoken and written discourse, ad. by o. Tannen. Norwoodr Ablax. 

Halliday, K.A.K. 1967. Notes on transitivity and theme in Enqliah. Journal ot 
Linquiatics 20. 199-244 • 
• 1985. An introduction to functional qrammar. London1 Edward Arnold. 

~---. 1987. Spoken and written modes of meaning. Comprahendinq oral and 
~---written languaqa, ad. by R. Horowitz and S.J, Samuels. San Dieqo1 

Academic Preas. 
Halliday, M.A.X. and Hasan, R. 1976. Cohesion in Inglish. Londont Longman. 
Hockett, c. r. 1958. A course in modern linguistics. New York1 Macmillan. 
Hunt, K.W. 1964. Differences in grammatical atructuras written at three grade 

levels. Tallahassee: Florida State Univaraity. 
Lovejoy, K.B. and Lance, D.M. 1991. Information management and cohesion in the 

study of written discourse. Linquiatica and Education 3, 251-273. 
Macaulay, H.I. 1990. Proceaainq varieties in En9lish1 An examination of oral 

and written speech acrosa genres. Vancouver: Th• University of Britiah 
Columbia Press. 

Ong, W.J. 1982. orality and literacy: The technoloqizing of the word. London, 
New York: Methuen. 

Sanford, A.J,, and Garrod, s.c. 1981. Understandinq written lanquaqa. 
Chichester: Wiley. 

Williams, J.M. 1989. Style: Ten lesions in clarity and grace. Glenview, Ill,: 
Scott, Foresman, and co. 



 
This work is licensed under a Creative Commons 

Attribution 4.0 International License. 
	


