ILCC Copyright © 2825, authors

http://dx.doi.org/18.21622/ILCC.26825.85.1.1147

The Ideational Hegemonic Gendered Transactional Ideology
across ‘Long day's Journey into Night': A Socio-semiotic
Analysis

Sara Samir EIDaly

Faculty of Arts, English Language &Literature Department, Menofia University
, Egypt.

E-Mails: Sara.eldaly@art.menofia.edu.eg

Received on: 22 December 2024 Accepted on: 19 January 2025 Published on: 15 February 2025

ABSTRACT

This study addresses the triangulation of language, power, and gender since it aims at examining the ideational
function of language realized through the interpersonal profile. The interpersonal profile is investigated through
the family relations and the literary discourse markers. The ideational meta-function is construed through the
ideology-based value conducted through the experiential construal of the interpersonal relations between
the characters of the play ‘Long Day'’s Journey into Night’ and the interpersonal metadiscourse devices of
the authorship. This study employed both the quantitative and qualitative approaches. The corpus of the study
was composed of the archived txt. files of the play and the qualitative interpretation of the conducted results.
Analytically, the play corpus is the 43,209 thousand words. An integrated approach to investigate the ideational
function is followed; it belongs to both the interpersonal metafunction (Halliday 2014) and the discourse marker
(Hyland 2005). The results of the study classify the interpersonal profile into; firstly, the interpersonal identity -
basedpractices realized and conducted through: the interactional meta-discourse devices’ use, the propositional
recurrences event model, the modalities dramatic ception, the co-joint masculine-based hegemony over the
female-oriented activities, and the factive/fictive preceptory-oriented ideology. Secondly, the literary-style
interpersonal realization is conducted through the characters’-cognitive complexity portrayal and the multiple
ideological implications, the double - voice of the feminine discourse orients the ‘herself’s’ interest and mitigates
the interactions; the masculine’s single voice discourse pattern is conducted for one-basic communicative end.

Keywords: Genderlect, Ideology, Interpersonal profile, Modality, Meta-discourse markers, Negation.

the ideational function of language (Halliday, 2014).
The play script presents the dialogism interactive
exchanges between numbers of participants, i.e. the

1. INTRODUCTION

Dialectically, narrative dramatization mirrors the

interpersonal life scenery. It is examined through the
integration of Interactional Sociolinguistics (IS) and
socio-semiotics. Analytically, the conceptualized
gendered behaviors serve a world-construal
experienced through the play as a literary style. The
following section refers to the ideational meaning of
hegemony through identity -based practices.

The nature of spotting the light on the human experience
of gender-based identity practices and of a
preference of the writer to represent the interpersonal
meta-discourse markers paves the way to activate
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family members. Sociolinguistically, they produce a
gender-based pattern of behavior that goes hand in
hand with the inherited gender stereotypes. Given the
variety of the family members, it seems that there is a
cross- as well as same-gender exchanges across the
family members.

The nature of cross-gender dialogism stems from
the punch line of each conversational turn across the
participants. Dialogism across the dramatic spurt of
events sets the stylistic attractiveness. The pattern
noticed through the dialogical exchanges renders a
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double-edged stylistics weapon; homogeneous-
female based conversational stereotype vs.
heterogeneous-male conversational stereotypes and
rhetorical imprisoned prototype of ideologies. The
discoursal fields across the dramatic moves are seen
across the generic moves designed by the author
(Swales, 1990). The frequent discoursal fields wear
the aesthetic form and function to serve the dramatic
end, i.e. stylistic beauty. Micro-analytically, the single
unit is interwoven with textual layers within the living
context so as to set the dialogizedimage (Bakhtin, 277 -
278). Macro-analytically, sequences of participant/s
reflect/s the ideological determination (e.g., deficit or
differentiation) (Lakoff, 1975; Tannen, 1993), bearing
inmind the dramatic sequences of sequences provided
by one participant or multiple-speakers formulate
the intentionality-based dynamicity, i.e. force, the
commonly semantic networks, the gendered frame,
and the transactional socio-cultural communication
relevance (e.g., dialectical and/or discursive).

At the micro-level, genre colonies are provided for
definite communicative ends across the textual layers
(Bhatia, 2014). The identifiable sub-/genre provides
some about the preferable grammatical tense pattern
that formulates a lexico-grammatical map, i.e. textual
structure. Accordingly, the micro-level of analysis
reflects the socio-constructed identities across
the family members (Paltridge, 2012, 7-8). These
identities are constructed by the social practices
that shape and are shaped by the preferable linguistic
tools producing the genderlect (10). The genderlect,
across the dramatic scenes, may be explicitly and/
or implicitly intertextualized through the sense and/
or force of the word, the phrase, the clause, the
pragmatic markers, or the acts of similar kinds (10-11).
The fine-tuned consequentials of hierarchical patterns
of gender stereotypical values are experienced
through the grammaticalized-texture of the scenes.
As amatter of fact, the narrative dramatization mirrors
the interpersonal life scenery. Narrative dramatization
is examined through the integration of Interactional
Sociolinguistics (IS) and socio-semiotics. The
conceptualized gendered behaviors serve a world
construal constructed through the play.

Based on the previously mentioned aspect of
gendered discourse, this study aims at proving
the validity of these hypothetical questions of the
transactional-based masculine ideology of the three
family -members, as follows:

1. Is the masculine ideology rendered discursively
through the interpersonal function-based
profile? If not, what is the dominant gendered
ideology?

2. Is the gendered ideology struggle rendered across
dramatic scenes? If not, to what extent has a
new ideology been elaborated?

This section addresses gender as a social factor
that affects language performance (Holmes 2013).
The gendered discourse is reviewed through the
interpersonal profile that is composed of the meta-
interpersonal function of language and the meta-
discourse markers (Halliday 2014; Hyland 2005).

Gendered discourse dates back to gender
differences and/or similarities determined by Lakoff
(1975). Her claims are based on two main notions of
differentiation and determination. The two claims are
stereotypically inherited over ages locating/positing
males and females in definite positions performing
definite social roles that match their social identities
(Paltridge 2012; Holmes 2013). Studies in gendered
literary discourse focus on: a) the role of gender as a
reflection of modern society changes (Khachmafova,
Karabulatova, Lyausheva, Luchinskaya, and Osipov
2015) and b) gender roles and equality through the
dramatic series in both a critical analytic manner and
a fruitful tool to affect culture values (Ng and Cheung
2022). The present study attempts to reflect gender
performances across the family exchanges as well
as the preferences of the authorship to achieve an
interactional effect through the meta-discourse
markers. Analytically, the meta-functions of Halliday
deploy the human experience in the eco-world, i.e.
fictive or factive (2014, 30). The fictive world is
represented throughout the play as a situated drama
and the factive world is already inherited and frames
the speech communities.

Generally speaking, the gendered interpersonal
statement provides a prototypical image that costs
cognitive efforts through the old perceived world
structure with a hypothetical recall, i.e. aresemblance
of two items with slight differences (Saeed 2009).
The characteristic features are employed through
the literary genre, i.e. play (37). The interpersonal
statement under examination is experienced and is
acculturated; it is identified as a frame or an Idealized
Cognitive Model (ICM) for conducting both the literal
meaning as well as the encyclopedic meaning (38).
Accordingly, it turns to be an ideational language
function (Halliday 2014). Narrowly, dramatic
gendered dialogism is conducted explicitly/implicitly
from the punch line of homogeneous-/heterogeneous
imprisoned ideologies. Imprisoned ideologies are
experienced either across the micro-/macro level
of communicative genderlect patterns across the
family members, i.e. the genderlect of identities
(Paltridge 2012, 7-10). The fine-tuned gendered

http://apc.aast.edu



l ILCC

hierarchical patterns are experienced through the
scenes' grammaticalized texture conducting the local
as well as the global coherence realized through the
macro-frame of accumulative historical stereotypes
and the conventional linguistic features (Paltridge
2012, 114-115). The logical sequentials of the family
relations prove the text coherence and the literary
style of the author (Biber and Conrad 2009 1-5). The
shift realized within and across the dramatic scenery
proves the sub/registered communicative purposes,
i.e. general persuasion vs. specific purposes of sub-
registered instances of the family members (e.g., past
memories, self-blaming, drug addiction, diseases,
and painful sufferings) (45).

Along with dialogism, the text texture is activated
through the transitivity system of the dramatized
meaning potentialities (Halliday 2014, 120). It
is operated upon the texture polarity (e.g., the
hierarchical arrangement as constituency and
components) (Langacker 2008, 60). The discursivity
of the texture is represented through the relations
conducted across the actually past genderlect
patterns, the future-based genderlect patterns,
and the presupposed-based genderlect patterns
experiencedin context. Context is described by lexical
entries and their grammatical functions employed
for semantic interpretation, i.e. grammaticalization
(Kroeger 2018, 229).

The gender world is constructed through the cognitive
configurational structure identified, stimulated, and
re-experienced as the ception of domains, i.e. the un/
conscious cognitive processing (Talmy 2000, 140-
149). Discursively, it serves the Ideological-Discursive
Formations (IDF, henceforth) (Fairclough 2010). IDF
uncovers; a) the concept represented discursively
and 2) the value-/attribute-based experiences
encountered across situational dots (Talmy 2000,
150- 153). The IDF deploys the episodic knowledge
(e.g., the practical, the procedural, and the cognitive
circuits) (Mcintyre 2006, 113-114). Dialectically
oriented, these circuits elaborate the sense of distance
vs. proximity and inclusion vs. exclusion of “Us" and
“"Them"; such are to be enacted so as to design the
self-image, value-based representations, contextual
legitimate “us-good actors” vs. delegitimate “them-
bad actors” (Wieczorek 2013, 1).

Accordingly, the feminist resistance claim is
conducted through gender social activities, positions,
distance, super-/subordination (Lazar's 2005,
5-7). Discursively, the pre-assumed family relations
are naturally affected by the dominant IDF (e.g.,
femininity and masculinity) (Coats1996). Accordingly,
gender-based relations are elaborated through the
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intertextual cross-event relations (e.g., Figure and
Ground) (Talmy 2000, 345-346). In this study, the
IDFs are represented through the sequential dialogical
Turn Constructional Units/TCUs (Schegloff 2007,
2-3). Dramatically, the ongoing dramatic sequences
negotiate, clarify, extend, shape, and frame the
social identities for interpersonal relations’ unlocking
(Paltridge 2012, 26). For that reason, literary genres
value-evaluate the interpersonal-based relations in
light of in/out-group proximization (Wieczoreck 2013,
10). Given the literary appraisal sense conveyed
thoroughly, implicit/explicit grammaticalization
licenses multiple thoughts (Haliday 2014, 68).
Discursively, the global coherent-based sense links the
expected propositions, the syntagmatic patterns, the
symbolic assemblies, and the speech communities’
pragmatic acts (Austin 1962). In this sense, the world
engendered ideological implications are analogically
constructed and construed, i.e. gender-based
experiential construal (Langacker 2008, 49; Saeed
2009, 358). Intertextually, the gender construal
results in the ongoing production and consumption, i.e.
interdiscursive performativity (Bhatia 2014, 140).

Moreover, interdiscursive performativity depicts the
masculine hegemony through the co-social dimensions
(e.g., social distance, status relations, formality, and
topical-based realized purpose) (Holmes 2013, 9).
Accordingly, the feminist-based inferences depend
mainly on activating the genderlect determination; the
constant identification of females as victims is, to put
it mildly, depressing (Talbot 2007, 167). Genderlect
is characterized with some linguistic features (Lakoff,
1975; Holmes, 2013). Societally, gender is claimed
to show particular social practices and constitute
the social hierarchy (Lazar 2005, 5-6). With that,
the knowledge-built transparent medium is mutually
conducted (Mills 1995, 20). Stylistically, the apparent
mind style of the character-to-character discourse
structure is elaborated through the polarity system
(Halliday 2014; Mcintyre 2006). Accordingly, the
ideological-based fragmented propositions are
constructed through the clause positions and the
roles constituting textual pragmatic markers (e.g.,
references, inferences, and presuppositions) (van
Dijk 1998, 203). The aforementioned section presents
some gendered practices experienced in relation to
language, cognition, and society.

Language is ideationally oriented through the
discursive and dialectical interactive circuits (Halliday
2014; Omoniyi 2011, 260). Both pave the way for:
identity-based practices, ideology indications,
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genres’ integration, dramatic scenes, syntagmatic
and paradigmatic constructions (e.g., structures and
entailments, and semiotic interpretations). Dramatic
experiences signify the interpersonal statement
when closely crafted. The interpersonal statement
derived from the motivated situational dots and
experienced by various social agents and thematic
roles (Saeed 2009); it represents the worldview
gendered-conceptualizations re/contextualized
through symbolic conventionalized stereotypical
patterns of behaviors. Transactionally, the relations
between the signified and the signifier uncover the
ideological indications implicitly/explicitly performed
thoroughly. The interpersonal function is elaborated
through the ‘Day’' vs. the 'Night' since the past
memories are evoked and re-lived by through the
journey of day. Transactional ideologies are raised
through the ‘memetic code’ representing a cultural
progress as a partial cultural pattern schematized in
the ‘mental model’ cognitive paths (Saeed 2009,
37). The 'memetic code’ is constructed through the
syntagmatic and paradigmatically. The ‘memetic code’
is discursively intertextualized through the integrated
genres. Literary genres introduce informational
packages through factive and fictive dyads (e.g.,
competitiveness vs. cooperation, space vs. solidarity,
negotiating vs. conflict, past memories vs. future
plans, and bargaining vs. break). Those are determined
through the syntagmatic constructions, grammar
and lexicon (Gumprez 2011, 215). Syntagmatic
units go hand in hand with paradigmatic units to build
meaning potentialities and go further for accessible
interpretations given the context-based transfer
(Widdowson 2004).

Furthermore, meaning potentialities are constructed
and construed through implicational hierarchy
(Saeed 2009, 159). Implicational hierarchy licenses
multiple constructions (Evans 2009, 111-112); a
multiplicity of informational chains is licensed by
language 'Parameterization’ (112). Within the dramatic
scenes, parameterization is experienced through
conversational interactionism where socialized
behaviors are thoroughly constructed and construed
to identify the cognitive and social properties of
the polarity-based propositional dots evoked and
elaborated so as to reach the local/global coherence
reflecting degrees of relevance between dynamic
cognition and activated schematization (Halliday and
Hasan 1989); thus, more interpersonal stances are
enacted, more stabilized mental maps are designed,
more implicature is conducted, and more identity-
based practices are displayed (Givon 2005). Given
the hierarchical implications and stabilized behavioral
patterns, a coherent-dramatization sense of
intertextuality underpins the interpersonal involvement

of the ongoing discursivity of actions within and across
syntagmatic and paradigmatic constructions (Tannen
2007, 61-62).

The superficial level of social agents within another
content/deep structure with symmetric thematic
progression and socio-hierarchical organization is
co-/eco-schematized through the) primitive role of
subjectivity -qualification realized across the being,
the good, and the potential (Therbon 1980, 18-19).
These three dimensions carry the ideological cycle
of the family behaviors conducted across speech
communities, networks, and small groups reaching
mindsets’ ‘value-change’ (Therbon 1980; van Dijk
1998). They act side by side through the cycle of
“mental model” and ‘role theory”. Socio-cultural
schematized practices are inherited over time by
groups’ categorization (van Dik 1998, 70). How
the gendered ideology is experienced represents
an enquiry about language habits prototypically
performed in the family (Saeed 2009, 153-158).
‘Language habits' are constructed and construed
beyond the ability to value-appraise the oneself and
the oneself's traditions (Edberg 2018, 22-23).

The data of this study is the Long Day’s Journey into
Night original text written by Eugene O'Neill in 1987.
The text, with its scenes/chapters, is about 144132
K. Word span for the collocation task is conducted.
The word span is determined due to the syntactic
significance of the examined interpersonal profile
across the semantic relations.

This study adopts the quantitative and the qualitative
approaches.

To answer the research questions, two analytic
phases are proposed; the first depicts the
interpersonal function in light of gender dynamic
circuits and the second phase is concerned with
the discoursal interpersonal function. The analysis
depends mainly on the Antconc 3.5.8 corpus soft
programming for documenting the concordances
as well as the collocates of the linguistic devices
(e.g., the interpersonal devices of the metafunction
and the interpersonal metadiscourse markers under
investigation) (Anthony 2019).

Given theliterary-style, this study adopts anintegrated
approach to examine the interpersonal profile. The
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interpersonal function is derived from Halliday (2014);
the interpersonal metadiscourse markers are derived
from Hyland (2005). The meaning of the interpersonal
profile is negotiated so as to fulfill the communicative
purposes through socio-semiotic references and
inferences of the family situations (Halliday and Hasan
1989, 4-5). Meaning making can be conducted through
textual polarity and interactional discourse processing
(e.g., metadiscourse markers) (Halliday 2014; Hyland
2005). Textual polarity is approached through negation
and modality; discourse processing is elaborated
through metadiscourse markers, i.e. interactional one.
Table 1 presents negation constructions:

Table 1. Negation Structure Through Morpho-Syntactic/-
Semantic Constructions

http://dx.doi.org/18.21622/ILCC.2825.85.1.1147

Table 2. Modality Markers and Interactional/Interpersonal
Devices of Metadiscourse

Article Use Example

Not/any Local negation

Nobody, noth- | Using a non-verbal ‘nu-

ing, no or never | clear’ negative word

Value degrees | The non-assertive

of uncertainty, | words

e.g. adverbs of

Morphological | Negate the positive | un-, il-, dis-,

affixes morphemes -in, -im, irr-, a-,
mis- and -less

Comparative | Logical shift across | But, howev -

conjunction,
e.g. textual
markers

Antonyms

Polar quantifiers

propositions

Lexico-semantic fea-
ture

Render partial relation
to the whole

er,otherwise

Happy vs. sad;
tall vs. short

Few, some, lit-
tle.

As for modalities, deontic and epistemics can be
realized across four types: probability, obligation,
and inclination with three identified values of being
high, low, or median (Halliday 2014, 691-695).
Moreover, modality markers can be stated through
the construction, epistemic/deontic modality (Berk
1999, 150-151). Moreover, the social frames within
the speech community are experienced through
the textual layers interpersonal devices, i.e. the
interactional dimension of metadiscourse (Hyland
2005). Cognitively, the linguistic devices display the
fictive personae designed by the author across the
transactional utterances of the personae are provided
through a compatible profile for interpersonal meaning-
making potentialities. Table 2 presents modalities and
interactional metadiscourse markers.

Construction Epistemic modality Deontic modality
Lexical verb | think that... I wish to...
| know
limagine
Modal auxiliary Sue might be.... He should fix...
Semi-auxiliary The baby is going to... | Youhave to...
Category of meta- Function Examples
discourse markers
Interactional Involve the reader | Resources
in the text
Hedges withhold commit- | might; perhaps; possi-
ment and open ble; about
dialogue
Boosters emphasize in fact; definitely; it is
certainty or close | clear that
dialogue
Attitude Markers express writer's unfortunately; | agree;
attitude to prop- | surprisingly
osition

Self-Mentions explicit reference | |; we; my; me; our

to author(s)

Engagement Markers | explicitly build consider; note; you can
relationship with see that
reader

Deeply rooted in meaning potentialities, the dramatic
proposition can be derived from the paradoxical
iconicity that stems from the two worlds the factive
and the ficative where the ‘day’ and ’'night’ are
represented. To address the hypothetical questions,
the discursively sequential hierarchy of gender
performances, i.e. sequentials of Turn Construction
Units/TCUs are analyzed (Schegloff 2007). The
sequentials of TCUs serve the implementation of
actions through modalities, polar networks, and
discourse markers (9). Furthermore, the ongoing
processing upon the accessible transactions re-
evoke the symbolic meaning of ‘time’ construction
and the cognitive dynamicity experienced thorough
language, socio-cultural stereotypes, and the
audience autonomous plane (Hyland 2005, 4-16). The
triangulation of language, socialized performances, and
cognition constructs the ‘mental images' employed to
substitute the real world and expects the sequentials
of future peripherals of situations, events, and acts
(Kress 2010, 10-33; Danesi 2004, 66).

The polarity system in the text under investigation
is employed significantly with negation and
morphological demarcation. Analytically, negatives
set the monotonicity hierarchies of upward/downward
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entailment between propositional sets/subsets (e.g., logical shifts, intentionality, coherence, interdiscursivity,
and/or intertextuality) (Saeed 2009, 331-332). To proceed on the negatives, Table 3 displays the negatives’

frequency of occurrences

Table 3. Negatives, Modality, and Metadiscourse Concordances Hits

Inter- Concordances | Concordance Hits
personal
devices
M=ol Not/n't 44/20.7% 212
Any 10/4.7%
No 36/16.9%
Nothing 31.4%
Any 10/4.7%
Less 2/0.9
But 66/31.13
On the other -
hand
Never 28/13.2
Few 3N.4%
Can't 8/3.7%
Dis 1/0.4
Un- 1/0.4
Modality Lexical Think 18/ 33.33 Imagine 1/1.85% Know 32/ 59.2% Wish 3/ 5.5 54
Modal Can Could should May 3/ | Must Ought Shall Wil Might Would 1n5
38/33% | 6/5.2%1 | 6/5.2 2.6% 13/1.3% |10/8.6% |2/1.7% 1412.07% | 4/3.4% 19/16.5
Semi- Is going to (1) Was going to 2 3
Metadis- Interpersonal | Really | 50/ 26.04 Wel4/7.2 Me18/9.3 Our 89/ 46.35% 192
course metadiscourse | 22/11.45
devices markers

Sample of the highest hits/collocates across the interpersonal profile annotations

Tl antconc_can collocates results - Notepad
File Edit Format View Help

{3 antconc bt colocatesreuls - Notepad
Fle it Fomat View Holp

intensification or quantification (Zienkowski 2011;

::o:a: :u. :: g};cca:e :yzes: ‘ggo 5 6 4 2 8.97716 right P I ] 20] 2 ]33 ]34 -I-h " " I

v : : : e o 4 sm s altridge , ). The scenery interactiona
- 8 3 ] 3 8.6776@ cathleen H H . . .

3 1 1 e 11.8891@ 11,

: : : ; s mem L 10 R dialogism presents multiple structure hierarchies to
- erribly 1 7 1 6 8.31503 was. H H

FO - o iEeae tore Boloh 3 immee approach the communicative end-goal (Haegeman

Z H H : Fgpied Tenaing L1 11 e : ;
. 14 5 2 3 8.20511 ]

SR T S S+ Borod i 1995, 90); metadiscourse markers textualize the

2001 81 REmR 0 mNmos o1 mme i iti

o3 . : 1isae Teemra nobo0 ) mm interactional sense of the scenery drama; modalities

1: : : ; 1; . :::i: quiet v 4 2 2 7.80308 i . . . . .

e i 2 fgpoted premie @ os 1 r emiws and lexico-morphological relations are discursively

16 1 2 1 11.8891@ nods 2 9 4 5 7.83630 with . N .

a7 1 1 =] 11.8891@ 1 1;

7o : B 1138910 Lorely 331 Tmaw represented through the stereotypical socialized

19 1 2 1 11.8891@ itor‘evel' 25 6 2 4 7.81962 be t

» 3 : 3 bt ki Bomos 4 Tsee agents.

22 1 2 1 11.8891@ helped 28 21 10 1 7.53659 to

23 1 -3 1 11.8891@ hating 29 8 3 5 7.52278 that

24 1 a 1 11.88916 fussed 30 7 4 3 7.50767 on =

25 1 1 =] 11.88910 flutters 31 13 5 8 7.47115 it §

26 1 1 e 11.8891@ dog 2 3 o 3 7.32005 don H

27 1 1 =] 11.8891@ damnedest 3 18 7 1 7.30256 you <

28 1 1 @ 11.8891@ broke 34 6 3 3 7.20187 me H

29 1 2 1 11.8891@ belong 35 9 2 7 7.09264 she 1%

38 1 a 1 11.8891@ beat 36 4 3 1 6.90281 is i3

31 1 1 a 11.8891@ babes 37 6 3 3 6.73509 in ::

32 1 2 1 11.8891@ 6 3 3 19

Figure 1 Sample of the highest hits across the interpersonal
profile

Analytically, Table 3 shows a semi-balanced use of the
interpersonal-based linguistic devices. Thematically,
negatives provide the perceptual typological appraisal
towards interactions (White 2011). Typological
appraisal uncovers the polyphony along with the
multiple voices of the family articulated through the
interactional scenes, i.e. the discoursal dialogism

http://apc.aast.edu

In terms of discourse, meaning potentialities
can be found through the patternized dialogical
interactions. Paradigmatic structures are available
through communicative goals with accessible iconic
propositional interpretations creating a semantic
entailmentforaninclusive and/orexclusiveinterpersonal
statement constructed and construed through the use
of the first voice interpersonal pronoun (Wardhaugh
and Fuller 2015, 98-99; Saeed,2009; Wieczorek
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2013, 19-22). The exclusionary as well as inclusionary
statement depicts the commonly dramatized literary
style, so as to reach the narrative generic function that
is realized through the discourse processing (Paltridge
2012); the narrative generic unlocks various language
functions (e.g., poetic, referential, informational, and
appraisal) construed through the value-readability of
the interpersonal discursive contextualized scenes
(Hyland 2005, 195-196).

Figure 2 ‘can’ concordance

More accurately, ‘can’ concordance is employed
frequently across the dramatized scenes. It provides,
regarding the polarity-sense, a thematic progression
through ability, probability, necessity, incomplete
progression, desire, and/or propositional containment.
Transitivity across meaning making potentialities
conceptualizes the socialized patterns across the
social dimensions (e.g., space, power, age, gender,
and activity-based practices) as in the quotation
below that show the use of ‘can or can + negative
article”.

Example 1

DMUND Derisively.
JAMIE Startsa  164.txt

Because I'll do my damnedest to make you fail.
Can't help it. | hate myself. Got to take revenge. On
169.txt

| can't stay up all night like [used to. Getting
173.txt

Canit! You'll be crying in a minute.

old

Modalities' concordances serve partially the role of
interpersonal value-appraisal function contextualized
as an internal/external discursive context (Halliday
2014, 432); thus, polar propositions are processed
upon and intertextualized with multiple social agents
(Saeed 2009). As yet, texture is schematized
through the cognitive frames of speech communities
(Goldberg 1995). Cognitive frames elaborate the
socio-cognitive requirements employed for action
control (e.g., desires, obligation and duty, plausibility,
reliability, credibility, truth, accuracy, or facticity
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and epistemic knowledge as interpersonal function
attributes) (Black 2006, 55; Chandler 2017, 79-80).
On this base, interpersonal dramatization serves the
audience design through modalities and the narrative
is discursively justified, revealed, and linked to the
eco-/co-socio-stereotypical frames (Cheshire and
Ziebland 2005, 21). The efficacy of authorship is
validated/proved through accessing the cognitive
paths of the audience. The matter that does not only
reflect the social patterns but also the author's value-
evaluation of the raised claims, i.e. claim proponent
or opponent (van Dik 1998, 249). The narrative
dramatization presents a communicative determinism
(van Dik 1997, 115-117). Communicative determinism
shows the hegemonic struggle polar proposition
through production/consumption (Fairclough 1992,
95-96). The hegemony struggle is conducted across
the "pushed-away” mechanismresidesin the female's
mentality or the “pushed around” mechanism desired
by males’ intentions (Kendall and Tannen 2001, 553-
554).

Furthermore, the employed “pushed away” and
“pushed around” frame the gendered patterns
implicitly or explicitly constructing definite spaces
in light of associating/dissociating participants from
groupsin/directly. Accordingly, amutualized discursive
ception is conducted on the behalf of both authorship
and readership (Adams 1999, 233-235). Gendered
patterns are delivered deliberately and/or implicitly
across same-/cross-gender interactional instances
activating the identity-based practices. The counter/
through arguments are considered as negated stances
of textuality or as interactional exchanges, e.g.

at the same ti p’ty‘ e Ed nd does not notice  176.txt
ore < peaks and 178.txt
159.txt

eens to be llstsrung u 53.txt
y s right when he to 1. y U to cut ou  57.txt

on’t be too sure. 57 57.txt
on’t get wrong mea Km I love you more than I 169.txt
n’t take it to o heart, lad. He loves to  171.txt
amund has proved to you that one bulb burning do  119.txt
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Figure 3 ‘but’ concordance

Example 2

Deliberate gendered discourse with opposing claims, i.e.
counter-stance

Mary: | heard you say something about a doctor and your
father accuse you of being evil-minded.

(act N, and Scene N. pp. 38-40), Long day’s journey into

Night:
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Inferred gendered discourse with negotiative claims, i.e.
through-stance

Jamie: Don't start jumping down my throat! God, Papa. This
ought to be one thing we talk over frankly without a battle.
Tyrone: I'm sorry, Jamie. (Tensely) But go on and tell me.
Jamie: there’s nothing to tell. | was all wrong. It's just that last
night-well you know how it is. | can’t forget the past. | can’t
help being suspicious. Any more than you can. (Bitterly)
That's the hell of it. And it makes it hell for Mama! She watches
us watching her Tyrone (sadly) | know.

The above gendered cross-/same-based discourse
evoke the truth-based appraisal value through the
propositional value of counter-/through-stances
(Halliday 2014; van Eemeren 2010, 2). Discursively,
the two gendered patterns agents evoke a doubtless
sense towards reality, reasonableness, and fiction.
The socialized meaning potentialities are evoked
through negotiative socialization of polar-based/
modal-based various socio-semiotic interactional
congruencies (27-28); it is elaborated across the
discoursal contextual configuration (Halliday and Hasan
1989). Discoursly, the underlined contextualized
situational units approach the patterns of Contextual
Configuration depending on lexico-syntactic/-
semantic relations Lexical Concepts and Cognitive
Models/ LCCM (Evans 2009, 46). The LCCM is
highly represented through lexical representation,
encyclopedic semantics, symbolic grammar, and
situated language use (28). Modalities mediate the
intensity of meaning; negations validate the truth value
of meaning potentialities. Both elaborate discourse
accessibility through frequent internal/external eco-/
co-cognitive coherence (Lambrecht 1994, 100-101).
As yet, discourse accessibility shapes and is shaped
through the performative actions (160), e.g.

Example 3

Deliberate gendered discourse performativity, e.g.
performative acts
Mary: Now James, don’t lose your temper (pp. 24-25).

Implied gendered discourse, e.g. performative acts
Tyrone: And you are worse than he is, encouraging him. |
suppose you're regretting you weren't there to prompt
Shaughnessy with a few nastier insults. You ‘ve a fine talent

for that, if for nothing else. (pp. 2.)

Dialectically, dialogical statements depict
performances through the TCUs. Propositional layers
are built (e.g., damaging face with family tension and
disrupting the social harmony with intense sufferings
along the scenes). Speech acts determine the nature
of actions performed; thus, the polarity base of each
textual layer is perceived and the truth beyond the
verbs is identified through truth-based conditions.
As yet, the textual layers’' meaning builds a semantic
entailment with frequently syntagmatic networks.

Both along with interactional discourse markers build
the audience design that overgeneralizes the texture
of texts and constructs a worldwide consensus.

Given the conventionalities produced and consumed
as well, textual layers' syntagmatic constructions
construct the semantic roles’ interplay through the
surface structure and the polarity system. Additionally,
semiotic-based accessible interpretations stabilize
the dynamicity of the social distance scale, the status
scale, the formality scale, and the referential and
affective function scales (Holmes and Wilson 2017,
8-10). The function served by each scale shapes
and is shaped by a joint two-way processing upon
language and identity practices (Paltridge 2012). The
integrated functions construe sub/genre integrity.
With that, gender ception is co-constructed and
construed by polarity-based minimal interactional
instances between the family members. These
minimal interactional instances support the action-
roles carried out by various identities; accordingly,
social-based hierarchical structure is designed and
accessed thoroughly showing deference, superiority,
inferiority, and determination. As yet, minimal
interactions establish more propositional paths that
require double-cognitive efforts to manipulate them
and co-operate upon. This in turn expects, within and
across propositions, the hegemonic ideology siege.
Furthermore, the frequent minimal discursive units
cost less cognitive efforts.

To conclude, the co-joint interpersonal statements
unlock the context of situation as well as the context
of culture where frames of content and structure draw
a fixed multi-cognitive personae of the female-based
patterns of behavior (e.g., a mother’s role, a wife
role, old beloved, a drug addicted patient, a biased-
family member, and struggle-moderator). Interactions
conducted with these multi-cognitive circuits are
determined by the ‘pushed away' and/or the ‘pushed
around’ mechanisms (Saeed 2009; Halliday 2014;
Dowing 2015). They serve propositional thematic
progression since the situational dots are quoted and
reported by dynamicity of the verb groups (e.g.,
mental or action creating a cognitive path) for the
schematic structures, i.e. ception (Talmy 2000).
These schematic structures depict the triad of author,
audience/readership, and the inner self, i.e. the
interpersonal interactional cycle (Hoey 2001, 14-15).

Since the results of the study prove the interrelations
between the fictive and factive worlds embodied
through the ideational meta-function, i.e. the
interpersonal profile, this section elaborates the
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discussionof theinterpersonalarchitecture oflanguage.
The hypothetical aims at investigating the interpersonal
interactional cycle conducted through the coherent
dramatized narration experienced daily and literally.
The interpersonal interactional statement is presented
through the experienced construal constructed and
construed within and across the conversational scripts
narrated in the scenery drama, i.e. the male-based /
masculine-based identity practices conceptualized
through the small community and the broader one
(e.g., family membership and speech communities
as well). Gendered self-representation is embodied
thoroughly across the past/present based cognitive
dynamicity circuits of memories. Accordingly, a socio-
cognitive prototype prevails with the definite linguistic
system;1) being linked by social forms; 2) talk to each
other; and 3) homogenous-based speech (Halliday
1978, 154-155). The social construct reflects the well-
acquaintances of the communicative end-goal, i.e.
performance and competence with conventionalities
(Bara 2010, 133-205). Accordingly, homogeneity,
as referred to by van Dijk, is experienced through
routinely -based situational dots within and across the
micro-/macro-context; the matter that discursively
legitimatizes the ideological implications (1998, 51-
52). Legitimatization of ideological indications licenses
the value of each ideology; (e.g., positive ideology
such as feminism) (8). Ideology emerges from the
'struggle’ against power abuse through ideological
practices.

Concerning the male-based identity practices,
the male-based family practices ascertain the
male-based ideology across discoursal fields as
well as topical progression, trivialization as well as
seriousness; evidentialities for rationalization as
well as epithets for attitude-based; contextual
propositional layers as well as textual rhetoric (Leech
1983, 69). The cross-gendered practices display
the degree the End-Focus maxim realization where
being accessible in ongoing time, being clear, quick,
easy, and expressive is un/experienced in the ongoing
situations given the available references as well as
inferences (64). In this sense, levels of references and/
or inferences are conducted through the syntagmatic
as well as paradigmatic networks that carry heavy
content-based propositions through the factive or
the fictive world (65). Accordingly, end-weight and
end-scope Maxims refer to the syntactic-/semantic-
based formulations where thematic progression is
discursively organized (given the thematic patterns)
(Paltridge 2012; Leech 1983). In this regard, discourse
thematization is realized through characterization, the
topmost level of the addresser, i.e. the playwright and
the second level the embedded one of the characters
addressing each other in the fictional world (Mclintyre
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2006, 5-6).

To continue, the validity of the hypothetical statement
is realized. It is proved on the behalf of interactive
utterances (e.g., conversational utterances and
indexicalities) depicted through the traditional,
transitional, and egalitarian references (Lazar
2005). Firstly, the traditional dominance interactive
cycle is proved to determine the dramatic scenery.
Secondly, the transitional reference is conducted
through transactional statements conducted through
metadiscourse devices. Transitions are practically
realized through the discursive interactions of family
members who enact, interact, and stereotypically
construe the mother role/Mary Tyrone as the family
guard (Holmes 2013). The lack of confidence,
weakness, and passivity paved the way for the
continuity of unconscious gendered behavior; the
lack of logical reasoning and over-sensitivity on her
behalf licensed the implicit /the explicit and/or the
positive/negative appraisal value of commentaries
and her painful and drugged memories rendered the
family a grieve look (Magalhdes 2005, 186). Such
a look is invited through the topics’' production and
consumption where a reflection of the hierarchical
canonical trajectory is dialectically dealt with resulting
in less propositional expansion (Schegloff 2007,
192-193). The detachment of Mary from the floor
management results in ‘dramatic hegemony’ that
mentally conceptualized through the management
of mind constructing a consensus about the social
order (van Dik 1998, 2-3). It is realized through ideas’
production, reproduction, comprehensibility, texture,
consumption, and discursivity. Intertextually, the more
simplified dramatic hegemony is, the more simplified
syntagmatic constructions and paradigmatic networks
are; the more extended thematized propositions are;
the more expected semantic frames are conducted
(Coupland and Jaworski 1997; Paltridge 2012).
Extended chains of expected meanings show up how
meaning making is construed coherently given the
hierarchical organization of the critically socialized
patterns of patriarchal versus feminist discourses of
sexuality (Fairclough 2010, 93). Meaning making,
pragmatically, requires motivated context, i.e. social
roles, tools, causes, evidences, and (Thomas 1995,
183; Saeed 2009). Furthermore, extended semantic
chains reflect presuppositional behavior of source-
triggered networks (Saeed 2009, 108). Given the
traditional, egalitarian, and transitional considerations
of dealing with the gendered discourse, the
interactions conducted across the dramatic scenes
highlight the notion of defeasibility, i.e. cancelling of a
presupposition (108). Presuppositional behavior and/
or defeasibility uncovers/shedslight on the readership,
the dramatic agents and prevailed cognitive ception.
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Accordingly, the propositional statement depicts an
expected gender stereotype that is value-evaluated
on the behalf of the speaker and/or the point of view
of the addressee (Cumming and Ono 1997, 115-117).
From the point of view of the speaker, the nature of
thematization is value-evaluated through the focus
of consciousness represented partially by Mary; it
is controlled by the eco-context from the point of
view of the addressee (116). Therefore, the authorial
accommodated audience designis typically presented
through the dramatized based narrativity-craft (116-
17).

As yet, the interpersonal profile is textually-oriented
through constructing coherent propositional layers
with limited indexcalities through interactional
metadiscourse devices. They create an integrated
world of intense- and empty-based content that
formulates the co-/eco-knowledge of the ongoing
situations (Hyland 2005). These reside in a negotiative
appeal operated upon the stereotypical factive socio-
cultural frame and the fictive authorial text and/or
the old conceptualized stereotypes and the newly
represented dramatization (13). Accordingly, the
generic literary style is conventionalized, enacted
and employed to monitor non-/natives’ writing skills
of production and consumption (Johnstone 2008,
124-125). Discursively, negotiative meaning making
elaborates outbox expectations, i.e. conducting
epistemic subjective-objective ontology (Searle
2006, 11); negotiative meaning making extends the
polarity language. The memorials of Mary elaborate the
experiential circuits of behaviors and conceptualized
value-beliefs. Since, the formal structure of narratives
may reside inaclause, aphrase, or aword (Thornborrow
and Coates, 2005, 3-4), hierarchical dramatic texture
is constructed and is construed through the memorial
narrative (e.g., Mary's discursive phenomenal
discourse processing) (Cheshire and Ziebland 2005;
Johansen and Larsen 2005, 58). Accordingly, the
Communication Dynamism/CD of Mary creates a
living-contextual structure that embodies her story
and schematizes suffering-based phenomena; the
authorial craft appears lies in situated cognition (Alves
2015, 20). Textually, the situated cognition signifies
the interpersonal function (Johansen and Larsen
2002, 63).

Meaning making potentialities through polarity system
is conducted through transitivity of meaning and
cognitive paths (e.g., locative path and mental path)
constructing image scenes for the dramatic topic's
aboutness, scene setting, thematization, semantic
expectancy coherence, pragmatic relevance, and
transitive- based polarity way round (Lambrecht
1994, 117-124). As a result, dramatized texture

conducts the interpersonal texture raising the nature
of the permanent medium that proves the relation
between knowledge and text-producers/consumers
affecting the interpersonal profile (Johnstone
2012). Accordingly, meaning is mapped through
circles of ’‘statements, questions, and responses’,
'affirmation and denials’, 'possibility and certainty’ are
manipulated with definite discoursal markers (Leech
and Svartvik 1975). Given the spontaneous dialogism
between family members, the phatic function may
be the end-goal of the daily situational dots, i.e. an
affective or a social relation reference (Holmes and
Wilson 2017, 294). It is realized syntactically through
the semantically-based carriers of meaning or the
pragmatically-based connotative indicators, and the
empty constructions of modals, i.e. moot (Berk 1999,
152).

Furthermore, modalities create a space between
certainty and possibility; it serves the role of a path
that directs or redirects the situational dots for
new dramatized/fictive event model. The covert
multifaceted relations shed the light on the notions
of ‘deference and respect' across family members'
interactive circuits (Haugh 2010, 272-273). The
notions of ‘deference andrespect' show the politeness
strategies followed to value-estimate the social
ranks within the family members given the gendered
behaviors, i.e. politenessrites (273). Within and across
the dramatic scenes, the sense of asymmetrical use
of deference rendering asymmetrical social ranking is
noted; James Tyrone vs. Jamie Tyrone, James vs.
Edmund, James vs. Mary, Jamie vs. Mary, Edmund
vs. Mary, Mary's transactional behavior towards
the male-based circuit of behaviors, and James'
and Jamie's dramatic commentaries on Mary's long
night's painful history gave rise to irritation. The
conventionalities of gendered behaviors guarantee
language performativity with mutual ception stability.
Generally speaking, ception stability is legitimatized
explicitly or implicitly (van Leeuwen 2008, 125-126).
With legitimatization, the dramatic scenes proximize
family relations in light of the masculine-/feminine-
patterns of behavior, e.g. de/associations with
family ties, past memories, drug addictions, physical
appearance, bitter commentaries, reluctant passions,
hesitant reactions, and firm-fake siege. Playing with
and across family relations depict the socio-cognitive
interplay of valenced experiences in light of mood
states and emotions (Greifeneder and Bless 2018,
126-127). These features reflect the extent the
social stereotypes affect the ongoing behaviors of
the interactants. Furthermore, the dramatic interplay
depends on the cognitive system of any individual
or reasoning bearing two discrepant but compatible
sub-systems of cognition; in this sense, event model
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is constructed and construed in light of not only
conducting active experiences but also by evoking
alternative ones (Talmy 2000, 100). Alternativity
licenses intertextuality within and across social layers,
event models, and social domains paving the way to
'encyclopedic knowledge of redundant situational
background’ (Gasparov 2010, 2). In this sense,
intertextuality is involved in constructing gendered
cognition-based circuits derived from the global
coherent performative speech act through intentions,
knowledge, and social positions of the social roles
within and across dialogism (van Dijk 2009, 6-14).

The wordings of the text are designed in a classical
manner that licenses the dramatic heroes to serve the
role of homo/heterodiegetic ’‘narrator’ (238). Text
wordings represent fictional discourse, seemingly
mimetic of ordinary language, where processes
operate upon speech and thoughts for more
narrational involvement (Black 2006, 54- 64). The
multiplicity forms of discourse are attached to either
the text or the character through the Narrator's report
of Speech/Thought Act (NRSA/NRTA) (64). The
involved forms include Free Direct Discourse/FDD;
Free Discourse Thought/FDT; Direct Discourse/DD;
Free Indirect Discourse/FID; or Indirect Discourse/ID
(65-70). Across these forms of discourse, a sense
of artistry is raised given the individuals' enormous
stylistic variations.

Stylistically, the interpersonal function conducted
across narrative discourse creates a sense of
emotional involvement and promote the bafflement
statement across the characters (Black 2006, 62).
The interpersonal profile discussed differentiates
the ‘interpersonal’ as a function of language and as
a context of situation, culture, and cognition, i.e.
back ground information chains and prototypical
patterns (van Dik 2009). The interpersonal function
is realized throughout the sentential exchanges of
interactive information (e.g., theme-rheme, co-
speech acts performativity given the dialogic adjuncts
pairs, textual interactional markers, and discoursal
discursivity) (Halliday 2014, 134-135). Both the two
roles served by the ‘interpersonal” prove the validity
of 'language’ as a double-edged indictor of end-goal
means and exchanging language itself (138). For that,
the interpersonal function renders the textual layers
exchange potentialities and argumentation status
(Halliday and Matthiessen 1999, 9).

The previously mentioned results prove the
interpersonal gendered identity activities.
Interpersonal communication shapes the ' social
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reality’ through dual processing, elaborative vs. simple
cognitive dynamicity (Greifeneder, Bless, and Fiedler
2018, 6). The dualprocesses stem from the background
activity consciousness (Chafe 1994, 140). The social
roles recontextualize the habitual topic acceptance
across the topic referents, integrated generic texts,
social roles, codes, and mediated-channels. With
frequently repeated propositions, low cognitive
efforts are operated upon since a degree of general
correlation is constructed between the cognitive
'activation’ and ‘identifiability’ (Lambrecht 1994, 165-
166). Both require topic foci and motivated semantic
expectations of the proposition ‘content’ (Saeed
2009) and dialectical pragmatic relevance (Wilson and
Sperber 2012). Given its low cognitive processing, no
increment of the information intensity is conducted;
experiences are constructed and construed within and
across the social order behavioral patterns displaying
the ‘interpersonal function’ (Halliday and Matthiessen
1999, 511). Moreover, the logical sequence of
experiential processes constructs and construes
the experiential “construal” (508). The experiential
construal evokes the conceptual substrate for the
background knowledge and apprehension of physical,
social, and linguistic context in multifaceted schematic
interpretations and compositional paths (Langacker
2008, 4). Alongside, integrated genres deploy and
construe the content-based “construal” through
multi-faceted structural networks and information-like
spurt intensity exchanging the roles of the focus and
the foci and the multiple stylo-voices represented and
re-contextualized across eco-asymmetric/symmetric
stories lived by for more contextualized hegemonic
ideologies (Wodak 2007, 208-209). The exercise of
power is realized through the hierarchical organizational
formations of built-in socio-discursive relations, i.e.
IDFs (Fairclough 2010, 26).

Up to the community of practices, a value-based
interaction relevance-based statement is dramatically
co-/eco-constructed and elaborated dialectically
and hierarchically since they design the cognitive
paths for the ‘image schemata’' (Langacker 2013;
Fairclough 2010). Image schemata are schematized as
conceptual archetype-stances that smoothly motivate
the action and the reaction towards social practices,
arise the habitual daily interaction, and stabilize the
authorial-based ideological hegemony (Langacker
2013, 33; van Dik 1998). All the ideological hegemony
practices are transitively experienced through
the lexico-grammatical constructions providing a
complementarity view of the daily scenes encountered
through the family members’ transactions (Halliday
2014; Halliday 1989). Family-based transactions,
the focus in this study, dressed syntagmatic as well
as paradigmatic patterns of genderlect polarity

http://apc.aast.edu




(Halliday 2014, 63). Semantically-based, genderlect
polarity actualizes coherence through the Context
Configuration/CC identified and performed by the
social agents-based ideology (Halliday and Hasan,
1989). Syntagmatically and paradigmatically -oriented,
morpho-based strata constructions reflect social
properties represented by social roles formulated
through group-self schema with in-/out-group
homogeneity/heterogeneity  legitimatized  within
the public sphere and/or in circumscribed social
community of practices (Therborn 1980, 80; van Dijk
2000, 33-34); discursively-token, the community
of practices is elaborated through feminism struggle
among groups and attitudes towards the other, social
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