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Abstract. With an emphasis on corrective feedback, this article review investigates the
pedagogical implications of Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) in the context of
English as a Foreign Language (EFL) classroom interactions. It discusses how SFL
concepts, when incorporated into EFL classrooms, improve teaching techniques, adapt
instructional design, reach learning goals and the provision of corrective feedback. Peer-
reviewed research articles, books, conference proceedings, and instructional reports
published in the fifteen years were accessed using a thorough search approach. This
methodological approach is of benefit to comprehend how SFL helps to provide accurate
and encouraging corrective feedback in addition to supporting successful language
learning. This review provides insightful information about the potential of Systemic
Functional Linguistics (SFL) to influence and improve the field of EFL learning,
particularly with regard to feedback strategy and its effects on language acquisition,
through the synthesis of findings and themes.
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1 Introduction

Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL), which is concerned with their organizations
and structures, is potentially employed in classroom interactions. Specifically, it helps teachers
to assist their students' language productions and lead themselves to inform the way they provide
corrective feedback [1]. As such, teachers can make sure that the students can access and
understand their feedback in addition to it being informative. As a result of this, students are
more likely to understand the corrections and incorporate them into their language repertoire.

Apart from concentrating on linguistic functions, Systemic Functional Linguistics’
(SFL's) examination of the situational context [2], [3], which includes field, tenor, and mode, is
crucial in deciding when and how to provide feedback. When giving feedback, context is
important [4], and Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) enables teachers to customize their
feedback strategy for the particular classroom setting. For example, teachers may choose to
provide written corrective feedback in the context of a formal written assessment, like grading
essays, in order to conform to the written communication style. Giving prompt oral comments
during a discussion may be more appropriate in a more participatory classroom environment, as
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it respects the oral communication style. Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) gives teachers
the ability to provide feedback in a way that is appropriate for the context.

Beyond just how feedback works in an EFL classroom, Systemic Functional
Linguistics (SFL) has a significant impact on teacher- student interactions. It advances
knowledge of the relationship between classroom interaction and language learning. With the
help of Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL), teachers can better understand how language
functions in different contexts and modify their language and feedback techniques to better suit
the requirements of their students. Regardless of the setting—formal academic or informal
conversational— Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) equips teachers to maximize language
learning [5].

In addition, the importance of Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) in delivering
feedback is crucial in the EFL classroom, when a convergence of varied learning styles and
backgrounds occurs. It gives teachers the resources they need to deal with grammatical errors
and inconsistencies in a clear, encouraging, and context-sensitive manner [6], [7]. Feedback that
is both accessible and focused helps students internalize corrections and advance their language
proficiency. Understanding and implementing Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) concepts
in EFL classroom interactions is a potent way to prepare students for linguistic success in a time
when effective language proficiency is a crucial asset.

To date, Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) is beneficial for teachers when it comes
to giving feedback in English as a Foreign Language (EFL) classroom interactions. Systemic
Functional Linguistics (SFL) gives teachers an advanced tool for identifying linguistic errors
and helping students become proficient in the language. Through an exploration of language's
metafunctions, Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) equips teachers to pinpoint and rectify
particular language functions that need improvement. For teachers attempting to customize their
feedback to each student's unique needs, this accuracy is priceless because it guarantees that
grammatical problems are not only found but also thoroughly comprehended and fixed.

Furthermore, in an EFL classroom, the teacher-student interaction is significantly
impacted by Systemic Functional Linguistics’ (SFL's) interpersonal metafunction [8]-[10].
Since corrective feedback entails pointing out errors, it can be a touchy subject. Fortunately, the
interpersonal component of SFL enables teachers to carefully negotiate this terrain. Teachers
can use their knowledge of the tenor element to provide feedback in a way that upholds students'
self-esteem, respects one another, and creates a welcoming environment in the classroom.
Teachers should encourage students to accept language progress as an integral part of their
language learning journey by providing constructive feedback and fostering a supportive
learning environment. Thus, Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) in EFL classroom feedback
is therefore improves teachers' capacity to provide accurate and encouraging feedback while
fostering an environment that is favorable to successful language learning.

The relationship between Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) and feedback in EFL
classroom interaction is further explored in this article. It discusses how the understanding of
ideational, interpersonal, and textual metafunctions provided by Systemic Functional
Linguistics (SFL) improves the efficiency of feedback techniques. It also highlights the
contextual analysis of field, tenor, and mode, demonstrating how context-driven feedback can
be helpful in assisting students in understanding the learned- language. Thus, the article
demonstrates the significant influence of Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) in fostering
efficient language learning and improving the skill of interactions in EFL classrooms through
this review.



2 Method

In order to locate, pick, and evaluate pertinent research on the educational applications
of Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) in classroom interactions, this review paper takes a
methodical approach. Peer-reviewed research articles, books, conference proceedings, and
instructional reports published in the last fifteen years were accessed using a thorough search
approach. A systematic search was conducted utilizing terms and phrases such as Systemic
Functional Linguistics (SFL) in education, pedagogical applications of Systemic Functional
Linguistics (SFL), Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) in classroom interactions, feedback
and related topics, to access databases and pertinent linguistic publications. The objective was
to compile a varied and representative body of literature that discusses the influence of SFL on
classroom interactions and pedagogy. In addition, because of the review's focus, only English-
language publications were taken into account. Excluded from consideration were any sources
that did not specifically discuss the educational uses of Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL)
or that lacked theoretical or empirical support.

The chosen literature underwent a thorough process of data extraction. Important
details were methodically documented, such as the authors, year of publication, research
emphasis, techniques, and significant discoveries. The evaluation procedure encompassed both
thematic and narrative integration. A descriptive synopsis of the most important conclusions
and revelations from the chosen literature was produced using narrative synthesis. To find
reoccurring themes, difficulties, and advantages related to the educational usage of SFL in
classroom interactions, thematic synthesis was utilized. The primary patterns and themes that
emerged from the literature were to be captured via thematic analysis.

3 Discussion
3.1 Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL)

A comprehensive linguistic framework called Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL)
aims to comprehend language's structure and function in a methodical and logical way. SFL,
which was coined by Michael Halliday in the middle of the 20th century, has become well-
known as a useful method for examining how language works in different contexts.(Andersen,
, Emilie, & Holsting, 2018; Darong, 2022a; Montes, Barboza, & Olascoaga, 2014) According
to this linguistic theory, language is a dynamic system that facilitates successful communication
and meaning expression rather than just a collection of discrete words and grammatical rules
[14]. Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) explores how language choices reflect social,
cultural, and communicative dimensions of human interaction by going deeply into the layers
of language (Darong, 2022b; Eggins, 1994; Halliday, 1985; Hasan, 2014). Fundamentally,
Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) highlights the notion that language functions as a
semiotic system [17], [18]. Our ability to communicate meaning is based on a system of signs
and symbols that are intrinsically linked to the social and cultural settings in which they are
employed. Language is seen in SFL as a tool for social interaction, and social norms, positions,
and relations have an impact on language usage and structure. From this point, linguists can
investigate the ways in which language is used to create and communicate social identities and
relations.

The ideational, interpersonal, and textual strata are the three interconnected strata
identified by Systemic Functional Linguistics” (SFL's) stratified model of language, which is
one of its primary contributions[1], [7], [19]-[21]. The ideational stratum is concerned with how
experiences are represented, particularly the ways in which linguistic structures are employed



to transmit meaning and depict reality. The interpersonal stratum examines how language is
used to represent attitudes, feelings, and interpersonal dynamics, and it deals with the
negotiation of social roles and relationships. The textual stratum studies the structure of
language used to produce texts that are cohesive and logical.

The idea of metafunctions, which divides language's purposes into three primary
categories—idetional, interpersonal, and textual—is also introduced in Systemic Functional
Linguistics (SFL). The ideational metafunction is involved in the processes of naming,
describing, and classifying in order to describe the world and construct meaning (Alwasilah &
Gunawan, 2023; Darong, 2022c; Hanifa & Ardy, 2023; Malkawi & Fareh, 2023). It is "language
about something" since it deals with the expression of both internal and exterior reality. When
talking about the outside world or one's interior thoughts, this representation takes the form of
"content," also known as experiential meaning, [2]. Furthermore, when language is examined at
the clause level, where a clause is a representation of an experience, the language's transitivity
system realizes the experiential or representational function. It classifies "what-is-going-on"
processes pertaining to actions, events, states, and relations by encoding both the external and
internal realities that exist within a person's consciousness. According to Eggins (1994) these
processes can also be divided into secondary categories such as behavioral, verbal, existential,
and mental in addition to material, mental, and relational.

The interpersonal metafunction is concerned with the ways in which language is
employed to navigate social roles and relationships, including the display of solidarity,
authority, modality, and civility [24]. The interpersonal function views language as a medium
of communication, emphasizing the participatory aspect of exchanges between the
writer/speaker and the reader/listener. Clauses are viewed as interactive events involving the
speaker, writer, and audience at the grammatical level [7].

Giving and demanding are the two basic speech roles that make up the mood system
of language, which realizes interpersonal function. When two individuals interact, they build a
relationship by exchanging something requested or offered. Four main speech functions are
produced by this interaction, which usually involves commodities and services or information:
offering, commanding, asserting, and inquiring. In this respect, there are two ways to look at a
clause's interpersonal function. According to power dynamics, the speaker or writer has the
ability to project authority from a discipline or organization, which can affect how interpersonal
function is communicated [18], [25]. As an alternative, the writer or speaker might convey from
a personal perspective free from the influence of authority figures or institutions.

Text structure and organization, including coherence and cohesiveness, are examined
by the textual metafunction. The focus of language's textual function is on how language
organizes and forms messages, ideas and arguments [6], [20], [26]. This purpose is inherent in
language and is related to the situational environment in which it is employed. The arrangement
of inter clausal elements to produce cohesive and comprehensible entire texts is the textual
function at the sentence level [3]. Furthermore, the thematic structure of the clause, which
consists of the two main components Theme and Rheme, represents the textual function, which
is achieved through the linguistic theme (clause).

Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) also emphasizes how important context is to
comprehending language. It acknowledges that language is dynamic rather than static and that
an expression's meaning changes depending on the context in which it is used (Kaneyasu). To
uncover the complex relations between language, society, and culture, Systemic Functional
Linguistics (SFL) promotes context-based language analysis.

To sum up, Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) offers a comprehensive method for
comprehending the composition and operation of language. SFL allows linguists and



researchers to explore language's nuances and discover how language influences
communication and reflects our common experiences. This is achieved by highlighting the
relationship between social, cultural, and communicative components of language [27].
Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) provides a strong framework for understanding the
complex ways that language acts as a medium for meaning, identity, and communication in our
diverse and complex world through its stratified model, metafunctions, and context-based
analysis.

3.2 Context of Situation (Register) and the Context of Culture (Genre)

Following the framework of Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL), language is an
actualized system of meaning potential in human interaction that takes on several forms. They
place more concern on the idea of a "system" than on strict structural guidelines [9], [19]. In this
context, language can be seen as a resource containing choices, their relationships, and the
requirements to access those choices when it is understood as a system.

Systemic linguists, in essence, investigate texts as communicative acts that generate
meaning in a cultural context—the foundation of all social interactions. The decision to
participate in social processes that are acknowledged by culture is taken at the genre level, which
establishes this framework [6], [28], [29]. In addition, aside from examining its grammar,
Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) analysis should also lead to further conclusions
concerning the situational and cultural contexts (genre and register) [30]. As a result, functional
linguistics includes both a theory of language and a description of the situations in which
language is important. This dual viewpoint aids in the comprehension and interpretation of the
larger sociocultural framework within which texts are situated.

Context is a linguistic level that addresses the connection between the extratextual
elements of the circumstance and the linguistic form. Two different meanings flow from this
perspective. Contextual meaning is explained at the semantic level by the idea of "register."”
Register as the realization of semantic resources connected to a specific setting type inside a
culture. Itis arranged into three categories: field, tenor, and mode, and it pertains to the meaning
potential that is available in a particular social situation (Halliday, 1978). Furthermore, one way
to think of context is as the language's metafunctional diversity reflected in it. This indicates
that experience, interpersonal, and textual functions are connected to field, tenor, and mode in
question. Together, these three contextual factors offer a comprehensive understanding of the
semiotic structure of the scenario.

In Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL), the term field refers to the entire subject
matter or topic of a conversation, including what is being discussed. It symbolizes the idea or
subject matter of a writing, discussion, or exchange of ideas and is vital in determining the
meaning and information that can be expressed through language. Conversely, tenor is
concerned with the people involved in a communication exchange. It focuses on the individuals
engaged in the conversation, their social roles, and the connections between them on an
interpersonal level (mood structure) (Darong, 2022d; Siregar et al., 2021). Tenor influences the
choice of language and expression by illuminating the power relationships, social status, and
roles of speakers and listeners in a particular situation. Meanwhile, systemic functional
linguistics’ concept of mode addresses the channel and how language is employed to structure
and communicate messages. It includes the decisions made regarding spoken or written
language, in addition to different genres and registers that affect the organization and delivery
of the message [25]. Understanding mode is essential to understanding how the overall style and
purpose of a text is influenced by the mode of communication, which might be speech, writing,
visual features, or a combination of these.



The situational context (register) and the cultural context (genre) are connected. Both
of them rely on language to be realized, and register acts as a link between genre and language
through words and structures. Register is a more constrained, situational expression of a given
genre, whereas genre is the larger framework giving a specific sort of interaction its purpose

[3].

It is necessary to understand both the cultural (genre) and situational (register) contexts
in which a piece is generated in order to fully appreciate it. Register acts as a link between genre
and register, which are two dimensions of context that are manifested through language. The
more general background is known as the context of culture (genre), and the specific reality of
that context is known as the context of situation (register) [21]. Both are essential to
comprehending the role language plays in certain speech such as in EFL classroom interactions.

3.3 Classroom Interaction

In educational contexts, classroom interactions are essential to the learning process.
Within the framework of language classrooms, they serve as both a vehicle for learning and a
topic of pedagogical study. The participants along with their interactions are useful instruments
for achieving learning goals [32]-[34] Likely, Hu and Duan (2018) have confirmed that
classroom interaction is an essential component of teaching and learning that extends beyond
the actual physical setting. It is regarded as a vital and active medium for accomplishing learning
goals.

In the classroom, teachers and students collaborate to increase knowledge and broaden
their thinking, necessitating the application of pedagogical tactics and the skillful use of a variety
of methodologies [36]. These methods include taking into account the opportunities for learning,
making use of interactional features, using language that is appropriate for teacher-student
interactions, and getting feedback from the students [37]-[41].

Additionally, it has been observed that teachers employ particular interactional
strategies to support meaning negotiation and learning engagement [42]-[45]. Meanwhile, turn-
taking and sequence organization are ways to foster learning [46]-[48]. As such, a key
component of the ways in question is teachers' capacity to use strategy to control the classroom,
which goes beyond their use of language.

Differently, teachers' language choices in the classroom have a big impact on how well
students and teachers interact [40], [49]-[51]. Optimal learning outcomes and learning
engagement can be achieved by the effective use of language [52]-[55]. To date, students should
be conscious of the characteristics of their own successful discussions and their contributions to
the dialogue in order to optimize the advantages and promote language production in the
classroom [56]. This demonstrates how meaningful interactions are collaborative in nature, with
teachers and students both contributing significantly. In this context, student contributions are
essential in classroom interactions, especially when it comes to students' attentiveness and their
capacity to relate their ideas to earlier contributions. These receptive exchanges can foster a
variety of interaction patterns and aid in learning; it's not only about the roles of the students;
it's also about how their shifting positions affect the discourse structure and communication
patterns. In this regard, [57] have confirmed that contingent responses—in which the present
speaker highlights specifics from the preceding speaker's response—maintain interactional
qualities and can influence meaning negotiation as well as interaction pattern.

In conclusion, studies have demonstrated that how teachers speak and encourage
students’ engagement and reach learning goals in the process of classroom interactions.
However, the concern is not only on the types of interactions but also on its functional part,
which could be problematic. Therefore, it's critical to look at the purposes of teachers' classroom



interactions in addition to the types of talks they have. Moreover, successful learning outcomes
can be achieved by encouraging student participation and engagement through the use of
effective teaching language. In this situation, language essentially serves as functions for
transferring information and guiding the instructional process. The function in question may
include ideational, interpersonal and textual functions which are respectively realized by register
category of field, tenor, and mode. This emphasizes the idea that language is an active tool for
influencing the dynamics and objectives of classroom interactions rather than merely a passive
means of information transmission. As such, language has a purpose that goes beyond
communication; it helps accomplish educational goals, establish a supportive atmosphere for
learning, and manage the flow of classroom discourse.

3.4 Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) and Classroom Interaction

A comprehensive linguistic framework called Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL)
is essential for improving effective classroom interactions. SFL offers teachers important
insights into the dynamic character of classroom discourse because of its emphasis on the
ideational, interpersonal, and textual metafunctions of language as well as its consideration of
the situational context, including field, tenor, and mode. ( Linares & Xin, 2020; Montes,
Barboza, & Olascoaga, 2014)

Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) gives us the opportunity to explore the
ideational metafunction, which is concerned with the meaning and expression of experiences in
language (Martin & Zappavigna, 2019; Martin, 2020). This entails examining how language
creates and transmits knowledge in the classroom. Teachers can identify the different processes
students are doing—such as describing, explaining, or analyzing—by knowing the ideational
function. Teachers can effectively assist students in creating and sharing information during
classroom interactions when they are aware of these things.

The social features of language, such as participant roles, power relations, and attitude
and manner are the focus of the interpersonal metafunction. Systemic Functional Linguistics
(SFL) assists teachers in taking into account the identities and interactions that language creates
in the classroom. Teachers can adapt their language to accommodate the unique needs and
identities of students by, for instance, assessing the tone, which encompasses roles,
relationships, and social positioning. This promotes a supportive and inclusive learning
environment [8].

Language structure and organization fall under the area of the textual metafunction.
This SFL feature can be used by teachers to improve classroom interactions and make sure that
communications are coherent and well-structured [28], [59]. As such, teachers can adjust
language choices to the situation and make sure that interaction is in line with the desired
educational goals by looking at the mode, which includes the channel of communication, the
media employed, and the degree of formality.

To date, classroom interactions are enhanced even further by SFL's examination of the
situational context; field, tenor and mode. The field component entails taking the topic and the
goings-on into account. Teachers can ensure that the language in their interactions with students
is understandable and relevant for students by using this analysis to match language to the
subject matter, be it science, literature, history and so forth. Teachers can modify language
complexity to match students' comprehension levels by having a thorough understanding of the
field.

Another important aspect of Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) in the classroom
is tenor, which has to do with the relations and social roles of the participants[27], [60], [61].
This register can be used by teachers to modify their language to fit the unique dynamics



interactions that exist between them and their students. Teachers can establish a learning
atmosphere that is more inclusive and respectful by acknowledging the roles and identities of
participants.

Last but not least, the mode analysis—which takes into account the communication
medium and formality—helps with language adaptation for various classroom contexts. This
Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) feature can be used by teachers to determine whether
spoken or written language is better suited for a given speech event. Knowing mode enables
teachers to make well-informed choices regarding language structure and delivery in classroom
interactions Rima Jamil (Kusuma, Dewi, & Kurniawan, 2018; Malkawi & Fareh, 2023).

Taken together, Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL), which emphasizes context
analysis and language metafunctions, is an effective tool for teachers who want to improve
classroom interactions. Teachers can facilitate pleasant social relationships, assure effective
communication, and direct the formation of knowledge by employing the ideational,
interpersonal, and textual metafunctions. Additionally, teachers can tailor language to the
unique classroom setting by examining the scenario through the lenses of field, tenor, and mode.
This ensures that language choices are inclusive, relevant, and appropriate for both teaching and
learning. Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) gives teachers the tools they need to use
language as an active, meaningful tool for instruction and interaction in the classroom.

The crucial question is how Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) benefits teachers
in feedback process? The teacher's response to a student's grammatical errors or inaccuracies
with the goal of assisting them in strengthening their language skills is known as corrective
feedback [63]-[66]. In the development and application of corrective feedback strategies in
English as a Foreign Language (EFL) classroom interactions, Systemic Functional Linguistics
(SFL) is a key component. The emphasis that SFL places on discourse structure, language
functions, and context analysis can improve the efficacy of corrective feedback in a number of
ways.

First and foremost, Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) enables teachers to examine
the ideational metafunction, which is focused on the meaning and expression of experiences in
language. Teachers can gain an understanding of the type of grammatical faults or inaccuracies
in students' writing or speech by using this framework. Through the identification of particular
ideational functions that have been misapplied or misinterpreted, teachers are able to offer
focused coaching input. When a student misuses the passive voice in a phrase, for instance, a
teacher using Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) may recognize this as a misconception
about the ideational purpose of the passive and adjust the feedback accordingly.

Second, Systemic Functional Linguistics’ (SFL'S) interpersonal metafunction aids
teachers in taking into account how language functions socially and how pupils could be
affected by corrective feedback [67]-[69]. Given that it includes calling attention to mistakes,
corrective feedback in language learning can be a touchy subject. Teachers are able to pay
attention to the tenor portion of Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL), which includes the
social roles and connections of students in the classroom. Instructors may create a welcoming
and inclusive learning atmosphere in the classroom by using their knowledge of tone to give
constructive criticism in a courteous and supportive way.

Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) also helps teachers analyze the textual
metafunction by emphasizing language structure and arrangement. This aids teachers in
providing students with corrected feedback in a comprehensible and unambiguous manner,
ensuring that they grasp the changes. Teachers help students understand the modifications by
offering feedback that is consistent with the discourse structure and textual coherence.



Ultimately, the study of the situational context by Systemic Functional Linguistics
(SFL)—which includes the field, tenor, and mode—is essential to figuring out when and how
to provide corrective feedback as assessment activities [19], [70]. Teachers can modify the
feedback process and timing according to the unique circumstances in the classroom. For
example, in a formal written assessment, a teacher may align with the method of written
communication by offering written corrective feedback in the form of essay comments.
Immediate oral feedback during a conversation may be more appropriate in a more engaged
classroom.

Along align with the above argument, the design and employment of corrective
feedback strategies in EFL classroom interactions can be improved by applying the concepts of
Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL). Teachers can support effective language learning and a
healthy classroom environment by providing targeted, courteous, and well-structured feedback
that makes use of SFL's insights into language functions, discourse structure, and the social and
contextual dimensions of language. In an EFL classroom, Systemic Functional Linguistics
(SFL) assists teachers and students in navigating the challenges of language learning by
supplementing the use of corrective feedback.

By and large, a large corpus of previous research studies on the pedagogical
implications of Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) in English as a Foreign Language (EFL)
classroom interactions has greatly influenced the body of knowledge. The examined research
studies indisputably highlights the transformational power of English as a foreign language
learning (EFL) in altering language instruction and fostering meaningful and dynamic discourse
moves and commodity exchanges in the classroom. In this respect, such power, which
emphasizes the ongoing relevance and significance of SFL in the field of language teaching.

Furthermore, previous studies have consistently demonstrated the significant impact
that Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) has on EFL language teaching. In addition, the body
of research confirms that Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) has a significant impact on
classroom interactions in addition to improving our understanding of language pedagogical
functions and structures (Morton, 2020). In this case, there should be an agreement toward the
consensus saying that Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) has the potential to manage
discourse moves and commodity exchanges in EFL classrooms. These results provide
convincing evidence that the incorporation of Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) concepts
into EFL instruction allows teachers to encourage more effective discourse strategies, learning
resources, social proposes enabling richer and more involved interactions between teacher and
students and among students themselves [71]. In order to help teachers and students achieve
stronger communication and language proficiency, the significance of incorporating Systemic
Functional Linguistics (SFL) into language teaching is essential.

Building on these results, | propose that Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL)
principles be deliberately included into classroom interactions to facilitate more accurate,
helpful, and context-sensitive discourse moves and commodity exchanges. As such, SFL has
the potential to transform language teaching and the vital role it plays in promoting more lively,
interesting, and fruitful interactions between EFL students. Incorporating Systemic Functional
Linguistics (SFL) principles definitely improves classroom discourse and makes it easier for
students to engage in deeper, more nuanced language exchanges. This, in turn, improves
students' language learning experiences and improves teachers' pedagogical methods.



4 Conclusion

This review has highlighted the significant influence of Systemic Functional
Linguistics (SFL) in EFL classrooms interactions. Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL)
encourages lively conversation movements that improve classroom interactions and provides
insightful understanding of language structures and functions that improves the delivery of
feedback. Interactions in EFL classrooms can become more dynamic, productive, and
interesting by adopting Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) framework. The findings of
previous research studies also emphasized how Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) has a
significant impact on curriculum design, language instruction, and student learning outcome

A more thorough investigation of Systemic Functional Linguistics’ (SFL's) practical
application in various EFL contexts is expected for next research. It would be beneficial to look
into its adaptability, difficulties, visibility, and eligibility in a particular context. Furthermore,
studies on teaching materials may help Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) become more
widely used. It is also crucial to conduct longitudinal research on the long-term effects of
Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) on language competency and acquisition. Analyses that
compare Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) to other educational approaches may shed light
on the special benefits of Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) for creating dynamic learning
environments and accurate remedial feedback in EFL contexts.
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