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(1) the generative approach: a system of abstract rules that are applied in order to end up with a grammatically
acceptable sentence
there is little doubt that it does not reflect how the users themselves view language.
They respond above all to the meanings that are expressed and the ways in which those meanings are
expressed.

+ For the user, despite the clear similarities in terms of propositional content, there are important
differences between the following sentences because of the speaker’s choice of a formal or colloquial
wording:

1) Would you mind helping me with this? 2) Can you gissa hand [= give me a hand]?
(2) The syntactic underpinning(&i#, +7) in the examples above is of course essential in expressing the different
meanings, but only as a tool that enables communicating meanings in particular contexts to be carried
out. The exact nature of the tool used depends on the task in hand.
In linguistic terms, the form of language can be substantially explained by examining its functions.
Of course, we need to take into account the pre-determined (genetic) characteristics of the human
brain that allow or encourage certain kinds of language forms, and disallow or discourage other kinds.
(3) Generative approaches provide a possible way of investigating those characteristics. But they clearly represent
only half the story: we still need to examine the formative influences of the uses to which language is put.
(We can see the contrast between the two approaches as a reflection of the old dichotomy of nature vs.
nurture (‘£ £ 17)vE H7)Y)— and, as always, the answer is most likely to lie in a combination of both.)
(4) What happens, then, if we head in the other direction and (like language users) start from meaning?

The meanings appear so varied and so dependent on the infinite range of different contexts that it is difficult

at first to see how we might impose some order on them. However, if we look at the grammatical options open

to us, we can in fact relate those options fairly systematically to different kinds of meanings.

i) We can relate the presence of modal verbs to (amongst other things) expressing the speaker’s feeling that
what they are saying needs to be negotiated with the addressee. In the following example, the speaker
evaluates ‘this seeming strange at first’ as only potentially valid (‘may’) to show awareness of the fact that
s/he cannot be sure whether it does seem strange to the addressee:

This may seem strange at first.

(5) In describing the various kinds of meanings in this fairly general way, we are already beginning to set up
categories of functions that we perform through language
In the broadest terms, we use language to talk about things and events (It’s raining) and to get things done
(‘Sit down’). As we shall see, these are not mutually exclusive (the command ‘Sit down’ involves reference to the
particular event of sitting rather than any other; and telling someone that it’s raining has the effect of changing
their knowledge): indeed, the basic principle is that every time we use language we are doing both
simultaneously. We will also see that we need to add a third major function, a kind of language-internal ‘service
function’;
- We use language to talk about our experience of the world, including the worlds in our own minds, to
describe events and states and the entities involved in them.  Experiential
- We also use language to interact with other people, to establish and maintain relations with them, to
influence their behaviour, to express our own viewpoint on things in the world, and to elicit or change

theirs. Interpersonal
- In using language, we organize our messages in ways that indicate how they fit in with the other messages
around them and with the wider context in which we are talking or writing.  Textual
(6) Thave at several points used the term ‘choice’ in discussing meanings.
Clearly, speakers do not go round producing de-contextualized grammatically correct sentences: they have
reasons for saying something, and for saying it in the way they do.
What the hell was that noise?
we have in fact set up two sets of context-dependent choices: question vs. statement, informal vs. formal.
If you have reasons for doing (saying) one thing, the implication is that you could have done (said)
something else if the reasons (the context) had been different.



